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PREFACE © | | 

| The publication Foreign Relations of the United States consti- 
tutes the official record of the foreign policy of the United States. 
The volumes in the series include, subject to necessary security 
considerations, all documents needed to give a comprehensive 
record of the major foreign policy decisions of the United States to- 
gether with appropriate materials concerning the facts which con- 
tributed to the formulation of policies. Documents in the files of 
the Department of State are supplemented by papers from other 

| government agencies involved in the formulation of foreign policy. 

The basic documentary diplomatic record printed in the volumes 
_ of the series Foreign Relations of the United States is edited by the 

Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of 

_ State. The editing is guided by the principles of historical objectivi- 

ty and in accordance with the following official guidance first pro- 
mulgated by Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg on March 26, 
1925. | | ; | 

_ There may be no alteration of the text, no deletions without indi- 
cating where in the text the deletion is made, and no omission of 
facts which were of major importance in reaching a decision. Noth- 
ing may be omitted for the purpose of concealing or glossing over 

what might be regarded by some as a defect of policy. However, 
certain omissions of documents are permissible for the following 
reasons: | | 

a. To avoid publication of matters which would tend to © 
impede current diplomatic negotiations or other business. 
' o. To condense the record and avoid repetition of needless de- 
ails. 

c. To preserve the confidence reposed in the Department by 
individuals and by foreign governments. | 

d. To avoid giving needless offense to other nationalities or 
individuals. | 

e. To eliminate personal opinions presented in despatches 
and not acted upon by the Department. To this consideration | 
there is one qualification—in connection with major decisions 
it is desirable, where possible, to show the alternative present- 

| ed to the Department before the decision was made. | 

Documents selected for publication in the Foreign Relations vol- 
umes are referred to the Department of State Classification/Declas- _ 
sification Center for declassification clearance. The Center reviews | 
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IV PREFACE 

the documents, makes declassification decisions, and obtains the 

| clearance of geographic and functional bureaus of the Department 
of State, as well as of other appropriate agencies of the govern- 

ment. The Center, in coordination with the geographic bureaus of 
the Department of State, conducts communications with foreign 

governments regarding documents or information of those govern- 

ments proposed for inclusion in Foreign Relations volumes. 

This volume was initially prepared under the general supervision 

of Fredrick Aandahl and, at a later stage, of William Z. Slany, his 

successor as General Editor of the Foreign Relations series. John P. 
Glennon, Charles S. Sampson, and William F. Sanford, Jr., assisted 

in final preparation. Neal H. Petersen was responsible for the plan- 
ning, review, and editing of the volume. Mr. Petersen compiled the 

documentation on the President’s Committee on International In- 
formation Activities and collaborated with Lisle A. Rose in the 

preparation of the documentation on atomic energy and regulation 

of armaments. Mr. Rose prepared the compilations on national se- 

curity policy and the foreign information program. | 

Rita M. Baker of the Publishing Services Division (Paul M. 

Washington, Chief) performed the technical editing under the su- 

pervision of Margie R. Wilber. The index was prepared by the Twin 

Oaks Indexing Collective. | 

| | WILLIAM Z. SLANY 

The Historian 

- Bureau of Public Affairs
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| LIST OF SOURCES ts | 

This list provides a brief description of the unpublished sources which, in addition 

to the central decimal files of the Department of State, were used in the preparation 

| of the volume. Published primary materials which were consulted are cited where 

appropriate throughout the volume. | me oo 

Department of State | , eae 

A/MS Files, Lot 54D291 0” | | | 
Consolidated administrative files of the Department of State for the years 1949- 

1960, as maintained by the Management Staff of the Bureau of Administration. 

Atomic Energy Files, Lot 57 D 688 a as | 

| Consolidated collection of documentation in the Department of State on atomic | 

energy policy for the years 1944-1962, as maintained principally by the Special 

Assistant to the Secretary of State on Atomic Energy Affairs but also by other 

| offices of the Department of State. 

CON Files, Lot 58 D 223 ae | 

Files of the Office of Security and Consular Affairs from 1946 to 1953. Includes 
general administrative records, consular management files and miscellaneous 

subject files of divisional components of the office. 

| Conference Files, Lot 60 D 627 | | | | 
Collection of documentation on official visits by heads of government and for- 

_eign ministers to the United States and on major international conferences at- 

tended by the Secretary of State for the period 1958-1955, as maintained by the 
Executive Secretariat of the Department of State. ea 

Disarmament Files, Lot 58D 133 oe 
Consolidated collection of documentation in the Department of State on the reg- 

ulation of armaments and disarmament for the years 1942-1962. | 

INR Files | : | | | 

Files retained by the Bureau of Intelligence and Research. oe | 

INR Files, Lot 59 D 27 | an oe 
| —_ Miscellaneous files for the years 1948-1954 as retired by the Bureau of Intelli- _ 

gence and Research including master file of minutes of the Intelligence Adviso- 

ry Committee (IAC). — 7 | 

IO Files, Lot 60 D 463 _ : 

Official United Nations documentation for the years 1946-1956, as maintained 

in the Bureau of International Organization Affairs. | 
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Vil LIST OF SOURCES 

IO Files, Lot 71 D 440 

Master files of classified records and correspondence of United States Delega- 
_ tions to sessions of the United Nations General Assembly for the years 1945- 

1965, maintained by the Bureau of International Organization Affairs. 

OCB Files, Lot 62 D 430 | 

Master files of the Operations Coordinating Board for the years 1953-1960, as 

maintained by the Executive Secretariat of the Department of State. 

PPS Files, Lot 64 D 563 

Master file of documents, drafts, records of meetings, memoranda, and related 

correspondence for the years 1947-1958 of the Policy Planning Staff. | 

PPS Files, Lot 65 D 101 

Master file of documents, drafts, records of meetings, memoranda, and related 

correspondence for the year 1954 of the Policy Planning Staff. 

PSB Files, Lot 62 D 333 | 

Master file of minutes and papers of the Psychological Strategy Board for the 

years 1951-19538, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat of the Department 
of State. 

Presidential Correspondence, Lot 66 D 204 

Exchanges of correspondence between the President and the heads of foreign 

governments for the years 1953-1964, as maintained by the Executive Secretar- 
iat of the Department of State. : 

S/AE Files, Lot 68 D 358 | 

Files relating to atomic energy policy matters for the years 1950-1967, main- 

tained initially by the Office of the Special Assistant to the Secretary of State 

on Atomic Energy Affairs and later by the Office of Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of State for Politico-Military Affairs. 

Secretary’s Daily Meetings, Lot 58 D 609 

Chronological collection of the records of the Secretary of State’s daily meetings 

| | with top Department of State officials for the years 1949-1952, as maintained by 

the Special Assistant to the Secretary of State. 

Secretary’s Letters, Lot 56 D 459 | 

Correspondence of the Secretary of State for the years 1945-1956, as maintained 
by the Executive Secretariat. 

Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation, Lot 64 D 199 

Chronological collections of the Secretary of State’s memoranda of conversation 

and the Under Secretary of State’s memoranda of conversation for the years 

1953-1960, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat of the Department of 
State. 

S/P-NSC Files, Lot 61 D 167 

Serial file of memoranda relating to National Security Council questions for the 

years 1950-1961, as maintained by the Policy Planning Staff.



LIST OF SOURCES IX 

S/P-NSC Files, Lot 62 D 1 

Serial and subject master file of National Security Council documents and cor- 

respondence for the years 1948-1961, as maintained by the Policy Planning 

Staff. | 

S/S-NSC Files, Lot 63 D 351 | | 

Serial master file of National Security Council documents and correspondence 
and related Department of State memoranda for the years 1947-1961, as main- | 

tained by the Executive Secretariat of the Department of State. 

S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files, Lot 66 D 95 | | | | 

Administrative and miscellaneous National Security Council documentation, in- 

cluding NSC Records of Action, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat of 

the Department of State for the years 1947-1963. 

S/S-NSC Files, Lot 66 D 148 | 

| Miscellaneous files concerning subjects considered by the National Security | 
Council during the period 1949-1962, as maintained by the Executive Secretar- 

iat of the Department of State. 

State-JCS Meetings, Lot 61 D 417 | 

Top secret records of meetings between representatives of the Department of 
State and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the period 1951-1959 and selected prob- 

lem files on the Middle East for the period 1954-1956, as maintained by the Ex- 
ecutive Secretariat of the Department of State. 

USUN Files 

Files of the United States Mission at the United Nations. 

United States Department of Energy : 

Atomic Energy Commission Files | 

Files of the United States Atomic Energy Commission, retained by the U.S. De- 
partment of Energy. 

United States Information Agency 

USIA Files, Lot 56 D 581 

Miscellaneous files of the United States Information Agency. 

USIA Files, Lot 60 D 322 

Chronological files of the Director of USIA for the period of the 1950s. 

Dwight D. Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kansas 

Dulles Papers | 

Papers of John Foster Dulles, 1952-1959. Dulles was Secretary of State, 19538- 

1959. | 

Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File | 

Papers of Dwight D. Eisenhower as President of the United States, 1953-1961, | 

maintained by his personal secretary, Ann C. Whitman. The Whitman File in- 
cludes the following elements: The Name Series, the Dulles-Herter Series, Ei- 

senhower Diaries, Ann Whitman (ACW) Diaries, National Security Council



X LIST OF SOURCES 7 

Records, Miscellaneous Records, Cabinet Papers, Legislative Meetings, Interna- 
tional Meetings, the Administration Series, and the International File. 

Eisenhower Records | | | - 

Records of Dwight D. Eisenhower as President of the United States, 1953-1961 

(White House Central Files), including the daily appointment books of the Presi- 
dent. | 

C.D. Jackson Papers | 

The papers of C.D. Jackson, 1931-1967. Jackson was Special Assistant to the 
| President, 1953-1954. | 

Project “Clean Up” | 

Project “Clean Up” collection. Records of Gordon Gray, Robert Cutler, Henry R. 
McPhee, and Andrew J. Goodpaster, 1953-1961. : 

| Staff Secretary Records | | 

Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, 1952-1961 (records of Paul T. Car- 
roll, Andrew J. Goodpaster, L. Arthur Minnich, Jr., and Christopher H. Rus- 
sell). 

Harry S. Truman Library, Independence, Missouri . . 

Truman Papers, President’s Secretary’s File (PSF) | 

Papers of Harry S. Truman as President, 1945-1953, maintained by his personal 
secretary. 

Princeton University Library, Princeton, New Jersey 

| Dulles Papers a | | 

Papers of John Foster Dulles, including a daily log of his meetings and appoint; 
ments as Secretary of State, 1953-1959.



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS © 

Eprror’s Nore—This list does not include standard abbreviations in common 
usage; unusual abbreviations of rare occurrence which are clarified at appropriate 
points; and those abbreviations and contractions which, although uncommon, are 
understandable from the context. | : 

A, Office of the Assistant Secretary of | the United Nations General Assem- 
State for Administration BS bly a | 

ADCOM, Advisory Commission (or Depcirtel, Department of State circular 
Committee) telegram | — Se 

AE, atomic energy as _ Deptel, Department of State telegram 

AEC, Atomic Energy Commission | _ DMPA, Defense Materials Procurement 

AFN, Armed Forces Network | Agency | 
A/FS, Director General, Foreign Serv. | DMS, Director for Mutual Security 

ice, Department of State DOD, Department of Defense | : 
A/MS, Management Staff, Department Dulte, primarily a series indicator for 

of State | oe telegrams from Secretary of State 

ANZUS, Australia, New Zealand, Dulles while absent from Washing- 
United States | | | ton; also used as a series indicator for 

- ARA, Bureau of Inter-American Af- telegrams to Dulles from the head of 
fairs, Department of State the United Btates delegation at an 

ARA/P, Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau E Ce one Ci erence Admini 
| of Inter-American Affairs, Depart- » Economic Cooperation minis: 

ment of State | E Cosoc E and Social Council 
BBC, British Broadcasting Corporation : 2, HCOTIOMME ane Horta’ OUnE! 

“4. of the United Nations 
BNA, Office of British Commonwealth ECSC. E Coal and Steel Com- 

and Northern European Affairs, De- muni yo pa! and: 

BW hakns of State -.. EDC, European Defense Community. 
, biological warfare | Das . 

CA. Office of Chi Affairs. Depart EPC, European Political Community. 
dent ofState.  TS*é«é@BUCCOM, European Commaanndd | 
ment of state . : EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, De- 

CEA, Council of Economic Advisers | E aq an | partment of State | 
-CEV, Churchill-Eden visit _ a FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
CIA, Central Intelligence Agency oes FBO, Office of Foreign Buildings Oper- 
COMINT, Communications Intelligence ations, Department of State | 

CON, Office of Security and Consular = FCDA, Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
Affairs, Department of State. , tration | / 

CPC, Combined Policy Committee FE, Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, De- 
CS, division re Central Bervices, partment of State Be 

ureau OF /\administration, Uepart- FECOM, Far East Command . | 
c quent oi State. teel C | - FE/P, Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau 

» Coal and Steel Community of Far Eastern Affairs, Department 
CW, chemical warfare a oe of State we 
DAC,  Interdepartmental Working FI, Foreign Service Inspection Corps, 

Group on Disarmament ae Department of State waa 
DC, United Nations Disarmament Com- FOA, Foreign Operations Administra- | 

mission | vas tion oo 
Delga, series indicator for telegrams FY, fiscal year . 

from the United States Delegation at FYI, for your information a 

XI



XII LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS 

G, Office of the Deputy Under Secre- L, Office of the Legal Adviser, Depart- 
tary of State ment of State 

G-2, Army general staff section dealing LOC, line of communication | 
with intelligence at the divisional L/P, Assistant Legal Adviser for Public 
level or higher Affairs, Department of State 

G/PM, Office of the Deputy Assistant = _L/UNA, Assistant Legal Adviser for 
Secretary of State for Politico-Mili- United Nations Affairs, Department 
ary éaltalrs of State 

GA, General Assembly of the United MDAP, Mutual Defense Assistance Pro- 
Nations | gram | 

Gadel, series indicator for telegrams to . . th Uy ‘ted States Delecati, t th MGB, Ministerstvo Gosudarstvennoi 
Oe aes Telegation at the Bezopasnosti (Ministry for State Se- 

United Nations General Assembly . . . 
curity of the Soviet Union) 

GER, Bureau (from 1953, Office) of MSA. Mutual Security Agenc 
German Affairs, Department of State MVD Ministerst vy e y kh Del’ 

GER/P, Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau (yq," bry ¢ rth T ' nu of th, - © ' 
(from 19538, Office) of German Affairs, Union) FY OF the Anterior oF the sovie 
Department of State , . , 

GSA, General Services Administration NAO. Now York jAdministrative aalice, 
H, Office of the Assistant Secretary of tion Agency nternational Informa- 

State for Congressional Relations : . 
HICOG, United States High Commis- NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organi- 

sioner for Germany zation 
IAC, Intelligence Advisory Committee NCFE, National Committee for a Free 

IAEFA, International Atomic Energy NRA ope ¢ Near Eastern. South 
Agency » Bureau of Near Eastern, Sou 

IAE/S, Departmental Staff, Commis- Asian, and African Affairs, Depart- 
sion on Educational Exchange, ment of State 
United States International Informa- NEA/P, Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau 
tion Administration of Near Eastern, South Asian, and 

IBRD, International Bank for Recon- African Affairs, Department of State 

struction and Development niact, night action, communications in- 

IBS, International Broadcasting Serv- dicator requiring attention by the re- 
ice cipient at any hour of the day or 

ICIS, Interdepartmental Committee on night 
Internal Security NIE, National Intelligence Estimate 

ICS, Information Center Service NSC, National Security Council 
IK, Intelligence Estimate (Department | NSRB, National Security Resources 

of State) _ Board 

IFI, Field Programs, United States OBF, Office of Budget and Finance, De- 
International Information Adminis- partment of State 

tration OCB, Operations Coordinating Board 
oe ternational Information Admin- ODM, Office of Defense Mobilization 

i ion , - ae : 
IIA:IPO, Office of Policy and Plans, OREO, Cuganization for European Eco 

United States International Informa- P . tion Administrati OII, Office of International Informa- 
ll C Ong terden et ton tal Intell tion, Bureau of Public Affairs, De- 

Con ference. menta mremipence partment of State | 
IMS, International Motion Picture OIR, Office of Intelligence Research, 

Service Department of State 

IO, Bureau of International Organiza- OM, operations memorancum 
tion Affairs, Department of State ONI, Office of Naval Intelligence 

JAEIC, Joint Atomic Energy Intelli- OOF, Office of Operating Facilities, De- 

gence Committee partment of State 

JCAE, Joint Committee on Atomic OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Energy OWI, Office of War Information 

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff P, Bureau of Public Affairs, Depart- 
| JIC, Joint Intelligence Committee ment of State 

KT, kilotons PAO, Public Affairs Officer



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS XII 

PER, Office of Personnel, Department TC, Division of Language Services, De- 
of State partment of State 

POC, Psychological Operations Coordi- TCA, Technical Cooperation Adminis- 
nating Committee tration, Department of State 

POW, prisoner of war Tedul, primarily a series indicator for 
PPS, Policy Planning Staff, Depart- telegrams to Secretary of State 

ment of State Dulles while absent from Washing- 
PRS, Program Planning and Evalua- ton; also used as a series indicator for 

tion Staff, Department of State telegrams from Dulles to the head of 
PSB, Psychological Strategy Board the United States Delegation at an 
PSF, President’s Secretary's File international conference | 
(Truman Papers, Truman Library) Tousi, series indicator for telegrams to 

PWR, pressurized water reactor the United States Information 
RAC, Executive Committee on Regula- Agency from posts abroad 

tion of Armaments U, Office of the Under Secretary of 
reftel, reference telegram _ State 
REP, Division of Foreign Reporting, UK, United Kingdom 

RRA ei hy of State | UNA, Bureau of United Nations Af- 
RF C. Re 10 true ti Fi C fairs, Department of State 

ti » treconstruction finance Vorpora- —_ UNA/IC, Division of International Con- 
| RFE R dio Free E ferences, Bureau of United Nations 

RI AS R. dio mn th Am ‘can sector of Affairs, Department of State 
: Berlin mn wae american Sector 0 UNA/P, United Nations Planning Staff, 
ROKR . Bureau of United Nations Affairs, 

, Republic of Korea 
RW, Radiological warfare UNM Reh of State d Displaced P 

S/AE, Office of the Special Assistant oe ‘fF Bare i Unit, aN ki or 
(after May 1954, Consultant) to the — ‘Affai T tment f Stat ations 
Secretary of State for Atomic Energy UNC Oni ted Na Hons Comma, d 
Affairs , . . . 

S/IAE, Office of the United States Rep- ee, onited Nations Disarmament 
tative for Int ti 1 Atomi - Energy Negotiations SSSS*S*«NESCCO,, United Nattions Educational, 

S/P, Policy Planning Staff, Department U Resa ae eanatOn 
of State » UN ion - 

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department bly ; . 
of State UNP, Office of United Nations Political 

S/S-S, Committee Secretariat Staff, and Security Affairs, Department of 
Executive Secretariat, Department of us y ‘ted States Air F 
State | , United States Air Force 

SAC, Strategic Air Command USCIB, United States Communications 

SACEUR, Supreme Allied Commander, sme ligence Roare Delecati 
. Europe el, Unite ates Velegation 

SC, Security Council of the United Na- vere. United Ptates Geologics” Survey 
tions , nite tates Information 

SD-MICC (SD-MIC), State-Defense Agency 
Military Information Control Com- USIE, United States Information and 
mittee Education (program) 

SE, Special Estimate USITA, United States International In- 

SHAPE, Supreme Headquarters, Allied formation Administration 
Powers, Europe USIS, United States Information Serv- 

SY, Division of Security, Bureau of Ad- ice a 
ministration, Department of State to Usito, series indicator for telegrams 
June 1953; thereafter, Office of Secu- from the United States Information 

ny, Bureau of Security and Consular U see, to posts atroas _ eth 
airs , Unite ates Mission a e 

SYG, Secretary—General United Nations 
TAC, Tactical Air Command VOA, Voice of America





a LIST OF PERSONS ee os 

Eprtor’s Note—The identification of the persons in this list is generally limited to 
- positions and circumstances under reference in this volume and is confined to the | 

1952-1954 period. Where no dates are given, the individual usually held the position 
throughout that period. All titles and positions are American unless otherwise indi- 
cated. This list does not include individuals referred to only in passing, although 

| such individuals are sometimes identified in context as their names appear. 

ACHESON, Dean, Secretary of State until January 20,1953. 
Apams, Sherman, Assistant to the President after January 20,1953. _ 

ApDENAUER, Dr. Konrad, Chancellor and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Federal 
Republic of Germany. _ ee | a 

ALLEN, Raymond B., Director of the Psychological Strategy Board, January-August 

1952.02 | oe - ; | 

ALLEN, Ward P., United Nations Adviser, Bureau of European Affairs, Department 
| of State. : | ae 

Amory, Robert, Jr., Assistant Director of the Office of Research and Reports, Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency, from March 17, 1953; Acting Deputy Director for Intel- 

_ ligence from November 6, 1952; Assistant from February 19, 1953; Deputy for 

a Intelligence from May 1953; Member of the Solarium Special Committee, 1953. 
_. ANnperson, Robert B., Secretary of the Navy after February 4, 1953; Deputy Secre- 

| tary of Defense after May 8, 1954. | 

ARENDS, Representative Leslie C. (R-Illinois), House Majority Whip, 1953-1954; 

Member of the Armed Services Committee. | 
ARMSTRONG, W. Park, Jr., Special Assistant for Intelligence, Department of State. 

_ Arneson, R. Gordon, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy 

Affairs until April 1954. we 

Arnot, Charles P., Assistant Chief, International Press and Publications Division, 
- United States International Information Agency; Assistant Administrator, 

International Press Service, after February 14, 1952. a ES 
AttLEE, Clement R.; Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, 1945-1951; thereafter, 

Leader of the Opposition in the House of Commons. o 
Austin, Warren R., United States Representative at the United Nations until Janu- 

ary 22,1958. | | | . | | : 

Bacon, Ruth E., United Nations Adviser, Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, Depart- 
- ~ ment of State. 7 - | Ae 

Barsour, Walworth, Director of the Office of Eastern European Affairs, Depart- | 
ment of State; Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs after 

| May 26,1954. | a 
BECHHOEFER, Bernhard G., Officer in Charge, International Security Affairs, Depart- _ 

ment of State, until April 10, 1954; Special Assistant to the United States Rep- 
resentative for International Atomic Energy Negotiations after December 1, — 
1954. Ste " es ee 

BECKER, Loftis, Deputy Director for Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency, Janu- | 
ary 1, 1952-April 30, 1953. | 

XV |



XVI LIST OF PERSONS . 

BERDING, Andrew H., Assistant Director (Policies and Programs), United States In- 
formation Agency, after November 23, 1953. ; 

BicKEL, Alexander M., Special Assistant to the Director of the Policy Planning Staff, 
Department of State, after August 24, 1953. 

BimwaAu_t, Georges, French Minister of National Defense, 1952; Minister of Foreign | | 
Affairs, January 8, 1953-June 19, 1954. 

Biock, Ralph J., Acting Director, Foreign Policy Information Staff, Department of 
State; after August 16, 1953, Chief of the General Policy Information Staff, 
United States Information Agency. 

BLOOMFIELD, Lincoln P., Member, United Nations Planning Staff, Bureau of United 
Nations Affairs, Department of State, 1952-1953; Planning Adviser to the As- 
sistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs, 1953; after J uly 1954, 
Planning Adviser to the Assistant Secretary of State for International Organiza- 
tion Affairs. 

Boacs, Marion W., Coordinator, National Security Council Staff Assistants, 1952; 
Coordinator, NSC Planning Board Assistants, 1953-1954. _ 

BoHLEN, Charles E., Counselor of the Department of State and Member, Senior 
Staff, National Security Council, until March 1953; Ambassador in the Soviet 

| Union from April 20, 1953. | | 
BonsBRIGHT, James C. H., Jr., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Af- 

fairs; after April 1954, Special Assistant to the United States Permanent Repre- 
sentative in Europe. : 

BoNESTEEL, Brigadier General Charles H., III, USA (Colonel until J anuary 24, 1954), 
Assistant for National Security Council Affairs, Department of Defense, and De- 
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after March 9, 1953. | | | 

STREIBERT, Theodore C., Director of the United States Information Agency after 

August 1, 1953. | SO 

TABER, Representative John (R-New York), Chairman of the House Appropriations 
Committee, 1953-1954. . 

Ta.zott, Harold E., Secretary of the Air Force after February 4, 1953. 

TayLor, Lieutenant General Maxwell D., Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and 
Administration, United States Army, 1952-1953; Commander of the U.S. Eighth 
Army in Korea after February 1953. | 

TuHurRsTON, Ray L., Deputy Director of the Office of Eastern European Affairs, De- 
partment of State, 1952-1954; Director after May 26, 1954. 

TomMKINS, Edward E., First Secretary, British Embassy in the United States. 

TRUMAN, Harry S., President of the United States until January 20, 1953. 

Turts, Robert W., Member of the Policy Planning Staff, Department of State, until 
April 1953. 

TWINING, General Nathan F., USAF, Vice Chief of Staff, United States Air Force, 

1952-1953; Chief of Staff after June 30, 1953. 

Utter, John E., Consul, Embassy in France, until March 20, 1952; Director of the 

Office of African Affairs, Department of State, after September 2, 1952. 

VANDENBERG, General Hoyt S., USAF, Chief of Staff, United States Air Force, until 

June 29, 1953. | 

Van Houten, Christopher, Staff Member, Executive Secretriat, Department of 

State, until December 1954. 

VEDELER, Harold C., Officer in Charge of Polish, Baltic, and Czechoslovak Affairs, 

Department of State. 

VysHINSsKy, Andrey Yanuaryevich, Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs until March 

1953; First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs and Soviet Permanent Repre- 
sentative at the United Nations, 1953-1954; died Novembver 22, 1954. 

Wapswortu, James J., Acting Administrator, Federal Civil Defense Administration, 

1952-1958; Deputy United States Representative at the United Nations after 
February 23, 1953; also Deputy United States Representative on the United Na- 
tions Disarmament Commission after August 1953. : 

Wales, Edward T., Assistant Secretary of State for Administration (then Personnel 

and Administration from March 26, 1954), May 29, 1953-June 22, 1954; Ambas- 

sador in South Africa after September 15, 1954.



XXVI LIST OF PERSONS 

WaInuousE, David W., Director, Office of United Nations Political and Security Af- 
fairs, Department of State, until February 1954; thereafter, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (International Organization Af- 
fairs from August 25, 1954). 

WasHBuRN, Abbott M., Executive Secretary of the President’s Committee on Inter- 
national Information Activities, 1953; Deputy Special Assistant to the President, 
1953; Deputy Director of the United States Information Agency after November 

30, 1953. | 
Warts, Philip H., Executive Secretary of the Policy Planning Staff, 1952-1954. 
WauGH, Samuel C., Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs after June 5, 

1958. , 
WILEY, Senator Alexander (R-Wisconsin), Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee, 1953-1954. 

_ Wtutson, Charles Edward, Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization until Janu- 

ary 1953. | 
WILSON, Charles Erwin, Secretary of Defense after January 28, 1953. 

WISNER, Frank, Deputy Director for Plans, Central Intelligence Agency. 
Woop, C. Tyler, Deputy United States Special Representative in Europe, 1952; Asso- 

ciate Deputy Director, Mutual Security Agency, 1952; Deputy to the Director, 
MSA, 1953; Member, Task Force “A”, Project Solarium, 1958; United Nations 
Command Economic Coordinator (Seoul, Korea), Foreign Operations Adminis- 

tration, 1953-1954. | 

ZARUBIN, Georgiy Nikolaeyevich, Soviet Ambassador in the United Kingdom, 1952; 

Soviet Ambassador in the United States after September 25, 1952. 
ZORIN, Valerian Aleksandrovich, Soviet Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, also 

Soviet Representative at the United Nations, 1952-1953.



POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES WITH RESPECT TO 
ATOMIC ENERGY AND THE REGULATION OF ARMA- 
MENTS; PRESIDENT EISENHOWER’S “ATOMS FOR 
_PEACE” PROPOSAL OF DECEMBER 8, 1953; OTHER FOR- 
EIGN POLICY ASPECTS OF U.S. DEVELOPMENT OF 
ATOMIC ENERGY !- os Co | 

Editorial Note 

On January 11, 1952, the General Assembly of the United Na- 
tions adopted Resolution 502 (VI): “Regulations, Limitation, and 

Balanced Reduction of All Armed Forces and All Armaments; In- | 
ternational Control of Atomic Energy”. The resolution, originally 

_ sponsored by the United States, the United Kingdom, and France, 
was approved by a vote of 42-5-7, with the Soviet Union in opposi- 
tion. According to the provisions of the resolution, a Disarmament 
Commission was established under the Security Council with the 

| same membership as the Atomic Energy Commission and the Com- 
mission for Conventional Armaments. The resolution dissolved the 

| Atomic Energy Commission and recommended to the Security | 
Council that it dissolve the Commission on Conventional Arma- | 

ments (accomplished by the Council on January 30, 1952). Under 
Resolution 502 (VI), the Disarmament Commission was directed to 
prepare proposals for the regulation of armaments and the interna- 

tional control of atomic energy, and to submit a first report by 
_ June 1, 1952. For the text of Resolution 502 (VD, see Foreign Rela- — 

tions, 1951, volume I, page 613; or Department of State, Documents 
on Disarmament, 1945-1959, 2 volumes (Government Printing 
Office, 1960), volume I, pages 337-339. | 

Regarding events leading to the adoption of Resolution 502 (VD), 

see National Security Council Progress Report, January 29, 1952, | 
page 859. For detailed documentation on this subject, see Foreign 
Relations, 1951, volume I, pages 443 ff. | ee 

1 Continued from Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, pp. 448 ff. and 685 ff. For docu- 

mentation on U.S. national security policy, see pp. 1 ff. Documentation on discus- 
sions with the United Kingdom and Canada concerning the threat of general war 
with the Soviet Union is scheduled for publication in volume vi. For additional doc- 
umentation on nuclear weapons strategy, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 482 ff. | | 
For extensive additional information on U.S. atomic energy policy, see Richard G. : 

Hewlett and Francis Duncan, Atomic Shield, 1947-1952: A History of the United — 

States Atomic Energy Commission, volume 11 (University Park, Pa., The Pennsylva- 
nia State University Press, 1969). | 

| 845
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For information on the operations of the Disarmament Commis- 

sion, see Bernhard C. Bechhoefer, Postwar Negotiations on Arms 
Control (Washington, The Brookings Institution, 1961). Bechhoefer 
was Officer in Charge of International Security Affairs, Office of 
United Nations Political and Security Affairs, Department of State, _ 
during 1952-1954. See also Department of State, Documents on Dis- 

armament, 1945-1959, volume I; Department of State, United States 

Efforts Toward Disarmament: Report to the President by the Deputy 
U.S. Representative on the United Nations Disarmament Commis- 
sion, Publication 4902 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 

1953); and The Yearbook of the United Nations, 1952, 1953, and 

1954 (New York, United Nations Publications, 1953-1955). Unpub- 

lished materials, including records of the Commission, are in De- 

partment of State Lot files 58 D 133 (Disarmament files) and 60 D 
463 (IO files). | 

G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Truman-Churchill Talks” 

Memorandum by R. Gordon Arneson, 1 to the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 15, 1952. 

| Subject: Follow-Up of Truman-Churchill Talks: 2 Technical Coop- 
eration in Atomic Energy | 

At the Truman-Churchill meeting on Monday afternoon, Janu- 
ary 7, the Prime Minister said that the United Kingdom hoped for 

the maximum amount of cooperation with the United States in the 
field of atomic energy to the extent permitted by United States leg- 
islation. He wanted Lord Cherwell to discuss the matter further 
with the AEC and also with General Smith of CIA. The President 

| responded that he was quite agreeable to having talks on technical 

cooperation proceed as suggested and thought that what the Prime 

Minister was asking made good sense to him. He stressed particu- 

larly that he thought it was important to cooperate in trying to 

find out what the Russians were doing. - | 
The requested meetings of Lord Cherwell with the Commission 

and with General Smith were held on Thursday, January 10. The 
first, dealing with the general field of technical cooperation in 

1 Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs. 
2 British Prime Minister Winston S. Churchill visited Washington Jan. 5-9 and 

16-18, 1952, for talks with President Truman on a wide range of issues, including 
atomic energy. For documentation on the question of emergency use of U.S. bases in 
Britain and on the Truman-Churchill conversations, see volume vi. Regarding | 
atomic energy aspects of the talks, see also Hewlett and Duncan, Atomic Shield, pp. 
573-575, and Margaret M. Gowing, Independence and Deterrence: Britain and 

Atomic Energy, 1945-1952, 2 vols. (London, Macmillan, 1974), vol. 1, pp. 410-414.



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 847 

atomic energy, was held in Chairman Dean’s office. Among those © 
present on our side were Commissioner Smyth, Commissioner 
Murray, Mr. LeBaron, and myself. Lord Cherwell was accompanied 
by Sir Roger Makins, Sir Christopher Steel, and two technical ad- 

_visers. Mr. Dean stated that the Commission was anxious to give 
full effect to the views expressed in the Truman-Churchill meeting 
and intended to take a more liberal view in interpreting the nine 
areas of cooperation set forth in the modus vivendi* and also to 
examine most sympathetically with the United Kingdom specific 
cases of cooperation which might be worked out under the recent 

amendment to the Act.* Mr. LeBaron, while subscribing to the 
idea that specific cases should be examined on their merits, went 
on at some length to state to all present that inasmuch as the Pen- 

tagon had not participated in the activities culminating in the 

recent amendment he thought that he and the JCS might have 

some difficulty in going along with specific proposals that might be 
drawn up. He inferred that the JCS and his office might come up 
with different answers in the light of what he termed their “consti- 
tutional responsibilities for the national security”. Without further 
characterization of the views stated by Mr. LeBaron, it seems clear 

that the spirit and intent of the Truman-Churchill exchange has 

not been instilled in Mr. LeBaron. This was evident to all partici- 

pants at the meeting. 

I understand that Lord Cherwell will have, in all probability, 
spoken to the Prime Minister about this meeting. It is possible, al- 

though not certain, that Churchill may wish to speak either to the 
President or to Secretary Lovett about the Defense attitude as re- 
vealed in this meeting. You will probably want, therefore, to alert 
the President and Secretary Lovett to this possibility. When you do 
so you may wish to suggest that steps be taken within the Depart- 

ment of Defense that the President’s views on this matter be made 
clear and that his policy should be followed. 

As to the second meeting with General Smith on scientific 
atomic energy intelligence cooperation, positive progress was regis- 

tered. General Smith undertook to press vigorously for a wider ex- 

change of information in this field. He pointed out to Lord Cher- 
well that we would have to go the route laid down in the recent 

Atomic Energy Act amendment. He thought that the case was 

3 The modus vivendi for cooperation in the field of atomic energy was recorded in 
the minutes of the Combined Policy Committee, Jan. 7, 1948; for text of the min- 

utes, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 679. | a | 

* Reference is to P.L. 82-235, Oct. 30, 1951, which amended the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946 in order to permit the exchange of certain types of atomic energy infor- 
mation with other nations. For documentation on the 1951 amendment, see ibid., 
1951, vol. 1, pp. 685 ff.
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| quite clear cut and should not encounter any serious obstacles. I 
believe that Lord Cherwell and his colleagues were pleased with 
the outcome of this meeting. ® 

R. GORDON ARNESON 

5 Apparently, no further negotiations concerning the exchange of atomic energy 
information occurred during the Churchill visit, nor did the communiqué of the con- 
ference mention the subject. The President and the Prime Minister did discuss other 
atomic energy matters—use policy and the possible disclosure of wartime under- 
standings—on Jan. 18. For minutes of that session, see volume VI. 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 120 Series . 

Report to the President by the National Security Council } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 16, 1952. 

NSC 120/2 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY ON COMMUNICATION OF DATA TO 

CANADIANS CONCERNING NEw ORE REFINERY 

References: | oS - 

A. NSC 120 2 and NSC 120/1 3 | 

B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 
dated January 16, 1952 3 ns 

| C. Public Law 235, 82nd Congress | a | 

At the 111th meeting * with the President presiding, the Nation- 
al Security Council, the Secretaries of the Treasury and Commerce, 

the Director of Defense Mobilization and the Chairman, Atomic 
Energy Commission, considered and adopted the reference draft 
report on the subject (NSC 120/1), subject to the addition of a sen- 
tence at the end of paragraph 3 to take account of the views of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff circulated by the reference memorandum and 
appended hereto. The report, as amended and adopted, is enclosed. 

Accordingly, the National Security Council, the Secretaries of : 

the Treasury and Commerce, the Director of Defense Mobilization 
and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, submit the en- 

closed report to the President for his consideration in response to 
NSC 120 as a written recommendation pursuant to subsection 10 

* By memorandum of Jan. 17, Executive Secretary Lay informed the National Se- ) 
curity Council that President Truman had on that day made the determination rec- 
ommended in paragraph 5 of this report and had so advised the Atomic Energy , 
Commission. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 120 Series) 

2 For NSC 120, Dec. 21, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 794. 

3 Not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 120 Series) 

4 Jan. 11.
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(a) (3) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended by Public Law | 
235, 82nd Congress. ES : 

(pate JAMES S. Lay, JR. ~ : 

| ee [Enclosure] a | 

REPORT BY THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON COMMUNICATION OF : 
Data To CANADIANS CONCERNING NEw ORE REFINERY : 

1. At the direction of the President, the National Security Coun- 
cil, with the participation of the Secretary of the Treasury, the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, the Director of Defense Mobilization, and the | 

- Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, has considered the 3 
letter to the President from the Atomic Energy Commission, dated | 
December 19, 1951, and the report attached thereto ® in which | 
the Commission requested that the President act favorably in ac- ; 

cordance with the provisions of Sections 10 (a) (8) and 5 (a) (3) of | 

the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended by Public Law 235, 
82nd Congress, so as to permit a proposed arrangement whereby: 

a, The Atomic Energy Commission may communicate to the Ca- 
nadian Government such restricted information as may be neces- , 
sary to enable the Canadians to design, construct and operate a | 
uranium ore refinery incorporating the most recent U.S. technolo- , 
gy, and which would be capable of processing all Canadian ore con- | 
centrates to a product meeting specifications as a feed to the US. 7 
metal production chain. : 

b. The Atomic Energy Commission may authorize a U.S. compa- ; 
ny to assist the Canadians in this program. — — fos : 

2. In this connection the National Security Council notes that: 

a. The Atomic Energy Commission has unanimously adjudged | 
- that the common defense and security would be substantially pro- | 

moted and would not be endangered if the Commission enters into 
| and carries out the specific arrangements referred to in their letter 

of December 19, 1951 and more specifically described in the report | 
attached thereto. __ | | 
-b. The proposed arrangement does not involve the communica- 

tion of restricted data on design and fabrication of atomic weapons. 
c. The proposed arrangement does not involve a nation threaten- 

ing the security of the United States. a ee 
__ d. The restricted data involved will be limited and circumscribed _ : 

to the maximum degree consistent with the common defense and 
security objective in view, and in the judgment of the Atomic | 
Energy Commission and under the conditions specified in the | 
report attached to the Commission’s letter of December 19, 1951, 

5 The reference letter was circulated in NSC 120, Dec. 21, 1951; for text, see For- | | 

, eign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 795. | 

| 6 Not printed.
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the recipient nation’s security standards applicable to the data in- 
volved are adequate. | 

e. This exchange of restricted information will be limited, under — 
the proposed arrangement, to processes involving current and pres- 
ently contemplated United States refineries and will not involve , 
processes of entirely different natures which may be developed in 
the future. Within the above limitation, this proposed arrangement 
envisions a continuing exchange of restricted information between — 
the Canadians and the Atomic Energy Commission in those phases 
of development, design and operation which will allow the Canadi- 
ans to operate at the highest possible efficiency the uranium refin- 
ery or refineries which will be constructed by the Canadians. 

3. The National Security Council also notes the degree of security , 
sensitivity of the restricted data involved and the adequacy and | 
sufficiency of the security safeguards undertaken to be maintained 
by the Canadians, as described in the Atomic Energy Commission’s | 

letter of December 19, 1951 and the report attached thereto. In ad- 
dition, it is noted that the detailed agreement will contain an un- 

derstanding that the Canadian Government will not reveal any of 
the data to any other nation. 

4. Under these conditions the National Security Council con- 
cludes that the proposed arrangement will be advantageous to the 

security of the United States from the viewpoint of domestic, for- 

eign and military policies. | : 

Recommendation : 

d. The National Security Council, with the participation of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Commerce, the Director 

of Defense Mobilization, and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, therefore recommends that the President determine 

that: | 

a. The proposed arrangement, under the conditions specified 
above and by the Atomic Energy Commission in its letter of De- 
cember 19, 1951 and the report attached thereto, would substantial- 
ly promote and would not endanger the common defense and secu- 
rity of the United States, giving specific consideration to the securi- | 
ty sensitivity of the restricted data involved and the adequacy and 
sufficiency of the security safeguards undertaken to be maintained | 
by the recipient nation. 

b. The common defense and security will not be adversely affect- = 
ed by the Atomic Energy Commission’s authorizing a United States 
contractor or contractors to assist the Canadians in carrying out ! 
the proposed arrangement, under the conditions specified by the 
Commission in its letter of December 19, 1951 and the report at- 
tached thereto. | |
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| Appendix 

Memorandum by the Secretary of Defense (Lovett) to the Executive 
| _ Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, 16 January 1952. 

Subject: Communication of Data to Canadians Concerning New Ore 
Refinery 

Reference: NSC 120/1 | | 

In considering both a memorandum from the Chairman, Military 
Liaison Committee to the Atomic Energy Commission with respect 
to NSC 120, and NSC 120/1, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have ex- | 

| pressed the following views which are forwarded for the informa- 

| tion of the National Security Council. “The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
| have considered the memoranda referenced above* and NSC 120/1 
| and have determined that the proposed arrangement would not en- 
| danger, but would substantially promote the common defense and 

| security of the United States. However, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
| consider that the detailed agreement should contain an under- 

| standing that the Canadian Government will not reveal any of the 
data to any other nation”. | 

| | | | . For the Secretary of Defense: 
2 | K. R. KREps 
| Colonel, USAF, Deputy Director 
| Executive Office of the Secretary 

| *The memorandum initiated by Chairman, Military Liaison Committee to Atomic 
i Energy Commission with respect to NSC 120, and a memorandum from the Secreta- 
| ry of Defense requesting the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with respect to NSC 
| 120/1. [Footnote in the source text. Neither memorandum is printed.] 

: Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, “Atomic Energy—Expansion of the Fissionable” 

| Memorandum for the President } | 

: TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| January 17, 1952. 
| The following notes contain a summary of the discussion at the 
: meeting on January 16, 1952 of the Special Committee of the Na- 

| 1 The identity of the drafting officer is not indicated on the source text, but pre- | 
7 sumably was NSC Executive Secretary James S. Lay, Jr. By memorandum of Jan. 

_ 14, Lay had notified the Secretaries of State and Defense, the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and the Director of Defense Mobilization that the 
President would meet with the Special Committee of the National Security Council 
on Atomic Energy, as well as the Directors of Defense Mobilization and of the 
Bureau of the Budget, in the Cabinet Room of the White House on Jan. 16 immedi- 
ately following the regular NSC meeting which would begin at 3:30 p.m. Lay includ- 

Continued | |



852 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

tional Security Council on Atomic Energy, consisting for this pur- 
pose of the Secretaries of State and Defense, the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and the Director of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion, at which you presided. General Hoyt S. Vandenberg, the Di- 
rector of the Bureau of the Budget, and Brig. General H. B. Loper 
also attended the meeting. ) 

The President stated that in anticipation of this very important 

| meeting he had outlined an agenda which he proposed to follow if 
the members of the Special Committee found this agreeable. The 
President then read the items on this agenda. a 

| The President then went on to say that it seemed to him that the 

fundamental problem involved in consideration of the proposed 
program for the expansion of fissionable materials production, was 
the impact of such a program on other vital programs in the rear- 
mament effort on which we were presently engaged. It would be up 

to the Department of Defense representatives to tell us now their 

view of the relationship between these various parts of the rearma- 
ment effort and which among them were most important. Of par- 

ticular concern, he added, was the problem of fitting the proposed 

expansion of fissionable materials production into the general ob- 
jectives of the Department of Defense as set forth in the recently 
developed budget for Fiscal Year 1958. Mr. Wilson, added the Presi- 

dent, would have to know the facts about this impact if he were to 

judge its effect upon other programs and upon the civilian econo- 

my. Moreover, the President wished to have the whole problem 
thoroughly thrashed out in the present discussion so that a wise 
decision could be reached. He then invited Secretary Lovett and 
General Vandenberg to speak first on the military requirements as 

presented by the Department of Defense. 

Secretary Lovett began his statement with a brief summary of 
the background of the present proposal of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
for a 50% expansion of plutonium production and a 150% expan- 

sion of oralloy production over and above the amounts contemplat- 

ed in his Jan. 14 memorandum an announcement of the agenda for the Jan. 16 
meeting which would consist of oral presentations: (a) by the Secretary of Defense 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff regarding increased requirements for 
atomic weapons and the military considerations involved therein; (b) by the Secreta- 
ry of State concerning the desirability of increased production of atomic weapons in 

| the light of possible future international developments affecting national security; 
(c) by the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission concerning the feasibility of 

| proposed programs for expanding fissionable materials production; and (d) by the Di- 
rector of Defense Mobilization regarding the effect on the national economy and on 
other defense programs of the proposed expansion of fissionable materials produc- 
tion. (Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, “Expansion of the Fissionable”’) 

On Jan. 17, Lay circulated to the same addressees a summary memorandum of 
Presidential action at the Jan. 16 meeting. (Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, “Ex- 

pansion of the Fissionable’’) :
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ed by the present expansion program of the Atomic Energy Com- 
_ Mission. Secretary Lovett noted the original request of Senator 

McMahon, Chairman of the Joint Congressional Committee, and 

indicated that the Joint Chiefs’ statement of requirements, origi- | 

| nally drawn up in October 1951, was a response to Senator McMa- 
hon’s request.? Secretary Lovett pointed out that planning for the 

proposed expansion had had to be carefully related both to practi- 
cal feasibility and to fiscal considerations. He further noted that 
recent technological advances opened up the prospect of almost 

| limitless possibilities in the use of fissionable materials. According- 
ly it was necessary, in formulating the military uses of the fission- 

| able materials production, to take account of weapons which could 
| _ now be used for tactical as well as for strategic purposes, and by 

the Army as well as by the Air Force and the Navy. It was no 
! longer necessary to think only in terms of indiscriminate bombing 

of targets, but of selective strategic bombing and of increasing pos- 
sibilities for the use of atomic weapons for tactical purposes. It was 

| with all this in mind that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had agreed in 
| _ October on the magnitude of their requirements and on the desir- 

| ability of the . . . expansion which they were now presenting. __ 

|. Moreover, Secretary Lovett added, the Joint Chiefs were con- 
! | cerned not only with the need for an increase in the stockpile of 
| available atomic weapons, but with the desirability of meeting 
_ their requirements at an earlier date than could be reached under 
: presently planned production. Secretary Lovett then stated the 

figure which constituted the minimum requirements of the three | 
: _ Services, which figure they desired to reach at the earliest possible 

| date. With existing and presently planned facilities, this figure 

: could not be reached until 1965, but if the October recommenda- 
| tions of the Joint Chiefs were followed, they hoped to reach this 

: goal five years earlier, in 1960. In short, said Secretary Lovett, the 

expenditure of the five billion dollars which the... program would _ 
| cost, would enable the Joint Chiefs of Staff to attain their mini- a 

mum requirements five years earlier. an 

The President inquired whether the . . . program thus described 
| by Secretary Lovett was an addition to the expansion program _ 

upon which we were now engaged. : me 

2 In a Senate speech of Sept. 18, 1951, Senator Brien McMahon of Connecticut, 
| Chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, advocated rapid expansion of 
| the atomic energy development and production program with a view to achieving a | 

maximum nuclear defense posture. During the remainder of 1951, the Joint Con- | 
| gressional Committee and the Executive Branch, particularly the Atomic Energy — 

Commission and the Department of Defense, engaged in extensive consideration of 
possible expansion of the atomic energy program. For additional information, see 
Hewlett and Duncan, Atomic Shield, pp. 556-572. Bo,
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Secretary Lovett replied in the affirmative, and then asked Gen- 

eral Loper to explain the details more fully by the use of charts. 

When General Loper had concluded his presentation, Secretary 
Lovett said it was important to emphasize the fact that in view of 
the length of time which would elapse before the completion of the _ 
new expansion program, the most severe impact, financially and 
materials-wise, would not be felt until most of the other rearma- 

ment programs had been completed. Indeed, continued Secretary 

Lovett, he had been greatly surprised and relieved that the impact 
was not worse than it actually was, and he pointed out his convic- 

tion that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had tried to exert all possible re- 
straint in the formulation of their requirements. 

Secretary Lovett said that General Vandenberg was better quali- 
fied to explain the problems and responsibilities with which, as 

Chief of Staff of the Air Force, he was now charged. These included 

the air defense of the United States, strategic operations of the 

NATO forces, and also a very large-scale tactical air operation re- 

quiring perhaps nine thousand conventional aircraft. Secretary 

Lovett pointed out that colossal savings in the costs of the energy 
release required to do this job could be expected from the use of 
atomic weapons, which were, he said, the most efficient energy-re- 

leasing units that the world had ever seen. One ton of TNT used in 
ordinary bombs now costs $1,700. The same explosive effect could - 
actually be obtained from fissionable materials at a cost of only 
$23. | 

Secretary Lovett then asked General Vandenberg to enlarge on 

the subject with which he had been dealing. 

General Vandenberg explained the difficulties that the three 
Services had encountered in their attempt to make a judicious divi- 
sion of the atomic weapons resources available to them. He pointed 

out that recent technological advances had brought in the Army, 

as well as the Air Force and the Navy, as having legitimate de- 

mands on the stockpile of weapons. While we knew much less | 
about the target systems for the Soviet Union than we had known 
for Germany in the last war, it was believed that there were .. . 

Soviet targets which would have to be destroyed if the war-making 
potential of the USSR were to be destroyed in the event of war. It 
would be impossible to accomplish this task unless many. more 
bombs were available. Moreover, room must be left for a consider- 

able margin of error in our knowledge of significant targets in the 

Soviet Union. General Vandenberg concluded by restating Secreta- 
ry Lovett’s minimum requirements figure. 

The President then turned to Secretary Acheson and inquired 

his opinion as to the possibility that present disarmament negotia-
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tions with the Soviet Union might lead to a situation in which firm 
agreements could be achieved. 

Secretary Acheson said that he was obliged to reply that any 
such disarmament agreement was highly unlikely in the course of 
the period covered by the JSC expansion program. He added his 
own emphatic agreement with the recommendations of the Depart- _ 

ment of Defense, stated that he felt it was very important to assure 
these minimum requirements in weapons, and stated his belief that 
the impact of the new program would probably come at a time 
when the economy of the country could stand it. 

The President observed that the dilemma in which we found our- 
| selves was not unlike that occasioned during the last war by the 
| necessity to manufacture poison gasses even though we devoutly 

| hoped that they would not have to be used, which turned out to be 
thecase. = © 

: Secretary Lovett commented that while the analogy was a good 
| one, in point of fact fissionable materials, unlike the gasses alluded 

: to by the President, were not entirely wasted but could be re- 
: worked and used again. | | | 
| Mr. Dean agreed in general with Secretary Lovett’s point, but 
: emphasized that if you were thinking of using increased amounts 
: of fissionable materials for peacetime purposes, you would certain- 

2 ly not build the kind of facilities which were contemplated in the 
| present expansion program. In short, said Mr. Dean, we must not 

kid ourselves that this production will have peacetime uses, even 
though the materials themselves would not be dissipated and 

: indeed would be usable even after five thousand years. 
The President observed that none of us need worry about condi- 

: tions after five thousand years. What concerned him was the over- 
head that is needed and what constituted waste over and beyond 
the fissionable materials themselves. He presumed this included 

: the cases for atomic weapons and the like. | 
: Mr. Dean reiterated that from the point of view of peacetime 

3 uses the facilities at Oak Ridge and Hanford, and so on, must be 
: described as wasted. You would not build such facilities for produc- 

: tion for peaceful purposes. _—/ | 

. Mr. Dean then went on to state his general position with respect 

to the . . . expansion program. He pointed out that because the 

AEC had not come out strongly in favor of this expansion, it was 
not to be inferred that the AEC opposed it. What he and the other 
Commissioners wanted was to assure that the problem was dis- 

, cussed in the National Security Council, where all the pertinent 

considerations could be thoroughly explored. 
: Mr. Dean then discussed the problems of the rate and timing of 

fissionable materials production, under various alternative pro-
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grams, by the use of charts. These indicated, according to Mr. 

Dean, the critical importance of time as the determining factor in 

any judgment with respect to the desirability of the proposed pro- 
gram. | | 

_ Secretary Lovett concurred that the value which we put on get- 

ting our requirements in 1960 instead of 1965 was indeed the deci- 
sive factor, and in this point there was unanimity among the mili- 
tary. The Soviets, he said, were building up to a point where their 

atomic capability would soon become very dangerous. 

General Vandenberg enlarged on this point by indicating that | 
the time will come when both the United States and the Soviet 
Union will have sufficient stocks of atomic bombs to deal one an- 
other the gravest kind of blow, or, as he put it, “do a job on each 

other.” After that point has been reached, said General Vanden- | 
berg, all bombs would in a sense be surplus and the crucial advan- 

tage would lie with the power which was in a position to make the 
best tactical use of atomic weapons. The danger point, he said in 
conclusion, would be at the point when the Soviet Union would be 
in a position to employ atomic weapons for tactical. purposes, which 

point he estimated would be about 1955. | : 

Mr. Dean then changed the subject, and pointed out the necessi- _ 

ty for very high priorities if the dates and demands of the proposed 
expansion were to be met and results to be achieved in 1957 or 
1958. We are already slipping some six months, he added, on the 

present expansion program. Certainly, without higher priorities 

than have been given to the present program, it would be impossi- 

ble to achieve the results contemplated in the... program. 
The President then inquired Mr. Wilson’s views on the problem. 

Mr. Wilson replied that he wanted to explain and justify the 
points which he had stressed in his letter of January 7 to the Coun- 
cil on this subject. ? He admitted that the problems which had so 

concerned him in this letter had been substantially clarified and © 

answered by the discussion he had listened to in this meeting. The 

only unanswered question and problem now seemed to him to be 

the possibilities which might exist for substantially increasing pro- 

| duction of fissionable materials in the facilities which now existed 

or were now being built. Is it reasonable to assume, he inquired, — 

that the AEC and the Joint Chiefs of Staff have taken into consid- 
eration the potentialities for large increases in production prior to 
1955 which would flow from technological advances in existing or 

planned facilities? If the answer to this question was “yes”, said 
Mr. Wilson, he would then go along with the proposal for the... | 

expansion. In other words, if we have assured ourselves that, even 

3 Not found. oo
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taking into account the possibilities of increasing output from the 
existing and planned facilities, there is no hope of reaching the 
minimum requirements stated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, then 
Mr. Wilson certainly favored the five billion dollar expansion pro- : 

gram. 2 pe mS ere | 
In reply to Mr. Wilson’s question, Mr. Dean said that while un- | 

doubtedly considerable increases were to be anticipated through 
technological improvements, it would still be impossible to close 

- the gap and meet the JCS minimum requirements without their 7 
proposed expansion program, in the time limit they desired. | 

Mr. Wilson then added that one other very good reason for this | 
five billion dollar insurance policy was the possibility suggested by | 

_ Secretary Lovett and General Vandenberg, that atomic weapons 

| would replace in part conventional weapons. Doesn’t this view, sug- | 
gested Mr. Wilson, indicate that we should be able to save on other 
armament to the amount of one billion dollars a year? | : 

Secretary Lovett and General Vandenberg agreed that substitu- 7 
tion was possible, and pointed out that this was illustrated by what : 
had been said earlier as to the saving in the use of TNT. : 

_ Mr. Wilson said, ‘Okay, this is not so much an increase, then, as 

a substitution.” As for impact, he continued, he was not in a posi- | 
tion to answer with certainty as yet, but it was his preliminary 
judgment that the program was feasible from a materials point of | 
view. The resources of certain metals, notably copper, would be 

heavily strained, but, speaking frankly, in view of the obvious need : 
for the expansion and in the light of what had been said about the 

phasing out of the programs, Mr. Wilson believed we ought to un-— | 

_ dertake the expansion and that we could do it. This would mean 
that we would have to continue cut-backs on civilian production in | 
certain areas beyond the time when he had expected that it would | 
be possible for civilian production to go back to normal—for exam- | 

_ ple, in copper and nickel. - age | 
The President inquired if there were any possibilities for substi- | 

tution of metals, as, for example, silver. Gs. | 

Mr. Wilson replied in the affirmative, and said that these were | 

constantly being explored. — ms 
ss Secretary Lovett said that if the heaviest impact came in 1954 

we would not necessarily be in the position of having to make fur- — | 
| ther cutbacks on the civilian economy, but we would not be able to 
| restore the cuts which had previously been made. 

| Mr. Wilson replied that perhaps the picture was not as bad as 
: that, but that we might find ourselves able to restore only approxi- 

| mately 50% of the cuts which had thus far been made in the civil- 
| ian economy. Generally speaking, said Mr. Wilson of the proposed 

expansion program, “we can do it.”
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The President remarked facetiously to Mr. Wilson that by 1954 
he might very well have Taft + for his boss, and that perhaps Sena- 
tor Taft would know how to do all these things. 

Mr. Wilson responded with the statement that he doubted very 
much whether he personally would have Taft for his boss. 

Turning to Mr. Lawton, the President then summed up the sense 
of the meeting by saying that those present had presented the Di- 

_ rector of the Budget with what was apparently a general agree- 
ment, and that for that reason he had best go ahead with the pro- 
posed expansion program. 

Mr. Lawton said that he had but one question to raise, and that 
concerned the prospects and means for assuring the continuous 

| flow of ores from foreign areas. | 
Mr. Dean said that he had one final point to make, which was to 

warn that the effect of accepting the new 50%-150% program was 
going to be felt before 1954 as well as afterward because the AEC 
would have to begin at once to put in the orders for pumps and 
other requirements, to select and place its contracts, to select its 
sites for the new facilities, and to complete the other basic prepara- 
tions. 

| To this, Mr. Wilson replied, “It can be done”, and the President 
added the words, ‘“Let’s make every effort to get it done.” 

After a brief discussion of the problem of finding the needed 
power resources, concerning which point the President commented _ 

| on the difficulties he had earlier encountered in asking for very 
moderate increases in the production of aluminum, the President 

_ ended the meeting with the statement: “We will do it, and it’s now 
up to Mr. Dean to take steps to head off a few prima donnas.” 5 

| 4 Senator Robert A. Taft (R., Ohio). | | 
>On Jan. 17, following a meeting with President Truman, Senator McMahon an- 

nounced that the President had approved an expanded atomic weapons program. 
Regarding Senator McMahon’s statement, see Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Feb- 
ruary 1952, p. 60; and Hewlett and Duncan, Atomic Shield, p. 578. 

At his news conference on the budget, Jan. 19, the President announced that he 
planned to ask Congress for the authority to spend between $5 and 6 billion over a 
period of approximately 5 years for the expansion of the production of fissionable 
material; see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, 
1959-53, p. 55. | 

| | 

|
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S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 112 Series . | 

_ Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the Executive Secretary of | 
the National Security Council (Lay) ; 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, January 29, 1952. | 

Subject: First Progress Report on NSC 112, “Formulation of a | 
United States Position with Respect to the Regulation, Limita-. | 
tion and Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Arma- ! 
ments”. } | | 

NSC 112 was approved as Governmental policy on July 19, 1951. | 
It is requested that this Progress Report (as of January 7, 1952) be | 
circulated to the members of the Council for their information. : 

The National Security Council at its 106th Meeting, October 23, | 
1951, as action number 578 b, 2 noted that the Secretaries of State ! 

and Defense would undertake to reach an agreement, for submis- 7 
sion to the President, as to the position of the United States Dele- ) 
gation at the Sixth General Assembly of the United Nations with 
respect to a proposal for limitation of armed forces and armaments, 

in accordance with the policy established in NSC 112. The two Sec- : 
retaries accordingly agreed upon the “Outline of Program for Reg- : 

ulation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of All Armed Forces : 
and Armaments” attached hereto as Appendix A and submitted it 
to the President on October 24, 1951.3 The President approved it | 

on the same date. | | 
After discussion the governments of France and the United King- | 

dom joined this Government in sponsoring for consideration by the 
Sixth General Assembly proposals for the regulation and reduction 

| of armed forces and armaments consistent with Appendix A. A | 

joint statement on the subject by the three governments was ac- : 
cordingly released on November 7, 1951. The President a few hours , 

| later made a broadcast address on the subject, and the Secretary of 7 
State devoted to this subject a large part of his address on Novem- | 

- ber 8, 1951 during the opening general debate of the General As- , 
sembly. A resolution sponsored by the three governments for con- , 
sideration by the Assembly was made public on November 18, | 
1951.4 : | 

1 For the text of NSC 112, a report to the National Security Council by the Secre- : 
taries of State and Defense, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. 

| 2 In NSC Action No. 578, taken by the NSC at its 106th meeting, Oct. 23, 1951, the | 

| Council called for the development of an agreed position on the regulation of arma- | 
| yon as described below. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action, | 

| 3 Appendix A is not printed here, but text of the outline of the program, submit- | : 
; - ted to the President on Oct. 24, 1951, is printed in telegram 2418 to Paris of that | 

date; see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 559. | | 
* For the tripartite draft resolution, submitted on Nov. 19, 1951 (UN doc. A/C.1/ | 

667), see ibid., p. 584. |
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The Soviet Representative promptly made it clear that the views 

of the Soviet Union on this question differed widely and fundamen- — 
tally from those of the United States, France, and the United King- 
dom, and on November 24, submitted counter-proposals in the form 
of extensive amendments to the three-power resolution. 5 Since reg- 
ulation and reduction of armaments and armed forces would clear- 

, ly be impossible without the cooperation and support of all four 
governments, the First (Political and Security) Committee of the 

Assembly after public debate adopted on November 30 a resolution, 
sponsored jointly by Iraq, Pakistan, and Syria, establishing a sub- 
committee, consisting of the President of the General Assembly, as 
Chairman, and representatives of the United States, France, the AS 

Soviet Union, and the United Kingdom. The subcommittee was in- 
structed to seek to formulate proposals acceptable to all four 

powers for the regulation of armaments and armed forces and the eg 
elimination of weapons of mass destruction and to report to the 

Committee by December 10. | ; | | 
Private discussions in the subcommittee resulted in no apparent | 

progress toward reconciling the fundamental differences in views, 

although some agreement was reached on procedures. The Chair- 

man therefore prepared and on December 10 submitted to the First 
Committee a memorandum approved by the four other members of 
the subcommittee outlining the differences in views and the areas 

_ of agreement disclosed by the discussions. 

After further public debate the First Committee on December 19 | 

adopted the resolution in Appendix B © by a vote of 44 in favor to 5 
opposing (the Soviet bloc, consisting of the Soviet Union, Byelorus- 
sia, the Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, and Poland), with 10 abstentions 

from voting (Afghanistan, Argentina, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, 

Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and Yemen) and one member of the _ 

United Nations absent (Burma). The Department of State expects | 
the resolution in Appendix B to be adopted by the General Assem- > 
bly by about the same vote. 7 a 

The resolution in Appendix B does not differ in any fundamental 

respect from the draft resolution originally introduced by the 

United States, France, and the United Kingdom, although minor 

amendments were accepted in order to secure a maximum affirma- 

tive vote. The Soviet Union has indicated that in spite of its opposi- 

5 For text of UN doc. A/C.1/688, containing the Soviet amendments, see Yearbook 
of the United Nations, 1951 (New York, United Nations Publications, 1952), pp. 163- 

164. For the reaction of the United States to these proposals, see Foreign Relations, — 
1951, vol. 1, pp. 592 ff. | 

6 Appendix B is not printed here, but see the editorial note, ibid. p.612. | | 

7 See the editorial note, p. 845. |
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tion to the resolution it intends to participate in the work of the 
new Disarmament Commission. - | | 

_ The areas of agreement and disagreement between the Soviet : 

Union and the other three powers may be summarized as follows: 
The Soviet Union joined the other three in advocating the estab- | 
lishment of the new Disarmament Commission to supersede the © : 
two previously existing commissions. However, it has shown no in- : 
dication of any willingness to modify its previous position on any | 

substantive phases of this question. The Soviet Representative | 

made it clear that his government would not accept a balanced re- — | 

duction of armed forces and armaments; that it would not agree to — | 

progressive disclosure and verification; and that it would not agree 
to a plan for the control of atomic energy and the prohibition of | 
atomic weapons which involved international ownership of impor- 
tant atomic energy facilities. It appeared that in the field of atomic 
energy control the Soviet Union would not be willing to go further 
than to grant limited rights of inspection—precisely how limited is 

not clear. The main features of the Soviet proposals on substantive 
phases of the question were: 1) That the General Assembly forth- 
with ‘declare an unconditional ban on atomic weapons and the es- 
tablishment of strict international control over the enforcement of 
this ban”. The ban would apparently apply to the use and to the 

assembly of such weapons but not to the production of fissionable 
! material or of other weapon components which might be used for 
| other purposes. (In defending this proposal the Soviet Representa- ! 
| tive declared that ‘“‘no sober-minded person could believe that the 

bomb could be produced or used after it had been outlawed by the 
7 Assembly”.) 2) That the Assembly recommend that the United 
! States, the United Kingdom, France, China, and the Soviet Union 

- within one year after passage of the resolution each reduce by one- 

, third the armaments and armed forces at its disposal at the time of © 

; passage. 3) That the Assembly instruct the Disarmament Commis- 
2 gion to prepare and to submit to the Security Council by February 

1, 1952, “a draft convention providing for measures to ensure the 
. implementation of the General Assembly’s decisions relating to the 

prohibition of atomic weapons, the cessation of their production, | 

: the use, solely for civilian purposes, of the atomic bombs already 
: produced, and the establishment of strict international control over _ 

| the implementation of the said convention”, and to prepare and to 
submit to the Security Council within three months “practical pro- 

| posals for the application” of the Assembly’s recommendation con- 
cerning the one-third reduction of armaments and armed forces. = 

j - And 4) that the Assembly “invite the governments of all states, 
| both Members of the United Nations and states not at present 

members of the United Nations, to examine at a world conference | 

| .
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[to be convened at the earliest possible moment and in any case not 
later than June 1, 1952,] ® the question of a substantial reduction of 
armed forces and armaments and also of practical measures for the 
prohibition of atomic weapons and the establishment of interna- 
tional control over the enforcement of such prohibition.” The 
Soviet proposals contemplate disclosure of information about the 
matters to be controlled, inspection for control purposes, and estab- 
lishment “within the framework of the Security Council” of an in- 

' ternational control organ. But the Soviets declined to consider the 
establishment of any control system until after the prohibition of 
atomic weapons. 

_ Egypt was the only state, other than the Soviet Union and its 
satellites, which proposed and insisted on bringing to a vote an | 
amendment to the three-power resolution unacceptable to this Gov- | 
ernment. The Egyptian Representative expressed the opinion that 
the three-power proposals were a constructive plan earnestly pre- 
sented but that they did not deal squarely enough with the prob- 
lem of atomic weapons. He therefore proposed the addition to the 

three-power resolution of a directive to the Sixth (Legal) Committee 

of the General Assembly immediately to begin a study of the un- 
conditional prohibition of the use (but not the production) of atomic 
weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction with the object 
of “establishing” before the end of the current session of the As- 

sembly a draft treaty providing for such a prohibition. In this con- 

nection the Egyptian Representative cited the convention barring 
| the use of poison gas. The Soviet bloc supported this amendment. It 

was voted on in two parts, a preamble paragraph and an operative 

paragraph. The proposed preamble paragraph was defeated by a 

vote of 14 in favor to 35 opposing, with 5 abstentions, and the pro- 

posed operative paragraph by a vote of 9 in favor to 39 opposing 

with 9 abstentions. States in addition to the Soviet bloc which 
voted in favor on one or both occasions included Lebanon, India, 

Afghanistan, Yemen, and Iraq. States which abstained included Ar- 

gentina, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Indonesia, Pakistan, Afghanistan, 

Egypt (second votes), Iran, and Equador. 

An interesting sidelight may be found in the reasons for that 
action given by states which abstained from voting on the resolu- 

tion as a whole: | | 

Pakistan gave as its reason that while there was much in the 
three-power resolution that Pakistan could support, it should not 
commit itself in view of its probable membership in the new Disar- 
mament Commission. 

8 Brackets in the source text. |
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Indonesia gave as its reason that the main task now was to bring | 
the great powers together. | 

Syria gave as its reason that under present circumstances it ! 
could not support the proposals of either side. | | 

It is the intention of the Department of State to keep attention : 
in the Disarmament Commission focused on the problem of disclo- | 
sure and verification, principally for the reasons set forth in Con- 
clusion m on page 9 NSC 112. 9 : | 

| DEAN ACHESON | 

9The reference paragraph reads as follows: “A proposal for an international 
system of phased disclosures and verification of all armed forces and armaments, 
including atomic, as the first step in implementation of a program for the regula- 
tion, limitation and balanced reduction of armed forces and armaments (including 

international control of atomic energy), with adequate safeguards, would be advan- 
tageous to the United States if accepted by the USSR and would be advantageous to | 
the United States for its propaganda value even if rejected by the USSR.” 

G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy, 1950-1955” 

| | | | | 
| Memorandum by the Secretary of Defense (Lovett) to the Executive ! 

Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) 3 | 

SECRET | WASHINGTON, 6 February 1952. 

Subject: Department of Defense Interest in the Use of Atomic : 
| Weapons. 2 . : 

: 1. I have asked the Chairman of the Military Liaison Committee | 
| to deliver by hand the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the | 
| above subject, with which I concur. | 

| 2. These views are being forwarded to you at the President’s di- 
rection with the request that the Special Committee of the Nation- | | 

2 al Security Council on Atomic Energy provide him with recommen- 

: dations on action to be taken in this connection. 3 

| | RoBERT A. LOVETT 

1A notation on the source text reads: “For limited distribution to the Special 
Committee on Atomic Energy only.” 

| 2For previous documentation regarding U.S. policy with respect to the use of 
atomic weapons, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, pp. 802 ff. 

| 3 On Feb. 8, S. Everett Gleason, Acting Executive Secretary of the NSC, forwarded | 
copies of this memorandum to the Secretary of State and the Chairman of the 

| Atomic Energy Commission as members of the Special Committee of the National 
Security Council on Atomic Energy. In his memorandum of transmittal, Gleason in- 
dicated that the views of the JCS had also been sent directly to the Secretary of 

| State and the Chairman of the AEC by the Chairman of the Military Liaison Com- 
mittee. Gleason added: “In accordance with the desire of the President, it is request- | 

| ed that you furnish this office with a statement of your recommendations to the 
President on action with respect to the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the sub- 

ject”. (G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use’’) :
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| Enclosure yin 

STATEMENT OF THE VIEWS OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF ON | 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE INTEREST IN THE UsE or ATOMIC WEAPONS | 

1. It is United States policy on atomic warfare that, in the event 
of hostilities, the Department of Defense must be ready to utilize 
promptly and effectively all appropriate means available, including 
atomic weapons, in the interest of national security and must 
therefore plan accordingly.* The Joint Chiefs of Staff have a statu- 
tory responsibility to act as the principal military advisers to the | 
President, the National Security Council, and to the Secretary of 7 
Defense. Subject to the authority and direction of the President 7 
and the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are charged 
with the preparation of strategic plans and provision for the strate- 
gic direction of United States military forces.+ 

2. The steadily increasing quantity of completed atomic weapons | 
has, among other things contributed to a broad and far-reaching 
evolution in United States military concepts in the fields of strate- 
gy and tactics as well as in the size, nature, mission, training, and 
equipment of our armed forces for war. The Strategic Air Com- 
mand (SAC), as now constituted and equipped, has to a large extent 
developed around the atomic weapon. Furthermore, developments 
now underway in the Tactical Air Command (TAC) and in Naval 
and Marine aviation are pointed toward full exploitation of their 
capabilities in this field. The acquisition by the United States of its 
foreign bases has been dictated largely by atomic weapon consider- 
ations. The atomic weapon now influences, among other things, the 
configuration of all aircraft which are to be capable of carrying the 
atomic weapon, the design and modification of aircraft carriers, the 

_ mission and equipment of guided missile units, and the develop- | 
ment of guidance systems, bombing systems, and certain special 
types of artillery. It must be recognized, therefore, that the atomic 
weapon has become such an integral part of our plans and prepara- 
tions for the conduct of a major war that it constitutes a vital ele- 
ment in the attainment of full military preparedness on the part of 
the United States. 

*See paragraph 12 of the Conclusions to NSC 30. [Footnote in the source text. The 
reference paragraph reads as follows: “It is recognized that, in the event of hostil- 
ities, the National Military Establishment must be ready to utilize promptly and ef- 
fectively all appropriate means available, including atomic weapons, in the interest _ 
of national security and must therefore plan accordingly.” For the complete text of 
NSC 30, “United States Policy on Atomic Warfare”, Sept. 10, 1948, see Foreign Rela-. 
tions, 1948, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 624.] | 

}See Section 211, Public Law 216, 81st Congress. [Footnote in the source text. Ref- 
erence is to the National Security Act amendments of 1949 (68 Stat. 578) and in par- 
ticular to the section defining the mission of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.]
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| _ 3. It cannot be too strongly emphasized that the Joint Chiefs of ; 
Staff, who are charged with the actual employment of a major ! 
weapon in combat, must possess the requisite freedom of action to | 
conduct military operations in an emergency with maximum effec- | 

| tiveness. It is essential that such military operations be properly : 

- planned; that appropriate steps be taken to provide physical facili- 
ties for their support; and that other necessary measures be ar- , 

| ranged for the swift execution of such plans under adequate securi- | 
ty precautions. In face of a military emergency, any arrangement | 

| which inhibits military freedom of action to meet such an emergen- | 
cy will expose the United States to unreasonable and unnecessary 
risk of mistake, confusion, and failure to act with the speed and 
precision which the circumstances require. The Joint Chiefs of | 
Staff cannot, therefore, agree to any other agency interposing itself 
between them and the President in submission to him of recom- 
mendations for a military course of action; nor could they agree to 
any such other agency having a voice in determining how, when 
and where such military operations are to be conducted. 7 

4. In light of all the foregoing, it is apparent that responsibility 

for those aspects of atomic weapons which involve military oper- | 
| ations or have a serious impact on such operations must, subject to 

| the authority and direction of the President, rest with the Depart- 

ment of Defense. Conversely, responsibility for production of fis- 

, sionable or fusionable material and for scientific research and de- 
, velopment of atomic weapons rests with the Atomic Energy Com- 
: mission (AEC). The philosophy is that the latter agency is a produc- 
! er; the former, the consumer. | a 

| 5. In consonance with the foregoing, the Joint Chiefs of Staff rec- 

i ommend the following specific areas of responsibility of the Depart- — 
: ment of Defense, including their relationship to those of the AEC, 
| in the atomic weapon field: (ee 

: a. Atomic Weapons Requirements oe - 

(1) The basic development of requirements for complete weapons 
: which in turn establishes the production program, including the | 
| | production goals and production rates of fissionable material, has , 
: its genesis in war plans and is therefore a responsibility of the De- | 

partment of Defense. This declaration of responsibility, however, is 
not intended to preclude a review of the statement of requirements 

| to determine the impact of the program on the national economy. | 
| Actually such a procedure may be an appropriate step in arriving 

yo at the best possible statement of requirements. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff perceive no objection, therefore, to a review of proposed pro- 

] grams for the attainment of production requirements and comment 
: thereon by the Special Committee on Atomic Energy of the Nation- 

| al Security Council prior to the presentation of the statement to 
the President; | | | oo 

| |
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(2) The Joint Chiefs of Staff look to the AEC for vigorous efforts 
in the fields of research and development of atomic weapons, of 
production of fissionable materials, and of fabrication of atomic 
weapons. The ideas and suggestions of the AEC are welcomed on 
new weapons, improvements to available weapons, and any techni- 
cal considerations affecting their employment. In this connection, 
the Department of Defense is now exploring how it may more effec- 
tively assist the AEC in developing new types of weapons. The deci- _ 
sion, however, as to whether such weapons, or the modifications of 
such weapons affecting yields, quantities, or deliverability, best fill 
military needs must remain a responsibility of the Department of 
Defense. It follows that the Department of Defense must be respon- 
sible for finally establishing the desired military and technical 
characteristics of atomic weapons; 

(3) In summation, it is a unilateral responsibility of the Depart- | 
ment of Defense to determine how many and what types of atomic | 

| weapons are needed for the defense and security of the United | 
States. The present arrangement is to state these requirements in 
terms of weapons three years in advance, and thereafter as produc- 
tion objectives in terms of annual rates of production of fissionable 
material. This should be adequate for long-range production pro- 
gramming on the part of the AEC. 

b. The Delivery Methods to be Used. The particular method of de- 
livery of an atomic weapon on a selected target must be related to 
the nature of the target, the depth of penetration required to reach 

it, the strength of its defenses, as well as to innumerable other fac- 

tors of the military situation which bear upon the execution of the 
mission. An evaluation of these military factors will determine the 
Service to which is assigned the delivery role: The Army by artil- 
lery; the Navy by carrier-based aircraft, Marine aircraft, or anti- 

submarine aircraft; or the Air Force by aircraft of SAC or TAC. 
Eventually it may be possible for all three Services to employ 

guided missiles as a delivery vehicle. Basic budgetary consider- 
ations of the Armed Services include the provision of these delivery 
vehicles for atomic weapons. The decisions as to the particular 

| atomic weapon and vehicle to be used and the precise nature of the 

method to be employed in its delivery are purely military in char- 
acter, and hence the responsibility for making them must reside in 

_ the Department of Defense. | | | 
c. The Military Determinations of Where and How 

(1) United States policy states clearly that the decision as to the 
initial employment of atomic weapons in the event of war is to be 
made by the President when he considers such decision to be re- 
quired.t The Joint Chiefs of Staff are fully in accord with this 
policy; 

~See NSC 30. [Footnote in the source text.] |
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(2) The statutory responsibility of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for 
the strategic direction of the armed forces requires them to make 

| the military determinations concerning the use of atomic weapons 
once the President has directed the initiation of atomic warfare. 
Atomic weapons, as do other military weapons, constitute an inte- 
gral part of the means by which war is waged. Therefore, the deci- | 
sion as to where, how, in what numbers, and in what types atomic : 
weapons will be employed must be made by the Joint Chiefs of : 
Staff, under the President as the Commander in Chief of the armed | 
forces; and . | 

(3) The Joint Chiefs of Staff are charged by law with the respon- | 
sibility of advising the President on military matters, including the | 

| use of atomic weapons. They believe themselves fully prepared to 
furnish such advice as may be necessary to meet the requirements 
of the President. Moreover, they feel that the Department of De- 
fense possesses competence in the realms of both the military and | 
the technical considerations involved in the use of atomic weapons | 

| and should therefore constitute the principal source of advice to | 
the President on this subject. . 

d. Security OO - | 

(1) Physical Security. Under current agreements, the AEC bears 
the initial cost of construction of all Zone of Interior storage site 
facilities within the security areas required for surveillance, main- 
tenance, assembly, and storage of atomic weapons. The Department 
of Defense bears the cost of all operation, maintenance, and securi- | 
ty of the sites except salaries of the small number of AEC person- | 

| nel involved and certain tools and equipment required for testing 
and assembly work. Physical security should, therefore, be a mili- 
tary responsibility and is presently provided by the military. In 

fo any event, the stockpile has grown to such proportions that prob- 
: lems of surveillance, maintenance, and security are beyond the 

present capabilities of the AEC; | 
(2) Communication of Restricted Data to Another Nation. | 

: (a) Exchange of information in the scientific and technical 
fields should be accomplished through the Combined Policy 

| ~ Committee (CPC), * the imparting of each item of information 
2 being contingent upon the unanimous approval of the Ameri- 
| can members of the CPC (who include the Chairman of the 
| AEC) and final specific approval by the President. The infor- 
| mation should be limited to carefully circumscribed scientific 

and technical data, the area of which has been the subject of 
| | precise definition, and these data must not be capable of ex- | 
| pansion to include weapons information or information of 
| direct benefit to any nation in its weapons fabrication pro- 

gram; and | 
| (b) Communication to another nation of such information on 

| atomic weapons as is essential for the conduct of combined op- 
| erations with that nation as an active and important ally of | 

* Regarding the Combined Policy Committee, see the minutes of the American 
| Members of the CPC, Apr. 16, p. 885. 

|
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the United States, and for the actual exchange of fissionable 
material or weapons material to the extent necessary to fur- 
ther such combined operations, should be accomplished 
through the medium of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the ap- 
proval of the President as the Commander in Chief of the 
armed forces; and | — | 

(3) Security of Weapon Deployments. The present system of di- 
vided responsibility for the storage, surveillance, maintenance, and 
security of the stockpile of atomic weapons is inimical to the best 
interests of the United States. This arrangement results in a basic 
division of authority and responsibility between two coequal agen- 

| cies for the provision of a military weapon in operating condition | 
for war use. It is not now possible to implement operations involv- a3 
ing atomic weapons without transmitting information pertaining to | 
the nature and direction of those operations through nonmilitary | 
channels and through the hands of numerous individuals whose 
participation in the operations is unnecessary. In a recent readi- 
ness measure of great sensitivity, knowledge of the matter became | 
alarmingly widespread, leading to the conclusion that under the | 
present system deployments cannot be made without many individ- 

| uals in the Department of State and in the AEC, including storage 
site and even contractor personnel, becoming aware of them. This 
dangerous security situation will persist so long as custody of 
atomic weapons remains vested in the AEC. Until such time as the 
President sees fit to direct the transfer of full custodial responsibil- 
ity from the AEC to the Department of Defense, this security 
hazard may largely be overcome, and at the same time military 
readiness and operational flexibility increased, by the establish- 
ment of a reservoir of finished weapons in the complete custody of 
the military. Such a state of improved “readiness to use’ atomic 
weapons should not be confused with “authority to use’. The rede- 
ployment of any of these weapons, as desired by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff in support of current war plans, would be subject, of course, 
to the approval of the President. 

National policy concerning the authority to employ atomic weap- 

ons would not thus be prejudiced in the slightest degree, the De- | 
partment of Defense seeking by this measure only to improve the 

mechanism by which this powerful and possibly decisive weapon 
may be brought swiftly and securely to bear against an enemy 
after the President has issued a directive that its use be initiated.
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S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 126 Series - ci ee, 

Report to the National Security Council by the Psychological : 
Bo Strategy Board ! | - | 

| ~ CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, February 28, 1952. 
NSC 126 | | 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY : 

| CoUNCIL. ON PuBLic STATEMENTS WiTH RESPECT TO CERTAIN | 2 

| AMERICAN WEAPONS _ | : ; 

At the direction of the President, the Council and the Chairman, ) 

Atomic Energy Commission, in 1950 took under consideration the | 
general problem of weapons information, including atomic weap- | 

ons, in order to make appropriate recommendations to the Presi- | 

dent on the subject. Subsequently the President on December 5, 
1950 issued a directive on “Public Discussion of Foreign and Mili- : 
tary Policy” which is attached hereto. ? The NSC Staff kept the : 
problem under continuing review and on November 21, 1951 the | 
Senior NSC Staff agreed that the matter should be referred to the | 
Psychological Strategy Board for appropriate action. ae | 

The enclosed memorandum on the subject by the Director, Psy- , 

chological Strategy Board, is transmitted herewith for consider- | 

ation by the Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of | 
Defense Mobilization, the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 

and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator of the recommenda- 
2 tions contained in paragraph 4 a thereof as approved by the Psy- 
: chological Strategy Board, including the Atomic Energy Commis- 
| sion and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. | | | 
| It is recommended that, if the Council, the Secretary of the 

2 Treasury, the Director of Defense Mobilization, the Chairman, | 

| Atomic Energy Commission and the Federal Civil Defense Admin- 

3 istrator concur in this recommendation, the Psychological Strategy : 
Board’s enclosed memorandum on the subject be submitted to the : 
President with the recommendation that he approve its transmittal : 

! to all appropriate executive departments and agencies of the U.S. : 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of Defense Mobilization, 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Federal Civil Defense Ad- | 
ministrator. Po oe. - oo a | | 

| * The directive, not printed, specified that all statements on foreign policy be 
} cleared in advance by the Department of State, that all statements on military 

| policy be cleared in advance with the Department of Defense, and that advance 
copies of statements on either subject be submitted to the White House for informa- 
tion. |
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Government together with a Presidential directive along the lines 
of the draft directive enclosed. 3 | 

_. JAMES S. Lay, JR. 

: [Enclosure] | 

Memorandum by the Director of the Psychological Strategy Board 
(Allen) to the Executive Secretary of the National Security Coun- 
cul (Lay) | | | 

| CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, February 27, 1952 

Subject: PSB action on Publicity with Respect to Certain American 
Weapons | 

1. A series of conflicting statements made last fall by high offi- 

cials of the Executive Branch of the Government produced consid- 
erable public confusion as to the facts concerning our atomic and 

related developments. They raised doubts as to the degree of unity 

and confidence within the Government on the purposes of these 
weapons. Particularly, they gave rise to considerable fears abroad, 

as to U.S. intentions with respect to the use of these weapons. 

2. For these reasons, the Psychological Strategy Board at its 4th 
meeting, October 25, 1951, directed the preparation of a staff study 

on the problem. At its seventh meeting, December 20, 1951, acting 
on the recommendations contained in the staff study, PSB created 
a committee chaired by the Director, Office of Public Information, 

Department of Defense, to prepare a “national information policy”’ 
on the subject. , 

3. It was agreed at the Senior NSC Staff Meeting of November 
19, 1951, to refer to PSB for appropriate action, in connection with 

this project, a draft report by the NSC on “Release of Information 
Regarding New Weapons,” dated July 5, 1950, action on which 
had not been completed. : | 

4. The attached memorandum, Subject, ‘‘Memorandum on Public 

Statements with Respect to Certain American Weapons” has been 
prepared in response to the above Board action. | 

3 By memorandum action of Mar. 27, the Council and the reference agency heads 
concurred in the recommendation. In a memorandum of the following day, Lay in- 
formed the Council and the agency heads that “the President has this date ap- 
proved the recommendation of the Psychological Strategy Board contained in para- 
graph 4-a of the reference report on the subject, and has referred the report to the 
Press Secretary to the President to arrange for the issuance of a Presidential direc- 
tive to appropriate departments and agencies of the U.S. Government along the : 
lines of the draft directive contained therein.” (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 126 

ries 

me N t printed.



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 871 : 

a. At its 10th meeting, February 21, 1952, the Psychological | 
Strategy Board approved the memorandum, recommended that it , 
be transmitted to appropriate departments and agencies as an en- | 
closure to a Presidential directive (draft attached), and directed : 
that its views be communicated to the Executive Secretary, NSC. , 
The Atomic Energy Commission and the Federal Civil Defense Ad- , 
ministrator joined in this approval and these recommendations. _ : 

b. The committee also examined the question of the adequacy of ) 
speech clearance machinery as it relates to statements covering | 
these weapons. It concluded that the machinery created within de- | 
partments and agencies in response to the Presidential Directive of | 
December 5, 1950, “Public Discussion of Foreign and Military : 
Policy,” should be used for the enforcement of the attached memo- , 
randum rather than that a new clearance procedure should be es- | 
tablished. | ! 

For the Psychological Strategy Board: : 

| | — -R.B. ALLEN | 

| [Subenclosure] | 

| 
MEMORANDUM ON PUBLIC STATEMENTS WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN 

AMERICAN WEAPONS | 7 

| The fact of American atomic superiority undoubtedly has a de- 

: terrent effect on Soviet leaders. Whether unconsidered statements 
! about atomic and other new weapons produce any significant deter- 

| rent effect on the Kremlin may be doubted. | 
2 While well-considered statements on atomic and other new weap- 
| ons can develop confidence in the determination and strength of | 
| the U.S. and the rest of the free world, ill-considered statements on 

2 these subjects can be used by the Soviet-led Communists to encour- 
| age a belief that the U.S. might use these weapons in a reckless, 
| irresponsible way. | | | | 
| Within the US. itself, ill-considered statements about these | 

weapons may create a false sense of security, lead to expectation of | 
| miracles in war and possibly jeopardize the maintenance of a bal- | 
| anced defense program, both military and civil. ae 

| It follows that we must be extremely careful in our public state- 
ments about atomic weapons. The same applies to guided missiles 

and biological, radiological and chemical weapons. = 3 ~— 
| Before statements and releases on atomic and other new weap- 

| ons are made, these questions should be answered: Oo 

| 1. Will this information strengthen the morale of the free world? 
2. Will this statement at this time help the American public to 

| understand and accurately appraise the capabilities of these weap- 
ons‘
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8. Will this statement create the fear that the U.S. may act reck- 
lessly in the use of these weapons? | oe 

In the months ahead, as new developments in these weapons 

transpire, we must so present that information to the world as to 
buttress the confidence of the free world in America’s sense of re- | 
sponsibility for the maintenance of the peace as well as of the fun- 
damental values of the West. 

Note: Statements prepared in pursuance of this memorandum 

shall be cleared in conformity to the President’s directive of 5 De- 
cember 1950, “Public Discussion of Foreign and Military Policy.” It | 
is understood also that statements dealing with atomic weapons de- | 
velopments should be cleared with the Atomic Energy Commission. | 

[Here follow a draft letter of transmittal from the President to 
Secretary Acheson, intended to serve as a prototype for circulation 

to all Departments concerned of the PSB Memorandum on Public 

Statements With Respect to Certain American Weapons, and the 
text of the Presidential Directive on Public Discussion of Foreign 
and Military Policy, December 5, 1950.] 

330.13/3-352 : : 

The United States Atomic Energy Commission to the Assistant 

Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (Hickerson) _ 

| SECRET WasHINGTON, March 8, 1952. 
Dear Mr. Hickerson: The Commission has received your letter 

to Dr. Smyth of February 18, 1952, with the attached document 
identified as DAC D-1/1, with annexes. ! - 

We have particularly noted Annex II, entitled Proposed Stages of 
Disclosure and Verification, Atomic Armaments, as developed by an 

informal interdepartmental working group. oe 

There are a few observations and a few suggested changes in 
Annex II which we feel should be considered by the Department of | 

1The letter from Hickerson to Commissioner Henry D. Smyth is not printed. | 
(330.18/2-1852) Draft paper DAC D-1/1 of Feb. 15, dealing with disclosure and veri- 
fication, is not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 183, ‘“DAC’) The final agreed 
U.S. proposal on this subject was submitted to the Disarmament Commission on 
Apr. 5 as “Proposals for Progressive and Continuing Disclosure and Verification of 
Armed Forces and Armaments,” UN doc. DC/C.2/1. For text, see Documents on Dis- 
armament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 346-356. . _ . - | 
Documents bearing the indicator “DAC” were prepared by the Interagency Work- 

ing Group on Preparations for the Disarmament Commission, which first met on 
Jan. 21, 1952, and subsequently met nine times in 1952 and 1953. Bernhard G. Bech- 
hoefer of UNP was Chairman of the Working Group, which included representatives 
of State, Defense, and the Atomic Energy Commission. Documentation generated by 

| the Working Group is in Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “DAC”. |
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State and the Department of Defense. We are transmitting here- | 
with a copy of a revised Annex II containing these changes. _ iow | 

It is our feeling that the present Stage IV should be broken into — : 
two stages. A new Stage IV which would be limited to (a) of the | 
present Stage IV, namely, “Details of design and operation, includ- | 
ing past and present output of all those atomic energy establish- | 
ments and installations concerned with the fabrication of atomic or | 

radioactive weapons for fissionable or other materials.” _ | 
_ We would then suggest a new Stage V which would embrace the | | 
present (b) Stage IV, namely, “Location, numbers, and types of 

atomic and radioactive weapons on hand.” , a : 
We feel very strongly that there should be consideration given to | 

the compelling need to achieve complete agreement on an effective | 
| plan for the international control of atomic energy prior to enter- : 

| ing into Stages II], IVand V. ag eS Ege | 
| A final observation is that the accumulation of fissionable mate- : 

rial by the Soviet Union and the United States in the past several | 
years makes it increasingly difficult to provide assurance by purely | 

| technical methods that a country such as the Soviet Union has dis- | 
| closed and reported accurately the stocks of fissionable material | 
: produced. This observation does not affect the adequacy of the | 

|. present U.N. plan for the international control of atomic energy : 
: but it does suggest that complete assurance cannot be gained from ! 

po purely technical methods utilized in the verification and inspection : 
; process. = | | 

| Sincerely yours, _ | | : 
i = _.. Untrep States Atomic ENERGY CoMMISSION an 

| OS oe aa Chairman 

| [Enclosure] | | : | 

Revised Draft Prepared by the United States Atomic Energy | 
| | Commission : 

SECRET | _ [WASHINGTON, undated.] 
De Ee i wee ise be | 

| | PROPOSED STAGES OF DISCLOSURE AND VERIFICATION > 

| | | ae a - STAGE I as | eee 

Disclose fe | | le SG | 

| (a) Location of all installations directly concerned with atomic | 

. energy, or the product of which is primarily useful in the produc-
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tion of atomic energy. Also manpower employed, physical dimen- 
sions, and power input of each installation. (Excluding weapon stor- 
age sites.) | | | 

(b) Uses or functions of these installations. This should be con- —s—© 
fined to a statement giving the input material, the product materi- 

al and the process used in each instance. | | 

Verify 

(a) By direct examination, location, manpower used, power input 
and physical dimensions of installations. (Inspectors will have 
access to entire national territory to the extent necessary to deter- 
mine through such means as aerial survey, inspection of water and 
railways and power lines, that all atomic energy installations have 

| been declared.) 
(b) Uses and functions insofar as revealed by external examina- 

tion of all structures and unhoused equipment. Detailed interior in- 

spection shall take place in subsequent stages, the particular stage 

in which it will take place depending upon the function of the 
plant. (Verification of (a) above will be of value as partial verifica- 

tion of plant use or function.) 

STAGE II 

Diselose - | 

(a) Details of design and operation, including present and past 
output, of all those installations or parts of installations concerned 
with preparation of atomic energy raw or feed materials (and such 

auxiliary materials as graphite, heavy water and beryllium), from 
mines up to but not including reactors, isotope separation plants, 

and similar nuclear conversion devices used to produce fissionable 

or fusionable material. a 

Verify - 

(a) By direct and detailed inspection of all aspects the installa-— 
tions and appropriate records. Cross checks with Stage I. 

STAGE III | 

Disclose | 

(a) Details of design and operation, including present and past 

output of all those atomic energy installations, or parts of installa- 

tions, concerned with the conversion of feed materials to fissionable 

or fusionable materials or with the preparation of radioactive ma- 

terials in large quantities. 
(b) Amounts and types of fissionable or fusionable material on 

hand or in process; amounts and types of radioisotopes on hand or 

in process. | | | |
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(c) General design and operational characteristics of research lab- | 
oratories involving reactors operating at a power level of 1 MW or | 
more, including amounts of radioactive, or fissionable or fusionable 

materials produced. | | | 

Verify | 

(a) By direct and detailed inspection of all aspects the installa- 
tions and appropriate records. Cross checks with Stages I and II. | 

(b) By direct and detailed inspection of fissionable or fusionable ) 
material, or radioactive materials, installations for production | 

thereof, and appropriate records. | 

| (c) By survey of facilities associated with reported reactors, by de- 
: tailed inspection of reactors themselves. | , | 

STAGE IV | | : 

| Disclose : | | 

| (a) Details of design and operation, including past and present 
: output of all those atomic energy establishments and installations | 
| concerned with the fabrication of atomic or radioactive weapons | 

| from fissionable or other materials. : 

Verify 
: (a) By direct and detailed inspection of installations and appro- : 

priate records. Cross checks with Stages I, II and III. | | 

| _ STAGE V | 

Disclose | | | 

| (a) Location, numbers, and types of atomic and radioactive weap- 

| ons on hand. Weapon storage sites. | 

Verify | | 

(a) By direct inspection. Cross checks with Stages I, II and III and : 
| (a) above. | 

| | 
| | 

| - a
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Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, Folder 2.D.12. aes | 

Paper Approved by the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense 
(Lovett), and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission 
(Dean) } | | 

RESTRICTED : [WASHINGTON,]| 8 March 1952. 

TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ON REGULATION 

| OF ARMAMENTS (RAC) 2 | : 

1. The Executive Committee on Regulation of Armaments (RAC) 

shall consist of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense and  __ 

the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission 

with designated alternates. The United States Representative at ; 

| the Seat of the United Nations may be represented at any or all 

meetings of the Committee. 
2. The Executive Committee shall be responsible for: 

a. The formulation of plans and policies respecting the regula- 
tion, limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all 
armaments. | 

b. The development and approval of detailed plans within estab- 
lished policies, in the field of its competence. | | 

3. The Committee shall have an Executive Secretary, designated 

by the Department of State representative with the concurrence of 

the remaining members, and its own Secretariat. There shall be a | 
Committee Staff composed of designated representatives of the De- 

partment of State, the Department of Defense (including a repre- 

sentative from each military department) and the United States 
Atomic Energy Commission, when appropriate, to prepare material 

for the Committee’s consideration. The United States Representa- 

tive at the Seat of the United Nations may provide a representa- 

tive at any or all meetings of the Committee Staff. | 
4. In fulfillment of its responsibilities as set forth in 2, the Com- 

mittee may (1) employ consultants, (2) assign work to personnel 

and staffs already available within the Governmental agencies rep- 

resented, and (3) establish special groups or sub-committees. 

5. The Committee Staff will submit recommendations on matters 

of major policy within its jurisdiction to the Secretaries of State _ 
and Defense, and where appropriate to the Chairman of the United 

States Atomic Energy Commission for their approval. 

1 A typed notation on the source text reads: “Effective 8 March 1952.” | | 
2 The Executive Committee on Regulation of Armaments, which functioned from 

1947 to 1950, was reactivated in order to facilitate interdepartmental policy formula- 
| tion. Correspondence between the Department of State, the Department of Defense, - 

and the Atomic Energy Commission in early 1952 resulting in the reactivation of } 
RAC is in Disarmament files, lot 58 D 183, ‘““RAC (New Series)’.
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6. Actions of the Executive Committee will be forwarded to the ; 
Executive Secretary of the National Security Council for appropri- | | 
ate action by the National Security Council if the Secretary of | 
State or the Secretary of Defense or the Chairman of the United 
States Atomic Energy Commission should so desire. | von | 

7. The Department of State representative on the Executive Com- | 
mittee shall be responsible for the transmission to the United 

States Mission to the United Nations of necessary instructions, : 
policy guidance and information. The Department of Defense shall _ | 
arrange for the transmission through the Joint Chiefs of Staff of ) 
appropriate parallel instructions and information to the United | 
States Representatives on the Military Staff Committee of the 2 
United Nations. OE a ee | : 

| 330.13/3-2252 | he ee es - : 

The Secretary of Defense (Lovett) to the Assistant Secretary of State : 
| | | for United Nations Affairs (Hickerson)  __ a | 

| SECRET | | | -Wasuineton, 25 March 1952. — : 

3 _ Dear Mr. Hicxerson: The Joint Chiefs of Staff have considered | 
the draft paper entitled ‘Proposals for Progressive and Continuing | 

: Disclosure and Verification of Armed Forces and Armaments,” as | 
submitted to the Department of Defense by your letter to Mr. Nash 
of 18 February 1952. ! It is their belief that the draft paper is, with | 

: the one exception noted in the following paragraph, consistent with | 

. the spirit and intent of NSC 112. 2 Subject to the modification set : 
| forth in the succeeding paragraph, the draft paper is considered a | 
| __ suitable basis for the submission by the United States Representa- | 

| tive of proposals on this subject to the United Nations Disarma- | ! 
ment Commission. | : : 

2 In order that the security interests of the United States may | 
| properly be protected, NSC 112 stresses throughout that a program | 

for the regulation, limitation, and balanced reduction of armed : 
| forces and armaments must provide for the administration of ade- 

| quate safeguards by a competent international authority with ap- 
| propriate status, rights and powers. It is felt that the United 
| States’ proposals on disclosure and verification, which is the first 

step in carrying out the program envisaged in NSC 112, should not - 

| fail to reflect this. Accordingly, it is recommended that the para- 
| graph under “U.S. Proposals’ in the draft paper be amended by | 

-1The letter from Hickerson to Nash is not printed. (330.13/2-1852) The draft 
paper, DAC D-1/1, Feb. 15, is also not printed, but see footnote 1, p. 872. - 

2 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. | 

| |
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adding a sentence which reads: “The permanent machinery to be 
established must provide adequate safeguards under a competent 
international authority having appropriate status, rights and 
powers.” 

| With reference to paragraph 5 of the draft paper and in light of 
current circumstances in which it appears that good faith must be 

proven in its entirety, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are unwilling ini- 
tially to table the complete body of disclosures included within the 

first stage at the very outset of the program of disclosures. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff therefore would recommend stipulating that 
initially the disclosures and verifications within the first stage, at 
least, must proceed step by step within that stage, progressing from 
the less sensitive to the more sensitive information. 
Annex II to the draft paper does not stipulate that aerial survey 

is intended to be an adjunct to the verification scheme. Inasmuch 
as aerial survey is inherently a part of the United Nations plan for 
the international control of atomic energy and is also provided for 
in each stage of the verification scheme for armed forces and non- 

atomic armaments, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe aerial survey 
should likewise be stipulated as a part of the verification procedure 

under atomic armaments in order that the United States’ proposals 
may not have to be subject to interpretation in this regard. 

Subparagraph (b) of Stage II, Annex III, concerned with disclo- 
sure and verification of atomic armaments, refers to reactors oper- 

ating at a level of 1 MN or more. The term “1 MN” apparently 
means 1 megawatt and should appear in the papers as “1 MW.” 

Sincerely yours, | 
For the Secretary of Defense: 

MARSHALL S. CARTER 

Brigadier General, USA 
Director, Executive Ofc 

G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “H-Bomb Report to Pres.” 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of Defense (Foster) to the 
Secretary of State and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission (Dean) 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, 28 March 1952. 

| Subject: Intensification of the Thermonuclear Weapons Program 

| Recent developments in thermonuclear weapons are so signifi- 

- cant that I feel our effort in this field should be re-evaluated by our 

Special Committee of the National Security Council.
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As you know, the President in his January 31, 1950 letter to Mr. | 
Lilienthal, directed that the scale and rate of effort in the thermo- | 

nuclear program be determined jointly by the Atomic Energy Com- 

mission and the Department of Defense and that the necessary ord- | 
nance developments and carrier program be undertaken concur- : 
rently. 1 These matters have been a subject of continuing study by | 

the Military Liaison Committee who have kept me and the Joint | 
Chiefs of Staff informed. Recently, I sent Mr. Dean a copy of my _ | 

) reply to Senator McMahon in response to a question from the Joint | 

Committee on Atomic Energy as to Department of Defense views 
on the present thermonuclear program. 2 : 

| While I agree that the present thermonuclear program consti- : 

| tutes a satisfactory response to the Presidential Directive in terms | 
| of technical feasibility and on the basis of facts then known, there | 
| is a growing feeling in the Department of Defense that intensifica- 

| tion and broadening of effort should be initiated now in view of the 

probability that the present approach to thermonuclear weapons 

may succeed. My purpose in raising the question at this time is the 
: realization that a considerable period will be necessary to organize 

: the personnel and facilities required to sharply expand existing 
: weapon development activity. I am also informed that this subject 

| has been discussed by the Commission and that the matter is still | 
! under review. : 

The urgency with which we must approach this problem is deter- | 

mined in large measure by our estimates of the probability that 
| the Russians may achieve a thermonuclear weapons capability. In- | 

| formation which has been presented to me suggests that we can | 

only assume that the Russians may be as far along as we are. In | 
| this connection, I call your attention to the views of the three Sec- | | 

_retaries as expressed in the document attached. Further, I refer : 

=. you to the position of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as expressed in their — 

memorandum of November 28, 1949, copy attached.* General | 
| Bradley tells me that the Joint Chiefs are preparing a more de- 

| tailed military requirement in the light of recent thermonuclear 
| progress. | | | 

1 Possession of thermonuclear weapons in relatively small quanti- : 
_ ties—of the order of 100—in such form that they can be readily de- | 

| livered, would constitute a military potential of the greatest possi- 
| ble significance. It would be disastrous if the Russians should suc- : 

1 See the Report by the Special Committee of the National Security Council to 
President Truman on Development of Thermonuclear Weapons, Jan. 31, 1950, For- | 

. eign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 513. . : 
? Not found in Department of State files. | | | | 

! 3 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. 1, p. 595. | 

|
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ceed in developing such a potential in advance of the United 

States. a ae ee 

I suggest that the Committee discuss this matter at the earliest 
possible moment. — EE 

| - WILLIAM C. FOSTER 

[Annex] 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of the Army (Alexander), the 
Acting Secretary of the Navy (Whitehair), and the Secretary of the 

Air Force (Finletter) to the Secretary of Defense (Lovett) | | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, 27 March 1952. 

Subject: Action Necessary to Achieve a Thermonuclear Weapon | 
| Capability | 

On 23 November 1949 the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent a memoran- | 
dum to the Secretary of Defense in which they stated, among other 

things, that the possession of thermonuclear weapons by the USSR 
without such possession by the U.S. would be intolerable and rec- 
ommended that the Atomic Energy Commission take steps to deter- 
mine the feasibility of a thermonuclear weapon. The President on 
January 31, 1950 wrote a letter to the Chairman of the Atomic 

| Energy Commission directing the Commission to proceed to deter- 
mine the technical feasibility of the thermonuclear weapon, the 

scale and the rate of effort to be determined jointly by the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the Department of Defense, and directing 

that the necessary ordnance program and carrier program be un- 
dertaken concurrently. | | 

| Recent developments in experimentation by our own scientists 

have shown that there is a serious possibility that the Russians 
will be successful in developing a thermonuclear weapon. We are 
informed by competent authorities, including those at Los Alamos, 
that Klaus Fuchs * possessed and may be presumed to have trans- 
mitted to the Russians a full understanding of the Los Alamos 

thermonuclear weapon feasibility report of April 1946. As you | 
know, this report contained all the essential ideas which led to the 
Greenhouse George shot in May 1951.° The George shot in turn 
demonstrated the principle . . . which greatly increased the proba- 
bility of a practical and economical thermonuclear weapon and 

| thus precipitated our current redirected development program. 

| * British atomic scientist arrested for espionage in February 1950. 
5 For documentation on nuclear weapons testing in 1951, see Foreign Relations, 

1951, vol. 1, pp. 685 ff. | :
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Therefore we must assume, for planning purposes, that the Rus- | 
sians have at their disposal all the essential ideas which led to our 
present thermonuclear program. 7 : 

In this connection, there is persuasive evidence that the Russians 
are now producing both enriched Uranium and Plutonium. This is 
a new development, since the first two Russian shots contained _ 
Plutonium only, while the third was a composite of Plutonium and | 

Uranium. The fact that the Russians have developed production of 
| enriched Uranium means that they are faced with no major pro- | 

duction problems in developing thermonuclear weapons, since we 
are informed that the production of Lithium-6 and Deuterium is | 

| _ simple and cheap by comparison. - | Oo | 

| In contrast to this Russian activity, the U.S. thermonuclear | 
effort was small between the years 1946 and 1950. Action was re- 

| sumed only after the first detection of the Russian fission bomb ex- | 
| plosion. We have been informed that accordingly it is wholly possi- | 
: ble that the Russians may be abreast of, or even ahead of, us in the | 

2 development of thermonuclear weapons. - | 
| For these reasons we recommend that you take up with the Spe- : 

cial Committee of the National Security Council designated by the | 
President to advise him on atomic matters the desirability of a di- : 

- rective to the Atomic Energy Commission to intensify its efforts in ; 
| the development of thermonuclear weapons. Specifically, we recom- : 

- mend that you seek the support of the Special Committee for the 

| rapid development of a second thermonuclear weapons laboratory. 
_ We do not suggest that this be the limit of the intensification of | 

| our thermonuclear program, but rather that it be a first step. Our 

broader suggestion is that the prestige and authority of the Nation- 

al Security Council and the President be placed back of a vigorous | 
| directive for the speeding up of the thermonuclear program. =——_ 

| ARCHIBALD S. ALEXANDER Francis P. WHITEHAIR 

| Os _. Tuomas K. FINLETTER | | 

| Editorial Note ne es , 

i _ During the period April 1952-April 1954, the United States con-— | 
| ducted four series of tests of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. _ : 

The first series, designated Tumbler-Snapper, was conducted at | 

the Yucca Flat test site in Nevada between April 1 and June 5, | 
1952. The tests involved one-kiloton atomic devices set off both 
from towers and by air drops. The objective of these tests was to
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learn more about the dust “sponge” effect and the relationship of 
dust to radiation. (Memorandum for the files by R. Gordon Arne- 
son, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy 

Affairs, January 22, 1952, G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Nuclear Test- 

ing, Tumbler-Snapper’’) | 
The second series took place at Eniwetok Atoll in the Pacific and | 

involved the first thermonuclear or ‘H-Bomb” detonation. No 
formal announcement was made of these two tests, which took 

place on October 31 and November 15, 1952, under the designation 

Ivy, and security restrictions were maximized. (Rodney L. South- 
wick, Assistant Chief of the Public Information Service, United 

States Atomic Energy Commission, to Arneson, December 10, 1952, 

G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Nuclear Testing Ivy’’) 

| ' The third series of tests was again conducted at Yucca Flat be- 

tween March 17 and April 6, 1953, and was designated Upshot- 

Knothole. Limited public access in the form of admission of state 

and municipal civil defense directors and representatives was per- 

mitted on a “one-shot basis” as was limited media representation. 
The purpose of these tests was to measure and assess nuclear blast 

effects upon dwellings, shelters, automobiles, etc. Only atomic de- 

vices were detonated. (Memorandum by S. Everett Gleason, Deputy 
Executive Secretary of the National Security Council to the Secre- 
tary of State and others, February 21, 19538, G/PM files, lot 68 D 

349, “Nuclear Testing, Upshot-Knothole’’) 
The fourth and final series of tests again took place at Eniwetok 

between February 28 and May 5, 1954 under the code designation 
Castle. The purpose of these tests was to further perfect the ther- 

monuclear weapons first tested during the Ivy shots of November 

1952. Public attention quickly focused on these tests as a result of 
| the radiation poisoning of crew members of the Japanese fishing 

boat Fukuryu Maru which had strayed too close to the test site 
area. For documentation on public concern in Japan, the Marshall 

Islands, and the United States over possible widespread contamina- 

~ tion of the seas and atmosphere as a result of nuclear testing, and 

on the statements by United States Atomic Energy Commission | 

Chairman Lewis L. Strauss, Secretary Dulles, and United States 

Representative to the United Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., jus- 

| tifying the need for testing and minimizing the widespread risks, 

see Department of State Bulletin, March 29, 1954, page 466; April 

12, 1954, pages 548-549; April 19, 1954, pages 598-599; June 7, 1954, 
pages 886-887; and June 14, 1954, pages 926-928. 
Department of State files contain only the most limited and frag- 

mentary information concerning the above tests. Numerous docu- 
ments are missing from the G/PM files cited above as well as from 

the S/AE files, lot 68 D 358, with only the covering sheets and
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memoranda available to indicate their subject and, occasionally, to | 

provide a brief summary of content. Further information on the 
United States nuclear and thermonuclear testing programs in | 

1952-1954 is in Hewlett and Duncan, Atomic Shield, page 673; and 

| in Samuel Glasstone, editor, The Effects of Nuclear Weapons 
| (Washington, United States Atomic Energy Commission, April 

1962), pages 672-673. | | | 
° ; ° e E 

| During March and April 1954, as part of the follow-up campaign 

to President Eisenhower’s ‘Atoms for Peace’ speech before the | 
United Nations on December 8, 19538, the United States Govern- | 

! ment released to the public an unclassified motion picture account | 

2 of the Ivy thermonuclear test series of October 31 and November | 
: 15, 1952. For information on the events leading to this decision, see | 

the progress report of the Working Group on Implementation of : 
| the President’s United Nations Speech, April 30, 1954, page 1408. 

- 
| | | —oro—r—__> | 

Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “Chronological” | 

| Memorandum by the Deputy United States Representative on the | 

United Nations Disarmament Commission (Cohen) to the Assist- 

| ant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (Hickerson) 3 
. | oe | . 

| SECRET | WASHINGTON, April 15, 1952. 

, Subject: Status of the Disarmament Commission Work. 

| | The Disarmament Commission has now been meeting in New 

| York for the past several weeks during which the United States 
_ has made general statements of our objectives and has presented | 

2 the Commission with a detailed proposal on the subject of verifica- 

tion and disclosure. 2 During this period there have been the usual 

2 verbal exchanges between the principal delegations of the Western 
Powers and the delegation of the Soviet Union. From these ex- 

2 changes, from my discussions with other members of the Commis- 

1 Drafted by James W. Barco of the Office of United Nations Political and Securi- | 
ty Affairs. Copies were sent to Bechhoefer, UNP, and to William Sanders, Special 

| Assistant and Planning Adviser to the Assistant Secretary of State for United Na- 

tions Affairs. | | 

On Mar. 7 President Truman approved a memorandum by Secretary Acheson of | 
| the same date recommending that “Benjamin V. Cohen, of New York, who has rep- 
. resented this country at the Third, Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Sessions of the General 

Assembly, be appointed Deputy Representative of the United States of America on 
| the United Nations Disarmament Commission.” (830.13/ 3-752) 
i 2 Reference is to UN doc. DC/C.2/1, “United States Working Paper Submitted to 
| the Disarmament Commission: Proposals for Progressive and Continuing Disclosure 

and Verification of Armed Forces and Armaments, April 5, 1952.” For text, see Doc- 
uments on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 346-356. 

| 
| 
{
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sion and from the reactions of the press and public, certain trends 

have clearly emerged. PEO | 

One of these is that our friends on the Commission as well as the 
public are beginning to feel that the Western Powers, and the | 
United States particularly, do not have at the present time a com- | 

prehensive pattern of proposals which would serve to meet in asat- _ 
isfactory compromise the position of the Soviet Union. Our friends | 
realize that even if we adopt a more affirmative and flexible posi- 

tion we may fail to obtain Soviet agreement, but they feel that we 
must do something to correct the impression that we are almost as 
unyielding and inflexible as the Soviet. oe 

The French, British and Canadian delegations have indicated 

that they feel that on certain points we should be prepared now to 
explore new approaches to the Soviet position. These points involve 

the problems of the length of time required to carry out the stages 

in disclosure and verification and the possible telescoping of these 
stages; the character of the control organization to be set up for 

atomic energy (i.e. whether this control organization must be based 
on “ownership” by the International Community or whether a rea- 
sonably effective system of controls through inspection and supervi- 

sion can be devised); the possibility of agreeing upon some limita- 

tion and/or reduction at the end of the first or second stages of dis- 

closure and verification; and the possibility of agreeing upon a new , 

| formula which would provide for prohibition of atomic weapons 

and weapons of mass destruction to be effective upon certain condi- 

tions precedent having been fulfilled. It is my impression that 
these questions will be pressed by our friends as time goes on. 

It is in this connection that I hope it will be possible to develop 

the U.S. position along more positive lines than we have thus far 

been able to do. Specifically, I would suggest that urgent consider- 
ation be given to the imperative need for a directive from the | 

President to the highest authorities concerned in the U.S. Govern- 
ment indicating the importance he attaches to these authorities 
giving active and affirmative assistance in developing a positive 

program. The Department is now receiving adequate advice from 

| the Defense authorities on what to avoid in our statements in the 
Disarmament Commission, but there is an obvious lack of construc- | 

tive suggestions coming from the cooperating agencies of the Gov- 

| ernment for positive proposals. I would like to urge that the Secre- 
tary and the President encourage the taking of a fresh look at 
some of the positions which have been established now for several 

years, in the hope that answers can be found to the points that will 

| undoubtedly be raised by the French, British and Canadian delega- 

| tions. Also in this connection, I would suggest that the Panel of |
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Consultants with research aid from the Ford Foundation be acti- | 
_ vated as soon as possible in order that we may avail ourselves of 

any contribution that they may have to offer. There is a crying and : 
urgent need for something like an Acheson-Lilienthal plan * for ar- 
maments other than atomic. And in the meanwhile there is need 
for some specific even though limited proposals for immediate 

| action in the field of limitation and reduction. It is also important | 
whether we ultimately change our position or not that we under- 
take a comprehensive review of our position regarding the UN | 
plan for atomic energy in light of developments since its adoption. 3 

General Eisenhower in his first annual report to NATO ® said | 
| that in the building of our military, economic and moral strength , 
| through NATO, “the Iron Curtain rulers may finally be willing to | 
| participate seriously in disarmament negotiations.” It seems to me | 

that General Eisenhower has struck the right note, and that mean- } 

: while and without delay we should be making serious preparations | 
| so that we will have some constructive proposals to make if and | 
) when the Soviet Government is ready to negotiate. oar | | 

“3 Regarding the Panel of Consultants, see the minutes of the meeting of the Secre- | 
: tary of State with that body, Apr. 28, p. 896. | - | 

_ 4A Report on the International Control of Atomic Energy, March 16, 1946, Depart- | 
: ment of State Publication 2498 (Government Printing Office, 1946). For documenta- | 
| tion on the Acheson-Lilienthal Report, which provided the basis for U.S. proposals 

on international control of atomic energy of 1946, see Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, 

| pp. 712 ff. er | . | | 
| 5 The report by General Eisenhower was released on Apr. 2; for text, see Depart- | 

ment of State Bulletin, Apr. 14, 1992, pp. 572-579. 

2 Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Combined Policy Committee” . mo, . 

| _ Minutes of the Meeting of the United States Members of the Com- 
bined Policy Committee, Washington, April 16, 1952, 3:30 p.m. 

| ‘TOPSECRET = | Ros 
Present: | ee Bt | a | 

: Members | | . | 
_ Secretary of State Acheson | | | 

, Secretary of Defense Lovett Ea 

1 The Combined Policy Committee, which was charged with overall coordination 

of cooperation between the United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada, was 
| | established under the terms of the Quebec Agreement signed by President Franklin 

D. Roosevelt and Prime Minister Winston S. Churchill on Aug. 19, 1943; for text of | 
j the Quebec Agreement, see Foreign Relations, The Conferences at Washington and | 

Quebec, 1948, pp. 1117-1119. For the minutes of the last previous meeting of the _ 
CPC, Aug. 27, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 763. For the minutes of the 

last previous meeting of the American members of the CPC, see ibid., p. 755. : 

|
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Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Mr. Dean 
By Invitation ee 

Robert LeBaron, Deputy to the Secretary of Defense on Atomic 
Energy Matters © 

John A. Hall, Atomic Energy Commission 

Secretary | | 

R. Gordon Arneson | 

I. Indian Monazite 

Secretary Acheson reviewed the history of the Pawley negotia- 
tions for Indian monazite which had culminated in an agreement 
between Dr. Sir S. S. Bhatnagar and Ambassador Pawley to submit 
three points to their respective governments for consideration (Tab 

A). 2? Secretary Acheson understood that the Atomic Energy Com- — 
mission, after due consideration of the proposals Ambassador 

Pawley had brought back with him, had decided that from a strict- 
ly business point of view it would not be able to support the propos- 

als as stated. However, he understood that the Commission was 
prepared to lend support to the Departments of Defense and State 

_ should they wish to continue the negotiations on the basis set forth 
in the Bhatnagar-Pawley note. Secretary Acheson reviewed the do- 
mestic supply situation, pointing out that increased tonnages of 
monazite were in sight from domestic sources and that promising 

new technical developments enabling industry to treat a mineral 
known as bastnasite for its rare earth constituents would apparent- | 

ly ease the supply situation as far as domestic industry was con- | 
cerned by quite a large factor. He recalled that there would in all 
probability be available from other sources over the next three- 
year period very sizeable tonnages of monazite: 9,000 tons from | 
South Africa and 7500 tons from Brazil. * If the Indian negotiations 

2 The note signed by Dr. Sir S. S. Bhatnagar, Secretary of the Indian Ministry of 
Natural Resources and Scientific Research, and William D. Pawley, Special Consult- 

ant to the Secretary of State, Sept. 25, 1951, is not printed. For documentation on 
negotiations between the United States and India regarding raw materials, see vol. 
x1, Part 2, pp. 1633 ff. For previous documentation on atomic energy aspects of U.S.- 
Indian relations, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, pp. 694 ff. Unpublished material 
on the Pawley mission and other U.S.-Indian negotiations regarding atomic energy- 
related raw materials is in files 891.2546 and 493.918, and in Atomic Energy files, 

lot 57 D 688, “India”. | 
3 For the text of an agreement with South Africa concerning uranium dated Jan. 

4, 1952, see vol. x1, Part 1, p. 902. Unpublished documentation on atomic energy as- 
pects of U.S.-South African relations is in file 845A.2546 and in Atomic Energy files, 
lot 57 D 688, “South Africa’. For documentation on monazite negotiations with 
Brazil, see vol. Iv, pp. 570 ff. Unpublished documentation on U.S.-Brazilian atomic 
energy questions is in file 832.2546 and in Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, 
“Brazil”. For previous documentation on atomic energy-related negotiations with 
both South Africa and Brazil, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, pp. 750 ff. and 696 

ff. |
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were consummated on the basis contemplated, an additional 7500 , 
tons would be available over the three-year period, making a total 
of 24,000 tons. 

Chairman Dean stated that the AEC had a very tentative stock- 
pile requirement for 2,000 tons of thorium oxide of which 1,000 
tons were already available in the slag dumps situated in the back 

yard of the Lindsay Light and Chemical Company in the West Chi- | 
cago plant. The Atomic Energy Commission considered the South 

| African offers which had very recently been made to be most at- 

tractive. The suggested price was low both in terms of quoted price | 
per ton and in terms of the fact that it would not be necessary to | 

| assist South Africa in the erection of a processing plant. The Com- ] 
| mission did appreciate, however, that there might be other consid- 

| erations of a military or political nature which made it desirable to | | 
| continue negotiations with India for monazite along the lines that 

had been established by Bhatnagar and Pawley in their earlier 
| talks. If this were the case, the Commission would, of course, inter- 

pose no objection. The Commission also realized that it was desira- 
: _ ble to make arrangements to prevent Indian monazite or its deriva- : 

tives from falling into the hands of the Soviet Union. | 
| Secretary Lovett felt that the negotiations should be continued | 
: for several reasons: ! 

1. To acquire thorium for stockpile if necessary; 
| 2. To obtain the various collateral benefits in maintaining faith 
| with the Indian Government, especially as regards other strategic | 

materials; | 
| 3. To keep the embargo on monazite lifted. | 

| He said he was having the lawyers in the Department of Defense | 
: look into the question whether Defense might purchase thorium for | 

stockpile. He was anxious that the United States Government not 
appear to be welching on its negotiations. It was exceedingly desir- | 

! able that no action be taken on this problem which might cause | 
the Indians to turn to the Soviet Union. With regard to financing : 

: Secretary Lovett understood that the Munitions Board would be in : 
| a position to obligate funds up to mid-1954. 

Chairman Dean said the Commission would find it difficult to ! 
| justify an expenditure of $7,500,000 annually for the purchase of | 

2500 tons of monazite, particularly since most of the constituent | 
elements of monazite were rare.earths for which the Commission | 

! had very little need. One could never be certain that new uses for | 
| rare earths might not be found; however, none of any consequence | 

| had thus far arisen. Even if there were increased demand for rare | 
earths, it seemed probable that such demand could be met from the | | 

2 new bastnasite possibilities which had just developed. As to the | 

|
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Commission’s interest in thorium from which is derived the fission- 
able isotope U-2383, considerable uncertainty existed. If the tenta- 
tive stockpile of 2,000 tons of thorium were converted with a 10% 

efficiency to U-233, this would result in 200 tons of fissionable ma- __ 
terial which for any envisageable program was a very large 
amount. 

Secretary Lovett felt that a strong case could be made here for _ 
preemptive options even though U.S. need for the material ap- 
peared to be considerably less than had formerly been thought. 
While it would be difficult to justify a deal on the thorium base 
alone, he felt the United States would be justified in entering into 
arrangements for general stockpile purposes. As to the South Afri- 

can situation, he recalled that an ugly race problem was brewing _ 
there which might lead to serious unrest and possibly to civil war 
thus making South Africa a rather uncertain source of supply. 

On the assumption that 800 to 1,000 tons of thorium was re- 

quired to bring the stockpile up to 2,000 tons of thorium, Secretary 

Acheson pointed out that the lower figure could be obtained by 

taking the monazite tonnages envisaged from Brazil and South 

Africa. In order to reach the higher figure, it would be necessary to 

add the proposed tonnages from India. This arithmetic was based 
on the assumption that monazite would contain an average of 5% 
thorium oxide. Secretary Acheson reverted to the difficulties that 
had been experienced in the past from the Lindsay Light and 
Chemical Company which was now bitterly opposed to the proposed 

Indian negotiations. He hoped that if the Munitions Board were 
prepared to take an active interest in the continuation of negotia- 
tions it would be prepared to take the heat from the Lindsay Com- 
pany. As far as the Department of State was concerned, it was anx- 

ious that if there were a present or foreseeable future interest in 
the United States Government for monazite and/or its constitu- 

| ents, it would be very desirable for the negotiations to be continued _ 

in some form or other. It seemed clear that if the negotiations were 
now allowed to lapse it would be highly improbable that they could 

again be renewed. Even in the unlikely contingency that they 
could be renewed, it seemed obvious that the circumstances would 

be less favorable than presently seemed to be the case. He recalled 
that the Pawley mission had gone out to India a year ago when 

| there was great pressure from the Congress to write specific lan- 
guage into the India wheat bill requiring India to repay the wheat 
loan by the export of strategic materials. Ambassador Pawley had 

succeeded in keeping such language out of the bill by his undertak- 

ing to go to India to see what could be done by way of negotiation 
to secure desired strategic materials, including monazite. In view of 

this past history and the success thus far registered in attempting
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to break the Indian embargo, it would be most unwise to allow the 
negotiations to lapse unless it was clear that the United States 
Government would have no foreseeable future interest in monazite | 

| and its derivatives. a | | | 
Secretary Lovett felt that the prime objective in continuing nego- 

tiations should be to secure options for preemptive purchase. He | | 

| felt that the need for U-233 would become increasingly greater. | 

There were many new developments in the weapons field which : 
would greatly proliferate the demand for fissionable material. A | 
new guided missile, the Nike, recently proof tested, demonstrated | 

| the possibility of delivering atomic warheads by such means. Final- : 
| ly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were becoming increasingly worried | 
| | about the security of overseas sources of supply. The Soviet subma- | 

rine menace was taking on increasingly grave proportions. It would | 

: appear common prudence to bring into the continental confines of | 
the United States any and all strategic materials against the day | 

| that they might be needed. | | . : 
Chairman Dean pointed out that U-233 possessed certain advan- | 

: _ tages over plutonium and U-235 as a fissionable material. Its criti- | 
cal mass was smaller and it seemed to possess certain inherent sta- ! 

bilities which were greater than the other two. On the other hand, 
in order to convert 2,000 tons of thorium to say 1600 tons of U-233, } 

2,000 tons of U-235 would be burned up in the process. In the light | 
2 of this technical fact it was difficult to see what net gain would ) 

4 ~ result from the production of U-233. | 
Mr. LeBaron stressed the problem of lead time, pointing out that | 

, it would be at least 18 months before one could be sure whether U- 

: 233 could be proven a desirable weapons material. He felt it would _ 
: be a mistake to establish artificial ceilings on our weapons pro- 
| _ gram when these ceilings might turn out to be far too low in the 
| light of technological developments. | he Me gs lg 8 

_ Chairman Dean said he thought it would be desirable to keep a 
_ foot in the door in the Indian monazite situation but suggested it | 

might be desirable to cut down the tonnages which Pawley would 7 
2 be authorized to negotiate. His suggestion was that the tonnage of | 

3 monazite to be contracted for annually should be cut from 2500 
tons to 1,000 tons.. Secretary Lovett agreed, suggesting that the 

commitment be to purchase an amount not in excess of 1,000 tons 

of monazite annually. He went on to say that he thought Ambassa- — 

dor Pawley should be instructed to get a commitment in writing 

| from the Indian Government if possible that it would not ship mon- | 
| azite or its derivatives to any iron curtain country. Both Secretary 

| Acheson and Chairman Dean agreed that this would be desirable. 
| Chairman Dean inquired as to the term of contract that should 
| be contemplated. Secretary Lovett felt that it should not be open- a 

| | |
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ended. Mr. Arneson suggested that the contract might be drawn in 
such a way as to commit the United States to take stated tonnages 
of monazite for the period required to amortize the processing 
plant, this to be followed by a series of successive options to buy. 
Mr. LeBaron pointed out that a limit on the term of the contract 
would probably find expression in the period in which the Muni- 
tions Board is authorized to make funds available from unvou- 
chered sources, namely to mid-1954. 

Mr. Arneson inquired whether the Atomic Energy Commission 
was prepared itself to give, or to use its good offices to secure from 

industry, the technical assistance which would be required in the 
erection of the processing plant. Chairman Dean agreed that the 

Commission would be in a position to do so. 

Mr. Arneson inquired whether it was the sense of the meeting 
that Pawley should be told that the United States Government 

could entertain no interest in the third item of the Bhatnagar- 
Pawley note, namely titanium. It was agreed that this was so. _ 

At Secretary Acheson’s suggestion, it was agreed that instruc- 
tions consonant with the agreement that had been reached in the 

meeting should be sent to Ambassador Pawley through Defense 

channels after appropriate clearance with the three agencies repre- 

sented. | 

IT, Chairman of the CDA #4 | 

Secretary Lovett explained that his concern about the nomina- — 
tion of Marion Boyer * to be Chairman of the CDA stemmed from 
his conviction that Mr. Boyer already had too much to do and 
should not be given additional burdens which would take him away 
from his main job which was to expedite the expansion program. 

Chairman Dean pointed out that the CDA load was not a heavy 

one. The Agency was in large part a mechanism whereby tripartite 

arrangements with the United Kingdom and Canada were formal- 
ized and expedited. The focus for determining the rate and scale of 
effort for the United States ore procurement program was in the 

Raw Materials Division of the Atomic Energy Commission and not 
in the Combined Development Agency. As to the suggestion that 

had been made in Mr. Lovett’s letter of February 15, 1952 (Tab 
B), ° that an outside body might be established to help the Commis- 

*The Combined Development Trust (CDT), subsequently renamed the Combined 
| Development Agency (CDA), was established by the Agreement and Declaration of 

Trust, signed by President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill on June 13, 

| 1944; for text, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, pp. 1026-1028. The CDA operated 

under the direction of the Combined Policy Committee, for the purpose of securing 
control and insuring development of uranium and thorium supplies located outside 
of the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Dominions. . : 

5 Marion W. Boyer, General Manager of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. | 
6 Not printed. |
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sion to expedite its raw materials procurement program, Chairman : 

Dean thought this would be most unwise. He referred to the fact 

that the Commission already had available the services of a Miner- : 
als Advisory Committee composed of 12 members who are the most 
eminent authorities in the minerals field in the country and their | 

services were available to whatever extent required. Finally, Chair- : 

man Dean said it would be unwise for the Agency Chairman to be , 

| one of the Atomic Energy Commissioners. He recalled that Sumner | 

So Pike 7 had never been happy with the arrangement when he was 

the Agency Chairman for it had meant in effect that as Commis- 

| sioner he was placed in the role of taking positions in the CDA sub- 
| ject to a review of those positions by himself as a Commissioner to- 
! gether with his colleagues. This was an altogether awkward situa- 

| tion which should not be repeated. | 

| Secretary Lovett referred to the very great accelerations that | 

had been introduced into the atomic energy program and felt that | 

2 the ore procurement program should be required to keep pace. En- | 

| gaged as we were in a program which might make the difference ) 

between our survival or not, he thought that no effort should be 

| spared to press the program forward with all possible haste. Chair- | | 

man Dean agreed, but pointed out that this had little to do with : 

| the CDA or its chairmanship. 
2 Secretary Lovett said he appreciated the points that Chairman | 

: Dean had made in connection with a suggestion for an outside : 

: agency and also saw the force of the argument against the appoint- | 

: ment of an AEC Commissioner as Chairman of the Agency. Secre- 

tary Lovett said that his concern over the Boyer appointment was 

twofold. First, he did not wish to waste an asset, namely Mr. 

2 Boyer’s abilities as General Manager of an expanded program, by 
| pulling him away for CDA activities. Second, he was most anxious 

: that every effort be bent to support the expanded programs that 
: had already been set in motion. Having stated his apprehensions, 

- Secretary Lovett said he realized that the problem was essentially 
. one of management within the AEC and would have to be left in | 
4 the final analysis to the Commission to work out. Chairman Dean | 

| said that he would be glad to reexamine the matter to see whether 
| there was someone else within the Atomic Energy Commission who | 

might be named as Chairman of the Agency. Secretary Acheson ex- | 
pressed the view that the decision as to nomination of the Agency | 

| Chairman should rest with Chairman Dean and he hoped that a 
| satisfactory solution would be found. — - | 

7 Member of the Atomic Energy Commission, 1946-1951. 
| | 

|
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II. Ore Procurement Policy — ace | 
Secretary Lovett said he wished to take the opportunity to revert 

to another matter which had been discussed earlier in the working 
group of the Special Committee of the National Security Council, 
namely the question of United States ore procurement policies. _ 
Chairman Dean recalled that under the latest expansion program 
which had been approved by the President, ore requirements pro- 
jected to 1958 were set at 9,200 tons annually of virgin feed. In ap- 
proving the expansion program the President had approved a 
policy of stockpiling additional tonnages of ore over and above the 
estimated 9,200 ton requirement figure up to an annual rate of | 
12,500 tons by 1961. The Commission was seeking to obtain maxi- | 

| mum additional tonnages primarily from foreign sources. 
Secretary Lovett outlined the context in which this problem had 

arisen. He recalled during the November hearings of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, Defense had been sharply criticized 
for not having established larger military requirements for atomic 
weapons. In earlier expansion programs it had been found that ore 
was the limiting factor and while it did not appear to be the limit- 
ing factor in the current situation, it might again become so. Com- 
missioner Murray had recently written a letter to the Special Com- 
mittee of the NSC § stating that in his view much larger tonnages 
of ore could be obtained if more aggressive procurement. policies | 

| Were pursued. Because of the earlier criticism to which Defense 
had been subjected to by the JCAE, Secretary Lovett felt it was in- 
cumbent upon him to raise the question. 

In response to a query from Secretary Lovett, Chairman Dean 
said that an ore stockpiling program would not necessarily mean 
extensive processing of the ore thereby increasing the cost factor, 
but that such ore as might come to hand could be processed 
through the green salts stage and stockpiled in that form. 

Mr. LeBaron felt that the Commission should undertake a de- 
tailed study of the possible tonnages of ore that might be obtained 
at various cost levels to see what the economics of the situation 
would be. He felt that such a study should concentrate on securing 
ore from sources other than high cost shales and phosphates. He 

felt the Commission should embark upon a program of securing 
maximum ore tonnages so that raw material would never in the 
future have to be considered a limiting factor in the atomic energy 

program. | 

® The letter by Commissioner Thomas E. Murray has not been found. Drawing in _ 
part on his experience with the Atomic Energy Commission, 1950-1957, Murray set 

| forth his views on various atomic energy issues in Nuclear Policy for War and Peace 
(Cleveland and New York, The World Publishing Company, 1960). |
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_. In response to Chairman Dean’s comment that the military es- | 
tablishment should set requirements, Secretary Lovett pointed out 
that a top limit on military requirements for weapons was infinite. 
In reality the Joint Chiefs of Staff had, in connection with the | 
recent expansion program, come up with an agreed minimum re- 

_ quirement. Requirements are certain to be increased. With the | | 

very rapid strides that are taking place in the guided missile field, | 
it seemed obvious that more and more demand would be placed on : 
production of atomic weapons. a : 

Chairman Dean stated that the Commission was constantly seek- | 
| ing out new sources of ore supply wherever and whenever possible. ! 

| He thought it would be a mistake to formalize tonnage require- 

ments as of any given date since new possibilities of ore supply ap- 
| peared constantly to be developing. To set firm figures within spec- . 

| ified time limits would require the Commission to launch a very ex- : 
|. tensive program for the exploration of shales and phosphates. In | 
| his view it would be better to leave it to the Commission to exploit | 

all new possibilities as they arose without running into exorbitant 
costs. He felt that a thorough study of the relationship between 
costs vs. tonnages which might be obtained would require 6 months | 

| time and he felt it would be better to do a thorough job even if this | 
period of time was necessary rather than come to premature judg- : 

2 7 _ Secretary Lovett, characterizing the nature of modern armament 

: as exceedingly complicated and costly, said that unless it were pos- 
sible to rely more and more on atomic weapons as a means of — | 

. shrinking the size of the military budget, we may well find our- _ 
selves running into astronomical rearmament cost figures. With 

| many new developments imminent in terms of tactical use, in- 
| creased number of targets, the possibility of use of atomic weapons | 

_ by the Navy and Army, there would appear to be virtually no limit 
| to the military requirements for atomic weapons that could be gen- 

| -erated. When atomic weapons are fashioned in a variety of stand- 
I ard sizes and with a high degree of reliability, the day will arrive 

when atomic weapons will be looked upon as ammunition rather 
| than special weapons. Secretary Acheson suggested that when we 

get into a period of vastly increased military requirements for 
atomic weapons it seemed likely that even if ore were in plentiful | 
supply, it would be found that there were other limiting factors in 

| the economy which would put ceilings on atomic weapon produc- 

| tion. Mr. LeBaron agreed that this would probably be so. He was 
| anxious, however, that we avoid any situation where ore procure- 

ment policies might place an arbitrary ceiling on the atomic energy 

| program. | | 

. 
|
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| It was understood that the Atomic Energy Commission would un- 
dertake a detailed study of ore procurement policies with particu- 
lar reference to the relationship between tonnages and costs. It was 
recognized that such a study would take some months to prepare | 
and that the matter should be reviewed again when Chairman 

| Dean was able to report that the study had been completed. | 

| R. GORDON ARNESON 

330.13/4-1552 . 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for United 
Nations Affairs (Hickerson) to the Secretary of State 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,]| April 17, 1952. 

Subject: Disarmament: Memorandum of April 15, 1952 from Mr. 
Cohen ! | | 

I have the following comments on the five points mentioned in 
the attached memorandum from Mr. Cohen to you: 

Point 1. I agree with Mr. Cohen that it would be helpful if the 
President should indicate to the Secretary of Defense and probably 
also to General Bradley his continued interest in the development 
of a constructive and comprehensive program of disarmament. I be- 

_ lieve that such an indication would be more effective if it were on 
an informal and confidential basis. For example, it might be desira- 
ble for the President to bring the matter up informally at a meet- 
ing of the National Security Council. It should be stressed that op- 
erating relationships between the Department of State and the De- 
partment of Defense on this subject are on a cordial and coopera- 
tive basis. We need to ensure that the officers of the Department of 
Defense adopt a more positive attitude despite the fact that they 

are participating in an activity which, in general, is unpopular in 

Defense. | | - 
Points 2, 3 and 4. Mr. Cohen has been informed of the steps that 

have been taken and that we plan to take on these matters, and 

which generally parallel his recommendations. | 

Point 5. We have explored these ideas both in the Department _ 
and with other Agencies but nothing has yet materialized. | 

1 See the annex below.
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: [Annex] co | 

| Memorandum by the Deputy United States Representative on the : 

United Nations Disarmament Commission (Cohen) to the Secre- | 

tary of State | 

CONFIDENTIAL [WAsHINGTON,] April 15, 1952. | 
Subject: Disarmament. | 

_ As a reminder I list the points we discussed together today. | 

1. President to urge Defense Secretaries and Joint Chiefs of Staff | 

| to see that Pentagon takes an active part and interest in develop- | 

| ing a constructive and comprehensive program of disarmament. 

| 2. Prompt setting to work of Panel of Experts ? with competent : 

| and resourceful executive secretary to develop constructive pro- 

| grams—with research assistance from Ford Foundation as well as | 

: the Government (Pentagon and State). | | 

3. Preparation of an Acheson-Lilienthal Report on armaments | 

| other than atomic. (Perhaps under Panel’s auspices with Penta- 

- gon’s aid). | 

4. A comprehensive review of the UN (Baruch) Plan ® to deter- | 

| mine whether any changes appropriate-in view of developments 

| since its adoption. (Perhaps under Panel’s auspices with Pentagon’s _ : 

| aid.) | 

5. Immediate need for finding quickly a few definite proposals for : 

| limiting or prohibiting particular types of armaments or appropria- 

| tions pending the working out of a more comprehensive plan. | 

4 2 See the minutes of the meeting between the Secretary of State and the Panel of 

| Consultants on disarmament, Apr. 28, p. 896. ee 

8 Reference is to the proposals advanced by Bernard M. Baruch, the U.S. repre- 

sentative, at the first meeting of the UN Atomic Energy Commission, June 14, 1946, 

| as subsequently adopted by the UN General Assembly. For documentation on US. 

proposals during 1946 regarding the international control of atomic energy, see For- 

| eign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 712 ff. | 

| ee 

| Editorial Note Oo 
! 

On April 24, the United States introduced in the United Nations: 

Disarmament Commission a proposal on Essential Principles for a | 

Disarmament Program. The proposal was circulated as UN doc. 

| DC/C.1/1. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, 

| volume I, pages 357-358. For statements made by Benjamin V. 

Cohen, Deputy United States Representative on the Disarmament 

: Commission, in Committee I of the Commission regarding the pro- 

posal and the general United States position, see Department of 

2 State Bulletin, May 12, 1952, pages 752-753. For certain remarks 

. |
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by Cohen before Committee II of the Commission on April 25, see 
ibid., pages 753-755. oy | ES 

330.13/4-2852 | 

Minutes of the Meeting of the Secretary of State With the Panel of 
+ Consultants on Disarmament | 

| SECRET a : WaAsHINGTON, April 28, 1952. 
| Present: | a 

| The Secretary | | 
Mr. Gordon Dean, Chairman AEC | 

| Dr. V. Bush OO 
| Dr. Robert Oppenheimer | 

Mr. Allen Dulles | | 
Mr. John Dickey | | 

| Mr. Joseph Johnson | | 
Mr. Harry [Horace] Smythe 2 | | 

| Mr. John D. Hickerson—UNA 7 
Ambassador Benjamin Cohen | 
Mr. William Sanders—UNA = 
Mr. John Ferguson—S/P o a 
Mr. Joseph Chase—S/AE | | 
Mr. Benjamin [Bernhard] Bechhoefer—UNP 
Mr. Ward Allen—EUR | | | 

The Secretary opened the meeting by expressing gratitude to the 
consultants for agreeing to serve on the advisory panel to assist the 
Department and Ambassador Cohen. He stated that it is a matter 

| of concern to us that, notwithstanding the yeoman service which 
Ambassador Cohen has given and the work which is under wayin | 
the Department, we are in a sense not as far along on the disarma- | 
ment problem as we were when we took the initiative in the Gen- 
eral Assembly last fall. It is of course partly because we were then 
talking only in generalities and efforts to work out concrete, specif- 
ic plans are naturally more difficult since they run into habits of ) 

1 The Department of State announced on Apr. 28 the establishment of a panel of 
consultants to advise and assist the Department of State and other agencies in con- 
nection with the work of the United Nations Disarmament Commission. The an- 
nouncement indicated that the panel members were: Vannevar Bush, Carnegie In- 
stitute of Washington; John Dickey, President, Dartmouth College; Allen W. Dulles, 
Deputy Director of Central Intelligence; Joseph E. Johnson, Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace; and J. Robert Oppenheimer, Director, Institute for Ad- 
vanced Study. It was stated that the panel would meet frequently with government 
officials as its work progressed, and that the consultants had held their initial series 
of conferences that day. (Department of State Bulletin, May 19, 1952, p. 792) | | 

2 Dr. Horace Smythe of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. ,
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_ thinking and established patterns of thought. Both the Department 7 

of Defense and Department of State are open to criticism for a cer- : 

tain laxity in our attitude to date. | a | 
- In connection with the work of the panel the Secretary raised. | : 

the question of an Executive Secretary, recalling the helpful work — : 

| done by Mr. Herbert Marks in the development of the atomic 

_ energy plan. Mr. Hickerson reported that efforts are being made to | 

obtain the services of a qualified person on a permanent basis and | 

| that in the meantime Mr. Allen had been loaned from EUR to 

pinch-hit © | ao | 

In describing the job to be done the Secretary referred to three | 

| major aspects: a | ee | 

(1) The necessity of making some proposals and taking some | 

: steps in the Disarmament Commission between now and the next | 

2 GA. Failure to do so would subject us to criticism in the UN and | 

| would forfeit the advantage gained by our previous initiative. | 
(2) The longer-range task of working out a comprehensive plan | 

for armed forces and non-atomic armaments comparable to the UN | 

: plan in the atomic energy field. This panel is the best body to do | 
| that if it has full support from the State and Defense Departments | 

and the AEC. a | | : 
| (8). The additional task of reviewing the UN plan for atomic | 

1 energy. Although this was done in a cursory fashion last fall it ; 

| should in effect be a continuing task. | 

: The Secretary pointed out that this work in the disarmament 7 

| field has a very important connection with the whole problem of | 

| relations with the USSR. Whatever the other elements in any over- : 

all settlement with the Soviet Union, one essential element is the | 

| withdrawal of their forces from the center of Europe. The difficulty 
arises not so much from the size of Soviet forces (Soviet armed 
forces were large during the years before World War II but did not 

: then cause great concern) but from the fact that now Russian 
forces are closer to western borders and there is no longer a strong | | 
Germany and a strong Japan on either side. Soviet justification for 

; the presence of their troops is a legitimate concern in preventing | 

the repetition of attacks against the USSR as occurred in World 
: Wars I and II. This point must be met if there is to be a settlement. 

Although Secretary Byrnes ® thought it could be met by treaties 
: for the disarmament of Germany, it seems clear that this is impos- 

i sible because of the cynical Soviet attitude toward treaties and be- 
| cause from a realistic point of view treaties have validity only so 
| long as they are in the national interests of both parties to contin- 
| ue to adhere to them. fg 

| 3 James F. Byrnes, Secretary of State, July 1945-January 1947. — a |
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Therefore, if it is possible to work out agreement on a disarma- 
ment plan that would “shorten the reach” of all nations it would 
be possible for the Soviets to move their troops out of Europe with- 
out the complete evacuation of US troops which the Soviets now 

_ demand. If no one had forces with long-distance striking power it 
should be possible for token US forces to remain in Europe without 
arousing excessive Soviet concern. 

Thus the disarmament work is far more than a propaganda exer- 
cise. It may be the thing, together with growing western strength 
and a desire for settlement, that could bring about a real settle- 
ment. 

Referring to the Far East, the Secretary pointed out that a disar- 
mament plan which materially shortened the reach of the major 
powers would have far-reaching effects. It would of course increase 
the likelihood of the emergence of local Communist-led movements 

_ that would not and could not be met by US or UN forces. It might 
be possible and necessary to find some other methods for building 
strength in that part of the world. | 

Mr. Hickerson, in response to the Secretary’s request for com- 
ments, referred to President Truman’s disarmament speech,’ point- 
ing out the two roads to security: the hard road of building 
strength and the preferable road of mutual disarmament. He em- 
phasized that it is not inconsistent to pursue both simultaneously 

| and referred to a sentence omitted from the President’s speech that 
“we will match the USSR in honest balanced reduction of arma- 
ments or we will outmatch them in military strength”’. 
Ambassador Cohen stressed the importance of the disarmament 

work in helping to dispel suspicion at home and abroad as to the 

purpose of our buildup and the intended use of our power. Refer- 

ring to General Eisenhower’s closing paragraph in his last NATO 

report, Ambassador Cohen thought it vital that we convince the | 
world we are preparing for the time when accommodation and set- 

tlement will be possible. The panel can give a positive push to this 

effort. The review of the atomic energy plan assumes added desir- 
ability because of the feeling on the part of the UK and France 

- that the US has adopted the attitude that this plan represents the 
last word in the field. The French, it is apparent, fail to understand 

the timing of the UN control plan and both the French and the 

British share the feeling that some changes are required if there is 

to be agreement with the Soviets. In countering French and British 
desires for revising the staging of the UN plan, Ambassador Cohen 

| 

4 Reference is to the President’s radio and television “Report to the American 
People on International Arms Reduction”, Nov. 7, 1951; for text, see Public Papers 
Of the Presidents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, 1951, pp. 623-627.
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has to date maintained the position that any shift may be made : 
only after thorough review and only after the Soviets give a clear | 
indication of what they would be willing todo. | : 

- Mr. Gordon Dean referred in passing to an immediate problem 
with the relationship between the disarmament work and the im- ) 
mediate problem with which he is faced with presenting to Con- : 
gress in the near future a request for a much expanded atomic 
energy program. He felt it important that this be played so as to 

| dovetail with and not undercut the work in the disarmament field. 

This basis of the Congressional position is military necessity in a | 
very unsettled world and he requested any guidance that might be | 

| offered in order in the presentation not to undo the disarmament | 

efforts. In response Ambassador Cohen recognized that there is of 

: course no easy answer and suggested that we must be careful to | 

indicate that any real developments in the disarmament field — , 
: would of course produce a change in the program but that until | 

that time comes it is vital to move ahead with the present expand- | 

ed program. oa ee 

Dr. Bush, pointing out that the panel is approaching the problem | 

: today in a necessarily different framework from the framework in | 
| which the Acheson-Lilienthal plan was developed, emphasized the | 

importance of keeping in mind the effect on US public thinking. | 
: He suggested the possibility of finding some token or symbolic ele- | 

| ment in a nation’s armed strength, agreement on the control of ! 
which would be relatively easy but as to which failure of perform- : 

| ance would not jeopardize our security. For example, heavy tanks | 
were important during World War II but are now gradually becom- : 

ing obsolete as a weapon of war, or possibly even long-range bomb- . 

ers would fall in this category as an example which though trivial, 
would decrease the reach of the major powers. If such could be 
found agreement on its abolition might prove an entering wedge to 

agreement on more important aspects, and the effect would be sal- 

: utary even though guarantees of performance were not forthcom- 

| ing. a | a 
Mr. Johnson desired to underscore the physical importance of re- 

tention of the initiative in this field of the US, reporting that the 
| effect upon the informed Europeans last fall of the introduction of 

US, UK, French proposals was electric and did much to dispel the 

| feeling that US with its drawing strength was impetuously pre- 
pared to force the issue with the Soviets. Commenting on Dr. 

| Bush’s suggestion of reaching agreement on the abolition of a rela- 

| tively unimportant element, Mr. Johnson cautioned that this might 

=. involve the danger that USSR would seize upon the concept of abo- 

lition without inspection and seek to apply it to the whole disarma- 

oo 
|
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ment field, thus undermining our own position on control of atomic 
energy. Le Be | 

. Mr. Dulles indicated his hesitation and skepticism of any success 
_ in the work, referring to himself as one of the few living relics of 

the extensive and fruitless disarmament discussions between World 
Wars I and II. However he agreed upon the importance of present- 
ing our present buildup as defensive in character and agreed that _ 
our disarmament work should help in that connection. He won- 
dered whether it would not be possible through disarmament pro- 

_ posals to try to obtain greater information on Russia’s actual mili- 
tary strength. He remarked in passing that so long as the Soviets 
continue as at present to put great emphasis in their buildup on 

| such weapons as MIG 15’s and not on TU 4’s (long-range bombers) 
there is some hope that Soviet intentions are defensive and not of- _ 

_ fensive. oe | - a _ 
_ In answer to Mr. Dulles’ question, Ambassador Cohen referred to 
US working proposals on disclosure and verification as having the 
effect of obtaining additional information on Russia’s military 
strength without which any disarmament plans could not be imple- 
mented. Referring to his immediate problem within the Commis- 
sion Ambassador Cohen urged that we take a stand on the size of 
armies at an early stage. This would of course present more prob- 

| _ lems to the Russians than to ourselves since their large armies are 
believed to constitute a main element in their strength. At the 
same time proposals for reduction of large armies would show our 

_ sincerity in desiring actual reduction and limitation. 
In response to Mr. Johnson’s question as to the priority of agree- 

ment upon disclosure and verification, it was agreed that our posi- 

tion is still as the Secretary stated it in Paris, i.e., that we would 

either work out agreement on and implement a system of disclo- — 

sure and verification before proceeding to agreement on actual re- — 

duction or would work out agreement on both simultaneously. _ 

Mr. Dickey sought further clarification as to how the Secretary 

desired the panel to operate, i.e., whether it was expected that like 

the Acheson-Lilienthal group the panel would produce its own 
report or whether it is to serve as a critic in the development by 

the government of its own plan which the government would then 

put forward as a government position. Mr. Hickerson said in effect 

that this question was really open but that for the immediate job of 
initial proposals in the Disarmament Commission, he expected the 

panel would act more in the role of critics. In amplification Ambas- __ 
sador Cohen suggested that for the long range task of a comprehen- 

sive plan he thought it would be best for the panel to act as a sepa- 

rate expert body to develop the principal lines of the program. We 
| could then consider how the organization can work in filling in the
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- details of a comprehensive plan. At that point it might be that we 
- would want to co-opt additional personnel which together with | 

some or all of the present group would take over the actual formu- 7 | 

lation of a concrete plan. a as 7 

Dr. Oppenheimer expressed the view that in addition to the ob- 
jective of strengthening the defense of the West and the objective 
of eventual agreement on a specific disarmament plan, there was a | 

| third objective in our work which is the continuance of a really | 
secure US in the sense of a US that cannot be shattered as mili- _ | 

tary power. _ | | | | _ a | 

| In closing the discussion, the Secretary suggested that the long- | 
! range task of developing a comprehensive plan will probably prove 
| to be more difficult than the task faced by the Acheson-Lilienthal | 
. - group since the fact that atomic energy can be controlled through : 

control of only two basic elements provided a manageable frame- | 
| work for that work. He spoke again of the major preoccupation | 

: which is the relationship between disarmament and other major ; 
| world problems, suggesting that in that connection the panel would | 

want to look at our current armament program to see where it is | 

| headed and the consequences. We are moving faster in the atomic | 

energy field than in other fields but in our general buildup effort it | 
is very possible that we may be breaking ourselves in an effort to | 

do what really can’t be done. In short, can we accomplish what we 

are now undertaking? If not what alternative roads are open to us? 
| In that sense it may be that disarmament will prove to be an es- 

sential part of our program and of our goals for the future. 

| 930.18/4-2852 pe eee | | | Oe 

_ Minutes of Meeting With the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament | 
at the Department of State, April 28, 1952, 11:30 a.m. } 

SECRET — ° | | | ek ae oe 

, ‘DAC-C-M-1 > 7 oe | 
| Present: | i SS a coe 
| - Consultants om OB ar re 
| _ Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer, Institute for Advanced Study, : 

| ~ Princeton. eae | USES Bano 

_ Dr. Vannevar Bush, Carnegie Institute of Washington * 
Dr. Joseph E. Johnson, Carnegie Endowment for International. | | Deng ooo eee ee 4 mr 

| _ Dr. John S. Dickey, Dartmouth College ee 

1 Present at this meeting were members of the interagency Working Group on | 
Preparations for the Disarmament Commission. | 

| |
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| Dr. Allen Dulles, CIA. oe | 
State 
Ambassador Benjamin V. Cohen | 
Mr. John D. Hickerson, UNA 

Mr. William Sanders, UNA : 

Mr. John H. Ferguson, S/P 
Mr. Bernhard Bechhoefer, UNP | 

Mr. Ward Allen, EUR | 
Mr. Warren Chase, UNA/P : 

Mr. Howard Meyers, UNP 
_ Mr. James W. Barco, UNP 

Mr. Robert Warren, S/S-S, Secretary 

Defense | | 
Col. A. B. Swann, OSD | 

Capt. H. Page Smith, OSD 

AEC | 
Dr. H. D. Smythe | 

1. The new Panel of Consultants met with the Secretary at 11:30 
and discussed the background of the present situation in the field 

of disarmament. ? After the meeting with the Secretary the Panel 
reconvened with members of the Working Group on Preparations 

for the Disarmament Commission. _ | 
| 2. Mr. Hickerson explained that the consultants had been called 

together on an urgent basis to help the Government work out dis- 

armament proposals. He stated that the current working papers 

submitted for the consideration of the consultants were the result 
of a great deal of thought and effort on the part of various U.S. 

agencies. He added that when the tripartite proposal was made at 

the Sixth Session of the General Assembly, many people had been 
a inclined to dismiss it as a propaganda exercise. Such was definitely 

not true. The U.S. is inherently a nation which maintains small 
military forces, then is forced to build them up frantically when a 
crisis approaches. He cited the standing forces available at the be- 

ginning of World Wars I and II as examples. The U.S. would like to | 
achieve the stability and security the world seeks by a great reduc- 
tion in armaments and we should not be deterred by the unlikeli- 
ness of any proposal being accepted by the Russians. He stressed 

that any proposal for reduction of armed forces and armaments 

would have to provide for continual disclosure and verification to 

be realistic. 
One U.S. working paper to be submitted to the Disarmament 

Commission is a three-pronged attack upon the problem. It would 

contain: | a 

2 See the minutes of the meeting with the Secretary, supra. ,
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1. Provision for a manpower limitation upon armed forces, in- , 
cluding security, para-military and police organizations, that would 
be related to the total population of the various countries of the ; 
world. It is envisaged that a figure of 1% and overall ceiling of | 
1,500,000 might be the starting point; a - | 

2. Possibly a reference to a limitation providing that no more 
than say, 5% of the Gross National Product of a nation might be | 
used in building and maintaining armed forces. It was pointed out 
that the U.S. was currently spending 18 1/2% and that during the : 
peak of W.W. II the amount had been 45%. There is no comparable : 
figure available for Russia; — | 

| 3. A reference to the necessity for balance between the branches 
| of armed forces within a country and to relating armaments to per- 
| mitted manpower. | | 

| Mr. Oppenheimer inquired as to whether certain weapons such ) 

| as guided missiles would be entirely prohibited. Mr. Hickerson 7 
; stated that perhaps such things as bacteriological warfare would 
| fall in this category, as would other weapons. However, the imme- : 
: diate problem was to present a simple proposition directed at re- : 

| duction. — | | : | 
| Mr. Hickerson reviewed developments within the UN Disarma- 

ment Commission describing the five stage, progressive plan that | : 
| the U.S. has suggested for disclosure and verification. ? Each of the : 

: stages would be completed before any of the subsequent steps 
| would be undertaken. Comments had been invited upon this work- : 

ing paper and the Russian reaction had been to regard it as an 
American effort to get intelligence. | : 

| Ambassador Cohen explained that the U.S. is faced with the 
: problem of convincing the world that the disarmament discussions 

were more than a mere talk fest. He had found it extremely diffi- | 
| cult to develop any proposals that were not either obviously to our 

4 advantage or equally to our disadvantage. The paper now under 

] discussion was the only approach that seemed balanced. To push 

forward too vigorously in the atomic field would place the U.S. in a. 
| precarious position. The feeling was that it might thus be well ini- 

tially to undertake a limited approach to disarmament, starting 

| with actual manpower limitations. The figure of 1% and the ceiling 
of 1,500,000 were not absolutes. There would have to be variations | 

| possible to prevent disequilibriums dangerous to peace. : 

| Some of the difficulties of this arrangement were discussed. The : 
] question of what to do about the satellites was considered as well : 
| as the fact that the vast population of China in the Soviet bloc 

might well be countered by the inclusion of India in the free world. | 
Mr. Cohen pointed to the effect that the proposal would have upon , : 

8 See footnote 2, p. 883. 

| 

:
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the European defense community. Mr. Oppenheimer raised the _ 
question of controlling the training of reserves, pointing out that 

an active reserve training program might be able to circumvent 
the controls. Mr. Ferguson suggested that the 5% gross national _ 
product limitation might prevent this method of evasion. However, 
it was pointed out that this safeguard was not present if the man- 

power proposal was presented as a single approach. Mr. Cohen 

agreed that the manpower facet of the problem was meant only as 

a starter. Mr. Dulles asked if inspection and control was not as- — : 

sumed and was told that it was. Mr. Meyers raised the possibility _ 
of handling the reserve problem through a procedure of counting 

only “average daily effectives” and of controlling the supply of sup- 
porting weapons which any modern force would require. Mr. Op- 
penheimer described his feeling that the whole issue was so compli- 

cated that for the U.S. to continually refer to this series of unde- 
fined problems made us appear insincere. He felt that it would be 

better to institute a very concrete suggestion. Mr. Cohen concurred 

and Mr. Ferguson suggested that since the Secretary had already 

used the figures one million and 1% this country might stick to 
that figure leaving it to our allies to suggest any change. | 

_ Mr. Oppenheimer inquired as to the military’s position on the 
one million-1% formula and was told that it had been approved 

last summer but it had not been considered in conjunction with the 
present proposal. The formula has never been specifically men- 

tioned in any public U.S. proposals. | | | 
| Mr. Dickey expressed grave misgiving as to whether the disarma- 

ment program was starting from the right point. The American 

public is extremely skeptical now about disarmament discussions 

when we are rearming, and if the public feels that the American 

proposal is contradictory, they will not support it. He pointed out 

that the manpower problem of the build-up was just beginning to _ 

get acute. Ambassador Cohen stated that the manpower problems 
of the build-up were not directly related to the disarmament pro- 
posal, since the numerical limitation plan outlined what we would 

do only if assured that the Soviets were willing to provide system- 
atic and orderly safeguards. At this point Mr. Dickey raised the 
problem of when this nation can begin to slacken off in its defense 
build-up. He felt world opinion would take more seriously a disar- 
mament proposal that had a definite relationship to Korea and pos- 

sibilities of a standstill arrangement. Mr. Bush felt that this con- 
sideration might be taken care of in the scheduling of the paper in | 
the UN, to which Mr. Dickey replied that his main preoccupation 
was that the question be given high level consideration. Mr. Oppen- 
heimer felt that any proposal advanced by the U.S. should follow 3 

criteria: (1) it should seize the initiative, (2) it should cause us to
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take action if accepted, (8) it should not be hedged about by many ) 
qualifying phrases as to the years required for implementing it. He , 

_ believed that the public was too familiar with proposals of the : 
| latter type. Ambassador Cohen agreed that the current proposal : 

had to be concrete and positive but it must be remembered that off- 
setting any real disarmament has to be a long process. Mr. Dulles — 

inquired as to the possibilities of asking the Soviet delegates what | 
disarmament terms they would accept. The sense of the group was 
that this was not advisable. Mr. Cohen pointed out that an immedi- 
ate standstill arrangement might come close to Soviet wishes but 
would probably be unacceptable to us. es a 

| Mr. Sanders pointed up the basic inconsistency between simulta- 
| - neous armament and discussion of disarmament. Any percentages 

limiting manpower would spotlight this inconsistency. He thought : 

there was a tremendous need for education in the field. Ambassa- 
: dor Cohen suggested that, in order to make it clear that the U:S. : 

; was not abandoning its interest in disarmament, it might be desira- | 
ble to use General Eisenhower’s statement as a starting point. | 

Mr. Oppenheimer asked Ambassador Cohen to review the advan- | 
| tages of submitting the numerical limitation working paper. (DAC ; 

. D-8). + Ambassador Cohen urged that the Working Group should : 
| find one or two specific items to highlight the disarmament ques- : 

tion in the forthcoming General Assembly. He reported that, de- | 
spite our initiative in Paris, there was much world feeling that the | 
whole disarmament question was a mere recital of the same old | 

: platitudes. 2s” | : 
Mr. Dulles inquired whether the U.S. ought not have one of its 

| allies present a proposal and then have it accepted by the U.S. Am- , 

: bassador Cohen thought our predominant position required us to : 
put forward the major proposals. Mr. Hickerson stressed the point | 

that the proposal should be made as simple as possible and should | 
stress that the U.S. was anxious to implement any agreement im- 

| mediately. Mr. Oppenheimer believed that since the proposal, as | 
presented, would result in something we wanted, i.e., less Russian | 

| troops, it would be judged a purely propaganda maneuver without | 
| any chance of success. He asked whether our past proposals in the _ | 

2 Disarmament Commission were ever accepted seriously. If not, our : 
| main preoccupation should be with the effect of our suggestion : 

upon world opinion. Mr. Johnson did not believe that it was neces- | 
| sary to raise the question at this point. He thought the U.S. might | | 

| do as well to follow through on the disclosure and verification plan. | 

* Reference is to the paper prepared by the interagency Working Group on Prep- | 

! arations for the Disarmament Commission entitled “Proposals for Numerical Limi- 7 
tation of Armed Forces’, Apr. 24, 1952, not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 

4 133, “DAC’’) cae , | | | | 

| 7
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Ambassador Cohen replied that there was no intention of dropping 
this plan, but that in order to maintain the initiative we had to 
have something concrete in limitation. Mr. Bush agreed with this 
thesis but stated that, like Mr. Dickey, he was concerned with the 

point at which the arms race would be concluded. 

The session adjourned for lunch with the Secretary after agree- 
ing to reconvene at 2:00 p.m. | 

Afternoon Session | 

After the general discussion of the luncheon period, Ambassador 
Cohen reopened formal consideration by stating that even the Dis- 

closure and Verification Paper was not one that our allies will con- 

sider as very positive since it does not touch on limitation and re- 
duction and, hence, does not answer the constant Soviet charges. 

What we lack is a concrete proposal in this field. Mr. Oppenheimer 

asked if a prudent unilateral disclosure of certain less sensitive in- 

formation by the U.S. might be the answer. It was pointed out that 

the Soviets would think that any American disclosures would be 
only such as were already well known and would be interpreted as 
an attempt to gain intelligence on Russian forces. Ambassador 

Cohen felt that unilateral action would only involve the U.S. in 
deeper trouble. He stated that our allies do not consider us reticent 
on Disclosure and Verification but rather feel that we are not posi- 
tive enough on limitation and reduction. 

Mr. Johnson raised the question of whether the British, who 

were particularly sensitive to the publication of troop data in 1946, 
would feel the same at this time. Mr. Hickerson stated that there 
was an indication to this effect when Mr. Hohler of the Foreign 

Office was over here in October. 
Mr. Dulles asked whether there were any comprehensive United 

Nations figures on the status of the world’s various armed forces. 
He was told that present UN documents were limited to synthesiz- 
ing the past efforts of the League of Nations in the field of disar- 

mament and that there were no good UN figures, particularly with 

reference to the Soviet Union. The Russians have even refused to 

provide accurate general population figures for the recent United 

Nations World Population Survey. oe 

Ambassador Cohen was requested by Mr. Oppenheimer to indi- 
cate what he thought were the greatest problems faced in present- 
ing the proposed working paper. The Ambassador replied that he 
believed the free world reaction in the General Assembly was cru- 
cial, and that there was also the problem of dealing with the vari- 

ous counter-proposals that might come from other member states. 

| The French have been particularly restive about the lack of Ameri- 
can positive action. The Soviet delegate had attacked our disclosure
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and verification proposal as only diversionary and insisted that 
what was needed was a basic decision to reduce conventional arms : 
and to prohibit atomic weapons. a 

| Mr. Sanders asked the consultants if they, on the basis of their : 
wide experience in the various fields of governmental research, | 
might have any general information that would be helpful in the : 

implementation of the present proposal. He was particularly con- : 

cerned with what safeguards in the industrial field should be made | 

the subject of further research between now and June 1, while a 7 
| simultaneous examination of the basic principles was taking place. | 

| The old RAC paper on the Soviet disarmament positions was men- t 
| tioned, and it was agreed that this would be obtained. Mr. Johnson | : 

also presented the possibility of using the research that Mr. Gordon : 

| and General Strong had done in preparation for the San Francisco | 
) conference. . a 
| Mr. Oppenheimer thought there were two problem areas that 

: might well be studied further: (1) the industrial control approach to : 
: disarmament preparation, particularly the question of the petrole- , 

um industry; (2) a basic consideration of procedure. The problem of : 

disarmament should become simpler as the approach taken be- 

, comes broader but this does not actually happen. He suggested that 

2 the Working Group might attempt to thin the question out so that | 

it was not necessary to be faced with such a mass of detailed fac- | 
| tors. | 

| Ambassador Cohen stated that his proposal was one attempt at | 
this problem, but that Mr. Oppenheimer’s analysis of the problem : 

really went further. As the consultative panel began functioning 
| the whole question of disarmament might well be considered and : 

then we would be in a position to present the concrete proposals 

needed, both as to a simple non-atomic control plan and a workable : 

: approach to atomic limitation. | ) : 
| Mr. Bush asked whether, in addition to the approaches that : 
| would limit manpower and the use of more than five percent of the : 

| Gross National Product for armed forces, a third approach might | 
| be that of basic raw materials control. Such a study would certain- — , 

| ly be easier than the complete industrial survey being discussed. ! 
The question of limiting industrial power as such was raised but 

| discarded when Mr. Bush pointed out that the United States uses a 
great deal more power to produce a product than the Soviet Union 

: requires for the production of a comparable article. Nonetheless, it | 

was felt that power consumption was a very good index by which to : 
detect a change of policy on the part of a potential aggressor. | | 

Mr. Johnson inquired what other disarmament proposals had | 
| been considered and rejected before the presentation of the present , 

| paper. Ambassador Cohen replied that the problem had not been | 

| |
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one of choosing alternatives, but rather of finding any formula that 
would permit separating the question of atomic and conventional 

disarmament without prejudice to our interests. The present work- 
ing paper had resulted from a review of principles adopted in the 

past. | 

Mr. Dulles recommended aircraft and aircraft armaments con- 
trol as an area in which Disclosure and Verification was relatively | 
simple. ) 

Mr. Oppenheimer observed that making the approach on the 
basis of one item had all the disadvantages of the Disclosure and | 
Verification Paper and none of the advantages of a general ap- 

proach. 

Mr. Oppenheimer stated that while there was certainly some un- 
easiness in the minds of the consultants, they were perfectly aware 
that the proposal was drafted only after thorough consideration of 

the possibilities and that they ought to support the concept that a 
simple proposal of this nature was needed. Mr. Bush said his posi- 
tion would be that, before we withdraw entirely from any effort to 
reach agreement in the atomic weapons field, we ought to reconsid- 
er the UN plan for atomic energy control, and that while any such 
study would not be ready before June 1, we might be able to discov- 
er an opportunity for definite action later. We will have recommen- © 

dations on this point at the next Panel meeting. 
Mr. Hickerson asked Ambassador Cohen for the time table on 

the working paper, and inquired whether a decision might not be 

withheld until the next consultants’ meeting. The Ambassador 

stressed the fact that the US delegates were greatly hampered by 
not having something positive to submit. He felt that to merely 

submit the numerical limitation proposal as a topic to be discussed _ 

was not concrete enough and that it would be suggesting something 

that we were unprepared to follow-up. Disarmament Commission 

hearings began over a month ago and the American proposal _ 
should have been ready in final form then. Mr. Dulles inquired 

whether the Soviets had produced any proposals of their own at 

this session and was told that Soviet ideas all called for immediate 
decisions for prohibition of atomic weapons and general reduction 

without safeguards. Mr. Dulles further inquired whether there was 

any way by which a proposal could be introduced by the French 
| and British with the U.S. playing a supporting role. The Ambassa- 

dor replied that the French had submitted a proposal of their own 
on the atomic prohibition question, but that it had not as yet re- 
ceived French governmental approval. This proposal would com- 

| press the five stages into three with atomic weapon prohibitions 

taking effect at the end of the first stage. With respect to the Cana- 

dians, he pointed out that there was a tendency to want to move
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faster than the United States was willing to; that to push them : 
might result in embarrassment to us. Mr. Hickerson said that it 
was expected that the British would balk at some features of the if 
U.S. disclosure and verification proposals§. = 8 3 = |= 
Summarizing his objections, Mr. Dickey conceded that there was | 

definitely a need for positive initiative, but that there was the | : 
problem of acceptance by the American people; that any proposi- ; 
tion aimed at getting agreement to limit armed forces some years : 
in the future was almost irrelevant in the popular mind today. He 

| felt that the government had to consider at some point just where 

| the present buildup would reach its optimum point and stop. The 
| public believes that this question is being considered in govern- 

| ment councils, yet such is not true. For the proposed disarmament > 
2 program to carry any conviction, it would be necessary to indicate — | 
2 on what terms, and when, we would accept a standstill arrange- 
: ment. All of this was contingent, of course, upon a satisfactory out- 
: come in Korea. This standstill point, for the realization of our 2 

policy, was not a matter for the consultants’ decision but rather | 
the concern of the State and Defense Departments; but to pose the _ 
disarmament proposal without this decision would result in seri- 
ously crippling the rearmament program. o | | 

| Ambassador Cohen felt. that the United States would accept a 

| standstill arrangement the moment any satisfactory treaty was | 

4 signed, but that he could not accept Mr. Dickey’s thesis that a 50% 
| decline in our own armed strength would not get serious consider- 

ation in public opinion. Soviet agreement would be the sine qua | 

non in the picture. The U.S. would consider this point as a begin- : 

| ning rather than an end. Clarification of armed forces strength : 
should enable us to develop agreements in the atomic field. | 

Mr. Meyers asked whether Mr. Dickey’s position was not actual- | 

ly a case of developing a suitable time table for reduction of armed 
forces and armaments and deciding when the specific reductions 7 

| should take place. Mr. Dickey thought that the sine qua non of | 
| being taken seriously was not Soviet agreement, but rather some | 

| consideration of when the present buildup could end. Ambassador | 

Cohen believed that if such was true, the U.S. had made a mistake 

at the Paris meeting in introducing the disarmament proposals. | 

| What Mr. Dickey proposed went much further than an arms reduc- 
tion. He thought that unless the U.S. was to lose ground between | : 

now and the convening of the General Assembly, it would be neces- | | 

sary to have some specific proposal in the disarmament field; that 

he had been driven to supporting the numerical limitation proposal __ ! 

for lack of anything better. However, if some equally effective pro- | 
gram could be formulated, he would be only too happy to present _ 

it. Mr. Chase suggested that if it was important to talk to the Sovi- 

|
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ets about some standstill agreement, the UN was not the proper 

forum. To this, Mr. Dickey replied that if such was the case the 
consultants ought to be so informed. | 

Mr. Hickerson closed the meeting by stating that some type of 
standstill agreement was implicit in the implementing of a disar- 
mament proposal; that there was small hope of any working paper 
being adopted by all members of the Disarmament Commission; 
but that a firm decision regarding clearance of a paper for submis- 
sion in the Commission should be made in the very near future. 

[Annex] 

SUGGESTIONS RE ProBLems To BE CoNsIDERED IN CONNECTION WITH 
| ELABORATION OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR REGULATION, LIMITA- 

TION AND BALANCED REDUCTION OF ALL ARMED FORCES AND AR- 

MAMENTS (REFERENCE: RAC (NS) D-1la) & | 

I—ARMED FORCES AND NON-ATOMIC ARMAMENTS 

A. Types of forces, armaments and materials: 

1. Armed forces—inclusion of para-military, security and police 
forces, trained reserves, definition of mass armies; | 

2. Definition or list of standard armaments; 

3. Definition or list of other weapons; 
4. Definition or lists of basic materials useable exclusively, pri- 

marily or substantially for the manufacture of armaments. 

_ B. Limitation and Allocation of Armed Forces and Armaments: 

1. Determination of maximum permitted levels of national armed 

forces: (Reference: DAC D-6) © © | 

(a) Criteria and factors to be considered and relative weight to be 
given them: . 

(1) Factors relating to the country—population, size, geo- 
graphical features, etc.; | 

5 RAC (NS) D-1la of Apr. 11, 1952 is entitled ‘General Views of the U.S. Concern- 
ing Regulation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Arma- 
ments”. It is one of the first papers drafted by the reconstituted Executive Commit- 
tee on Regulation of Armaments. (See the paper approved by the Secretaries of 
State and Defense and the Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, Mar. 
8, p. 876.) This paper was also known under the designation DAC D-4a (see footnote 
1, p. 872) and a copy is in the Disarmament files, lot 58 D 183, “Executive Commit- 
tee on Regulation of Armaments; Documents April 1952-February 1955”. 

6 Interagency Working Group on Preparations for the Disarmament Commission 
Draft Paper entitled ‘General Views of the U.S. Concerning Determination of Over- 
all Limits and Restrictions on all Armed Forces and all Armaments, including 
Atomic Weapons”, Apr. 14, 1952, not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, 
“D AC’’)
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(2) Relationship of country to regional and other political , 
groupings; 

(3) Defense by metropolitan powers of their non-self-govern- 
ing and trust territories; | 

(b) Methods of adjustment of permitted levels to reflect changes : 
in conditions. | | | 

2. Determination of maximum permitted levels and kinds of ar- | 
| maments (Reference: DAC D-6) | | 

(a) Criteria for determining maximum permitted levels of stand- | 
ard armaments—relationship to permitted levels of armed forces; : 

(b) Criteria for determining maximum permitted production of 
standard armaments—relationship to gross national product—ad- 

| justment for production for permitted export to other countries; 
| _(c) Limitation of army, naval and air bases, facilities and installa- 
2 tions. . . 

8. Allocation of armed forces and armaments within permitted | 
: national levels. 
| ‘4. Treatment of non-atomic weapons other than permitted stand- | 

ard weapons. | | 

to C. Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments: | 

| Determination and synchronization of stages to reach permitted 

levels. 
| ; 

| D. Controls and Safeguards and Enforcement Machinery: : 

: 1. Disclosure and verification (both a safeguard and a partial pre- | 

: condition to the institution of a control system); (Ref: DC/C.2/1) 7 

2. Nature of other controls—supervision, management, owner- : 

2 ship, destruction; , | | 

| 8. Points in the economy at which controls must be applied— | 
: stages in the processing of essential basic materials and stages in | 

the manufacture of armaments; | : 

4. Controls over international commerce in armaments and in | 

7 materials used exclusively, primarily or substantially for arma- , 

ments; a | a : 

| 5. International organs for implementation—nature, composition, , 

size of personnel, location, financing, methods of reaching deci- ; 

sions, relationship to existing US organs; (Ref: DAC-D38a) ® : 

6. Determination of what constitutes minor and major violations; | 
! methods of reaching decision on violations and punishment; types 3 
| of punishment to be imposed. | 

: "1 See footnote 2, p. 883. 
8 Interagency Working Group on Preparations for the Disarmament Commission 

: Paper entitled “Methods of Implementing and Enforcing the Disarmament Pro- | 
gram”, Apr. 15, 1952, not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “DAC’”) ! 

| 
|
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II. ATOMIC ENERGY Le | 

| Reappraisal of UN atomic energy plan to determine possible im- 
provements and degree of flexibility in details. (First, Second and 
Third Reports of UNAEC). | 

| TI. GENERAL QUESTIONS | 

1. What further information and research is necessary to provide _ 
adequate basis for intelligent resolution of the above problems? 

2. How should the elements of the disclosure and verification 
system, the UN atomic energy plan, and plans for limitation and 
control in the non-atomic field be synchronized, i.e., what is the de- 
sirable time-table and what flexibility is possible in the sequential 
relationships? (Ref: DAC-7) 9 | | 

3. What segments (if any) of a comprehensive plan can be segre- 
gated and put forward in the Disarmament Commission separately 
at least in general terms in the immediate future? (Ref: DAC D-8) 

® “U.S. Position on Procedure and Timetable for Giving Effect to Disarmament 
Program”, Apr. 18, 1952, not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “DAC”) _ 

330.13/5-152 | . 

The Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (Hicker- 
son) to the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for International | 

Security Affairs (Nash) 3 | 

SECRET (WASHINGTON, ] May 1, 1952. 

DEAR FRANK: We are enclosing for your consideration a re-draft 
of a working paper intended for submission in Committee I of the 

Disarmament Commission, entitled ‘Numerical Limitation of 
Armed Forces’ (RAC (NS) D-4). 2 This paper has been revised in 
the light of the comments made during the April 29 meeting of the 

Executive Committee on the Regulation of Armaments (RAC), to 
take account of the views advanced by yourself and Ambassador 

Cohen, as well as my own remarks. __. 

This paper was prepared at the urgent request of Ambassador 

Cohen who stated in a memorandum to me dated April 17: 

“As I have indicated in previous conversations and memoranda, 
there is an immediate need for concrete proposals in specific areas 
where early agreement might be reached. This need has been em- 
phasized also by the French, British and Canadian Delegations in 

_ 1 Drafted by Bechhoefer and Meyers of UNP on Apr. 30. - | 
2 Dated Apr. 30, 1952, not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “RAC (NS) 

Documents’’)
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their discussions with the United States Delegation. In particular, 
| it has been felt by all of us that concrete proposals in the field of 

limitation and reduction which could be related to an early stage of — : 
disclosure and verification would provide a fertile field for the : 

| work of the Commission and would be an effective answer to the 
Soviet charges that we are seeking only intelligence information, | 
without being prepared to carry out any actual disarmament. — 

“If such a proposal can be presented to the Disarmament Com- : 
mission for consideration at this stage of the work, it seems to me — ; 
that we would have achieved a major portion of our immediate ob- : 

| jective. By having ourselves made proposals for a relatively com- : 
prehensive system of disclosure and verification and an immediate 

- program of reduction and limitation, we would have retained the — : 
| initiative and demonstrated the seriousness of our purpose. Such 

proposals, taken as a whole, would be not only defensible before | : 
| the General Assembly and world opinion but might provide the 

starting point for serious and concrete progress in the field of disar-  __ 
2 mament. I should like to feel that we could begin discussions on 
3 something of this kind at. the earliest possible date with our 3 
| _ French, British and Canadian colleagues, and therefore hope that 

you will find it possible to initiate immediate consideration within — 
the RAC group.”  — | RE : ! 

: _ We believe that these proposals should be submitted by the | 
|. United States Representative as a working paper, rather than as a 
| - position to which the United States Government is formally com- | 
{ mitted. The Committee of the Disarmament Commission dealing 
| with the proposals would produce recommendations which would | 
| be submitted to you and cleared prior to their formal adoption by 7 

the Commission. As stated in a previous letter, this procedure has | : 
: a number of advantages among which are that it gives our repre- | 

sentative a desirable latitude in his tactical approach to the Com- | | 

mission’s problem. We are, accordingly, at this time suggesting gen- - : 

eral guidance concerning the positions taken in this paper rather _ 
than a formal clearance of the paper. The formal clearance of the | 
United States position will take place prior to formal Commission | 

) action, | ae a | 
| From the standpoint of the tactical situation existing in the Dis- | 
| armament Commission, it would seem desirable to submit a work- 

| ing paper to the Commission sometime during the first week of 
| May. In view of the early deadline, we should appreciate your con- — 

_ sideration of this paper as a matter of importance. The paper will _ 
| be considered simultaneously in the Department of State and the | 

Department of Defense. We are also submitting the paper at this _ ; 
| time to the Atomic Energy Commission for its comments, although es 

the paper does not directly involve problems relating to atomic | 

|}. Sincerely yours, | | | 

| | JOHN D. HickERSON :
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380.13/5-552 | os 

Memorandum by William Sanders to the Assistant Secretary of 
| State for United Nations Affairs (Hickerson) ! | 

SECRET a [WASHINGTON,] May 5, 1952. 

Subject: Your meeting with the Panel of Consultants on Disarma- 
ment, May 6. | 

You may wish to brief the Consultants at the meeting tomorrow 
on developments since your last meeting with them on April 28. ? 
The following items might be covered: | 

1. There has been no meeting of the Disarmament Commission 

during this period. | 

2. The British have informally submitted to our UN Delegation 
their initial reactions to the US proposals for disclosure and verifi- 

cation. They have characterized our proposals as being much 

more extensive than the UK had anticipated, and they welcome 

the US proposals as effectively countering one of the main Soviet 

themes to the effect that disclosure was to proceed by such slow 
stages that nothing substantial would ever be revealed. The UK 

would prefer that there be eight stages, with the early disclosures 

involving less sensitive matters so that verification would be corre- 
spondingly easier. Specifically, the UK dislikes the introduction of 

a aerial surveys in the first stage of disclosure and verification. The __ 
UK also believes that disclosure should be related as closely as pos- | 

sible to concrete proposals for reduction of armed forces and arma- 
ments. | | 

3. On May 2, at a meeting of the Canadian, French, UK and US 
Delegations, Ambassador Cohen referred to our difficulties with the 
French and UK comments and suggested that it was premature to 

propose publicly changes in the US plan for disclosure and verifica- 
| tion until there was some sign of real interest on the part of the 

| Soviet Delegation. He believed that, when the time came, we 

should be able to agree among ourselves on a satisfactory number 

of stages, but that to put forward publicly now widely differing 
points of view would provide the Soviets with a propaganda advan- 

tage. The British agreed with this point of view. Since Mr. Moch 
was not present the French Delegation’s attitude was not declared. 

| 1 Drafted by Howard Meyers of UNP. Sanders was Special Assistant and Plan- 
| ning Adviser to Assistant Secretary Hickerson. - 

2 For the minutes of the meeting of Apr. 28, see p. 901. | 
3 Reference is to the U.S. proposals contained in UN doc. DC/C.2/1, Apr. 5; for 

text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 346-356.
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We know that Mr. Moch favors fewer stages and that he links pro- 7 
hibition of atomic weapons and reduction of armaments to the 
system of disclosure and verification rather than to the system of , 
controls. 

4. You may wish to bring the Panel up-to-date on the revision of 7 
the working paper on “Numerical Limitation of Armed Forces” : 

| (RAC (NS)D-4). 4 | 
5. On May 8, the UK gave our Mission comments on the US : 

draft paper on reduction of armed forces, agreeing with the initial 
| limitation of forces to 1,500,000 but suggesting a formula utilizing 

| one-fourth of one percent of the population of non-self-governing | 

| territories and one percent of the population of metropolitan terri- | 

| tories. The British believe that dependent areas should be separat- 
ed from metropolitan areas in making calculations, so that empha- 
sis can be placed upon maintaining law and order and protecting | 

7 inhabitants of dependent areas, without over-emphasizing interest 
: _ in overseas territories and without giving the advantage to West- 

ern powers which would be received by lumping together depend- 

| ent and metropolitan populations. | | 

2 4 The draft working paper under reference, dated Apr. 30, is not printed. (Disar- 
| mament files, lot 58 D 133, “RAC (NS) Documents’’) 

830.18/5-652 

| Minutes of Meeting With the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament | 
| at the Department of State, May 6, 1952, 10 a.m. } | 

| | 

| SECRET | | 
--DAC-C M-2 | 
! Present: | | 

| Consultants | | | : 

Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer, Institute for Advanced Study, ; 

| Princeton | | 

| Dr. Vannevar Bush, Carnegie Institute of Washington : 

| Dr. Joseph E. Johnson, Carnegie Endowment for International 
fo Peace | 
| Dr. John S. Dickey, Dartmouth College | 
| Dr. Allen Dulles, CIA | 
| State | | | | 

Ambassador Benjamin V. Cohen 

Mr. John D. Hickerson, UNA | 

| Mr. William Sanders, UNA | 

| 1 Presumably drafted by Horwitz. | | 

|
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Mr. John H. Ferguson,S/P = © | 
Mr. Bernhard Bechhoefer, UNP | | 

Mr. Ward Allen, EUR ~ | 
Mr. Robert Tufts, S/P | 
Mr. Paul Nitze,S/P oe | a 

_ Mr. Leonard J. Horwitz, S/S-S, Secretary __ 

I. Discussion of Working Paper for Committee I of the Disarmament 
| | Commission. | | | : 

1. Numerical Limitation of Armed Forces. 7 | 
Discussion: After a brief introduction by Mr. Sanders, of current 

activities in the Disarmament Commission, an extended discussion 
ensued as to the adequacy of the U.S. working paper and the reac- 
tions of other DAC delegations to our proposals. 2 Ambassador 
Cohen reviewed the position of the French delegation on our disar- 

| mament proposal and mentioned the French desire to reduce the 
number of stages in the disclosure and verification process from 5 | 
to 3. He also mentioned that the British delegation is most anxious 
to present a proposal which the USSR might be more disposed to 
accept. Mr. Bechhoefer, further commenting on the British position 
on this matter, stated that in his opinion, they were not seriously 
advancing the proposal of increasing the number of stages from 5 
to 8, but they generally had mixed feelings on the proposal and 
they wished to devise some formula by which there may be a more 
gradual advance toward disarmament than the one suggested by 
the U.S. Mr. Sanders commented that the British feel strongly that 
the proposal on limitation of armaments must be intimately relat- 
ed to a reduction plan containing a numerical limitation formula, 
whereas the French delegation wants to link the problem of reduc- __ 
tion with that of control. Ambassador Cohen stated that the nu- | 
merical limitation formula that we have set forth is an essential — 
component of any disarmament effort, but it is only one of other | 

essential components which must not be ignored. Mr. Sanders 
stated that generally the British are willing to go along with our 
proposals until they come to the matter of counting populations of 

non-self-governing territories for evolving a figure upon which ar- 

maments will be based. Ambassador Cohen commented that the 
British have not fully completed their thinking on the matter and 
although they like the simplicity of our approach, they tend to 

think that our proposal is so drawn that much greater strength — 
would appear to accrue to the forces of the free world than to the 

Soviets, and the British are anxious to correct this situation. _ 

2 Reference is to Working Paper UN doc. DC/C.2/1, Apr. 5, 1952; for text, see Doc- 

uments on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 346-356. |
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2. Dr. Bush suggested that in trying to tie all threads together, it 
seemed a little strange that the limitations formula should be 

~ based on the criteria of population, and he indicated a desire to see 
the base broadened. A brief discussion ensued at this point on the 
impact of the formula for limiting arms based on population in 
countries, such as India and Pakistan, with their peculiar problems 

both in matters of populations and of mutual antagonisms. Dr. | 
Johnson suggested that it would be desirable if the Canadian dele- ; 
gation could come up with an acceptable proposal on the numerical : 

| - limitations question that would take the promoting initiative away | 
| from the U.S. Ambassador Cohen mentioned the desirability of get- 
| ting some nation, other than the U.S., to come forth with an ac- 7 
| ceptable proposal although he cited the dangers which may result | 
: if the French come through with some unacceptable proposal : 

which would highly complicate the situation. We had to consider 
the need of interesting the French delegation in our general ap- : 

| proach without encouraging them to come up with a proposal of : 
their own which could possibly result in serious complications and 

| adverse propaganda. ss ONE ees | eee | 
| - 8. At this point, there was discussion of certain points in the sub- 

| ject paper, RAC (NS) D-4,? where several minor additional 
| changes were agreed to for the purpose of clarifying the meaning | 

of parts of the paper. Dr. Oppenheimer, commenting on the subject : 
| paper, expressed the view that although it is not a paper which : . 

would inspire enthusiastic support, it is apparently the best that : 

: can be done at the present and for that reason must be considered 
satisfactory. an a I ) 

| 4. A brief discussion arose at this point as to the impact of the | | 
, Communist BW charges on the deliberations of the Disarmament | 

| Commission concerning our general disclosure and verification pro- | 
posals which were submitted April 5th. Dr. Oppenheimer suggested 
that the question of insuring adequate safeguards against BW is | 
certainly a baffling one and that unless one begins to think in . | 

2 terms of an international control organization similar to the pro- | 
posed International Atomic Energy Authority, it would be extreme-  _ : 
ly difficult to evolve effective control in this field. Ambassador | 
Cohen stated that the only thing that can be done is for the devel- : 

: opment of a complete and approved system of disclosure and verifi- 
cation which would be a prerequisite to any successful disarma- 
ment procedure. Dr. Bush described the quandary in which the | 

| US. finds itself in that we cannot discuss the BW control question 
| except in terms of the disclosure and verification procedures, in } 

_. 8 The reference draft working paper, Apr. 30, is not printed. (Disarmament files, 
: lot 58 D 188, “RAC (NS) Documents”) - | | |
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order not to do violence to our position on atomic energy, and yet 
we do not have enough information on the technical feasibility of 
disclosure and verification in the BW field. Besides, we cannot now 

state that we will not use BW except in retaliation. It was general- 
ly agreed that we could not take a different position in the Disar- 
mament Commission on the matter of BW than we have already 
taken on the matter of atomic energy. 

II. General Discussion of Disarmament in Relation to Major Politi- 
cal Questions. | 

). Mr. Hickerson introduced this discussion by recalling that the 
League of Nations had made an arduous effort to evolve appropri- 
ate relationships between security and disarmament. At that time, 

they believed that the proper approach required the priority of dis- 
armament over security. Currently within the UN framework, the 

emphasis is being directed toward the priority of security over dis- 
armament. In the long view, it would appear that either approach 

has not effectively solved the problem, and it would therefore lead 
one to the obvious conclusion that only through the solution of 
basic political issues between the great powers of the world can 
both security and disarmament be achieved. However, in view of 

| the exigencies of our international position, it was considered desir- 

able that we should not insist that a settlement of basic issues be a 
pre-condition for disarmament, since to do so would insure that 
any of our disarmament proposals would not be taken seriously by 
the peoples of the free world. We have agreed, however, that a fun- 

damental pre-condition for disarmament would be that fighting 
must stop in Korea. Both the President and the Secretary of State 

- in their public utterances have said that discussion of the problems 
of disclosure and verification should be advanced as a matter of. 
priority, but approval of such procedures should not be considered 
as a pre-condition to effective efforts by all nations to solve the 
other elements of a disarmament program. 

6. Mr. Nitze, reviewing the development of the U.S. policy on dis- 

| armament proposal, stated that the work on this matter had been 

going on for approximately a year before the U.S. made its formal 

proposal at the U.N. General Assembly. The real work on it started 
at the Big Four Deputy Meeting in Paris which met to prepare an 
agenda for possible talks between the Big Four Foreign Ministers. 
It was agreed at that time that if there was a disposition on the 
part of the Russians to accept the inclusion of “disarmament” in 
the proposed agenda, it would have been possible to carry on such _ 

discussions within the context of the proposed Big Four meeting, 
but in the absence of any favorable Russian interest in this matter, 
we avoided bringing the subject up although we continued to work
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on it. In our view, while we have a desire to reduce tensions and | 

move forward on this issue, it is obvious that we cannot go any 
where unless there is a similar disposition on the part of the Rus- 
sians. In evolving our thinking on this matter, consideration was , 

given to the major political problems of our day that have produced 

| these tensions. Such problems include the matter of German unifi- 

cation and its relationship to the West, the Austrian Peace Treaty, | 

the implementation of the Yalta and Potsdam Agreements, the t 

holding of free and democratic elections in the Balkan countries, 

and the withdrawal of Russian forces along the Bug River. It was : 

necessary to survey and evolve a policy as to what actions we be- , 

| lieved should be taken in order to reduce the tensions caused by ! 

| - these important issues. Also current Far Eastern problems had to 

2 be taken into account in considering any general settlement and | 

| reduction of world tensions. 
! [7.] Dr. Bush inquired as to how far we will go in disarmament 

discussions if no truce is achieved in Korea. Mr. Nitze stated that 

2 there would be no chance of our putting into effect any disclosure 

or verification procedures without some kind of settlement, 1Le., ar- ) 

| mistice in Korea. Mr. Nitze stated that it was our feeling that 

unless there is at least a desire by the Communist to agree to a | 

: Korean armistice, there would be no chance of putting into effect a | 

limitation of armaments scheme. 

8. Ambassador Cohen pointed out that if we can get the Commu- | 

. nists to agree to a reduction and limitation plan to a certain | 

extent, in the event that future aggression should take place after 

their agreement to such plan, such aggression would automatically 

! relieve parties to the agreement of any obligations incurred in the | 

agreements. Mr. Nitze pointed out that there is inherent danger in 

going through with the process of disclosure and verification and 

| then finding ourselves faced with a new aggression. In that eventu- 

ality, the free world has nothing left to expect but general war as a | 

| means of forcing a solution. Dr. Dulles inquired as to whether 

| there had ever been a comprehensive study on the matter or | 

| whether or not competitive arms races resulted in anything other 

| than war. Dr. Bush pointed out that an entirely new situation 

| exists in view of the existence of the atomic bomb and other 

| modern weapons. He stated that no aggressor ever started a war in 

which he knew he would “get licked”, but in modern war it is obvi- 
| ous to all that the chances of achieving victory without the conse- 

: quences of overwhelming material destruction are small and cer- | 

| tainly creates a new situation and perhaps enhances the chances of 
| achieving a successful disarmament agreement. _ 
| 9. Dr. Dickey inquired as to whether there is any evidence on 

how the Russians view our arms buildup and the extent of Soviet 

|
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fear of these arms buildup. Mr. Nitze mentioned that back in Sep- 
tember 1950, Vishinsky had a meeting in New York with satellite 
delegations to the UN and told them “not to get worried about the 
U.S. arms buildup because, he stated, we just couldn’t keep it up 
for very long.’”’ Mr. Nitze remarked that there is evidence that the 
Soviets are persuaded that our buildup is not going along as fast as 
we thought it would go. There is some intelligence which indicates 
that the Russians told the Chinese recently that U.S. arms produc- 
tion is lagging badly and that the success of our arms buildup is 
greatly in danger. Of course, it must be understood that the Soviet 
Union might have been making these statements for its own spe- 
cial reasons and should be viewed in the light of what they hope to 

. achieve from their satellites. At this point, there was a brief discus- 
sion on the ability of the U.S. to maintain a high level of arma- 
ment production over a long period of time. , 

10. Dr. Johnson inquired as to the possibility of achieving a 
“standstill” agreement with Russia. Mr. Nitze explained that a 
“standstill” agreement involves a matter of definitions and catego- 
ries which are extremely difficult to achieve. He said that such | 
problems of ascertaining parity on matters of replacements, train- 
ing, etc., make a practical agreement on this basis fairly impossi- 
ble. He said that it seemed to him that if there was a general inter- 
est in reducing tensions that our original approach is the more de- 
sirable. In response to a question by Dr. Johnson as to whether our | 
present armament reduction effort was designed to reestablish a 
balance of power between the Soviets and U.S., Mr. Nitze stated 

that we believe we may have a deterrent to Soviet aggression 
which probably will not be achieved until after 1954. Mr. Tufts re- | 
marked that both nations are striving for a preponderance of 

power rather than a balance of power. Mr. Nitze described the fol- 

lowing as elements of our power to deter the USSR from moving in | 
Kurope: (a) our forces in Europe, (b) our atomic power, (c) our arms 

| production potential, and (d) the fact that the U.S. was involved in 

Europe from the beginning and has a vital stake and interest in 

that area. Dr. Johnson inquired as to whether with all these ele- 
ments would it not be possible to foresee a point at which a Soviet 

move in Europe is probably remote and at that point could we not 
then propose a “standstill” agreement. Dr. Bush replied at this 
point that if what Dr. Johnson proposed was proper, then it would 

also be possible to achieve a complete settlement of political ten- 

sions as well as agreement just to disarmament. 

11. Dr. Oppenheimer remarked that time is not necessarily on 

our side and stated that if the time arrives when Europe does not 

look like a primarily attractive target to the USSR, then we lose in 
that area an element of power in that we have concentrated a pre-
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ponderance of our forces in that area at the expense of others. Mr. | 
| Nitze stated that two forces seem to be running in opposite direc- | 

tions. First the fact that our forces in being are constantly being 
increased, and secondly that the Soviet capabilities of waging | | 
atomic warfare are also being increased. Dr. Bush suggested that a : 
vital factor of power is our ability to deliver our atomic bombs to | 
the heart of Soviet power, and he believed that our capabilities to 
do this may tend to diminish much quicker than those of the Sovi- } 

: ets to do likewise against the U.S. Dr. Bush stated that it is not | 
| more difficult to defend ourselves from air penetration than for So- | 

~ viets to do so, and although our defensive capabilities are adequate | 

at present, they may get less adequate as time goes on. Dr. Dickey : 
| posed the question of the stability of U.S. public support for our re- | 

po armament effort and inquired as to how long we can expect such , 
- support to continue. Dr. Bush stated that Communist rejection of 

our atomic energy proposals have strengthened U.S. public support | 
: for our atomic energy program and have permitted large appro- | 

priations for the program. Dr. Oppenheimer stated that at present | 
| our atomic energy program is relatively cheap but may become | 

| more expensive as time goes on. Mr. Nitze stated that it is the De- | 
| partment’s belief that we cannot fail to do something that we con- 

| sider to be vitally necessary just because we are not assured of 
broad public support for such an action. | | 

: 12. Mr. Tufts commented that it is possible to achieve a military 
2 “standstill” but quite impossible to get a “political standstill”. At 

this point a discussion ensued as to the appropriate definition of — 
| what a “standstill” would be. Mr. Nitze stated that “freezing” in 
| itself is not a possibility, but it is useful only as an approach to and 

: a step forward toward the main objective of achieving an agree- __ 
, ment. But in the long run if you have the basic pre-conditions to 

- get forward toward this objective, it may not be necessary to stop 
| at the “freezing” point and may be possible to advance directly to 
: the ultimate objective. Mr. Ferguson commented that you limit 
| yourself in the time factor if you depend on a “standstill” alone to 
| achieve your desired objective. | oS 
| - 18. Dr. Dickey asked Mr. Nitze about his interpretation of the 

long-range significance of an armistice in Korea if it is achieved - 

and its general relevancy to the entire disarmament question. Mr. 
| | Nitze stated that it is the Department’s feeling that the Russians a 

do want an armistice at some point. They feel that their effort in 
Korea is essentially an extended position and that there is great 
danger that the conflict may get out of hand and spread to the Far 

| East as a whole. Our view is that the Russians do not want the con- 
flict to spread. However, the Russians do get a short range benefit 

. from Korea although they are conscious of the long range disad-
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vantage in the event that the fighting should spread. Of course, it 
| is a matter of concern to the Department that the Soviets may ac- 

tually do something concrete to reduce tensions which would have 
the effect of persuading the free world to let down its guard and 
neglect its armament effort. Mr. Ferguson commented that in the 
event an armistice is not achieved, our public reaction may be vio- 
lent to the point where the public may begin to favor a preventive 
war. It was generally agreed among all persons that the last thing | 

| the U.S. wants is a unilateral “standstill” in rearmament which is | 
a possibility. Dr. Bush inquired as to what Soviet views are toward 
the possibility of negotiations with the West at this time. Mr. Nitze | 
said that there are terms on which the Soviets would want an ar- 
mistice in Korea. However, the usual Soviet tactics in armistice ne- 
gotiations require that they do not permit any matter to be 
dropped until they are sure that no more concessions are obtain- 
able from their opponent. Mr. Nitze stated that the main snag in | 
our armistice negotiations have now been narrowed down to one 
issue—that of the POWs, and it does introduce a very serious sub- 
stantive problem for the Chinese Communists. For in this situation, 
there is a greater will of the Soviet Union to settle on the POW 
matter than there probably is on the part of the Chinese. Of the 
20,000 Chinese prisoners, 15,000 refuse to go back to their home- 
land. This is an extremely difficult pill for the Chinese Communists 
to swallow. Mr. Ferguson stated that although the Chinese person- 
ally want to take a strong position on the POW issue, they have 
equally strong desire to continue obtaining Soviet equipment and if 
a strong attitude on the POW position interferes with our achieve- 
ment of this second objective, it would seem plausible that they 
may tend to yield to the wishes of the Soviet Union and permit the 
consummation of an armistice. Mr. Nitze cited as an indication of 
the Reds’ interest in achieving a settlement the fact that the Chi- 
nese Communists provided the original request for undertaking a | 

general screening operation among POW’s in our hands. — 

13. [sic] Dr. Johnson inquired as to whether there is any neces- 

sary relationship between the Soviet activities in Korea and cur- 

rent activities on the U.S. domestic policy scene. Mr. Nitze replied 
that he doubts whether there is any necessary connection and said 

that the Soviets have always considered U.S. domestic policy to be 

important factors in their calculations, but the extent to which 

these considerations have affected their thinking is at the present 

not easily ascertainable. Mr. Nitze stated that results of our screen- 
ing operation are certainly of a great psychological advantage to 

our side. Mr. Nitze stated that if the Communists violate an armi- 

stice, then the rules of the game which we have been observing so | 

_ far will be abandoned; he remarked that the major reason why we
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do not take vigorous action against the Chinese Communists so far | 

is because of our belief that the Sino-Soviet Pact of 1950 would | 

- force the Russians to enter hostilities and begin a general war. 

However, if a future armistice is violated, we cannot permit the | 

Chinese Communists to go unpunished. In general, Mr. Nitze 

stated that our intervention in Korea has had little external effect , 

| on the Soviet regime in the Kremlin. Mr. Dulles stated that Stalin : 

still has control of the Kremlin, and he will get more cautious as 

he goes along. He probably sees no reason why he should risk his __ : 

glory and reputation by entering into any foolhardy adventures, 

| and for this reason some believe that Stalin’s continued control of 

the Kremlin introduced an element of moderation into Soviet be- | 

| havior. Mr. Nitze stated that Stalin’s decision to go into Korea re- | 

sulted from a compromise between two schools of thought within 

| the Kremlin, and it is now evident that he was wrong. One group : 

| expected the overwhelming support of the South Korean people 2 

| once the North Koreans began their military action. The second © 2 

group felt that North Korean action could unite Korea regardless | 

of South Korean support. Both groups refused to take seriously pos- — | 

| | sibilities of U.S. intervention. Mr. Nitze also commented that the 

| Chinese Communists have the capability of carrying on concrete | 

| military action against both South Korea and South East Asia. In | 

| this regard, the fiction of utilizing “volunteers” is no longer useful | 

| to the Chinese Communists. Information which would indicate that | 

| approximately 100,000 or more Chinese Communists are operating ) 

in aggressive military action in South East Asia would be ample | 

' evidence on which to request U.N. action. | | 

: 14. At this point a discussion ensued as to the propaganda ad- | 

vantages of the Disarmament Commission deliberation to the Rus- i 

sians. Mr. Nitze stated that the Russians probably think that it is a 

: good propaganda forum, but they do not want to see progress made 

: on disarmament. He emphasized that when the U.S. put forth its 

| _ disarmament proposal, it was set forth as a serious proposal and 

was deliberately so devised that it would not be primarily a propa- | 

| ganda maneuver for the reason that the U.S. Government would 

; have to “live with” that proposal for a long time. Obviously, what- 

: ever the U.S. says in the Disarmament Commission, the Soviets are 

going to make propaganda attacks on us. We design our essential 

| preparations of this disarmament proposal to exclude any obvious 

| propaganda features in it. It was agreed that the Soviets did not 

| approve the idea of a Disarmament Commission which was created | 

| as a result of our original proposal. 

| 14. [sic] At this point, Mr. Dulles proposed that effort should be 

made to test the sincerity of Soviet interests in disarmament by 

proposing to them in the Disarmament Commission that each side
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open for inspection by a neutral UN commission just one factory or 
| one armament installation in each country for inspection in order 

to ascertain the feasibility of such an inspection procedure, as well 
as establishing before the world the sincerity of both sides in ad- _ 
vancing disarmament proposals. It was agreed that the idea merit- 
ed further serious consideration with a view toward possible action. | 
Dr. Bush at this point also suggested that another opportunity for 
a test case against the Soviet Union would be to provide a situation 

_ in which no overt inspection of the Soviet territory would be re- 
| quired but by which the U.S. could be assured of the sincerity of 

Soviet position on disarmament. Such a test case which would not 
| require inspection and control could possibly be provided by telling _— 

the Soviets that we would agree not to test an “H’” bomb providing — 
we have their assurance that they likewise would not test an “H” 

, bomb. This would provide an opportunity for us to know whether 
or not the Soviets keep their word without requiring us to inspect _ 

, _ their territory. Dr. Bush stressed the fact that he is only projecting 
_ such a proposal as an illustration of the type of situation that may 

be devised although he does not wish this proposal to be taken as a 
firm proposal. Mr. Ferguson commented that he was dubious of the 
utility of Dr. Bush’s proposal in that by ignoring the inspection and 
control aspects of such a disarmament proposal you essentially 
remove the flavor and core of the U.S. argument on the absolute 
necessity for priority on disclosure and verification in any disarma- 
ment arrangement and would therefore lead many to believe that 
disclosure and verification is not essential. Mr. Dulles suggested 
that possibly we may invite the Soviets to attend our next atomic 
bomb test on the condition that they permit us to attend their next 
atom bomb test. It was agreed that the three above-mentioned pro- 
posals merited careful consideration by the officials of the Govern- 
ment. It was agreed informally that efforts would be made to get 
Mr. George [McGeorge] Bundy as Executive Secretary for the panel 
and arrangements would be made for the panel to meet at Prince- 

| ton University in the next few weeks. : 

330.13/5-852 | 

| Memorandum for the Files } 

SECRET _[WAsHINGTON,] May 8, 1952. 
Subject: Decisions reached by Panel of Consultants on Disarma- _ 

ment in private meeting Tuesday, May 6. | | 

_ 1 Drafting officer is not identified on the source text. — oo
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1. By general acknowledgment Dr. Oppenheimer became Chair- 

‘man of the Panel. a 7 
_ 2. It is decided that the next meeting of the Panel should take , 
place in Princeton, May 16, 17, and 18, and that only members of , 

the Panel would be present in addition to its Executive Secretary. ” 

3. It was decided to seek the services of Mr. McGeorge Bundy as 

| permanent Executive Secretary of the Panel and that arrange 

| ments should be made for the necessary administrative action to 

permit him to be present at the May 16 meeting. 

| 4, Panel decided to broaden its terms of reference in order to ad- | 

: dress itself at least initially to the question of whether there is any | 

place for any serious work in the field of disarmament in promot- 

ing the security of the U.S.; in other words, whether there is any : 

relationship between serious disarmament work and U.S. security. | 

| It is to this set of problems that the Panel will address itself at its | 

| next meeting. It may well be, in the view of Dr. Oppenheimer, as- | 

| sented to by the Panel, that this inquiry will produce a negative | 

answer. a, oe on s : : 
Dr. Oppenheimer indicated that he would try to have for the | 

| panel a paper setting forth his views on some of the basic consider- | 

: ations bearing on this question. He felt it essential in order for the 

: Panel to discuss what it had in mind that full “Q” clearances be 

| obtained for all members in advance of the meeting. 

5. It was Dr. Oppenheimer’s view, assented to by the other mem- 

? bers, that there is no way in which the existing State and Defense 

, Departments’ staffs working on the problem of disarmament can or 

: should be geared to the work of the Panel at this stage. The Panel 

| is not in a position to give any specific guidance to these staffs and 

| there is no way in which the staffs can be of assistance to the 
3 Panel in preparation for its forthcoming meetings. me, 

6. At Dr. Oppenheimer’s suggestions the following preparations 

| should be made for the next meeting: 

: a. Mr. Dulles will provide an account of the present efforts to 
| revise NSC-68 and NSC-114.3 Mr. Dulles will investigate with 
| Messrs. Ray Allen and Tracy Barnes of the Psychological Strategy 

Board any current thinking of the Board that will bear upon any 
| problem before the Panel. : | - | 
: b. Dr. Oppenheimer and Mr. Allen will get in touch with the 
| State Department’s Planning Staff to see whether the Panel might os 

2 Informal minutes of the May 16-18 meeting are in Disarmament files, lot 58 D 
133, “Panel of Consultants.” | | Oo 

1 3 For text of NSC 68, “U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security’, Apr. | 
14, 1950, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 234. For documentation on the NSC 

114 Series, dealing with national security programs, see ibid., 1951, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff. 
For documentation on overall national security policy during the 1952-1954 period, 
see pp. 1 ff. | , | 

|
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obtain in writing or orally further thinking of the Staff on the rela- 
tionship of disarmament work to major political problems. 

c. The State Department will endeavor to supply any information 
on U.K. or French thinking on the basic questions and, if possible, 
a paper identifying the elements in the present situations which 
are different from the situations in which disarmament has been 
discussed in the past. _ 

d. Dr. Oppenheimer will request Mr. Bundy to provide the Panel 
with information concerning the research being undertaken in 
Cambridge under the direction of Dr. Max Millikan. 4 

* Director of the Center for International Studies, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology. 

330.13/5-1352 

The Secretary of Defense (Lovett) to the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, 18 May, 1952. 

Dear Mr. SEcrETArRy: Reference is made to a proposed message 
from the Secretary of State to the United States Delegation to the 
United Nations, authorizing the United States Representative on 
the Disarmament Commission to make a statement on the United 
States’ position with respect to a system of disclosure and verifica- 
tion, including atomic energy. ! The proposed message, which rep- 
resentatives of the Department of State assured the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff on 23 April 1952 2 was intended to be in consonance with na- 
tional policy, included the following statement: 

“I can state without equivocation that, if agreement can be 
reached upon an effective system for progressive and continuing 
disclosure and verification, the U.S. would be prepared to proceed 
through all stages of such a system before agreement had been 
reached on a system of effective international control of atomic 
energy. | 

It appears to the Department of Defense that acceptance by the 
United States of the proposed language in the foregoing quoted 
statement would constitute an extension of the policy contained in 
NSC 1122 and would permit a degree of atomic disclosure which, 
in the opinion of this Department, would jeopardize the security of 
the United States, unless there was prior agreement to and devel- 

1 The subject message has not been found in Department of State files. | 
2 A copy of the Department of State informal draft substance of discussion at the 

State-JCS meeting of Apr. 23 is in State-JCS Meetings, lot 61 D 417. 
3 For text of NSC 112, “Formulation of a U.S. Position With Respect to the Regu- 

lation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments,” J uly 
6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477.
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opment of the control procedures encompassed within the United | 

Nations plan or any other plan equally as effective. : 

At the request of Mr. Nash, who had been furnished the views of : 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff with respect to the proposed message, Mr. : 

Hickerson agreed on 29 April 1952 not to dispatch the message. 

The views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in which I am in general 

agreement, are forwarded herewith. In view of the great impor- | 

tance of the question involved, it is recommended that there be un- 

dertaken through the machinery provided by the Executive Com- 

mittee on Regulation of Armaments, or perhaps through the Na- : 

tional Security Council, the establishment of this Government’s po- 

| sition on the relationship between the proposed system of disclo- 

| sure and verification, the plan for international control of atomic | | 

energy and an international program for the regulation, limitation, | 

and balanced reduction of armed forces and armaments. | 

| Sincerely yours, - | 

| Rosert A. LOVETT ; 

| | | 

an [Enclosure] © | | 

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of | 

Defense (Lovett) : 

| TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, 30 April, 1952. , 

| Subject: United States Position on Regulation of Armaments and : 

2 Armed Forces. 

1. Reference is made to a proposed message from the Secretary of | 

State to the United States Delegation, United Nations, authorizing ; 

the United States Representative on the Disarmament Commission | 

| to make a statement on the United States position with respect to 

! a system of disclosure and verification, including atomic energy. 

This proposed statement was discussed at length with representa-_ | 

tives of the Department of State on 23 April 1952. At that time the | 

representatives of the Department of State assured the Joint Chiefs | 

of Staff that the proposed statement is intended to be in conso- | | 

nance with national policy. | | 

2. It is requested that you note particularly the first sentence of 

paragraph 4 of the proposed statement, which reads: 

| “I can state without equivocation that, if agreement can be 
reached upon an effective system for progressive and continuing 
disclosure and verification, the US would be prepared to proceed 

through all stages of such a system before agreement had been 
reached on a system of effective international control of atomic 

energy.
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3. United States policy on disarmament is contained in NSC 112. 
When the President approved this document, he specifically ap- 
proved a statement of Basic Principles and the Conclusions. These 
Principles, together with the initial Conclusion, are listed in the 
Appendix hereto + for ready reference. The Basic Principles may be 
summarized as follows: — | 

a. A system of disclosure and verification is but one facet of the 
larger problem of the regulation of armaments and armed forces; 

b. United States security demands that the first step in the regu- 
lation of armaments be achievement of international agreement on 
at least the general principles involved; and 

c. The international control of atomic energy must be based on 
the United Nations Plan, or a no less effective plan. — 

The initial Conclusion states in substance that a system of disclo- 
sure and verification logically would be the first step in the imple- 

_ mentation of an agreed international program for the regulation of 
armaments. 

4. It appears to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that acceptance by the 
United States of the language in the proposed Department of State 
message would seem to constitute a change in basic United States 

| policy. It would go even beyond the statement made by Mr. Ach- 
eson to the General Assembly of the United Nations on 20 [/ 9] No- 
vember 1951, in which he said that the United States would agree 
to the determination by the Disarmament Commission, as an ad- 
ministrative matter, when disclosure should progress from one 
stage to the next.* It should be borne in mind that the rules of 
voting procedure for the Disarmament Commission do not require 
unanimity, and thus the United States would be denied the power 
of the veto to prevent the progress of disclosure from stage to stage 

_ if at any time circumstances are such as to prejudice United States 
security. | 

o. Acceptance of the philosophy underlying the proposed message | 
would commit the United States: | | 

a. To take disclosure and verification out of the framework of 
control and regulation of armaments and armed forces; 

b. To pursue a system of disclosure as an end in itself; 
| c. To disclose data concerning its complete atomic energy pro- 

gram, including details of design and fabrication of atomic weap- _ 
ons, to an international agency which has no authority, no control, 
no ownership of facilities, but merely a right of inspection. This in- 
spection might in practice be considerably circumscribed by a State 
entering into the arrangement solely in order to serve its own 
ends, thus nullifying the effectiveness of the system; | 

| * The appendix, entitled “Excerpt from NSC 112”, is not printed. | 
° For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 3, 1951, pp. 879-889, or Docu- 

ments on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 309-320.
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-d. To disclose, in effect, all current results of research and devel- 7 
opment programs including guided missiles, bacteriological war- : 
fare, and chemical warfare, among others;and = ~~ | 

_--e, To abrogate the United Nations Plan for the control of atomic , 
energy without the substitution of another for it. — ee 

6. The course of action described in paragraph 5 above would 
appear to require permissive legislation from the Congress. This __ ! 
would require justification before the Congress of a plan for the 

| United States to make complete disclosures of atomic data to an 

agency which does not possess adequate powers and authority for ssi 
| the exercise of control. From the military point of view the Joint , 
1 Chiefs of Staff believe that this degree of atomic disclosure to such | 
| anagencyisnotjustifiable = | © — | : 
| 1, The possible effects of the proposed Department of State mes- | 

sage might seriously jeopardize the security of the United States. | 
| The Soviet Union has been assisted in becoming a formidable mili- 

tary menace by a number of things it has obtained from the West- | 
| ern World. Its TU-4, the backbone of its long-range air force, was 
| ‘copied from a B-29 illegally interned following a forced landing in | 
| Soviet territory. Its jet engine in the MIG-15 is a development of a | 

: British 3500-lb. thrust jet engine given the Soviets after the war. 
2 The implosion principle was obtained by the Soviets through the : 
fo espionage of Fuchs. It is likely that the Soviets have obtained a 

| - gunsight from an F-86 which made a forced landing in an area : 
under Soviet control. From the military viewpoint, it would be 
most unwise for the United States to make a further addition to : 

this growth in Soviet military knowledge by agreeing to exchange | 
| with the Soviet Union complete data on the design and fabrication | | 

of atomic weapons. It is in this area that the United States possess- | 
—es qualitative as well as quantitative superiority and, in all likeli- | 

| hood, would be giving up far more than it could hope to receive in 
| return. Accordingly, the disclosure of such data by the United _ 
| States might well have the effect of advancing the date when the __ 
. Soviet Union would be capable of approaching atomic parity with | 

the United States. ee | | a 
| 8. The Department of State representatives in their discussions 

with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, expressed the opinion that the Presi- — 

dent’s speech on 7 November 1951 © with respect to a plan for re- 
| ducing armaments constituted a change in the United States policy _ 

| set forth in NSC 112. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have studied careful- 
| ly the text of the President’s radio address of that date and are 

unable to arrive at the same interpretation placed upon it by rep- 

| 6 For text, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry S. 
Truman, 1951, pp. 623-627. | | | |
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resentatives of the Department of State. The President, after de- 
scribing the several parts of the disarmament program, said: _ 

“Such a program would have to be agreed upon by all the coun- 
tries having substantial military power and ratified according to 
their own constitutional practices.” _ 

This statement would seem to imply that an enforceable multilat- 
eral treaty or convention, embodying at least the general principles 
for a program of control and regulation of armaments, would be 

| entered into by the participating nations. | 
9. With respect to atomic weapons, the President in his radio ad- 

dress stated: | _ 

““, .. the plan already approved by a majority of the United Na- 
tions fits right into this present proposal of ours for the control and 
reduction of armaments . . . atomic energy would be controlled 
under the provisions of the United Nations plan. We continue to 

- support this plan as it now stands...” 

It should be noted that the United Nations Plan, among other 
things, provides for the following: | = 

a. A strong and comprehensive international system of control 
and inspection; oo , 

b. Such an international system of control and inspection should 
be established by treaty or convention. The system of control 

| should become operative only when those Members of the United 
Nations necessary to assure its success by signing and ratifying the 

| treaty have bound themselves to accept and support it; | 
oe c. The treaty should include establishment in the United Nations 

of an international control agency possessing adequate powers and 
properly organized, staffed, and equipped; and 

d. The treaty should embrace the entire program for putting the 
international system of control and inspection into effect. 

10. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are aware that if the Department of 
State is able to negotiate agreement upon an effective system for 
progressive and continuing disclosure and verification, if necessary 

before agreement has been reached on a system of effective inter- 
national control of atomic energy, it will have succeeded in creat- 
ing the conditions which well might result in a fundamental, and 
perhaps even a major, alteration in the Soviet system. As a tactic, 
therefore, it might be desirable to make some concession from es- 

tablished policy. The danger to the United States seems to lie in 

the extent to which disclosures can be agreed to and still not 

impose intolerable or unacceptable risks upon United States securi- | 

ty interests. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, from the military point of 

view, are strongly of the opinion that the United States should not 
be committed to make disclosures of atomic data beyond Stage III 

prior to reaching agreement on an effective system for control of |
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atomic programs. It is in Stages IV and V that the United States | 
presently possesses, to a maximum degree and in the area of great- | 
est sensitivity, qualitative as well as quantitative superiority. * , | 

| 11. In summary, the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that a course , 
of action which would possibly lead to the disclosure of the Atomic : 
Energy Program beyond Stage III, even if accompanied by such 
process of verification as might be granted by the USSR, would _ : 
jeopardize the security of the United States unless there is prior ; 
agreement to and development of the control procedures encom- . 

| passed within the United Nations Plan or any other plan equally | 
as effective. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are convinced that reliance 

| upon any other safeguard would be illusory. | | 

Recommendations _ re , flee, : 

12. a. In light of all of the foregoing, and in any event, the Joint 

: _ Chiefs of Staff, as military advisors to the President, the Secretary 

of Defense, and the National Security Council, recommend urgent- : 
ly against any course of action under which the United States , 

| might offer to proceed beyond Stage III of any system of disclosure 
| and verification in advance of prior agreement on the other fea- | 

tures of the United Nations Plan, including its terms of control of 
atomic energy; | , | 

| b. With specific reference to the proposed message from the Sec- : 

retary of State to the United States Delegation, United Nations, : 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that it not be dispatched, and 
. further that, in the interests of national security, any instructions 

to the United States Delegation reflect the views outlined in the 
| foregoing; and | a : | 
: ce. Further, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that you inform 

the Department of State of the substance of these views. > : 
| For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

po . | Omar N. BRADLEY 
| | | | : | Chairman 

7 Reference is to the stages set forth in UN doc. DC/C.2/1, Apr. 5, 1952; for text, 

| see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 846-356. a 

|
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330.18/5-1352 ER Ee 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Defense (Lovett)! = 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] May 20, 1952. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Reference is made to your letter of 
May 13 2 commenting on a proposed message to the United States 
Delegation to the United Nations concerning certain phases of the 
work of the Disarmament Commission. | oe 

The position that the United States has taken in the Disarma- 
ment Commission is actually in general conformity with the recom- 
mendations contained in the memorandum of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. The statement quoted from the proposed message to the © 

United States Delegation and to which exception was taken in the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff memorandum related to a contingency which, _ 
in all probability, would not, in fact, arise. | 

I am fully in accord with your suggestion that our Government’s 
position be established as rapidly as possible on the relationship be- 
tween the proposed system of disclosure and verification, the plan 
for international control of atomic energy, and an international 
program for the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of 
armed forces armaments. It is clear from the proceedings of the 

Disarmament Commission that the United States will be required 
to take some position on this subject in the near future. In fact, 
two members of the Commission, France and Pakistan, have al- 

ready given to the United States Delegation on an informal basis 
drafts of proposals which deal with this problem. The machinery of 

the Executive Committee on Regulation of Armaments would seem 
suitable to conduct the preliminary studies in connection with such 
a position and I have suggested that arrangements in this regard 

be expedited. Unquestionably parts of the memorandum of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff will be useful in establishing such a position. 
As I stated previously, the proposed message to the United States _ 

Delegation to the United Nations which is the subject of your letter 
has not been and will not be dispatched. | 

Sincerely yours, | 
For the Secretary of State: 

JOHN D. HICKERSON | 

| Assistant Secretary 

1 Drafted by Bechhoefer and cleared by Sanders of UNA and by Arneson. | 
2 Supra. | |
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Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, ‘Atomic Energy—Expansion of the Fissionable” , 

Memorandum by the Executive Secretary of the National Security — , 
eon S Council (Lay) to the President Oe A ; 

TOP SECRET _—> WASHINGTON, May 20, 1952. , 

| Pursuant to your authorization, each member of the Special , 
Committee of the National Security Council on Atomic Energy has 
reviewed and restated his position regarding the Special Commit- : 
tee’s recommendation for the planned additional expansion of the 

| atomic energy program, in the light of the request by Senator May- ; 
| bank, of the Senate Appropriations Committee, as reported by Mr. 
| _ Dean in his attached letter of May 8, 1952. 1 : | 

: The replies of each member of the Special Committee are en- | 
| closed herewith for your consideration. | | 
| . | a James S. Lay, JR. | 

| [Annex 1]. | 

| Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the Executive Secretary of : 

| the National Security Council (Lay) | | 

; TOP SECRET ee WASHINGTON, May 14, 1952. | 

Subject: Secretary of State Position on the Atomic Energy Commis- | 
i sion’s Expansion Program. | , 

Reference: Memorandum from the Executive Secretary of the Na- : 
tional Security Council to the Secretary of State dated May 14, , 

2 _ 1952, entitled “Expansion of the Atomic Energy Program’”.? | 

| 1. In accordance with the request contained in the referenced : 
4 _ memorandum, I have reviewed the position of the Department of 

; State on the planned expansion program of the Atomic Energy 

Commission in the light of current and possible future develop- | 
ments on the international front. , a 

: 1 Neither the request from Senator Burnet R. Maybank of South Carolina nor the : 
= letter from Gordon Dean, Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, has 

been found in Department of State files. Senator Maybank was Chairman of the | 
7 Subcommittee on Independent Offices. | ad | 

In a letter of May 28, to Senator Maybank, President Truman stated that the 
| NSC Special Committee on Atomic Energy had confirmed the necessity for the ex- | 

pansion program. The President’s letter concluded as follows: “I wish to urge upon 
| you and your committee the importance to this Nation and the rest of the free 

‘ world of undertaking this expansion program without delay.” For the full text of 
the letter, released by the White House on May 29, see Public Papers of the Presi- 

| _ dents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, 1952-58, pp. 384-385. . : 
2 Not found. |
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2. The planned expansion program will not begin to give results 
in the form of additions to the United States atomic weapons stock- 

pile until about 1956. Nevertheless, in the opinion of the Depart- 
ment, the planned expansion program is essential to the national 

security to cover the period roughly from 1956 on, when the atomic 
capabilities of the USSR will presumably be substantial. A U.S. ca- 
pability to deal repeated atomic blows at the USSR production po- 
tential together with a sufficient quantity of atomic weapons for 
battlefield use may then be an essential factor serving not only as 
a deterrent to possible Soviet aggression but also as additional rea- 

sonable assurance of victory for the United States and the free 
world should a war be thrust upon us. The planned expansion pro- 
gram will help achieve this capability. It is the view of the Depart- 
ment of State that the planned expansion program should go for- 

ward. | 

DEAN ACHESON 

| [Annex 2] 

Memorandum by the Secretary of Defense (Lovett) to the Executive 

, Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, 16 May 1952. 

Subject: Expansion of the Atomic Energy Program 

1. I refer to your memorandum of 14 May 1952, subject as above, 
which forwarded a letter from the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission dated 8 May 1952 and requested a review and restate- 
ment of position regarding the atomic energy expansion program 

which was recommended to the President on 16 January 1952 by 
the Special Committee of the National Security Council on Atomic 
Energy. ® | 

2. I have reviewed my position on this expansion program as 

stated in my memorandum to you dated 11 December 1951 and re- 
affirm my strong support for the program. + 

3. The objective of the Department of Defense in recommending 
the program for expansion of atomic energy production facilities, 
now under consideration in the Congress, is to afford the United 

States a greater advantage from this powerful weapon in any con- 

flict with the Soviet Union or any other active enemy of the United 
States. To achieve this aim, we place no limit on the extent of the 

use of atomic or any other weapons, nor do we believe that the use 

3 See the memorandum for the President, Jan. 17, p. 851. 
* Not found.
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of large numbers of atomic weapons against an enemy would have 
an adverse effect on neutrals or potential allies. : 

4, Military requirements for atomic weapons are formulated by , 
the same process as are requirements for any other weapons. The : 
individual Services calculate their needs, based on missions as- | 
signed them by approved war plans, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff , 
adjust and balance these needs as best possible to assure maximum 
effectiveness of the combined military resources. | 

| 5. Prior to formulation of the atomic weapons requirements, 
upon which the currently recommended expansion has been based, : 
the Department of Defense has not stated a pure atomic military : 

requirement irrespective of raw material resources and production : 
: capabilities. Previous military requirements have been stated only | 

within the availability of source materials as predicted by the 
Atomic Energy Commission and balanced production facilities de- 

| signed to convert source materials into fissionable materials under | 
: an economically operated program. 
| 6. In the past, the predicted availability of uranium ore has been | 

, the limiting factor in programs for the development of processing 

| capacity. This factor no longer obtains. It is now clear that, under | 
an aggressive ore procurement policy, we can base fissionable ma- : 

| terial production capacity on the requirements for the end product, | 

. rather than on the availability of raw materials. 
| 7. The expansion program now recommended is the result of a 

carefully calculated analysis of the role of atomic weapons in aug- 

: menting our military capacity. It has been developed from this | 
| analysis that, in addition to strengthening and extending the stra- 
| tegic role of atomic weapons, atomic developments in both weapons 

2 and delivery systems have demonstrated the feasibility of a highly 
| effective tactical application. This application would include deliv- | 

ery by both land- and carrier-based fighter, fighter-bomber and | 
| light bomber aircraft, as well as by guided missiles, guns and rock- | 

ets. These tactical applications, as progressively developed and sup- | 
| ported by an adequate stock of fissionable materials, will go far | 

toward providing the free world a means of balancing the superior } 
manpower and the advantage of surprise and initiative held by the : 

| Communist forces. Military requirements for atomic weapons as de- : 
termined today are based on broad and flexible applications. They ) 

| arise, primarily, from the necessity of meeting Communist aggres- _ : 

sion by more extensive use of our superior industrial and scientific | 

resources rather than by attempting to match our potential enemy 3 

| man-for-man. To do so requires a definite minimum number of , 
: atomic weapons. This minimum requirement cannot be obtained | 
: too soon. We recognize that, with any degree of expansion that | 

might be conceived, results in terms of additional weapons over |
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those to be provided by the present program cannot be attained for 
several years. This fact, however, does not in any way reduce or 
otherwise affect the need. . | | 

_ 8. Expansion of production facilities to meet this goal is not more 
important than expanded efforts to assure greater deliverability of 
atomic weapons. However, the expansion of production facilities of 

a the Atomic Energy Commission is not influenced by the imponder- 
ables which are inherent in providing greater probability of deliv- 

ery on target. The expansion program provides only an increase in 

the atomic ammunition. These imponderables include Soviet offen- 

sive capability; Soviet capability to destroy our delivery capabili- 
ties; weather conditions which will exist over targets; and the reli- __ 
ability of intelligence as related to target information. As a result 

of a study of these factors, the Department of Defense considers the 

| recommended expansion program to be the most feasible way in 

which to provide our Armed Forces with the greatest possible mili- 

tary power and within the minimum period of time. | 
9. Two important questions have arisen as to the extent and 

timing of the recommended expansion and its effect upon over-all 
military requirements for conventional munitions and forces. With | 
respect to timing, the proposed program, if approved and initiated 

at an early date, will provide the Armed Forces with their absolute 

minimum requirements of atomic weapons by numbers and types 

approximately five years earlier than will the present program. 
The respective dates are 1960 and 1965. As far as can be deter- 

mined now, the five-year difference may mean the difference be- 

tween victory and defeat. | 

10. We can complete the proposed plant expansion in about five 

years at an average cost of less than a billion dollars a year. The 
tremendous addition to the power of the United States resulting 

from the product of these new plants will be out of all proportion 

to their dollar cost. As a dividend payable in more peaceful times, 
the energy content of the fissionable material from these plants 

should be a substantial supplement to the natural fuel resources of 
this country—resources which our other defense preparations are 
depleting at an alarming rate. It is impossible to determine with | 

precision what level of expenditure will assure the nation’s securi- 

ty, but I know of no better insurance against the risk that our 
other military preparations prove insufficient than to build up our 

atomic plant capacity to the level justified by the uranium pros- 
pects. In the light of present day costs of preparing for, to say noth- 

ing of fighting a war, the premium for such insurance appears to 

be quite modest. | 

11. Concerning the effect of this recommended expansion upon 

current budgets of the Department of Defense, it is to be borne in
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mind that a large part of our current budget is for the expansion of 
our capability to deliver atomic weapons and the integration of 

- that capability into our over-all fighting potential. The strength, 
compositions and equipment programs of the Armed Forces, as pro- 
vided for in current budgets, are based on a progressive program of 
supplementing and, in part, replacing conventional weapons sys- 

_ tems by atomic weapons systems. Clearly, to accept any reduction 
in our planned and programmed fighting potential in anticipation 

of ultimate replacement by an atomic weapon potential yet to be 

achieved would be to gamble recklessly with the security of the 
: nation. Poke oe Bae nS Bagh | 
| oe Rosert A. LOVETT 

Be - : | [Annex 3] 7 - : 

| Memorandum by the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy 
| Commission (Dean) to the Executive Secretary of the National | 
| Security Council (Lay) _ a ae | 

| nines WASHINGTON, May 16, 1952. | 

_ Re: Expansion of the atomic energy program oe a 

_. Reference is made to your letter of May 14, 1952, which in turn | 
| referenced my letter to you of May 8, 1952 relative to the request : 

of the Independent Offices Subcommittee of the Senate Appropria- : 
| tions Committee to secure a review by the members of the Nation- 

al Security Council of the expansion program. | - soy Tha , 

| As the Commission representative on the NSC Special Commit- | 
| tee, I can state to you at this time that the AEC position with ref- | 

erence to the importance, the feasibility and the cost of this pro- | 

gram is the same as when the matter was presented to the Nation- | 
al Security Council earlier this year. Nothing has occurred which _ : 

| would change our recommendations. As indicated in my letter of | 
, ~ May 8, 1952, however, we believe that the total estimated capital | 

2 cost for the program will be less than our original estimate. : | 
2 ei 8 Takats | poe ~ Gorpon DEAN ©
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| | | [Annex 4] nen 

The Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization (Steelman) to the 
Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) 

, _ WaAsHINGTON, May 16, 1952. 

DEAR Mr. Lay: At the time of the consideration by the National 
Security Council of the planned additional expansion of the atomic _ 

energy program, former Defense Mobilizer Charles E. Wilson per- 
sonally participated in an active role. He also directed studies of 
the feasibility of the program in terms of its impact upon the econ- 

omy and upon our mobilization effort. 

Since that time, it has become increasingly clear that this pro- 
gram can be integrated into the future plans for expansion of vari- 

ous segments of the mobilization effort. Its impact upon materials, 

power supply, and manpower have been taken into consideration in 

the estimates of over-all feasibility made by the several mobiliza- 
tion-planning agencies. 

I am, therefore, able to re-affirm the original approval of the pro- 

gram on feasibility grounds which was given by this office when it : 
was considered by the Security Council. 

Sincerely yours, 

: JOHN R. STEELMAN 

330.13/5-2152 

Memorandum by William Sanders to the Assistant Secretary of 

State for United Nations Affairs (Hickerson) } 

| CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] May 21, 1952. 

| Subject: Status Report on Disarmament ) 

A. The Pre-Seventh GA Period | | | 

1. If and when the paper on numerical limitation of armed forces 
[RAC (NS) D-4] 2 is submitted in the Disarmament Commission, we 

will have reached our immediate objective of demonstrating US ini- 
- tiative in seeking agreement on disarmament. Our proposals will 

represent the “‘balanced” approach required by the situation con- 

fronting us in the Commission. This will mean, I hope, that the tac- 

1 Sanders was Special Assistant and Planning Adviser to the Assistant Secretary 
of State for United Nations Affairs. The memorandum was drafted by Howard 
Meyers of UNP. 

2 RAC (NS) D-4, Apr. 30, is not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “RAC 

| (NS) Documents”) Brackets in the source text.
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gram and I am concerned that we have accomplished so little in 
firming up a positive and imaginative approach to the problem. 

| - Annex | 

Paper Drafted in the Bureau of United Nations Affairs 

CONFIDENTIAL oe [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

PRINCIPAL PROJECTS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF A COMPREHENSIVE 
, DISARMAMENT PROGRAM | , 

(As of May 21, 1952) | 

a. Revision of DAC D-6 # into a paper on the general views of the 

US concerning overall limitations and restrictions on all armed 

forces and all armaments. This revision will suggest studies in spe- 

cific fields, such as: identifying the other “essential components”; 
allocation of armed forces; standard armaments for those states 

with substantial military power; whether it is possible to eliminate _ 
certain categories of weapons from standard armaments which sup- 

port permitted armed forces, etc. Once the main elements have 
| been earmarked, specific studies can be farmed out, within the 

Government or as special projects financed by outside sources. | 

b. A paper on the relationship between disclosure and verifica- 
tion, the atomic energy plan, and reduction of armaments. Prelimi- | 

nary studies on this paper are now under way in the DAC group. | 

c. Integration into our general program of the substantial contri- 

bution which we expect from the National Security Resources 
Board. It is anticipated that the NSRB will make suggestions con- 

cerning controls of manpower, raw materials and finished products. 
| Such suggestions will be relevant to the development of the disclo- _ 

sure and verification program, as well as to the problems of limita- 

tion and reduction. | vag Ee 
d. A paper on the levels of armed forces and armaments prelimi- 

nary to balanced reduction, which suggests the levels which the 
West must reach before it will be feasible to commence reductions 

in the light of Soviet strength. A first draft of this paper has al- 
ready been produced by UNA/P. | 

e. A paper on the time table and procedures for putting into _ 

effect the disarmament program and another paper on the control 

organs necessary for disclosure and verification, atomic energy con- 

*DAC D-6, “General Views of the US Concerning Determination of Over-All 
Limits and Restrictions on All Armed Forces and Armaments, Including Atomic 
Weapons”, Apr. 14, 1952, is not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “DAC”)



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION _ 941 : 

trol and general reduction have been drafted and are in the process , 
Of revision. oe ys 

-f. A summary of the relationship between political settlements : 
and disarmament is in first draft and has been circulated in the : 
Department for clearance prior to submitting it to RAC. With S/P | : 
approval, copies have been handed the Panel of Consultants. _ : 

g. Develop, if possible, a two-way traffic of ideas between the De- 

partment’s staff and the Panel of Consultants, through the inter- : 

| mediary of Mr. Bundy. While there may appear to be a duplication : 

| of effort between the studies suggested in the preceding paragraphs : 
| and the work of the Consultants, the government must carry on : 

these studies in order to develop its own ideas on a comprehensive 
: disarmament plan. . - | ; 

| 830.13/5-2152 a | i | | | 

| _ The Secretary of Defense (Lovett) to the Secretary of State 

| SECRET oo ek , WASHINGTON, 21 May 1952. 

| Dear Mr. Secretary: I refer to a letter from the Assistant Secre- : 
tary of State for United Nations Affairs to Mr. Nash, dated 1 May : 

: 1952, 1 enclosing for this Department’s consideration, a draft of a 
working paper intended for submission in Committee I of the Dis- : 
armament Commission, entitled “Numerical Limitation of Armed : 

| Forces” (RAC (NS) D-4).2 en | 
| The working paper has been considered by the Joint Chiefs of : 

Staff and their comments, in which I am in general agreement, are — , 
enclosed herewith, = = = — oe | 
It is the view of the Department of Defense that the proposal | ) 
contained in RAC (NS) D-4, specifying a numerical limitation of : 

| armed forces, does not constitute, in itself, a sound and comprehen- 

sive approach to the problem of the formulation of a plan for the | 
| regulation of conventional armaments and armed forces. The pro- 

| posal, if made, should be clearly regarded as a political expedient. 

| It should serve only as a means of initiating detailed discussions | 

) during which all the complex factors of the problem of disarma- 

| ment will be considered in order to arrive at a solution which, in 
| the final stage of negotiations, will be in treaty form. In any event, 
/ it is essential that the proposals contained in the working paper 

should be amended in accordance with paragraph 8 of the com- : 
ments of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. oe, , 

1 Ante, p. 912. | | 

2 RAC (NS) D-4, Apr. 30, is not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 183, “RAC , 

| (NS) Documents”’) | a 

|
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Subject to the above comments, I approve RAC (NS) D-4 for ap- 
propriate use by the United States Representative on the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission in the light of the urgent politi- 
cal necessity for a proposal by the United States in this specific 
field. | 

Sincerely yours, | 

Rosert A. LOVETT 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of 
| Defense (Lovett) | 

SECRET WASHINGTON, 20 May 1952. 

Subject: Numerical Limitation of Armed Forces—RAC (NS) D-4 

1. In accordance with the request contained in your memoran- 
dum of 7 May 1952, subject as above, ? the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have considered the draft paper on the above subject, RAC (NS) D- 

4, dated 30 April 1952, prepared in the Department of State. 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have noted the proposal by the De- 
partment of State that the United States Representative submit 
the subject document to the Working Committee of the Disarma- 
ment Commission as a working paper rather than as a position to 
which the United States Government is formally committed. Ac- 
cordingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have confined the expression of 
their views contained herein to general remarks addressed to the 
concept of a numerical limitation of armed forces. In any event the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff assume that they will have opportunity to 
make detailed comments on major specific recommendations of the 
Committee of the Disarmament Commission prior to formal adop- 
tion by the Commission. | | | 

3. In the Conclusions of the basic paper it is stated, among other _ 
things, that the following formula might be considered as a basis 
for discussion in the Committee of the Disarmament Commission: 

“a. The maximum level of armed forces of a state should not 
exceed the lower of the following figures: 

“@) 1% of its population | 
“Gi) A fixed numerical ceiling—say between 1,000,000 and 

1,500,000. 

3 Not found in Department of State files.
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“bh. Relatively minor adjustments upward and downward would | 

have to be made in some areas to avoid a disequilibrium of power 

dangerous to international peace. - | | 
“co, While states should not be permitted to exceed maximum | 

levels, they should not be required to raise their armed forces to 

such levels.” | | 

4. A preliminary analysis of the level of armed forces which 

would result from the application of such a formula, assuming it is 

possible to obtain international agreement thereto, indicates that 

there would occur a marked shift in the present global imbalance 

| of armed force levels. The numerical superiority of forces now ex- 

| isting within the Iron Curtain countries would be eliminated and 

| this superiority in the level of armed forces would pass to the : 

United States and its Allies. This generalized statement describes 

- merely a numerical transition which does not by itself necessarily 

, bear an important relation to the effectiveness of armed forces. 

| Further, in order to view this purely numerical consideration in its : 

| proper perspective, it must be recalled that only three of the Iron 

| Curtain countries, the USSR, Czechoslovakia, and Poland, are 

| members of the United Nations. Unless separate negotiations could 3 

| _be successfully concluded with those non-member states of the 

| Soviet hegemony (including Communist China), it is unlikely that | 

any numerical advantage of substantial degree would accrue to the | 

| West. | 

_ 5. Even though a numerical advantage to the West (an advantage _ | 

perhaps more apparent than real) were to accrue from the applica- | 

tion of the proposed formula, such result must be considered in the | 

! light of numerous and serious disadvantages from the military | 

point of view. These disadvantages are summarized in the following : 

| subparagraphs: 

| a. The application of the formula results in a level of armed : 

forces fixed by a figure which is merely a figure, bearing no rela- : 
tion to strategic considerations or to the specific security require- | 

ments of any state; consequently the figure would be unrealistic | 

| and impermanent, as would any other figure chosen at random for | 

: this purpose; | | 

| b. The proposal fails to recognize the necessity for achieving at | 

4 least agreement upon the solution of current major political issues : | 

and a reduction of world tensions prior to the initiation of any part | 

of the programs for reducing the level of armed forces; 

c. While the proposal is not inconsistent with the framework of 
NSC 112 or with statements made by Secretary Acheson in his 

: speech before the Sixth General Assembly of the United Nations, 
| disarmament should not be considered out of context in its relation 

|
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to the world situation and the United States policies as expressed 
in NSC 68/4 and NSC 114/2; 4 ee 

d. Implementation of the proposal may create such major region- 
al imbalances of armed strength as seriously to affect the security 
of certain of our allies; OS | 

e. Merely advancing the proposal will have a serious impact on 
United States as well as on world public opinion. It may so fix the 
minds of the people in the Western nations upon relaxation of the 

| armament burden as to have a catastrophic effect upon the rear- 
mament program and conceivably on the conduct of present hostil- 
ities in Korea; it would probably delay arms programs; it might 
even bring about a degree of disarmament on the side of the West 
alone, thus imperiling the gains which have thus far been made 
only by heavy sacrifice; 

f. Implementation of the proposal would militate against the con- 
. duct of the hostilities in Korea and in Indochina and against the 

| fulfillment of United States commitments world-wide; 
g. The proposal not only assumes that the USSR can control the 

| policies, military programs, and the aggressive acts of all of her 
satellites, but also that she will agree to do so, and that she will, in 
fact, abide by the letter and spirit of such an agreement; a 

h. The proposal tends to overemphasize the purely numerical 
quality of armed forces and the contribution this quality makes _ 
toward the decision to launch aggression; history is replete with ex- 
amples of decisive defeat inflicted upon numerically superior forces 
by small, well-equipped, mobile forces employing sound tactical — 
doctrine; 

i. The concept of the proposal seems postulated upon the theory 
that reduction in armaments will lessen world tensions. Actually, a 
limitation of armed forces which bears no relation to strategic con- 
siderations may prove to be an invitation to aggression; and 

j. The proposal is unlikely to be meaningful unless it has as a 
prerequisite the means for demonstrating good faith on the part of 

| the USSR and its satellites in order that the enforcement problem 
may be reduced to manageable proportions. 

6. On balance, therefore, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, from the mili- 
tary point of view, are of the opinion that the concept of a numeri- — 

cal limitation of armed forces set forth in the Department of State 
paper is not suitable for submission as a working proposal to the 

Committee of the Disarmament Commission; and that its submis- 

sion would not be consistent with the security interests of the 
United States. 

7. If political considerations are determined, nevertheless, to be 

so important as to override the military views set forth in para- 

*For text of NSC 68/4, “U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security,” 
Dec. 14, 1950, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 467. For text of NSC 112, “For- 

mulation of a U.S. Position With Respect to the Regulation, Limitation and Bal- 
anced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments”, July 6, 1951, see ibid., 1951,-vol. 

1, p. 477. For extracts from NSC 114/2, “U.S. Programs for National Security’’, Oct. | 
12, 1951, see ibid., p. 182.
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graphs 5 and 6 above, the proposal contained in the Department of : 
_ State paper should be clearly regarded and handled as a political 
expedient suitable for use only as a counterproposal to the Soviet — 
proposal to reduce the existing levels of armed forces by one-third | 
in one year, and not one suitable for implementation. The proposal, a: 
if made, should serve only as a means of initiating detailed negotia- : 
tions during which all the complex factors which contribute to the | 

_. enormity of the problem of disarmament will be considered and ap- 
_ plied in order to arrive at an acceptable and realistic solution : 

which, in its final stage of negotiation, will be in treaty form. : 
| 8, With specific reference to paragraph 3 of the Conclusions of 
| the Department of State paper, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are con- | 
| cerned at the suggestion that an agreed reduction of existing 
' armed forces might commence upon the determination by an inter- 
| national agency that an appropriate stage of the disclosure and : 
|. verification plan had been completed. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
| desire to reaffirm the statement made to you in their memoran- 

) dum of 11 March 1952, subject: “Proposals for Progressive and Con- 2 
- tinuing Disclosure and Verification of Armed Forces and Arma- 

ments,” > that a program for the regulation, limitation, and bal- : 
: anced reduction of armed forces and armaments must provide for 
: the administration of adequate safeguards by a competent interna- _ | 

tional authority with appropriate status, rights, and powers. . 
| 9. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that you concur in the i 
| foregoing, and that these views be communicated to the Secretary 

| of State. 
| | | | For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: | 
po W.G. LALOR 
fo Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy (Ret.) ; 

—— | Secretary — | 

| 5 The memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense, Mar. : 
11, has not been found in Department of State files. However, the position of the 

1. JCS was outlined by Secretary Lovett in a letter to Assistant Secretary of State | 
| - Hickerson dated Mar. 25, p. 877. | | | 

| 108 AEC/5-2352 7 | | , 

| The United States Atomic Energy Commission to the Secretary of 
| | State | | 

| SECRET | WASHINGTON, May 28, 1952. ; 
| Dear Mr. AcHESON: We have received a copy of the letter of May | 
3 138, 1952, from the Secretary of Defense to you,! and have noted , 

. 1 Ante, p. 926. | |
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the views of the Department of Defense expressed in that letter 
with respect to the principle of agreement on the international con- 

trol of atomic energy as embodied in the United Nations plan, or 
an equally effective plan before the completion of the stages of dis- 

| closure and verification. | | 
You will recall that the Atomic Energy Commission’s views on 

this subject were expressed in my letter to Assistant Secretary 
Hickerson, dated March 38, 1952. 2 In paragraph 6 of that letter we | 

stated that: | : 

“We feel very strongly that there should be consideration given 
to the compelling need to achieve complete agreement on an effec- | 
tive plan for the international control of atomic energy prior to en- 
tering into Stages III, IV and V of [Disclosure and Verification].” 2 

, We note further the suggestion of the Secretary of Defense that 
there be undertaken the establishment of this Government’s posi- 

tion on the relationship between the proposed system of disclosure 

and verification, the plan for international control of atomic 

energy and an international program for the regulation, limitation, 

and balanced reduction of armed forces and armaments. 
The Commission representative, Dr. Smyth and staff, will be pre- 

pared to associate themselves with representatives of the Depart- 
ment of State and the Department of Defense in any discussions on 
this subject. 4 

Sincerely yours, | 
UNITED States ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

| Gordon Dean 

— Chairman 

2 Ante, p. 872. 

3 Brackets in the source text. 
*In his reply of June 18, Hickerson first briefly reviewed the contents of Dean’s 

letter, then added: “As you are doubtless aware, this matter is being studied and a 
paper is being prepared through the Executive Committee on Regulation of Arma- 
ments (RAC). Members of the staff of the Atomic Energy Commission are participat- 
ing actively in this study.” (108 AEC/5-2352) |
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G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy, 1950-1955” 

| Memorandum by the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy | 
| Commission (Dean) to the Executive Secretary of the National | 

| Security Council (Lay) } | 

_ SECRET | WASHINGTON, May 27, 1952. | 

| The views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on Department of Defense 
| interest in the use of atomic weapons, ? referred to me as a 

member of the Special Committee on Atomic Energy, have been re- 
| viewed carefully by my colleagues on the Atomic Energy Commis- 
| sion and myself. Our views on this statement are attached hereto. 
: _ There are a number of important matters raised by the Joint 
: Chiefs of Staff that deserve special comment by the Commission. It 

is, therefore, recommended that the Joint Chiefs of Staff statement 
| be reviewed in the light of these remarks and the statements of the : 

| Atomic Energy Commission responsibilities set forth in the at- 
tached statement. __ , | 

The Commission notes with particular concern the Joint Chiefs | 
| statement that “The present system of divided responsibility for 
| the storage, surveillance, maintenance and security of the stockpile | 

| of atomic weapons is inimical to the best interests of the United | 
| States.” This is considered to be an assertion unsupported by evi- | 
| dence. It is the view of the Commission that the “best interests of 
| the United States’, in so far as atomic weapons are concerned, is | 

measured directly in terms of readiness to deliver effectively 
atomic attack when ordered. The actions taken by the Commission | 
to effect the maximum degree of readiness are set forth in detail in | 

. the attached statement. 

In consonance with the Commission policy to provide those weap- 
| ons required by the JCS to meet their standards of operational | 
| _ readiness, the AEC is prepared at any time to work out a plan with 
| the Joint Chiefs of Staff, subject to Presidential approval, to pro- 
| vide the reservoir of additional weapons in DoD custody that may 
| be required. | | | 

| GORDON DEAN 

| 1 By memorandum of June 2, Executive Secretary Lay transmitted copies of this 
| memorandum to the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense. (G/PM files, | 
( lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy 1950-1955”) 
| 2 Ante, p. 864. | | | | | 

ie 
| 
| |
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[Enclosure] a = 

THE VIEWS OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION ON THE JCS StatTe- | 
MENT OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RESPONSIBILITIES IN THE USE 

or ATOMIC WEAPONS , | 

1. The Atomic Energy Commission has considered carefully the 
statement of the Joint Chiefs of Staff views on the responsibilities | 

| of the Department of Defense in the use of atomic weapons and | 
record herewith their views on this statement. Although most of 

| the areas defined as responsibilities of the DoD do not conflict with 

the responsibilities of the AEC, there are some specific points that 

do and others that require clarification, and the important issue of _ 
transfer of custody of atomic weapons is raised. | 

2. Referring to the statement of views of the JCS, the last sen- | 
tence, paragraph 3, and the last sentence, paragraph 5c(2), quoted 

below, probably should be clarified in order that these statements 

may not be misinterpreted as being in conflict with responsibilities 

of the NSC in advising the President regarding the use of atomic 

weapons contemplated in the NSC study dated 27 April 19512 now © 

pending: oe 

“The Joint Chiefs of Staff cannot, therefore, agree to any other 
agency interposing itself between them and the President in sub- 
mission to him of recommendations for a military course of action; 
nor could they agree to any such other agency having a voice in © 
determining how, when, and where such military operations are to 
be conducted.” OO 

“Therefore, the decision as to where, how, and what numbers, 
and in what types atomic weapons will be employed must be made 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, under the President as the Commander 
in Chief of the Armed Forces; ... .” | 

Presumably the JCS have taken into consideration the NSC paper 
referred to, and the intent of their statements concerns initial rec- — 
ommendations to the President regarding the use of atomic weap- 
ons. The words, “how, when, and where” are widely inclusive, how- | 

ever, and by inference are in conflict with the NSC statement re- 
ferred to above which states: ) | 

“In the event of a positive decision, the President will authorize 
the Secretary of Defense to use atomic weapons under such condi- 
tions as may be specified.” | 

The “conditions” referred to here presumably would have been de- 
termined by the President upon advice of the NSC and conceivably 

might place restrictions on “when and where” atomic weapons 
would be used. 

2 See footnote 4, p. 969.
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- 8. The JCS have stated the DoD responsibility for determining 
weapons requirements in paragraph 5a(1). The Commission of | 
course agrees that it is the responsibility of the DoD to estimate : 

_ the number of weapons needed to implement war plans, and is glad | | 
to note the further statement that such requirements should be re- : 

_ viewed in the terms of their impact on the national economy. Pre- | 
sumably the first point in such a review would be the present and 
potential production capacity of AEC plants. This would continue © | 
the present common sense practice whereby formal and informal 

| discussions of needs and capabilities occur between the DoD and 
the AEC before annual requirements are frozen. It is the Commis- ! 

| sion’s opinion that it is appropriate for the JCS to determine these | , 

) requirements in terms of numbers of weapons and desired yields, | 
| but that the determination of the production rates and production | 

- goals for fissionable material to meet these requirements is a re- 
| sponsibility of the AEC. In this connection therefore, the Commis- 
| sion wishes to differ on one point in paragraph 5a(1). The relevant 

| portion readss ts” ee 

| “The basic development of requirements for complete weapons 
which in turn establishes the production program, including the 
production goals and production rates of fissionable material, has | 

| its genesis in war plans and is, therefore, a responsibility of the De- | 
partment of Defense.” ES | | 

| and is repeated in paragraph 5a(3): 

| “The present arrangement is to state these requirements in | 
| terms of weapons three years in advance, and thereafter as produc- | 

- tion objectives in terms of annual rates of production of fissionable | 
| material.” | | | _ | ; 

| ee - | wee | 

Fundamentally, the principal technical feature influencing the 
yield of atomic weapons is core design in terms of fissionable mate- | 

| rial content. Production rates of fissionable material to meet re- | 
; quirements for weapons in terms of numbers and yields is estab- 

=: _ lished properly, therefore, by these technical considerations. As the 
| responsible agency for nuclear design, the AEC is the appropriate 

agency, subject to approval of the President, to establish production 

| rates of fissionable material to meet atomic weapon requirements. 
: Further, the JCS statement implies that the entire AEC production 
/ effort is directed solely toward weapon requirements. Whereas this 

| certainly is now very nearly so, it may not always be the case and 
| other factors than weapon requirements will determine total mate- | 

1 rial production rates. Ons ae 

| _ 4, The most important AEC responsibility in the weapons devel- 

opment field is to assure that progress in the development and uti- 
lization of nuclear energy is advanced to the maximum extent and | 

| | 
|
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kept ahead of similar effort in other nations, and to do this by di- | 
| recting its effort toward new and radical development and the ap- 

plication of these to specific military uses. The Atomic Energy Act 
directs, and the country expects, the Commission to assume this re- 

sponsibility—one that is far broader than the fulfillment of a 
status only as producer for the military, and one that requires — 

- Commission participation in matters stated by the JCS to be strict- 

ly military. | 

5. The AEC cannot accept as unilateral the responsibility of the 

DoD for the establishment of technical characteristics and require- 

ments for atomic weapons. Rather, it is appropriate for the AEC to 
maintain a status of advisor to the DoD in these matters. To arrive 
at military requirements, all factors that bear on methods of con- 
ducting warfare must be considered. Most of these factors, either in 
a particular system or in over-all requirements, stem from military — 

operational concepts and considerations, and it is from these, there- 

fore, that military characteristics and requirements must largely 
be determined. In atomic weapons, one predominant factor among 
these is the body of characteristics fixed by their basic nuclear 
design. Maximum exploitation of the potential capabilities of nucle- 
ar type weapons will require that the advice of the AEC in their 

development and utilization continue to be made available to the 
Military. Hence, it would appear that in the field of engineering of 

basic nuclear development into weapons and in the establishment 
of weapons characteristics and requirements, the AEC should 

assume a role of technical advisor for the DoD. 
6. The current arrangement between the AEC and the DoD for 

the operation of the weapon storage sites, under which important 

responsibilities have been delegated to the DoD, is explicit evidence 

of AEC agreement with the principles set forth in paragraph 5d(1) 
regarding physical security of weapons. It appears worthwhile to 

point out, however, that the last sentence of this paragraph, quoted 

as follows, is subject to misinterpretation. | 

“In any event, the stockpile has grown to such proportions that 
problems of surveillance, maintenance and security are beyond the 
present capability of the AEC.” 

The AEC has pursued vigorously all means of fostering the techni- 
cal capability of the military establishment in handling atomic 

weapons. To this end more and more responsibility for mainte- 
nance, surveillance and security has been delegated to the DoD. | 
Had another course been taken, the AEC would have provided 

within its own organization the means for performing these neces- 

sary functions.
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7. We assume that paragraph 5d(2) of the JCS paper which dis- | 
cusses exchange of scientific and technical information with other 

nations is not intended to affect exchanges of restricted data under | 
the Technical Cooperation Program established by the Modus Vi- 
vendi, ? exchanges in the raw materials procurement program, and | 

exchanges of commonly held data under the tripartite declassifica- 

tion program involving Great Britain, Canada and the United 

States. | 
8. We interpret paragraph 5d(2) as dealing only with exchanges 

) under the recent amendment to Section 10 of the Atomic Energy 
Act (P.L. 235-82nd Congress).* That amendment authorizes the 
Commission, subject to the approval of the President, to communi- 

: cate certain scientific and technical information to another nation | 
“when in its unanimous judgment the common defense and securi- | 
ty would be substantially promoted and would not be endangered.” | 
Restricted data on the design and fabrication of atomic weapons is 

: excluded. The amendment requires that the written recommenda- 

tions of the National Security Council must be submitted to the 2 

President before he makes his determination. . | 

4 9. In view of this latter requirement, we think that the JCS view | 

| that the imparting of each item of information be contingent upon — | 

: the unanimous approval of the American members of the Com- 

bined Policy Committee should not be accepted. Similarly since the 
| members of that Committee will have a voice in any recommenda- | 
: tion made by the NSC to the President, there is no necessity for a | 
: requirement that exchanges “should be accomplished through the 

Combined Policy Committee (CPC).” Such a requirement is admin- 
| istratively undesirable. Once the President has approved an ex- | 

change of scientific and technical information under the amend- _ 

| ment, the responsibility for accomplishing the exchange is and : 
should continue to be an administrative function of the Commis- | 

| sion. The JCS state that such “information should be limited to | 
| carefully circumscribed, scientific and technical data, the area of | 
| which has been the subject of precise definition.” With this, the | 

Commission is in disagreement for two reasons. First, it establishes | 
different criteria than that specified in the statute. Second, it may : 

| well be the advantage of the United States to engage in consider- | 
| ably broader exchanges of information than indicated by the JCS. : 

Should this occur, the Commission will be duty bound to insist that 

| appropriate methods be established to accomplish such inter- ) 
| changes. | | 

3 See footnote 3, p. 847. | 
4 See footnote 4, ibid.
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10. In connection with the statements in the JCS paper regard- 
ing the communication of atomic weapons information to another 

nation, the above-mentioned amendment to Section 10 of the Act 
again should be noted. That amendment excludes exchange of in- 
formation on design and fabrication of atomic weapons. Additional 
legislation may be required to permit the JCS to communicate such 
information essential for the conduct of combined operations and 

for the actual exchange of fissionable or weapons material to the 
extent necessary to further such combined operations. It is under- 

stood that such legislation is contemplated by the DoD. In any 

event, the Commission should be kept informed of such exchanges 

| of information to the extent necessary to permit it to discharge in- 
telligently its responsibility under the Atomic Energy Act to con- 
sider questions of declassification of restricted data. The Commis- : 
sion will also need to be informed of such exchanges of information 

in order to function intelligently in its sphere of cooperation with 

| other nations. | | 
_ 11. The Commission notes with concern and as an assertion un- 

supported by evidence the JCS statement that ‘‘the present system 
of divided responsibility for the storage, surveillance, maintenance 

and security of the stockpile is inimical to the best interests of the 

United States.” It is the view of the Commission that the “best in- 
terests of the United States,” in so far as atomic weapons are con- 
cerned, is measured directly in terms of readiness to deliver effec- 

tively atomic attack when ordered. The Commission has acted posi- 

tively and without reservation within the framework of the Act 
and the expressed policies of the President to provide the maxi- 

mum degree of readiness for the execution of its responsibilities 

_ both in normal and emergency conditions. 

12. The emergency plan for transfer of atomic weapons has been 

kept under constant review in order that weapons may be trans- 

ferred with rapidity and without confusion. Tests of this plan have 

been carried out to the satisfaction of both the Armed Forces Spe- 

cial Weapons Project and the Commission, from which it may be 
concluded that no delay in weapon readiness will result in its exe- 

cution. In carrying out its field service or stockpile responsibility 

the AEC has employed the DoD to do most of the actual work in- 
volved in order that the technical capability of the military person- 

nel may be developed to the maximum. Weapons for training as- 

sembly teams and delivery crews have been furnished as requested 
by the DoD, and recently the entire stockpile of weapons has been 
made available for this purpose under a plan as proposed by the 

military. Every request of the DoD for war reserve weapons for 
strategic deployment has been met. In this connection the Commis- __ 

sion recently has stated its desire to provide weapons to the DoD
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for deployment anywhere on the globe to meet operational readi- | 
ness commitments. The Commission therefore, has taken all steps — 
within its power to provide a degree of readiness consistent with ot 
the best interests of the United States. - a 

13. The question of the custodial responsibility for the war re- | 
serve stockpile of atomic weapons has been raised several times in a: 

the past. Decisions in the matter have been influenced by the tech- 3 
| nical capability of the military establishment to assume this re- : 

sponsibility and by the considerations of policy involving interna- 
tional and domestic affairs. It is the view of the Commission that | 

| the DoD is now capable of assuming completely the responsibility 
| for maintenance, surveillance and security of war reserve weapons, | 
2 including both nuclear and non-nuclear components. The Commis- : 
| sion recognizes that the policy questions involving the relationship 

of the responsible custodian to domestic and international affairs 
| still exist. fae cg 
| 14. The JCS have expressed a need for “a reservoir of finished | 
| weapons in complete custody of the military” in order to increase | 

} operational flexibility and military readiness. As pointed out above | 

the Commission recently has stated to the Secretary of Defense its | 
desire to provide weapons to the DoD for this purpose. It is not now | 

, known to the AEC however how many weapons in the custody of | 

the DoD will satisfy these requirements. The Commission is pre- 
: pared to discuss this matter fully at any time desired by the JCS. : 
. Inherent in any decision in this regard is the requirement that the | 

, AEC retain custodial control of a portion of the stockpile. This will | 
4 - form a reserve pool of weapons and provide a standby stock of | 

weapons available for carrying out major modification and modern- | 
4 ization programs and other desirable activities in connection with | 

| the stockpile as a whole. __ Ce Ah | | | 
| 15. Custodial responsibility for stockpiled weapons involves a 

maintenance of the weapons, performance of routine functional 

surveillance, introduction of minor modifications and the preserva- | 
: tion of the physical security of the weapons and the storage sites. 

These responsibilities must be assumed by the DoD upon any trans- 

, fer of custodial responsibility. In addition, arrangements must be 
| agreed upon to permit the AEC to have access to the entire stock- | 

; pile of weapons in certain cases, and to assure that the AEC is pro- | 
2 vided with information obtained in surveillance operations which is 
; required to carry on the AEC quality control program. In this way 

the AEC could continue to have available a basis for directing : 
needed improvements in current and future manufacture and re- 
quired modification and major stockpile retrofit, thus insuring the 
continued availability of weapons of the most advanced design. |
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330.13/5-2852 | 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State to the President } 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] May 28, 1952. 

Subject: Working Paper for Submission to United Nations Disarma- 
ment Commission. 

Enclosed herewith for your information is copy of a working _ 
paper which the United States, the United Kingdom, and France 

intend to submit to the Disarmament Commission of the United 
| Nations prior to June 1lst—probably on May 28. 2 

The paper suggests that one essential element in the regulation, 

limitation, and balanced reduction of armed forces and armaments 

is the numerical limitation of armed forces. It goes on to advance, 

for purposes of discussion, a formula along the general lines set 

forth in your address of November 7, 1951. ? The proposed formula 
is (1) that the United States, the USSR and China have equal 
armed forces, of say, 1,000,000 to 1,500,000 and France and the 

United Kingdom have equal armed forces of, say, 700,000 to 

800,000; (2) that all other countries agree on ceilings fixed in rela- 

tion to the armed forces of the five powers and with a view of 

avoiding a disequilibrium of power dangerous to international 

peace and security in any area of the world. Such ceilings would __ 
normally be less than one percent of the population and not in 
excess of current levels. | 

The Soviet Union has contended with some success on the propa- 

ganda front that the Western Democracies do not wish reduction in 

arms but merely wish a vast intelligence operation. It is believed 

that if this proposal can be introduced in time to be included in the 

First Report of the Disarmament Commission, which will be sub- 

| mitted to the Security Council about June 1st, some of the effect of 
the Soviet propaganda will be offset. | 

The submission of a document along these lines as a working 

paper in the Disarmament Commission has been approved by the 
Executive Committee on the Regulation of Armaments (RAC), con- 

1 Drafted by Bechhoefer on May 27. Telegram 7043 to Secretary Acheson at Paris, 
May 27, also drafted by Bechhoefer, transmitted substantially the same information 
contained in this memorandum. (830.13/5-2752) 

2The enclosed working paper, not printed, was introduced (with minor drafting 
changes) at the 12th Meeting of the UN Disarmament Commission, May 28, 1952, as 
UN doc. DC/10, “Proposals for Fixing Numerical Limitations on All Armed Forces’”’. 

| For the text of DC/10 and the remarks delivered by U.S. Representative Cohen on 
the occasion of its submission, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 
365-369, or Department of State Bulletin, June 9, 1952, pp. 907-911. 

3 See footnote 4, p. 898.
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sisting of representatives of the Department of State, Department | 

of Defense and Atomic Energy Commission. It is fully within the i 

framework of NSC 112 4 approved by you. : | | 
Davip BRUCE | 

4 For text of NSC 112, “Formulation of a U.S. Position With Respect to the Regu- [ 

lation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments”, July 

6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. 

Truman Library, PSF-Subject File, “Atomic Weapons, Thermonuclear”’ | 

The Chairman of the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic 

| | Energy (McMahon) to the President ' | 

| SECRET WASHINGTON, May 30, 1952. : 

Dear Mr. PresipENT: More than two years ago you directed that | 

| the H-bomb program go forward.? The historic rightness of your | 

decision, in the defense of our country and in the defense of peace, : 

cannot be questioned. I write you today because I believe that fur- | 

| ther action is necessary by way of laying down requirements for H- | 

|. bombs in quantity. Only the President of the United States should | 

. decide this issue. : 

It now seems likely that not merely one but several types of H- | 

: bombs can be constructed. The explosive power of each of these 

- weapon types is expected to be equivalent to some millions of tons | 

| of TNT and very possibly tens of millions of tons of TNT. The early : 

2 doubt whether this weapon could be made at all has almost disap- , 

| peared. Likewise it seems that the weapon will be of manageable : 

proportions from a delivery viewpoint, such that it could be carried : 

| in existing-type aircraft. A deliverable prototype H-bomb is antici- 

pated by 1954 or sooner. The first A-bombs cost our nation about $2 : 

billion; I estimate the first H-bombs may cost less than one tenth of | 

| this sum. a : 

| Since your original instructions two years ago had to do mainly | 

| with development efforts, my specific purpose in writing you is to : 

| recommend a new directive covering production efforts—how many | 

H-bombs we need and how soon. As you know, certain questions on | 

| the scope and scale of the hydrogen program are now pending 

| before the National Security Council, and some studies are under- 

| 1 1 A copy of this letter is in G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, ‘““H-Bomb Report to the Presi- 

|! ent”. 
2 For documentation on President Truman’s decision of Jan. 31, 1950, to proceed . 

| with the development of the hydrogen bomb, see Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. 1, pp. 

419 ff., and ibid., 1950, vol. 1, pp. 493 ff. |
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way. I very much hope that the problem will be met squarely in all 
of its implications for our defense. el 

A basic element in this problem is tactical uses. If the H-bomb is 
only a strategic weapon, then the number that could profitably be 
employed against an aggressor may be comparatively limited. If, 

, however, this weapon is to have sweeping tactical applications 
| against enemy military targets in case of war, then the number 

which we could profitably employ is apt to be very great. 
A related question is the percentage of our existing and antici- 

pated atomic stockpile that should be made available for hydrogen 
weapons. Ordinary A-bombs, of course, may be used to produce 
atomic explosions or else to set off vastly more powerful hydrogen 
explosions. Should 10%, or 50%, or 90% of the atomic stockpile be 
assigned to the accumulation of a hydrogen stockpile? A third basic _ 
element in the problem is the estimated costs—over and above 
funds we already plan to spend on the atomic program—for manu- 
facturing various numbers of H-bombs: For example, 100, 500, 1000, 
1500, etc. a | 

In other words, the fundamental issue is to what extent the H- 
bomb will be our primary nuclear weapon and the A-bomb a sec- 
ondary or special-purpose weapon. I would not be of most help to 
you, as you confront the momentous problem of hydrogen require- 

| ments, unless I stated frankly my own belief that H-bombs can and 
must rapidly be made the primary weapon. | 

There are those who hesitate even to estimate military require- 
| ments until a specific hydrogen weapon type has been field-tested. 

It is true that we do not know today whether a particular H-bomb 
model will take out, for example, a circular area which has a 
radius of seven miles or only six miles. But, as I have noted, we 

| have every expectation of achieving a deliverable prototype by 1954 
that will introduce a new order of magnitude in firepower. To wait 
upon a prototype perfect in the last details before laying down 
quantity goals for H-bombs may well delay us two or three years. 

I do not think anyone familiar with the technical facts can say 
that mass production of H-bombs within the next few years is 
beyond our capability. Cost figures of course contain a number of 
variables and uncertainties at the present time. I estimate, howev- 
er, that a program designed to make the H-bomb our primary nu- 
clear weapon would add perhaps $200 to $300 million annually to 
the expenditures we already contemplate for the Atomic Energy 
Commission. The important point is that the cost—relative to guns | 
or tanks or planes or even to our present outlays for A-bombs— 
would be small. In my sincere judgment, the need is not huge 
funds—it is a bold decision to attain H-bombs in real quantity as 

| quickly as possible. |
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It seems to me self-evident that, so long as the arms race contin- © | 

ues, the ineluctable logic of our position leaves us without choice ; 
except to acquire the greatest possible firepower in the shortest _ . 
possible time. It seems to me equally self-evident that the basic de- | 
cisions on H-bomb requirements must be reached now. | | 

_ Attached to this letter is a chronology which I had prepared on an: 
the leading events in the formulation of our atomic production : 
policy over the past six years. ? The chronology is a long one, and ; 
some parts of it do not make for happy reading. In case you find it : 
difficult to agree with the views expressed in this letter, I hope : 
that you will not think it presumptuous of me to request that you : 
and your highest counsellors read the attached paper. I profoundly 
hope that, six years hence, our military planners will be able to 

| look back upon their recommendations in the hydrogen program | 
: and find satisfaction in the fact that some of the early delays en- 

| countered in the atomic program were not repeated. coe 
| I am sure I do not need to say that I write this letter with in- 

: tense personal anguish. I share what I know are your own feelings : 
of horror at the thought of these hideous weapons entering into the | 

arsenals of the world. Yet overwhelming American superiority in : 
| H-bombs may well be the decisive means of keeping open the : 

| future for peace. It is one of the paradoxes of history that the | 

President, who has worked harder and done more for world peace : 
| than any of his predecessors, has also been required—in behalf of : 

: peace—to meet the issue of hydrogen weapons. | 

| _ If we carry on the fight for peace which you have launched, I | 
: remain convinced that we will yet win through to victory without 

war. | a voles | : 
| Very respectfully yours, | a 

| BriEN McMaHon | 

| 3 Not printed. — ee. | : 

| 330.13/6-252: Telegram a 7 : 

The Secretary of State to the United States Mission at the United : 

| SECRET WASHINGTON, June 2, 1952—6:37 p.m. | 

| 465. Re Disarmament. In answering Soviet questions concerning — 
| reference to China in numerical limitation proposals and any fur- 

ther questions directed to same subject Dept suggests following 

1 Drafted by Bechhoefer; cleared by Perkins and Martin of CA, Bacon of FE, and 
: Meeker of L/UNA; approved by Sanders of UNA. - |
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general principles. (1) Preferable to confine answers to specific 
questions and not anticipate issues which may be raised in further 
questions. (2) General line on initial answer is that for purposes of 
these proposals China is geographic area and that accordingly pro- | 
posals applicable to armed forces of China Mainland. (8) In refer- | 
ring to further procedural steps in securing disarmament, i.e., con- 
sultations among concerned states and world conference—impor- 
tant to avoid any implication that Commies will necessarily contin- 
ue to be in control of China Mainland in future or that proposals 
portend any change in US policy of dealing with National Govt as 
Govt of China. If necessary to deal at all with future representa- 
tion suggest use line that all authorities having substantial mili- 

tary power must be heard to bring them into effective system of 
disarmament. (4) FYI US position is that sovereignty over Formosa 
not yet finally determined therefore seek to avoid issue of whether 
Formosa part of China for purposes of determining numerical ceil- 

ings. | 

| ACHESON 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic Energy” 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Nitze) to 
the Secretary of State 3 

| TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] June 9, 1952. 

Problem 

To determine the desirability of proceeding with the thermonu- 
clear test now scheduled for December 1952. 2 

Discussion | 

The problem can be considered in terms of four of its aspects: __ 

An international agreement not to conduct further tests as a 
part of a disarmament program; | 

An international agreement as a means of avoiding the success- 
ful development of thermonuclear weapons by either side; , 

The desirability of a test before the United States is prepared to 
produce weapons and at a time when any successful test in the 
thermonuclear field may have a significant effect on Soviet deci- 
S10ns; 

_ The effect of the Presidential election on the decision to proceed 
with a test in December. | 

1A handwritten notation on the margin indicates that the Secretary had re- 
turned the source text. | 

2 Regarding U.S. nuclear and thermonuclear testing between 1952 and 1954, see 
the editorial note, p. 881.
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1. An International Agreement as Part of the Disarmament Pro- | 

gram ! 
The proposal that the United States offer to enter into an agree- 

ment with the USSR that neither will carry out any future atomic 

or thermonuclear tests has been advanced in the context of the 

work of the U.N. Disarmament Commission. It is urged that we [ 

need to determine whether there is any possibility of agreement 

with the USSR, and to do that we must come forward with a | 

| simple proposal on a vital matter, uncomplicated by the qualifica-' | 

| tions relating to inspection and verification that have accompanied | 

| all of our previous proposals in the disarmament field. | 

| ‘There is no reason to suppose that the conclusion of a bilateral 
agreement on one specific matter would provide any reliable indi- ! 

| cation of the possibility of reaching agreement on other questions. : 
The Soviet Union presumably looks at each proposition on its 

| merits, just as we should and do. — 
| On the merits, the proposal that we agree to forego any further 

| tests does not seem designed to be a step toward the regulation and 

limitation of armaments. | | | 

- Such an agreement would not bring a halt to thermonuclear de- 

| velopment programs, and each side would attempt to put itself in a | 

| position that would assure the greatest probability of being able 

: rapidly to manufacture successful weapons in the event of a viola- | 

| tion of the agreement. The arms race would not end; it would | 

| merely be somewhat more concealed. : 

| It is possible that having had 27 tests as against 3 Soviet tests we 

| | would have some continuing advantage in such a concealed techno- 

logical arms race. If the Soviets made this estimate of the situation, 

! it is doubtful whether they would accept the proposition. They 

4 would probably either reject it overtly on these grounds as being 

: manifestly unfair, or would couple the proposition with an absolute 

| prohibition on the use of atomic weapons which we would be 

unable to accept. _ | 
! On the other hand, the state of Soviet art may be such that they | 

might consider an agreement prohibiting further tests would slow 

down our thermonuclear developments while permitting them to 

close the gap in their own development to a point where they 

would be ready to test such a weapon and go rapidly into produc- 

| tion once a test were made. If such a Soviet estimate turned out to | 

} be correct, they might accept the agreement and we might find _ 

that we had suffered a substantial loss in position without having 

! made any substantial step forward to a comprehensive and satisfac- 

: tory program for the control and regulation of armaments. | 
. If an agreement were concluded, we would be a little less sure 

| that we were pursuing the most desirable lines of development, but 
|
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other aspects of the armaments picture would remain unchanged. | 
Ground forces would be unaffected, and positions vital to the West 
would continue under threat in Asia, the Middle East and Europe. 
Both sides could go on building up their stockpiles of atomic weap- 
ons and increasing their capabilities for delivery. | 

If there is any widespread belief that some kind of an agreement 
with the Kremlin on some subject would be a signal that further 
agreements were possible, then it would certainly be undesirable to 

| conclude an agreement to conduct no more tests. An agreement of 
that sort might merely lull the gullible and mislead the men of 
hope and good will. This is a particularly clear danger in view of 
the fact that it would seem to be impossible to be sure that the 
method for detecting tests now in use would in all circumstances 
give us notice of any Soviet tests. If a real premium is put on con- 
cealment, it would probably be possible to devise tests that would | 
escape detection. To provide adequate assurance that Soviet tests 
would be known to us, some form of inspection and verification 
within the USSR would probably be required. __ 7 

| It is conceivable that there might be merit in a broader proposal 
involving simultaneously (a) an agreement for no more tests 
(present detecting techniques eventually to be supplemented when 
the appropriate stage of verification is reached under (c) below); (b) 
an agreement prohibiting aggression and prohibiting the use of 
atomic weapons in the absence of aggression; and (c) an agreement 
providing for the immediate and continuing implementation of a 
system of census and verification, all as first steps toward a com- 
prehensive program for the regulation and limitation of arma- 
ments. It is doubtful, however, whether such a broad program 
could be proposed or negotiated in an election year. | 

2. An International Agreement as a Means of Avoiding Further | 
Thermonuclear Development — - | , | oo 

Apart from the arguments discussed in the preceding section, the 
desire for an international agreement that will somehow halt the 
full development of a thermonuclear program by the Soviets or 

| ourselves appears to come from a deep sense of disquiet at the pros- 
pect that science will soon cross the threshold of discovery into a 
new period of horribly destructive power. 

| Those who hold these views treat the ability to manufacture suc- 
cessful thermonuclear weapons as much more than a development 

_ of capability different in degree; it is regarded as a development of 
capability different in kind. : | 

The destructiveness of thermonuclear weapons is portrayed as | 
something so devastating that the whole nature of military action 
is radically altered and the prospect of permanently contaminated 
atmosphere is held up in horror before the mind’s eye. While ther-
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- monuclear weapons would have great destructive power, it appears : 
to be possible to develop atomic weapons of far greater power than 

~ any tested to date, and it also appears that some of the more lurid 

claims for thermonuclear weapons are exaggerated. __ oe 
The revulsion at the development of a thermonuclear capability 

: is, however, certainly understandable, but the confrontation that 

has led us to put so much of our energy and such quantities of our | 
resources into the atomic and thermonuclear programs will not be 

altered by a standstill arrangement. Before we can contemplate the 
prospect of slackening our determination to convert our technologi- 

| cal superiority into new weapons of increased destructiveness, we 

| would require a far broader alteration of present conditions. : 

| _. There is, also, another facet to the probable outcome of the tests : 

that are planned. If the U.S. atomic capability is dramatically in- 2 

| - ereased in the near or medium term through the development of | 

| thermonuclear weapons, this accretion of effective power may serve 

| as an instrument for securing the objectives expressed in NSC 68 ® : 

| without war. Even with very great risks of war, we might conclude 
| that it was necessary to use our newly increased power as a lever : 
| for accomplishing our objectives if we believed that time would run | 

against us in the future and its direction could not be reversed by 

any action on our part. _ | a 
At such time as we might decide to use a temporary and massive | 

power advantage, it would probably be necessary and desirable to | 

| hold out alternatives to the USSR, one of which would certainly 
| have to encompass a comprehensive program for the regulation 

| and limitation of armaments. — coon - 
| It might therefore be said that if no real progress toward disar- __ 
| - mament can be achieved now, rapid and successful development in : 
| _ the thermonuclear field might create the conditions for arriving at | 
| general disarmament in the future. In any case, it is clear that a 

| standstill agreement on further tests would not have the effect of | 
| terminating scientific development in the thermonuclear field; it : 
| would only add an element of some uncertainty to the course of the | 

' development, perhaps to our disadvantage. et 
| 8. Desirability of a Test in 1952 Before the United States is Pre- 

pared to Produce Weapons | | | , 

. Various factors converge which might make 1952 a climactic : 
year. These include the Japanese Peace Treaty and the security ar- | 

| rangements with Japan; the apparent impasse in the Korean armi- | 
stice negotiations; and the contractual relations agreement with | 

3 For text of NSC 68, “United States Objectives and Programs for National Securi- : 
ty”, Apr. 14, 1950, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, pp. 284-292. | 4 

| | Poe :
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Germany, the EDC Treaty, and the amendment of the North At- 
lantic Treaty commitments to cover Western Germany. | 

The two years since the communist attack on Korea have been a 
period of foundation-building for the West which is about to begin 
paying off in terms of production and a steadily improving state of 
readiness. For the Soviet system it has been a period of continued, 
intensive, and large-scale military build-up. These political-military 
developments may lead the Soviet rulers to estimate that if they 
are going to become involved in general war within the next sever- 
al years, 1952 is probably a better year than 1953 or subsequent 
years are likely to be. 

The successful explosion of a thermonuclear device could accen- 
tuate the danger that the Soviet rulers might decide to force a 
showdown on a major issue and to move militarily if the West did 
not accept terms satisfactory to them, for it would indicate that 
within a relatively short time (a year or two) the West might devel- 
op a thermonuclear capability which, together with other develop- 
ments, the USSR might believe would radically alter the relation- 
ship of forces between East and West. It would thus be in Soviet 
eyes an additional factor weighing on the side of a decision to move 
militarily against the West before this relationship becomes radi- 
cally altered to the advantage of the West. It may be that the 
Kremlin has already discounted our thermonuclear development, 
but we cannot assume that the Soviets would regard such a devel- | 
opment only as one of degree. | 

The situation would be very different if thermonuclear develop- | 
ments could be so arranged as to give us a substantial thermonu- 

clear capability concurrently with or shortly after the first test. In | 

this way an important new deterrent would be created at or about 

the same time as the test. In any event it would be highly advanta- 
- geous for political reasons to hold the period between the first test 

and the development of a substantial capability to the shortest 
time consistent with the rapid development of thermonuclear 
weapons. | | | 

To reach a decision as to the desirability of a test before the 
United States is able to produce weapons, it is therefore necessary 
to know how much the development weapons would be retarded by , 
a delay of the test now planned for this fall, and to weigh this re- 

| tardation against the disadvantages which may be involved in the 
test of a non-weapon type. From the information available, the pro- 

posed test in the fall appears to be one that will have considerable 

importance to future developments. If that is, in fact, the case, the 

test should not be delayed on political grounds. | 
4. The Desirability of a Test Before January 20, 1953 |
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It is important that the President be able to react promptly and 
decisively and with confidence of national support to Soviet politi- | 
cal or military actions following our first thermonuclear test and | 
that he be in a position to announce the test in a manner best cal- [ 

culated to forestall further Soviet action and to best present the po- | 
sition of the United States. 

These considerations suggest that there should be consultation : 
with the new President after the election or with the two candi- : 
dates before the election. If, as a result of such consultation, there : 

is found to be a strong objection to a test prior to the beginning of : 
the new President’s term, it would be desirable to postpone the 

| test. In the absence of a strong objection, however, the test should , 

be carried out in December as now planned. | 
| The complicated physical arrangements required to conduct the | 

| test constitute an additional reason for continuing to plan on the 
basis of a December date, since it would probably be impossible to 

| advance the time if a later date were now decided upon. . : 

| The public announcement of the test and the statement of US. ; 
| policy concerning this new development will be of great impor- : 
| tance. If the test is held in December, it would be desirable for the : 

newly-elected President to associate himself with the announce- 7 
| ment and statement. : 

| Conclusions | | 

| We should plan to proceed with the test in December, unless it is | 

| determined that, without retarding the thermonuclear program, 
the test could be delayed until such time as the US. is believed to | 

| be able to produce thermonuclear weapons. | | 
If consultations with the newly-elected President or the two can- | 

didates reveal a strong objection to a test in December, it should be : 

delayed until after January 20, 1953. | | 
We should seek to associate the newly-elected President with the 

: announcement and statement to be made in connection with a test : 

| in December. | a | | 
| | : : 

| 
| Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, “Atomic Weapons, Thermonuclear” 

| The President to the Chairman of the Joint Congressional : 

| Committee on Atomic Energy (McMahon) 

| SECRET | | [WASHINGTON,]| June 10, 1952. | | 

2 Dear Brien: I have carefully studied your letter of May 30, : 
| 1952 ! regarding the so-called H-bomb Program. | 

1 Ante, p. 955. | 

| |
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I am glad to have this expression of your views since I know they 
are based on a patriotic concern for our national security and on 
the magnificent work which you have done as Chairman of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. _ | 

The questions which you raise are ones to which I have been 
giving very serious thought since my basic decision to proceed with _ 
the development of the H-bomb. As you know, I have had the Spe- 
cial Committee of the National Security Council keep this matter a 
under continuous study as this program progressed, in order to 
make appropriate recommendations to me as warranted by devel- 
opments. I am accordingly referring your letter to the Special Com- 
mittee for its consideration in this connection. 2 

You can rest assured that your views will be given the careful | 
study which they deserve. | : | | | 

Sincerely yours, | | 
| | Harry 8S. TRUMAN 

2 On June 12, Executive Secretary Lay transmitted Senator McMahon’s letter and 
the President’s reply to the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Chairman of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, who comprised the Special Committee of the N SC 
on Atomic Energy. (Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, “Atomic Weapons, Thermo- 
nuclear’’) | | ce a | 

G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy 1950-1955” 

| Memorandum by R. Gordon Arneson ' to the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] June 10, 1952. 

Subject: Resolution of the Responsibilities of the AEC, the JCS, the 
Departments of Defense and State With Respect to Various 
Atomic Weapon Matters Requiring Presidential Decision _ 

Background ) _ | 
On February 8, 1952 the Acting Executive Secretary of the NSC 

transmitted to the Secretary of State and the Chairman of the AEC 
for consideration and appropriate recommendation to the President 

a JCS paper setting forth the JCS views on the Department of De- 

fense interest in the use of atomic weapons (Tab A).2 This paper 

had been transmitted to the Executive Secretary by Secretary 
Lovett with his concurrence. - Oe 

It was the initial view of the working group of the Special Com- 
mittee of NSC that the JCS paper was so wide of the mark in some 
of its assertions that an effort should be made through discussion 
to get it rewritten. It was hoped that by this procedure the issues | 

1 Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs. 
2 For text of the JCS paper, see p. 864.
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could be put in proper perspective prior to bringing the matter to | 

the attention of the principals. To this end the draft views of the : 
Department of State on the JCS paper were prepared (Tab B).° 

_ This paper has not been circulated to the other members of the : 
working group of the Special Committee inasmuch as the meetings : 
designed to bring about a modification in the JCS views have never | 
been called. © wa ae | 

Meanwhile the AEC has given its reactions to the JCS paper. 
These views are attached as TabC.* coe a ss 

It now seems unwise to attempt to persuade the JCS to withdraw 
and rewrite its paper. The views of the Department of State with 

_ respect to the JCS paper could be made a matter of record as are a 
those of the AEC. It would appear, however, that the most impor- 

| tant and useful point to concentrate on is to get agreement as to 
the substantive recommendations which should be made to the _ 

| President by the NSC Special Committee on the issues raised by 
: the JCS paper. It is thought that the most desirable next step 
| would be for you to meet with the Chairman of the JCS, the Secre- 

tary of Defense, and the Chairman of the AEC, and the Executive 
| Secretary of NSC with a view toward making appropriate recom-— 

mendations to the President. | 
| Four issues are involved: © | 

: 1. The procedures whereby the President may most effectively 
: obtain advice whenever he is called upon to decide on the use of 
) atomic weapons and to decide other related matters such as the de- : 
: ployment of atomic weapons; Le oo 

2. The manner in which atomic weapon production programs [ 
should be established; - 

; _ 8. The question whether an amendment to the Atomic Energy 
| Act of 1946 should be sought which would enable the military to 

transmit to other nations such information on atomic weapons as is | 
essential for the conduct of combined military operations and 
which would also permit the exchange of fissionable material or : 

: weapons material to the extent necessary to further such oper- 
. ations;and ee ed a | 2 
: 4. The question whether a portion of the national stockpile of 

atomic weapons should be turned over to the complete custody of & 
the military. | | 

Discussion _ | - : 
1 1. The Procedures Issue. You will recall that more than a year , 

; ago a staff study was prepared (and circulated to the members of : 

| the working group of the Special Committee) outlining procedures | : 
whereby the President might most effectively obtain advice when- | 

| 8 Infra. | | | 
* See Dean’s memorandum of May 27 and its enclosure, p. 947.
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ever he is called upon to decide on the use of atomic weapons. ® 
This study, with certain changes, is attached as Tab D. ® The views 

of the JCS and the Department of Defense on this study have 
never been received unless the tabbed JCS paper may be consid- 
ered in part responsive. While formal comments of the AEC have 
not been received, I understand from discussions with the Commis- 

sion that it is in general accord with the procedures outlined. 

Other Presidential decisions short of decisions on use, such as 

proposed deployments of atomic weapons (non-nuclear and/or nu- 
clear components), have as a matter of practice been taken by the 
President only after he has received the advice of the Secretaries of 

, State and Defense and the Chairman of the AEC. It would appear 
highly desirable and timely that these procedures, both as regards 

Presidential decision on use and on actions involving the deploy- 

| ment of atomic weapons, should now be firmly established. 

2. Atomic Weapon Production Programs. It is suggested that ex- 
isting procedures be continued with, however, some clarification as 

to the respective responsibilities of the agencies directly concerned. 
As is evident from the JCS paper and the AEC views (Tabs A and 

C respectively) the chief difficulty here lies in defining the respec- 
tive roles that the JCS and the AEC should play in the process. As 
in any other military requirement field, it is clear that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff should state the purely military requirements for 
atomic weapons. The JCS asserts, however, that its responsibility 

should extend to determining the fissionable materials production 
goals, production rates, and the means for attaining them. The JCS 

paper asserts that it is a unilateral responsibility of the Depart- 
ment of Defense to determine how many and what types of atomic 
weapons are needed for the defense and security of the United 
States. This assertion overstates the case. More properly its respon- 

sibility should be to establish military requirements for numbers 
and types of atomic weapons needed for the defense and security of 
the United States. Once such military requirements are estab- 
lished, the President, with the advice of the Special Committee of 

NSC, determines the nation’s atomic weapon program only after 

all factors, both military and non-military, have been taken into 

account. 

3. Amendment of the Act. This proposal is long overdue. It is evi- 
dent in connection with NATO planning that our military authori- 

ties are presently under considerable handicap in that they are 
unable to discuss in any useful way the role of atomic weapons in 

5 See the draft memorandum by Arneson, dated Apr. 24, 1951, Foreign Relations, 
1951, vol. 1, p. 820. 

6 For the revised study, dated June 11, 1952, see p. 973.
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combined operations.” This creates an unnatural non-atomic sort | 
of world which does not comport with reality. The precise text of 
the amendment which the Department of Defense would sponsor is | 
not yet in hand, but it is understood that present Defense thinking 

is concerned with the type of information involved in military plan- : 
ning. I understand that the proposal of the JCS paper that there 
should also be a simplified procedure for the exchange of informa- : 
tion in the scientific and technical fields designed as a substitute : 
for the recent amendment to the Act has now been withdrawn. ! 

4, Military Custody of Weapons. The proposal that a portion of 
the national stockpile of atomic weapons be turned over to the cus- L 
tody of the military would appear to be consonant with the trend | 

toward deployment of atomic weapons to overseas bases. In the in- 
: terests of readiness to use in the event a decision to use is made by | 
| the President, it would appear highly desirable that atomic weap- 

ons be deployed to overseas bases as soon as the necessary facilities 
| and the necessary political arrangements can be negotiated. More- | 
| over, with the steady increase in the size of the atomic weapon E 

| stockpile there would appear to be good reason to have additional 

2 numbers within the continental limits of the United States under — | 
! the control of the military. From the technical point of view, the 

: AEC must continue to have access to the complete stockpile in the 

interest of maintaining quality control and in order to make such 

: modification and improvements in stockpile models as technical ad- 

vances may make possible. Placing atomic weapons under the cus- | 

| tody of the Department of Defense in order to increase readiness to : 
use must be accompanied by clearly established procedures by 7 
means of which authority to use would be sought. The procedures 

: set forth in Tab D are designed to this end. The question as to : 
2 what portion of the national stockpile should be turned over to the ! 

custody of the military is one which will require further careful : 

study. If a decision in principle is taken, it is suggested that the : 
i AEC and the Joint Chiefs of Staff be directed to work out together 

specific proposals in this regard for the consideration of the Presi- 

dent with the advice of the Special Committee. | 

2 Recommendations | 

| With the concurrence of Mr. Matthews and Mr. Nitze, I recom- 

| mend: | | 

A. That you meet with the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of 
. the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com- 

| mission, and the Executive Secretary of NSC and endeavor to 3 

7 For documentation on the role of nuclear weapons in NATO planning, see vol. v, ; 
Part 1, pp. 482 ff.
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| secure agreement on the recommendations which follow for sub- | 
mission to the President. et 

B. That the following resolution be made of the issues that have 
been raised by the JCS paper: © | 

1. Procedures on use. That the recommendations contained in 
the attached staff study (Tab D) be submitted to the President 
for his approval and that existing procedures whereby the Spe- 
cial Committee advises the President on other actions short of 
use, such as the deployment of atomic weapons, be continued. 

2. Establishment of atomic weapon production programs. 
That the JCS be charged with responsibility for stating the 
military requirements for the numbers and types of atomic 
weapons needed for the defense and security of the United 
States and that thereupon atomic weapon production programs 
should be established by the President after taking into ac- 
count the views expressed to him by the other agencies con- _ 
cerned, namely the Atomic Energy Commission, the Depart- 
ment of State, and the Office of Defense Mobilization, in order 
that all other aspects of such programs can be given proper 
weight. | a — 

| _ 3. Legislation. That the JCS proposal for legislation which 
would permit, through the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the ap- 
proval of the President, communication to another nation of 
such information on atomic weapons as is essential for the con- 

: duct of combined operations and for the actual exchange of fis- 
sionable material or weapons material to the extent necessary 
to further such combined operations should be actively pressed; 
and, accordingly, that the Department of Defense should bring 
the matter up for the early consideration of the President with 
the advice of the Special Committee. 

4. Military custody of atomic weapons. That the proposal that 
a portion of the national stockpile of atomic weapons be turned 
over to the custody of the military be agreed in principle sub- 
ject to further study and the submission of specific proposals 
by the AEC and the JCS as to the portion of the national 
stockpile which should be so turned over, such study to be © 
made available to the Special Committee in order that it may 
make its recommendations thereon to the President before 
final decision. Se | 

That the foregoing agreement in principle be subject to the 
understanding that the procedures as set forth in Tab D will 
be followed when the President is called upon to decide on the 
use of atomic weapons and subject to the understanding that 
the Special Committee of NSC will advise the President on — 
closely related matters such as the deployment of atomic weap- 
ons. 

| | | R. GoRDON ARNESON
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G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy, 1950-1955” - Age can ees oe . | 

_ Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State = : 

SECRET ae [WASHINGTON,] June 11, 1952. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE COMMENTS ON JCS Paper ENTITLED “STATE- | 
MENT OF THE VIEWS OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF ON DEPART- _ 
MENT OF DEFENSE INTEREST IN THE USE oF ATOMIC WEAPONS” 2 : 

The following views of the Department of State are numbered ac- : 
| cording to the paragraphs of the JCS paper: RTE o> 

| 1. It is recognized as stated that the “Joint Chiefs of Staff have a : 
| statutory responsibility to act as the principal military advisers to | 

the President, the National Security Council, and to the Secretary | 
: _ of Defense.” In this connection, however, it is important to point | 

2 out that the National Security Council has a statutory responsibil- 
| ity to “advise the President with respect to the integration of do- | 

mestic, foreign and military policies relating to the national securi- _ | 

ty”. In the view of the Department of State, the question of the use | 
of atomic weapons clearly falls within the above category. Accord- | 

| ingly, the Special Committee of the National Security Council, : 
2 which the President has designated to pass upon atomic energy 
: matters requiring his decision, has a responsibility to give advice to 
| the President on this question. | 

2. No comment. _ oe | | 
po 8. The Department of State is not aware that any proposal has | 

been made that “any other agency” interpose “itself between [the 
: JCS] ? and the President in submission to him of recommendations _ | 

for a military course of action”. If the view of the JCS contained in 
this paragraph has reference to a staff study submitted to the , 

! members of the Special Committee for consideration on April 27, | 
1951, * it would appear that the JCS has misread the conclusions of 
this study. The study recognizes that the initial recommendation 

: for use of atomic weapons should originate with, or be referred to, __ 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The suggested procedures whereby the | 

1 By memorandum of June 11, Secretary Acheson transmitted this paper to NSC | 
4 Executive Secretary Lay for distribution to the other members of the NSC Special 
j Committee on Atomic Energy Matters. Lay forwarded copies to the Secretary of De- | 

fense and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission by memorandum of June : 
| 12. (G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy 1950-1955”) Copies of Department of State é 

comments and the memoranda of transmittal are in the Truman Library, PSF-Sub- ! 
ject file, “Atomic Weapons”. no | oe | 

; 2 Ante, p. 864. ee | | fe | 

: 3 Brackets in the source text. _ aE TE Ge 
* Not conclusively identified in Department of State files, but see the draft memo- 

ran on the subject by Arneson, Apr. 24, 1951, in Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. IL 

|
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President may secure the advice of the Secretary of State, the Sec- 
retary of Defense, and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, is not intended to interpose any agency between the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the President in the submission of recommenda- 
tions for a military course of action but rather to carry out the 

| President’s wishes expressed in his letter of August 25, 19505 

- which stated in part as follows: 

“T am asking that the Committee of the National Security Coun- 
cil on Atomic Energy, which consists of Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, Secretary of State, and Secretary of Defense, 
pass on the directives which I have to make, that affect all three of 
those Departments. I informed the Secretary of State of the action 
which had been taken, and instructed the Secretary of Defense 
that these actions must be considered by this Committee of the Na- 
tional Security Council before I shall approve any further actions. 
In that way everybody interested will know exactly what is going 
on. | | 

As to the statement of the Joint Chiefs of Staff “nor could they 
agree to any such other agency having a voice in determining how, 

when and where such military operations are to be conducted”, it 
should be pointed out that there are grave political considerations 
involved in determining how, when and where. The Department of 

State does not feel that the Joint Chiefs of Staff have the power or 
the authority to delimit the President’s choice of advisers on a 
matter which is so fraught with consequences not only military but 
also non-military in nature. The Department of State considers 
that it has a responsibility which it cannot relinquish for advising 

the President on the questions of how, when, and where. It consid- _ 

ers that the President may, if he deems it necessary, delimit the 

manner in which, the extent to which, and the time when the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff may direct the employment of atomic weapons. In 
this connection it will be recalled that NSC 30® states in part 

(paragraph 11): | | 

“The type and character of targets against which atomic weap- 
ons might be used is primarily a function of military selection in 
the preparation and planning of grand strategy. In this case, how- 
ever, there is the additional requirement for blending a political 
with a military responsibility in order to assure that the conduct of 
war, to the maximum extent practicable, advances the fundamen- 
tal and lasting aims of United States policy.” 

5 The quotation below represents the substance of a letter from President Tru- 
man to Gordon Dean, Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, Aug. 25, 

1950. (U.S. Atomic Energy Commission files) 
6 NSC 30, “U.S. Policy on Atomic Warfare”, dated Sept. 10, 1948, is printed in 

Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 624-628.
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4. The comments in 3 above apply in part to the first sentence of | 
paragraph 4. | - | 

5. a. (1) The first sentence is not clear. If it is intended to mean | 
simply that the basic development of military requirements for : 
complete weapons is a responsibility of the Department of Defense, 
no exception can be taken. If, however, this sentence is meant to 

say that it is a responsibility of the Department of Defense not 
only to develop requirements for complete weapons but also to es- | : 

tablish the production program including the production goals and | 

production rates of fissionable material, then it would appear that 

| the Joint Chiefs of Staff are assigning solely to the Department of 

Defense functions in which it shares responsibility with other agen- | 
cies. | 7 | | 

bo (2) No comment. ee | | | 
! (3) The Department of State cannot agree with the first sentence 

! as written. In its view the responsibility of the Department of De- 
: fense would be more accurately stated as follows: “In summation, it 
; is the responsibility of the Department of Defense to establish mili- 
| tary requirements for numbers and types of atomic weapons | 

: needed for the defense and security of the United States.” In this 

, connection, the Department of State would point out that final de- 

| cision within the Executive branch as to the nation’s atomic | 
weapon program rests with the President who makes such decision : 

| only after all factors, both military and non-military, have been 

| taken into account. | 
: b. The Department of State considers the stated view that “deci- 
| sions as to the particular atomic weapon and vehicle to be used and | 

the precise nature of the method to be employed in its delivery are : 

=. purely military in character” may oversimplify the problem. Such : 
] questions as type of weapon (e.g. H-bomb) and method of delivery 

are related to the problem of target selection and may have an im- : 

portant bearing on the outcome of conflict and the possibilities of : 
: winning the peace once victory is assured. To the extent that this , 

| is so, the Department of State considers that it has a proper inter- 

| est in this matter. _ 
: c. (1) No comment. | : 

(2) The views expressed in paragraph 3 above apply with equal 

force here. | | : 
: (8) The nub question is not whether the Joint Chiefs of Staff feel | 

: fully prepared to furnish such advice as may be necessary to meet 

' the requirements of the President, nor whether in their view the 

: Department of Defense possesses competence in the realm of both 

the military and the technical considerations involved in the use of 
atomic weapons and should therefore constitute the principal 
source of advice to the President on this subject, but rather wheth- |
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er the President desires advice from other agencies. It is clear from 
the President’s letter of August 25, 1950 previously cited that he 
does—specifically from the Secretary of State and the Chairman of | 
the Atomic Energy Commission in addition to the Secretary of De- 
fense. : 

~ d. (1) No comment. | 
(2) (a) If this paragraph is in effect recommending that a new 

amendment to the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 should be sought in 
regard to methods whereby information in the scientific and tech- 
nical fields can be exchanged with other countries, the Department 
of State feels that such proposal is untimely. The recent amend- 
ment to the Atomic Energy Act of 19467 has not yet been long 
enough in force to make possible a determination whether the pro- | 
cedure provided is too cumbersome. It would appear to the Depart- 
ment of State that an amendment designed to simplify the proce- 
dures provided in the recent amendment would be exceedingly un- 
likely of success at this time and might well jeopardize whatever 
efforts are made to secure a different sort of amendment designed 
to carry out the objectives set forth in the immediately following | 
paragraph (b) of the Joint Chiefs of Staff paper. 

(b) The Department of State supports the basic objective which is 
sought in this paragraph. It recognizes that the JCS and the De- 
partment of Defense should originate those proposals involving in- 

terchange of information on atomic weapons with other nations. In 

view of the foreign policy implications of actions envisaged in this 

paragraph as well as the technical problems of declassification in- 

volved, it considers that the President will want the views of the 

Department of State and of the Atomic Energy Commission before 
taking final action on such proposals. It is presumed that the Joint — 
Chiefs of Staff, in making this proposal, envisage securing the req- 
uisite amendment to the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. | 

(3) The sequence of argument in this paragraph seems to imply 
that as a result of AEC custody of atomic weapons an unnecessar- 

ily large number of people in the Department of State are aware of 

any proposed or actual deployments of atomic weapons, either com- 

plete or non-nuclear. The Department of State considers this to be 

a non sequitur. In the last sentence of the paragraph the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff point out that the redeployment of any atomic weap- — 

ons from the proposed reservoir of finished weapons in the custody | 

of the military would be subject of course to the approval of the 
President. It is the necessity for Presidential approval, plus his ex- 

press desire that the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, 
and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission give him 

7 See footnote 4, p. 847. | |
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advice on such matters, which brings about the fact that a strictly , 
limited number of people in the Department of State must be | 
aware of the proposals or the actions taken. . ONE Was Rag oe Bde | 

As to the substantive proposal of this paragraph, namely, “the | 
_ establishment of a reservoir of finished weapons in the complete 

custody of the military,” the Department of State sees a good deal | 
of merit in this recommendation. With growing numbers of weap- | : 
ons in the stockpile and the development of overseas bases to 
which deployments are being made, it would appear eminently sen- : 

sible to place under the custody of the military a percentage of the | 
national weapons stockpile in order to increase “readiness to use” 3 

, capabilities. The percent of stockpile to be turned over should be : 
such as to meet deployment requirements as well as a minimum 2 

bo operational requirement within the continental limits of the | 

| United States. The remainder should, however, remain in AEC cus- : 
| - tody. Moreover, it would appear necessary that the AEC continue | | 
: to have access to the entire stockpile from time to time in order to , 
| maintain quality control and to carry out modifications and rede- : | sign as dictated by technical advances. eee | 
| As the JCS paper points out, a distinction must be drawn be- : 

1 tween “readiness to use’ and “authority to use’. The Department 
4 of State can support the proposal for a reservoir of atomic weapons : 

| under military control only if it is understood that the procedures : 
outlined in the attached paper are followed with respect to a deci- | 

| sion to use atomic weapons. Owing to the complex foreign relations ; 

issues involved, it is also essential that the Department of State 

: participate fully in decisions with respect to deployments to over- : 

| seas bases. | Os 

g G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use policy 1950-1955” | . 7 — | 

: Staff Study Prepared by Representatives of the Special Committee of | 
the National Security Council on Atomic Energy! | : 

| TOP SECRET , [WASHINGTON,] June 11; 1952. _ | 

The Problem | | a ee EE 

| 1. To outline procedures whereby the President may most effec. | 
| tively obtain advice whenever he is called upon to decide on the 
! use of atomic weapons. — ne | : 

~10On Oct. 23 S. Everett Gleason, Acting Executive Secretary of the NSC, transmit- | : 
ted a copy of this study to President Truman. Gleason’s memorandum of transmittal : 

: reads as follows: “The enclosed study, outlining procedures whereby the President | 
may most effectively obtain advice when he is called upon to decide on the use of _ 
atomic weapons, the conclusions of | which have been approved by the Special ot
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Background ; oes 

2. The Atomic Energy Act of 1946, which vests in the Atomic 
Energy Commission ownership of all fissionable materials, provides 

that: a 

“... the President from time to time may direct the Commission 
(1) to deliver such quantities of fissionable materials or weapons to 
the armed forces for such use as he deems necessary in the interest 
of national defense... .” | | 

| 3. On September 10, 1948, the Executive Secretary submitted a 
report to the National Security Council on ‘United States Policy 
on Atomic Warfare” (NSC 30). 2 This report dealt with the feasibili- 
ty of formulating at that time policies regarding the use of atomic 

weapons. The analysis stated “the United States has nothing pres- 
ently to gain, commensurable with the risk of raising the question, 

in either a well-defined or an equivocal decision that atomic weap- 
ons should be used in the event of war.’ On the other hand, it was 

pointed out that in the absence of an established and acceptable 
system of international control of atomic energy, this Government 
should make no commitment which would deny it the right to 
employ such weapons in the event of actual hostilities. The report 
came to the following conclusions which were subsequently adopted 

by the National Security Council on September 16, 1948: 

“12. It is recognized that, in the event of hostilities, the National 
Military Establishment must be ready to utilize, promptly and ef- 
fectively all appropriate means available, including atomic weap- 
ons, in the interests of national security and must therefore plan 
accordingly. 

“18. The decision as to the employment of atomic weapons in the 
event of war is to be made by the Chief Executive when he consid- 
ers such decision to be required.” 

In view of the adoption of these conclusions no action was taken 
at that time (a) to obtain a decision either to use or not to use 
atomic weapons in any possible future conflict, or (b) to obtain a 

| decision as to the time and circumstances under which atomic 
weapons might or might not be employed. 

4. In the course of the last two years it has become established 
practice for atomic energy matters requiring Presidential decision, 
which affect the Departments of State and Defense and the Atomic 
Energy Commission, to be referred to the Special Committee of the 
National Security Council on Atomic Energy for consideration and 

mittee of the National Security Council on Atomic Energy, is submitted herewith 
for your consideration.” (Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, “NSC Atomic, Atomic 
Weapons—Procedures on Use’’) | 

2 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 624-628. |



a “ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 975 | 

such recommendations as it sees fit to make to the President. This 

procedure was underscored by letter of the President dated August | 
25, 1950, ? which stated in part as follows: _ a | | 

~ “T am asking that the committee of the National Security Coun- : 
cil on Atomic Energy, which consists of Chairman of the Atomic | 

_ Energy Commission, Secretary of State, and Secretary of Defense, E 
pass on the directives which I have to make, that affect all three of an 
those Departments. I informed the Secretary of State of the action 

| which had been taken, and instructed the Secretary of Defense 
that these actions must be considered by this Committee of the Na- : 
tional Security Council before I shall approve any further actions. 
In that way everybody interested will know exactly what is going 
on. ee | | | 

_ The occasion for the foregoing statement arose in connection | 
| with the strategic deployment of non-nuclear components to over- 

seas areas, a preparatory action approved by the President which 

| did not include authority to use atomic weapons. | 
2 5. The Quebec Agreement of August 19, 1943,4 governing col- | 

laboration among the United States, the United Kingdom, and : 
| Canada in the field of atomic energy provided, among other things, : 

| that “we [the United States and the United Kingdom] ® will not 7 

| use it [the atomic bomb] against third parties without each other’s 

| consent.” The Quebec Agreement was superseded by a Modus Vi- | 
| vendi adopted on January 7, 1948, ® which specifically provided 
| that “All agreements between the three governments or any two of 

: them in the field of atomic energy shall be regarded as null and of 
| no effect.” Certain exceptions were made but none of them relate 2 

to the question of use of atomic weapons. The Modus Vivendi con- 
| tains no language relating to this question. The Joint Communiqué | 
| issued at the end of the Truman-Attlee talks on December 8, 1950 

stated: “The President stated that it was his hope that world condi- 
. tions would never call for the use of the atomic bomb. The Presi- 

: dent told the Prime Minister that it was also his desire to keep the 
Prime Minister at all times informed of developments which might : 

| bring about a change in the situation.” The Joint Communiqué | 

| issued on January 9, 1952 concerning the Truman-Churchill talks 7 
| stated: | | 

“Under arrangements made for the common defense, the United , 
States has the use of certain bases in the United Kingdom. We re- : 

: affirm the understanding that the use of these bases in an emer- | 
| gency would be a matter for joint decision by His Majesty’s Govern- 

| 3 See footnote 5, supra. 7 | | 
4For text, see Foreign Relations, The Conferences at Washington and Quebec, 

1943, pp. 1117-1119. | 
= 5 Brackets throughout this document appear in the source text. | | 

| § See footnote 3, p. 847. 

|
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| ment and the United States Government in the light of the circum- 
stances prevailing atthe time. = = —— | | | 

“We share the hope and the determination that war, with all its 
modern weapons, shall not again be visited on mankind. We will _ 

| remain in close consultation on the developments which might in- | 
crease danger to the maintenance of world peace.” — 

7. During the General Assembly in the Autumn of 1950, a move 
by the Soviet Union to secure UN approval of a resolution which _ 
would brand the first. user of atomic weapons as a war criminal | 
was roundly defeated. As a counter to this move, the General As- _ 

_ sembly approved, on November 17, 1950, a resolution which stated, | 
among other things, that it was indispensable for the realization of 
lasting peace and security, that every nation agree “to accept effec- _ 
tive international control of atomic energy, under the United Na- 
tions, on the basis already approved by the General Assembly, in | 
order to make effective the prohibition of atomic weapons.” It reaf- 
firmed that “whatever the weapons used, any aggression, whether 
committed openly, or by fomenting civil strife in the interests of a 
foreign power, or otherwise, is the gravest. of all crimes against 

| peace and security throughout the world.” It determined that it is 
indispensable for the realization of lasting peace and security “that 
joint united action be taken to meet aggression wherever it _ 
arises.”’ 7 Ce a 

8. On several occasions within the past two years the President 

has publicly stated that he is prepared to make a decision as to the 

use of atomic weapons when circumstances so require. On April 6, 

1949 he stated: “. . . if it [a decision to use the atomic bomb] has to 
be made for the welfare of the United States, and the democracies 

of the world are at stake, I would not hesitate to make it again.” & 

On November 30, 1950 the President stated: _ | 

“Consideration of the use of any weapon is always implicit in the | 
very possession of that weapon. — “ | 

“However, it should be emphasized, that, by law, only the Presi- 
dent can authorize the use of the atom bomb, and no such authori- 
zation has been given. If and when such authorization should be 
given, the military commander in the field would have charge of 
the tactical delivery of the weapon.” ® | | 

7 For text of the Soviet draft resolution, Oct. 23, 1950, see Documents on Disarma- 

ment, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 248-250. For text of General Assembly Resolution 380(V): 
Peace Through Deeds, Nov. 17, 1950, see ibid., pp. 260-261. Related documentation 
is included in material on proposals for strengthening the United Nations against 
aggression, in Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, pp. 303 ff. 

8 For the full text of the address, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United | 
States: Harry S. Truman, 1949, p. 197. 

® For the text of the press release quoted here, see ibid., 1950, p. 727, footnote 3.
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9. It is recognized that responsibility for advising the President , 
as to the military desirability of the use of atomic weapons, as is 
the case with any other weapon in our national armory, rests with 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense. Responsibil- 
_ ity for advising the President as to the political aspects of the use : 

of atomic weapons rests with the Secretary of State. Military con- 
siderations and political considerations are often inextricably inter- 
related. By law, the power to decide on the use of atomic weapons _ : 
rests with the President. a SAL we | 

10. Once a decision is made that atomic weapons should be used, 
_ the President will give the necessary directives to the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission for | 

| implementation. _ a Co | 
| 11. The means whereby the President may receive promptly the 
: advice of the Departments of State and Defense and the Atomic 
| Energy Commission need to be identified. | 

| Analysis = i | co , 

| - 12. Unless there is an initial determination by the Joint Chiefs 

| of Staff that the use of atomic weapons in a given situation is mili- 7 
| tarily desirable, it is difficult to see how the question of such use 
| can arise in any realistic way. In the event that pressures build up : 

for the use of atomic weapons in other quarters, it would appear ; 
: that the first question which would require answering is whether ; 

such use is militarily desirable. Accordingly, the matter should f 
originate with, or be referred to, the Joint Chiefs of Staff. | 

| 13. In the event a recommendation for use is made to the Presi- : 
2 dent by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the military reasons for the rec- : 

q ommendation, and the intended employment, should be stated. | : 

14. After a recommendation for use is made by the Joint Chiefs : 
of Staff, the President will want, in addition to the views of the : 

: Joint Chiefs of Staff, the views of the members of the Special Com- : 
| mittee on the political, military, and technical considerations in- , 

| volved. : re me m | 

: 15. If time and circumstances permit, the Congress would pass 
| and the President would approve a Joint Resolution “declaring 

war’, before atomic weapons were employed. In the past such reso- — ! 
| lutions have provided: (1) that the state of war between the United | 7 
| States and the——-—Government which has been thrust upon the : 
| United States is hereby formally declared; (2) that the President is | 

authorized and directed to employ the entire military forces of the : 
| United States and the resources of the Government to carry on war : 
: against the——-—Government; and (3) that to bring the conflict to : 

a successful termination “all of the resources of the country are _ ! 
: hereby pledged by the Congress of the United States.” A resolution ,
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in these terms would clearly authorize the President to use atomic 
weapons and any other weapons he considered necessary to bring 
the conflict to a successful termination.  —|/ | 

16. However, atomic weapons are uniquely suited for surprise - 
and possibly decisive attacks, without warning and without formal 
declaration of war by the enemy. In case of a surprise attack upon 

the United States, it would be necessary, in the interest of national 

defense, to launch an immediate atomic counter-attack. In such 

event, the President would take action under his constitutional 

powers as Commander-in-Chief, consulting with appropriate leaders 

of the Congress at the earliest possible moment. In contingencies 
short of a surprise attack upon the United States, the President 
will doubtless want to consult appropriate Congressional leaders 
before making a decision. | 

N.B. It is not intended that the procedures set forth in the con- 
clusions which follow should await last-minute developments which 
may require immediate decision in the midst of inevitable confu- 
sion and uncertainty. It is thought that the need for decisions as to 
use of atomic weapons will more probably grow out of a period of 
increasing tensions. In such circumstances it is expected there will 
be time in which the President, by means of the procedures out- 
lined below, can secure from the Departments and agencies of Gov- 
ernment most directly concerned tentative conclusions and recom- 
mendations concerning the use of atomic weapons in the light of 
existing and emerging situations. 

Conclusions 

1. In making any decision regarding the use of atomic weapons, 

it is considered that the President will want, at minimum, the 

views of the following: 

a. The Joint Chiefs of Staff | 
b. The Secretary of Defense 
c. The Secretary of State | | 
d. The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission 

2. Any recommendation to the President regarding the use of 
atomic weapons by the Armed Services should initially be made by, 

or be referred to, the Joint Chiefs of Staff in view of their “statuto- 

ry responsibility as the principal military advisers to the President, 
the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense.” In 
presenting their views the Joint Chiefs of Staff should: 

a. Set forth the factors that were taken into account in arriving 
at its recommendation. 

b. Identify, in general terms, the intended employment of the 
weapons. |
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3. Before the President makes a final decision, in order to pro- , 
vide him with a means for obtaining a full exposition of the factors : 

| involved from the officials listed in 1. above and in view of the stat- , 
utory responsibility of the National Security Council to “advise the ! 
President with respect to the integration of domestic, foreign, and , 

military policies relating to the national security”, a meeting of the 
President with the Special Committee of the National Security 
Council on Atomic Energy, together with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, — 

- should be convened to consider any recommendation by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff regarding the use of atomic weapons. | | ! 

| 4. Time permitting, consultation with Congressional leaders 
| should take place before a decision to use atomic weapons is imple- 
: mented. | . 
: 5. Additional actions to be decided upon at such meeting would 

include the extent, nature, and timing of consultations with, notifi- 

| cations to, or requests for action by : | 

a. Other departments and agencies of the Government (the other 
members of the National Security Council, the Cabinet, Civil De- 

| fense, etc). | 
b. The American people. 

| c. Other governments (especially those whose consent is required 
before their bases can be used by the United States for atomic 

| strikes). 
| -d. The United Nations. | | 

| 6. In the event of a positive decision, the President will authorize 
| the Secretary of Defense to use atomic weapons under such condi- 

2 tions as may be specified. _ | 

| Recommendation | : 

7. That this staff study be made available to the President. | | 
| | 
To | 

830.18/6-1152: Telegram | 

| The Secretary of State to the Embassy in France 3 | : 
| ; 

| CONFIDENTIAL | WASHINGTON, June 11, 1952. 

: 7301. For Dunn ? from Hickerson. Re Disarmament. Fol FYI as : 

| background material connection Deptels 7300 June 11 and 6459. 3 

4 1 Drafted by Meyers of UNP. The time of transmission is not legible on the source 
| text. 7 | 

2 James Clement Dunn, U.S. Ambassador in France. 

| 3 Telegram 6459 to Paris, May 2, repeated for information to USUN as 414, pre- 
: sented the views of the Department concerning a draft treaty on disarmament 

3 which Jules Moch, the French Representative on the Disarmament Commission, ; 
4 had informally presented to Ambassador Cohen on Apr. 23. The draft was charac- 

terized by the Department as “almost completely objectionable” and “contrary to : 
Continued
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On May 27 Jules Moch submitted to UK-US Dels DisarmCom re- 
draft his suggested treaty attempting establish co-relationship he- 
tween chief components disarmament program: atomic energy con- 

trol, elimination mass destruction weapons, reduction armed forces 
and conventional weapons, disclosure and verification system. — 
Present draft does not meet most of basic objections earlier draft. 
Moreover we consider any treaty on subj premature until we know 
substance components, which Moch has not suggested. Such treaty 
shld be final step both for components and their relationship, not 

first step as proposed by Moch. Even if treaty modified meet all our 
views, US cld not support until considerably greater progress 
achieved in developing entire program. - | 

This comment and certain other general objections already con- | 
veyed to Moch by USRep DisarmCom, as informal rather than gov- 
ernmental views. Moch said draft was approved by Fr Govt; that 

he disagreed with our views re tactics and thought necessary intro- 

duce some paper on co-relation principal components; that he was 

anxious learn further US and UK views on treaty. These will be 
furnished. UKDel, alarmed by draft treaty, has suggested their 
FonOff ask Ambassador Paris tell Fr Govt treaty raises difficult 
and needlessly embarrassing problems, particularly re atomic 

energy; that is highly inadvisable submit treaty to DisarmCom. 
Airgram follows containing text Moch draft and our principal ob- 

jections. * | 
| a - ACHESON 

past positions of Fr as well as of US, i.e. treaty wld provide for prohibition of atomic 
weapons and cessation of manufacture before estab of effective controls of atomic 

energy.” (330.18/5-252) | 
Telegram 7300 reads in part as follows: 
“Dept concerned that attitude and approach by Moch to work of Disarm Comm 

reflects apparent desire reach agreement on disarm plan with USSR or provide suf- 
ficient appearance of progress, in either case at possible expense of what US regards 
as essential elements any workable disarm prog in order provide grounds for Social- 
ist and other groups Fr and West Eur seek delay ratification of EDC treaty and con- | 
tractuals. There has been no indication from USSR that it is seriously interested in 
any real progress on disarmament at present but Dept fearful Sovs may exploit | 
Moch’s attitude and his various proposals to embarrassment western powers in 
Disarm Comm and with possible deleterious effects on ratifications. 

“Convey discreetly FonOff our concern with matter.” (330.138/6-1152) | 
5 Instruction 286 to Paris, June 13, transmitting the text of the draft and com- 

ments on it, is not printed. (830.13/6-13852) Moch outlined his proposals at the 16th © 
| Meeting of the Disarmament Commission, June 30, 1952; for the substance of his 

remarks, see United Nations, Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Spe- 
cial Supplement No. 1, Second Report of the Disarmament Commission, pp. 122-125.
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700.5611/6-1352 oe | ae | 

| -Memorandum by the Secretary of State | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] June 13, 1952. | 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING WITH PRESIDENT ON JUNE 12, 1952 AND 
| ACTION TAKEN AT CABINET MEETING JUNE 13, 1952 | | 

| | Item No. 5 Oo : 

ce ATOMIC ENERGY MATTER | 

I informed the President of the situation which had arisen as the 
result of the memorandum of the JCS! and suggested that, if he | 
approved, I would call a meeting of Defense and AEC and attempt 

| to get agreed recommendations or, at any rate, some recommenda- | 

| tions for his action. He said that he wished me to do this. | 
! Yesterday afternoon I spoke to Mr. Foster, 2 who was already | 
: working on the matter, believed that it could be solved, and said : 

that he would speak to me at the Cabinet this morning. : | | 
- This morning he said that he approved of calling a meeting, and : 

: suggested that I set it up for Monday or Tuesday of next week. ® | 

: He made the following suggestions: (1) That Mr. LeBaron, who he 

| believed would be tractable, should be included in the meeting, as 

well as General Bradley. As the result of this he thought that both 
| Mr. Dean and I should be accompanied by someone from our agen- 

7 cies. | said that I would ask Mr. Arneson to attend. (2) He said that : 
he thought a solution was possible along the lines of the staff I 

memorandum on procedures and also along the lines of the AEC’s 

: _ reply to the JCS, which he thought would be satisfactory to De- 

fense. SBMS on i , } a | 

. Mr. Arneson should, therefore, set up a meeting. I believe that : 
| the recommendations made in Mr. Arneson’s memorandum to me 4 

| will be acceptable. —_ | Oe | 

| 1 Ante, p. 864. _ - . - | Bo cee | 

| 2 A copy of the memorandum of the telephone conversation between Acheson and | 
Foster, June 12, is in file 117.2/6-1252. | | 

| 3 June 16-17. | | | 
| * Dated June 10, p.964. eee ee ee | 

«Editorial Note pe 

For the text of the address delivered by President Truman in | 
2 Groton, Connecticut, at the keel laying of the U.S.S. Nautilus, the ; 

first nuclear-powered submarine, June 14, 1952, see Public Papers
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of the Presidents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, 1952-52, 
pages 425-429. | 

330.18/5-2152 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Defense (Lovett) } 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| June 16, 1952. | 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: | have received your letter of May 21, 
1952, 2 relating to a working paper intended for submission in Com- 

mittee I of the Disarmament Commission, entitled, “Numerical 

Limitation of Armed Forces”, RAC (NS) D-4. 3 

In the light of the urgent political necessities for proposals in _ 

this specific field, the United States, the United Kingdom, and 

France jointly submitted a paper on this subject in Committee I of 

the Disarmament Commission on May 28, 1952. A copy of the 
working paper is enclosed. The submission of the paper was made 

through statements by the representatives of the three sponsoring 

governments. A copy of the statement of Ambassador Cohen, the 

United States Deputy Representative, is also enclosed. 4 

The paper, as submitted, is in some aspects altered in form from 

the original working paper which was the subject of your letter 

and of the memorandum or the Joint Chiefs of Staff accompanying 
your letter. We have sought, in the revised paper and Ambassador 

| Cohen’s statement, to follow as closely as possible the chief points 
contained in your letter and in the Joint Chiefs of Staff memoran- 
dum. We believe that most of these points were, to a considerable 

extent at least, taken into consideration in the original paper. 

All alterations were fully discussed on an informal basis with 
representatives of the Department of Defense. Some were made in 

order that the paper might be submitted as a tripartite working 
paper rather than solely by the United States. We believe that the 
paper, as submitted, is in full conformity with NSC 1125 and the 

President’s address of November 7, 1951 on the subject of disarma- 
ment. & | - 

1 Drafted by Bechhoefer on June 11, and cleared by S/AE and, in draft, by Am- 

bassador Cohen and Ferguson of S/P. It was transmitted to the Secretary for his 
signature by Assistant Secretary Hickerson by memorandum of June 11. (830.13/5- 

ase ante, p. 941. 

3 RAC (NS) D-4, Apr. 30, 1952, is not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 183, 

“RAC (NS) Documents”’) | 
4The working paper (UN doc. DC/10) and the statement by Ambassador Cohen 

are not printed here, but see footnote 2, p. 954. 
5 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. 
6 For text, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry S. 

Truman, 1951, pp. 623-627.
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_ The memorandum of the Joint Chiefs of Staff accompanying your 
letter, in my opinion, raises some problems which should be consid- | 

ered carefully. In enumerating the disadvantages to Western de- 
mocracies of a proposal such as that contained in the working 

paper under review, the memorandum suggests, among others the | 

following considerations. ae 

“S. e. Merely advancing the proposal will have a serious impact 
on United States as well as on world opinion. It may so fix the 

| minds of the people in the Western nations upon relaxation of the 
armament burden as to have a catastrophic effect upon the rear- 
mament program and conceivably on the conduct of present hostil- | 

| ities in Korea; it would probably delay arms programs; it might 
even bring about a degree of disarmament on the side of the West 7 

| alone, thus imperiling the gains which have thus far been made 
| only by heavy sacrifice; | 
| ‘7. The concept of the proposal seems postulated upon the theory 

that reduction in armaments will lessen world tensions. Actually, a : 
limitation of armed forces which bears no relation to strategic con- | 

| siderations may prove to be an invitation to aggression;’’. | | | 

In paragraph 6, the memorandum implies or suggests that the 

: submission of the paper “would not be consistent with the security 
interests of the United States.” 

| It should be emphasized that the suggestion on the numerical | 
| limitation of armed forces does not stand alone, but is merely one 

criterion for a comprehensive program for regulation, limitation 
=: and balanced reduction of all armed forces and armaments, as set | 

! forth in NSC 112 and in the President’s address of November 7, 
1951. It was intended that the paper be introduced solely for the : 

j purpose of initiating discussion of this important aspect of the pro- : 

| gram. Under such circumstances we did not consider that the in- 
troduction of this paper could have consequences for the present re-. 

4 ‘armament program or the hostilities in Korea beyond those of the 
program asa whole. | | | 

/ In connection with subparagraph i, we recognize that a limita- 

2 tion of armed forces which bore no relation to strategic consider- 3 
| ations might well prove to be an invitation to aggression. Therefore ; 

| the paper sought to indicate the relation of limitations to strategic 

| gonsiderations, and was meant to serve as a basis for discussion : 
| within the policy expressed in NSC 112. In connection with the 

2 first sentence of subparagraph i, however, we call your attention to : 

the statement of the President, of November 7, 1951, which seems , 

: to indicate a different view from that expressed in the memoran- E 
| dum. The President said, “We believe deeply that discussions of _ : 

this question in the United Nations can and should begin now, : 

| even though tensions are high. Indeed, one way to reduce these :
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tensions is to start work on such proposals as the one we are now _ 
making.” | oe Dag tess | 

It is our understanding of NSC 112 that the Government decided _ 
to go forward with proposals for regulation, limitation and bal- 
anced reduction of armed forces and armaments, because on bal- _ 
ance it was considered to be to our advantage. We assume that the 

comments of the Joint Chiefs of Staff were not intended to call into 
question the policy determinations of the National Security Council 
and the President, expressed in NSC 112 and that our respective 
staffs will continue their work on the details of a program based on | 

| such policy determinations. 

I greatly appreciate the excellent cooperation which we have re- 

ceived from the Department of Defense in connection with this 
matter. _ “ 

Sincerely yours, | a | | | 
| DEAN ACHESON 

G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy 1950-1955” | | 

Informal Minutes of the Meeting of the Special Committee of the 
National Security Council on Atomic Energy Affairs and the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Washington, June 17, 1952 

TOP SECRET 

| Present: The Secretary of State, Mr. Acheson / 
The Under [Deputy] Secretary of Defense, Mr. Foster 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General 

Bradley 
The Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, 

Mr. Dean Oo | 
The Executive Secretary of NSC, Mr. Lay | 
Deputy to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic 

Energy, Mr. LeBaron _ | 

Special Assistant to the Secretary of State, Mr. 
Arneson | | 

Secretary Acheson listed the four issues that were raised by the 

JCS paper which had been transmitted to the Special Committee 
by the Secretary of Defense on February 6, 1952.1 These issues _ 
were: | | 

1. The procedures whereby the President may most effectively 
obtain advice whenever he may be called upon to decide on the use | 
of atomic weapons and to decide other related matters such as the 
deployment of atomic weapons; 

1 Ante, p. 863. |
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_ 2. The question whether an amendment to the Atomic Energy 7 
Act of 1946 should be sought which would enable the military to 

_ transmit to other nations such information on atomic weapons as is | 
essential for the conduct of combined military operations and 
which would also permit the exchange of fissionable material or 
weapons material to the extent necessary to further such oper- # 
ations; ee eee ere | | 

_. 3. The question whether a portion of the national stockpile of 
atomic weapons should be turned over to the complete custody of | 
the military; and — | . 

4. The manner in which atomic weapons production programs 
should be established. 2 

It was agreed that these were the issues raised and that they : 
should be dealt with in order. . | : 

A. Use Policy gh age ee : a 
| It was agreed that the staff paper which had been prepared by : 
: the working group of the Special Committee 2 was acceptable in all | 
3 its major aspects and, subject to a modicum of further editing by 

the working group, should be submitted for approval by the Special , 
| Committee and subsequent transmittal to the President. , 

B. Legislation  — ae [ 

| General Bradley spoke to the need for greater flexibility in han- : 
dling atomic weapons information in dealing with United States , 
allies in SHAPE planning. In the present circumstances it was not : 

possible to share any information concerning the characteristics of 
. atomic weapons with the other representatives in SHAPE. : 
: SACEUR had been forced to set up special American staff mecha- 
[ nisms to deal with atomic weapons data. This was a most unsatis- | 

factory arrangement and should be corrected. Chairman Dean : 
stated that the AEC would be favorably disposed to any legislation — 
which the Department of Defense might wish to sponsor in order to 

secure greater flexibility in dealing with atomic weapons data in : 

NATO and other planning. Mr. LeBaron inquired whether some in- : 
terim arrangement pending the passage of an amendment to the : 
Act might be worked out. Would it be possible, for example, to de- : 

| termine that certain external characteristics of atomic weapons, ; 
1e., size, weight, shape, yield and military effects, were no longer | ; 

| Restricted Data within the meaning of the Atomic Energy Act of : 

. 1946? Chairman Dean stated that he thought this might be possible _ : 
| and certainly ought to be looked into. He felt that if this line of 
1 approach were taken it would be necessary, of course, to inform the : 

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy of the problem and secure their 

; support. General Bradley said that this sort of interim arrange- ; 

| ment would be very helpful and should be worked out if at all pos- ; 

2 Dated June 11, p. 973. | .
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sible. Mr. LeBaron pointed out that this session of Congress did not 
seem a propitious time to attempt to secure the requisite amend- 

ment to the Act and thought that this interim proposal would help | 
until such time as legislation could be secured. Secretary Acheson 
inquired whether the proposal involved complete declassification of 
the data in question or not. General Bradley replied that the objec- 

tive would be simply to remove such information from the category 
of Restricted Data while keeping the necessary security classifica- 
tion thereon. It was not intended that the information be made 
public. 

It was agreed that the AEC, in consultation with Defense, should 

see what could be done about determining that certain external 
characteristics of atomic weapons no longer constituted Restricted 

Data and that the findings should be reported back to the Special 
Committee for consideration. | 

C. Custody 
Chairman Dean stated that the AEC fully appreciated the need | 

for maximum readiness to use and that every effort should be 
made to avoid delay in the event of an emergency. The Commission 
was prepared to support the deployment of atomic weapons to for- 
eign bases as such bases became available for United States use 

provided the Department of Defense would take the responsibility 
for the security of the sites, make the necessary arrangements for 
evacuation, and take the necessary steps to insure that atomic 

weapons so stored did not suffer any physical deterioration. The 
| Commission was also prepared to support a proposal for turning 

over to the custody of the military such numbers of atomic weap- 
ons as might be agreed should be stored at fully operational bases 

in the United States. He pointed out that the Commission was also 
concerned, however, that whatever arrangements were made would 

be such as to make possible the continuing efforts of the AEC to 
: keep the stockpile of atomic weapons completely up to date and 

that accordingly arrangements should be made for access of AEC 
personnel to carry out modernization and major retrofit operations. 

General Bradley stated that the JCS felt there was an urgent 
need for some atomic weapons to be under the custody of the mili- 
tary right away for use in the event of an emergency. The Chiefs 

were also concerned about the need for improving security in the 

event of an emergency movement and felt that this might best be 
fostered if a portion of the stockpile were now placed under mili- 

tary custody. Chairman Dean said that under existing arrange- 

ments only a very small number of people knew about movements 

that might take place. Once a Presidential decision had been ob- 
tained only eight people in the AEC were informed, and from the 
AEC the chain of communication was directly to Sandia and thence
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to the appropriate storage site. In an instance which had occurred 

| earlier, of the fairly large number of people who knew about the 
operation by far the greater percentage were military personnel. | 

_ Under [Deputy] Secretary Foster stated that in his view the pri- 
mary need for military custody of a portion of an atomic weapon : 

stockpile arose from readiness rather than security requirements. 

Mr. LeBaron stated that the JCS was giving consideration to the © | 
numbers of atomic weapons which should be placed under military | 

custody. The tentative number which had been suggested seemed 
to him much too large. Both General Bradley and Under [Deputy] : 
Secretary Foster agreed that this was so and that further study | 
should be given to this question in order to bring the number down : 

| to more realistic proportions. — | 

| Chairman Dean reiterated that as soon as certain operational ' 

| bases were prepared to receive atomic weapons the AEC would be 

willing to turn over full custody of and responsibility for these 
weapons to the military subject to the requirement that access be 

| _ given for AEC personnel to maintain the weapons and to make : 

, such modifications as were indicated from time to time. 

| General Bradley spoke about the interest of the Chiefs in utiliz- , 
: ing aircraft carriers for storage purposes, the idea being that weap- : 

: ons so stored would not necessarily be carried on strikes directly | 
| from the aircraft carriers but might be put in at some land base for : 

strike operations. 
d It was agreed that the AEC and Defense should work out togeth- | 

| er the means whereby a portion of the atomic weapons stockpile | 
{ should be turned over to the custody of the military, this objective 

being approved in principle. It was further agreed that the results | 

of such joint study should be referred back to the Special Commit- | 
| tee for further consideration. 

D. Atomic Weapons Production Programs : 

Chairman Dean felt that the views of the AEC as expressed in its | 
| letter of May 27, 1952 and the views of the JCS were not far | 

apart and could easily be resolved, perhaps simply by greater preci- 

sion of language. 
It was agreed that the AEC and Defense should study the matter 

| further and seek to come up with a joint statement of the position, | 
: such statement to be referred back to the Special Committee for : 

further consideration. t 

3 Ante, p. 947. | :
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Proposed Exchange of Information With the United Kingdom in a 
Certain Specified Area + OO : 

At Mr. Lay’s suggestion, Chairman Dean reported briefly on the —T 
objections that had been raised to the proposed exchange by cer- 
tain members of the Joint Committee. He stated that Senator Hick- 

enlooper, > who was in the forefront of opposition, had said he 

_ would not raise his voice publicly against the proposed exchange al- 
though he would probably vote against it in the Committee. 

It was agreed that the Special Committee should recommend to 

the President that the proposed exchange could go forward as out- 

lined in the NSC paper on the subject, it being understood that in 

the event that opposition on the part of any member of the Joint 
Committee appeared likely to take the form of public opposition | 
the proposed exchange should not go forward. It was recognized 
that in the event public opposition should arise it would not be pos- — 

sible to proceed with the proposed exchange even on an alternative © 
and more truncated basis. a | 

* By memorandum of June 11 to the Secretaries of State and Defense, the Chair- 
man of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, and the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence, NSC Executive Secretary Lay circulated a draft report on a proposed ex- 
change of certain restricted data with the British Government. The recommended 
exchange was intended to further the collection of intelligence on aspects of the 
Soviet atomic energy program. The draft report was prepared by designated repre- 
sentatives of State, Defense, AEC, and CIA. In a memorandum of June 26, Lay in- 
formed the Secretaries of State and Defense that the President had that day ap- 
proved the recommendation contained in the report and that the AEC and CIA had 
been appropriately advised of the decision. The draft report and related documenta- 
tion are in G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Nuclear Sharing-UK”. A copy of the report as 
submitted to President Truman on June 26 and other pertinent papers are in the 
Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, “NSC Atomic, Atomic Energy-UK”. 

5 Bourke B. Hickenlooper (R., Iowa), Member of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. ae | , 

Editorial Note 

The Secretary of State’s Panel of Consultants on Disarmament 

met at Cambridge, Massachusetts, June 19-21. J. Robert Oppen- 

heimer, Joseph E. Johnson, and McGeorge Bundy, the Executive 
Secretary, were present throughout. John S. Dickey was present on 

dune 19 and 20. Allen W. Dulles and Vannevar Bush were unable 

to participate. The meetings were held mainly for the purpose of 

discussing general aspects of the question of disarmament with a 

number of visiting experts. No conclusions were formally recorded. 
Ten pages of minutes of the sessions, prepared by Bundy, are in 

| Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, ‘“Panel of Consultants on Disarma- 

ment”’. | |
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eae S : | Editorial Note — ole et | 

On July 15, President Truman signed H.R. 8370 (Public Law 82- | 
_ 547; 66 Stat. 637), the Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1953, 

| which included an appropriation of $2,986,894,000 for the United en 

‘States Atomic Energy Commission. | ee } 

| - Editorial Note Oo | 

On August 12, the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
France introduced a Supplementary Tripartite Paper on Force 4 
Levels (UN doc. DC/12) in the United Nations Disarmament Com- | 

mission. A working document proposing the limitation of arms by | 

type and quantity, UN doc. DC/12 was intended to supplement UN 
: doc. DC/10 submitted by the three nations on May 28. (Regarding 

UN doc. DC/10, see the memorandum by the Acting Secretary of 
: State to the President, May 28, page 954.) For the text of UN doc. | 

DC/12 and the statement concerning it delivered in the Disarma- 
ment Commission on August 11 by Benjamin V. Cohen, the Deputy : 

| United States Representative, see Department of State Bulletin, | 

| August 20, 1952, pages 290-293. UN doc. DC/12 is also printed in _ 

Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume I, pages 370-372. _ 

: | G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Ivy” a - | - : 

_ Memorandum by R. Gordon Arneson to the Acting Secretary of — | 
- — | _ ~ State | oe an 

: TOPSECRET is [WasHINGTON,] August 15, 1952. _ ' 

| Subject: Time of the H-Bomb Test This Fall! _ Cy | 

: 1 Preparations for the probable hydrogen bomb tests in the autumn of 1952 (see | | 

: the editorial note, p. 881) had been proceeding for some time. In a memorandum of — 

1 a luncheon meeting of the Psychological Strategy Board, June 26, David Bruce re- 

corded agreement that a special panel on the “Psychological implications of project- 
ed thermo-nuclear bomb tests” should be estabished with Arneson as. chairman. | 
(Secretary's Memoranda of Conversation, lot 65 D 238, ‘Atomic Energy’) In a | 

| memorandum of Aug. 13, Jeffrey Kitchen, Special Assistant to the Secretary of 
: State, recorded Acheson’s agreement with Lovett at a White House meeting on Aug. 
j 12 that Lovett should discuss with Bruce various arrangements that would have to 
| be made for the tests including what public announcements should be made and F 
; how, and Acheson had subsequently requested that Arneson “‘prepare to discuss this | 
: matter in detail and relay the necessary information to Mr. Bruce”. (Secretary’s 

Memoranda of Conversation, lot 65 D 238, “Atomic Energy”) For further documen- 
J tation on the origins and activities of this special panel—designated “L” Panel, see : 

the draft memorandum by Arneson, Sept. 29, p.1017. -
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In discussing this problem with the Secretary you may find the 
following observations helpful: - | 

1. If the target date of November 1 remains unchanged, the 
actual shot may not take place until later if (a) weather is unfavor- | 
able, or (b) technical difficulties arise. Nevertheless the possibility 
remains that the target date of November 1 could be met on the 
nose. The question then arises as to when the event will become 
publicly known. The explosion may be of such magnitude as to be 
visible and audible for several hundreds of miles in which event 
knowledge that a very large detonation had taken place might 
become known from the area itself. On the other hand whether 

| knowledge generates from the area itself or not (and it is thought 
that the Task Force itself would be hermetically sealed away from 
public contact for at least a week except for air crews who will fly 
back to the States radioactive cloud samples for analysis), it ap- 
pears plain that the danger of leakage in Washington would be 
very high: from the Pentagon, from the AEC, or from the scientific 
community. 

2. If the target is shifted beyond the date of the election there 

would be no knowledge of the shot itself publicly available until 

the campaign was over. However, with the very strong feelings evi- _ 
dent in the Pentagon against delay, it appears plain that a decision 
to postpone until after the election would become widely known in 

a this country prior to November 4. This would catapult the matter 
into the middle of the campaign in a most unfortunate way and 

would make the test a political football. In the light of the position 
taken by Secretary Lovett, namely that he does not want to have 
any part in any decision calculated to bring about a delay in the 

test on political grounds, and inasmuch as the Department of State 

has expressed concern on this matter, it would inevitably develop 
that the Department of State would be charged with having played 

politics with the atom. _ | 
3. The Department of State has been giving consideration over 

the past several weeks to the possible foreign policy repercussions 

of forthcoming thermonuclear events. It has not come up with any 

strong foreign policy considerations which would require on these 

grounds alone that the test be postponed until after November 4. 

We cannot be certain that the test may not produce serious reper- 

cussions on the international scene but such repercussions do not 
appear likely. | - 

4. The political considerations attendant on the forthcoming tests 

appear to be essentially domestic in nature. Had it been possible 

(and the discussion with Secretary Lovett this morning clearly indi- | 
cates it is not) for Defense, State and AEC to agree among them- 
selves to recommend that the test be held over until after the elec-
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tion, this would have been a happy solution. However, in view of (1) 
the determination of the Department of Defense to proceed on 
schedule, namely toward the target date of November 1 unless ? 
overruled by the President, (2) the fact that while a majority of the 4 
Commission would vote in favor of postponement but will not do so | 
unless the proposal is made by someone else, and (3) the fact that 

no one of the three agencies involved has jurisdictional responsibil- 
ity for passing upon domestic political considerations as such, it 
would appear that the matter must be left to the President to : 
decide. | | | 

5. The AEC today sent a letter to the President requesting au- 
_ thority to use a certain amount of fissionable and fusionable mate- 

rial for the forthcoming Fall test program. This letter will indicate 

that the material is to be expended in tests to be held early in No- | 
| vember. According to established practice this AEC request will be | 

referred by the President to the Special Committee of NSC for its 
recommendation before he takes final action. Special Committee | 

| _ consideration of this request would afford a natural occasion to 

| secure a resolution of the problem of time. | 
| _ 6. When the Secretary is called upon to vote on the AEC request, | 
| I would recommend that he concur in the release of fissionable and | 

3 fusionable material as requested but add a comment along the fol- 

: lowing lines: The Department of State has no strong foreign policy | 
: . e e e E 

| objections to the tests being conducted in the early part of Novem- 
: ber. It perceives that there may be strong objections on domestic 

grounds, but feels that this aspect of the matter can be judged only 
by the President. ? | | : 

R. GorpoN ARNESON | 

| 2 As noted above, Gordon Dean, Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commis- 

1 sion, sent a memorandum on Aug. 15 to the Secretaries of State and Defense, who | 
were the other members of the Special Committee of the National Security Council 

; on Atomic Energy, requesting approval for Operation Ivy, the proposed thermonu- [ 
: clear tests scheduled for Nov. 1, 1952. A copy of Lay’s letter of transmittal of Aug. | 
: 15 is in G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Ivy”, with the handwritten notation that Dean’s E 

enclosed memorandum had been returned to the Atomic Energy Commission. On : 
Sept. 10 the President approved the recommendation of the Special Committee of 
the National Security Council on Atomic Energy that Operation Ivy proceed as re- | 

: _ quested by the Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. (Memorandum by 
| Lay to the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Chairman of the U.S. Atomic 

Energy Commission, Sept. 10, 1952, G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Ivy’’) | L 

| The Atomic Energy Commission and the Department of Defense had already 
: issued a brief press release on Sept. 9 noting that in the autumn months Joint Task [ 

| Force 132 would hold atomic tests in the Pacific. (Hewlett and Duncan, Atomic 
| Shield, pp. 590-591) | | | 

| 

|
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic Energy Armaments” | oe | 

Memorandum by the Deputy Director of the Policy Planning Staff 
(Ferguson) to the Secretary of State | | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] September 2, 1952. 
Subject: Work of the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament 

I understand that Allen Dulles is coming in to speak to you this 
afternoon about the work of the Consultants on Disarmament. I 
think it would be useful if you knew of the conversations that Paul 
and I and Bob Tufts have had with them on a number of occasions 
during the past few months. | 

Just after the Consultants assembled for their first meeting, they 
asked Paul and me to talk with them, and Bob Tufts joined us for _ ; 
the discussion. It was a very preliminary conversation but it was . 
apparent that the Consultants were interested in the broad analy- _ | 
sis of our foreign policy and the general outline of the strategy the 
Government had laid out for the next five to ten years. The Con- a 
sultants felt, as we do, that disarmament could not be separated 
from the other problems with which we are confronted and could 
not be achieved except in the context of changed political condi- 
tions. | | a, | | 

We were invited later in the spring to come and talk with them 
at Princeton and, since neither Paul nor I could do so, Bob Tufts 
went up and spent a day there. Again the discussion was very gen- 
eral, but there was some attention to the nature of a disarmament 
program envisaged by the proposals introduced last fall in the © 
United Nations, on which S/P had done most of the preliminary 
work with the Defense Establishment. 

Later, I had several informal talks with Dr. Oppenheimer, and 
| with Mac Bundy after he became the Secretary of the Group, and 

| it was clear that they wanted to go beyond the task of helping Ben 
Cohen in the work of the United Nations Disarmament Commis- __ 
sion, and hoped in the course of the summer to move beyond the | 
proposals of last fall and to provide an original contribution to the ~ 
work. 

| The Consultants have been meeting during August in Princeton, 
Cambridge, and Hanover, and invited me to come up to Princeton | 
two weeks ago to spend a day with them. I did go up, after they 
had talked among themselves for two days. Dr. Bush and Allen 
Dulles had to leave before I arrived, but apparently the discussion | 

| in Princeton had revolved around the specific idea of Dr. Bush con- 
cerning the possibility of a stand-still agreement. | 

In their discussion of such an agreement, they related it to the 
| proposed tests this fall, and raised the possibility of proposing a
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stand-still agreement before either side moved further in the ther- : 
monuclear field in order to see whether a broader agreement on : 
disarmament could be worked out. They considered the same range | 
of questions that we covered in a memorandum to you two months 
ago with respect to the paper that Dr. Bush had handed you. ! I 
think the two respects in which the Consultants viewed the prob- 
lem differently than we were (1) that they regarded the test this 
fall as being the main event and not merely a preliminary affair in 
the development of a fusion weapon, and (2) that they believed the 
new administration should have an opportunity to decide whether 
there were possible proposals that would improve the chances of 
making progress toward a disarmament program, which a thermo- 
nuclear test now would prevent. | | 

I might add that in the course of their discussion they had all 
agreed that no stand-still agreement would be feasible except for a 

! limited period of time (one to two years) and as a prelude to a more | 

: general agreement in the disarmament field. : 
: - In the course of our discussion it became clear that they were : 

| disturbed about presenting their views on this matter formally, 
. when the preparations for the tests this fall had progressed so far. 

They realized that it would be most difficult to alter the schedule 
except in a minor way, and they were afraid that the effort to post- _ | 
pone the tests for any substantial period of time might have unde- | 

sirable effects that would cancel out any possible advantages. They 

4 did ask me, however, to bring to the Department’s attention the ; 

: ideas they had been talking about, and I met with Mr. Bruce, 
Gordon Arneson, and Doc Matthews on my return and described : 

| our talk. It was felt here that the considerations they advanced — 
2 should not lead us to advise a postponement of the autumn tests 
| until after the first of the year. a | | 

, I do not know that I have much more to add, except that I had a : 
letter from Mac a few days ago saying they were continuing their _ 
meetings, and they still hoped to have a report early in the fall | 
which might add something to the present proposals in the disar- I 

mament field. | pe | 
2 JOHN H. FERGUSON — 

4 1 A handwritten marginal notation at this point reads: “6/9/52” an apparent ref- 
erence to the memorandum by Nitze to Acheson of June 9, p. 958. The paper from. : 

| Dr. Bush has not been conclusively identified, but for an expression of the views of : 
' tne rane a Consultants on this subject, see the unsigned and undated memoran- F
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Editorial Note 

For text of UN doc. DC/15, United States Working Paper Sub- 
mitted to the Disarmament Commission: The Bacterial Weapons 

Question, September 4, 1952, see Documents on Disarmament, 

1945-1959, volume I, pages 381-382, or Department of State Bulle- 

tin, October 27, 1952, pages 671-672. 

Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “Panel of Consultants on Disarmament” | 

Memorandum by the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament 1 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

THE TIMING OF THE THERMONUCLEAR TEST 

INTRODUCTION 

As members of the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament, we 

have been attempting to reach useful conclusions about problems 

of American policy with regard to the limitation and control of ar- 

maments. Early in our work, as a part of a review of the develop- 

ment of armaments, our attention was called to the plan to test a 

thermonuclear device in November of this year. As we have contin- 
ued to explore the problem of finding a way to work toward a mod- 

eration of the present arms race, we have become increasingly con- 

vinced that the projected test may be an event of considerable 
import for the future. We have found many considerations which 
argue for a postponement of this test until its full and future impli- 

- cations can be dealt with by the next Administration; we have also | 
found that there are a number of considerations, some of them 

clearly important, which weigh against such a postponement. This 

account attempts to spell out and assess these varying consider- 

ations, and to state our own balance of feeling, which is that if cer- 

| tain important conditions can be met, it would be wise to postpone 

the scheduled test until 1953. 

1 The date and distribution of this unsigned memorandum cannot be conclusively 
established. The cover sheet bears a penciled notation “9/5/52,” but that may be an 
indication of the date received or filed rather than the date drafted or circulated. 
Since the Panel had considered the question of the timing of the thermonuclear test 
for some months, this paper may have been prepared prior to Sept. 5. According to 
testimony by Oppenheimer on Apr. 16, 1954, the panel had discussed its views re- | 
garding possible postponement of the thermonuclear test with the Secretary of State 
during the autumn of 1952 but had made no written report. (U.S. Atomic Energy 

, Commission, In the Matter of J. Robert Oppenheimer: Transcript of Hearing before 
Personnel Security Board, Washington, D.C., April 12-May 6, 1954 (Government 

Printing Office, 1954), pp. 247-248)
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In reaching our conclusions, we have proceeded from a primary | 

concern with the relevance of this test to the whole range of ques- 
tions affecting the limitation and control of armaments; this was : 
the only proper course for a Panel of Consultants on Disarmament. 

| Moreover, we have not undertaken any comprehensive study of the : 
whole range of opinion and judgment that exists in the govern- 

ment; our assignment has been to consult with the Secretary of 

State and officers of his Department. But the problem of arma- : 
ments is not a narrow one, and we have been forced to consider 

questions which are the primary concern of professional soldiers 

and others. This overlap we fear is inevitable. Our judgments may 
be right or wrong, but we have not been able to disentangle our- 
selves from these problems. Unless he examines the character of 

; weapons and the meaning of negotiations, one can hardly have sen- : 
2 sible ideas as to how negotiations about weapons can be made 

useful. — : | 
| The account which follows falls into five sections. Section I ex- | 
| plains why we think this test of a thermonuclear device is so im- 

portant, and why we think that so many new elements have ap- 

| peared since thermonuclear development was first ordered in 1950 : 
that the present plan to test a weapon in November is in itself a : 

: determinable event which deserves all the care and study that are | 
: given to major new problems. Section II suggests some of the disad- : 

vantages which we think may result from holding this test on 
: schedule. Section II [Z/J] deals with the possible advantages of post- : 

poning the test. Section IV is concerned with the disadvantages of : 

4 postponement; we discuss some which seem to us not persuasive, | 

and some which seem to us highly important. Section V presents 

our mixed conclusions. — | 

I. THE PLAN FOR A THERMONUCLEAR TEST CALLS FOR A NEW DECISION | 

| A. Character of the Test. | : 

A test of a thermonuclear device is planned by the United States : 

Government for the month of November, 1952. This device is the | : 
| product of many years of study, culminating in two and a half 

years of intensive technical effort which began after the Govern- 
| ment’s decision in 1950 to proceed with the development of a ther- ) 

monuclear weapon. Great technical advances have been made in 

| this period through a combination of good luck, great skill, and : 

|. high dedication. This first test may not work, but among leading | 
students of the problem there is now very little doubt that the sci- , 
entists concerned are on the right track. . cone | : 

| If this test is successful, it will have an explosive power one hun- : 
dred to one thousand times as great as that of the atomic bomb : 

| :
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used at Hiroshima. It will thus be something more than one more 
in a series of scientific tests. It will be impossible to conceal the 
fact that this event has taken place, and very difficult to conceal _ 
the fact that it is an event of great portent for all men. | 

The device which is to be tested is not a weapon; it is very heavy | 
and it needs much mothering. In its present form it could not be 
delivered by any ordinary military means. But the fact that it is 
not a weapon is important only in terms of time; if the device 
works, there will be thermonuclear weapons in a very few years, 

| and compared to this test, the test of the eventual weapon will be a 
discounted anticlimax. About the so-called hydrogen bomb there 
has always been this one great question: “Is this possible?” This 
question will be answered if the projected test succeeds. | . 

The test, then, will be a great event if it succeeds. Any such _ 
| event, in the normal course of administration, is carefully studied | 

by those in authority in order to be sure that it is managed in the : 
best possible way. In the case of this test, however, there is natu- | 

7 rally a disposition to believe that the basic decision is past, on the _ 
ground that the large questions were those raised and decided 
when it was originally determined that it was right to try to make 

a hydrogen bomb. This decision was reached by due process. Should 
we not regard this test, however striking its results may be, as the 
natural and routine consequence of the earlier decision? The ques- 

tion is important, because Government cannot permit itself the 
| luxury of perpetual self-doubt. 

We think that it may be more accurate to conceive of the deci- 
sion to conduct a thermonuclear test in November as essentially a 
new decision, deserving the close attention and mature consider- 
ation of the highest officers of the Government. We think that 
much has changed since 1950, and we think also that the very mag- 
nitude of the technical accomplishment urges a review of its mean- 

ing. - | — = 
Many relevant changes have occurred since 1950. First, the 

course of thermonuclear research has modified one set of fears 
_ which lent urgency to the quest for a hydrogen bomb. It no longer 

seems likely that Fuchs could have been of much help to the Rus- 

sians in this field, since the information he could have supplied 

them has turned out in our experience to be misleading. | 
Second, we now think we know how to make a thermonuclear 

device that works, and we also think we can make it into a weapon 
fairly soon. In 1950 the decision to proceed could not but be stimu- 
lated in part by the very uncertainty and ignorance that surround- | 
ed the problem; now we know what we are trying to do. The deci- | 

: sion to learn about a matter is quite different from a decision to 

act on what has been learned. So
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Third, our own stockpile of atomic weapons is very much larger | 

than it was in 1950, and it will be larger still by the time the 

present thermonuclear device can be turned into a weapon. More- 
over, extensions of atomic weapons techniques are making avail- 

able fission weapons of a yield thirty-fold greater than that of the 
original bombs; weapons of this size are large enough to deal with : 

nearly all important Russian targets. While these changes could in | 

large measure be foreseen in 1950, a stockpile on hand is quite dif- 7 

ferent in its impact on thought from one which is merely on order. 

Fourth, present thinking about development of actual weapons : 
with a thermonuclear component is aimed at a set of bombs very : 

- much smaller in yield than the projected test will be if it measures | 
up to its reasonable possibilities. There is something odd in the 

| prospect of a test which may be some ten times as powerful as any | 

| weapon we plan to produce for at least the next few years. — : 

| Fifth, our experience in Korea and in building NATO has deep- | 

| ened our national understanding of the complex task of resisting _ : 
| Soviet aggression and working for freedom. It is now much more 
| clear than it was two years ago that it is vitally important to dis- | 

tinguish among different kinds of strength and force, using only 2 
, those which effectively advance our chosen purposes. _ | | 

| Sixth, since the decision of 1950 the United States has made a 
: major effort in the United Nations to assert and demonstrate the 
| American interest in the balanced reduction of armaments. On the : 
| whole this effort, so far, has had good results on world opinion; but | 

2 its future may be sharply, perhaps decisively, related to the pro- 

: posed thermonuclear test. This connection is emphasized by the 
| fact that the General Assembly will be meeting in November, at : 
| the very time when the test is now scheduled to take place. _ : 

| _ Seventh, it has turned out, quite by accident, that if it goes off on : 
schedule, the test will take place either just before or just after — : 

_ Election Day. In either case, it will come in the last months of 2 
| what the world now knows to be an outgoing Administration. This | 

accident of timing may affect the impact of the test in a number of 

Taken together, these changes from the situation of 1950 per- 7 
| suade us that it is proper to raise the question whether or not the _ , 
| projected test should proceed on the present schedule. We turn, : 

then, to the principal considerations which seem to us to argue for | 
a postponement into 1953. fa Be eg |
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II. THE POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES OF CONDUCTING THIS TEST 

A. The Test Will Assist the Russian Development of a Hydrogen 
Weapon. 

It seems to us almost inevitable that a successful thermonuclear 
test will provide a heavy additional stimulus to Soviet efforts in 
this field. It may well be true that the Soviet level of effort in this 
area is already high, but if the Russians learn that a thermonucle- 

ar device is in fact possible, and that we know how to make it, 

their work is likely to be considerably intensified. It is also likely 
that Soviet scientists will be able to derive from the test useful evi- 
dence as to the dimensions of the device. 

It may be argued that if we are worried by the incentives which 
our new discoveries provide to the Soviet Union, we shall have to 
abandon all research and development. The complaint has force, 

but it is important to observe that the American thermonuclear 

device is a very special case. First, it is a quite remarkable and 
complex technical accomplishment—something of a different order 

from the ordinary new device which the enemy will inevitably dis- 

cover for himself in good time. Second, it is a device such that the 

very act of testing it is public and revealing. Third, national pres- 
tige is identified to a unique degree with prowess in atomic weap- 

ons. Fourth, and perhaps most important of all, thermonuclear 

weapons may be far more valuable to the Soviet Union than to the 
United States; this last point is so important that we argue it sepa- 3 

rately below. 

B. A Thermonuclear Arms Race May Not Be in the American 
| Interest. | = 

Any successful test in a new technical field inevitably accelerates 
developments in this field throughout the world. Yet such is the _ 

character of the hydrogen bomb that we cannot help feeling that | 
the United States might be better off if no such weapons existed, 

| even from the immediate military standpoint. The West seems to 
offer more targets appropriate for such a weapon than does the 
Soviet Union, and the hydrogen bomb is a relatively more valuable 

, part of one’s arsenal if the number of fission weapons available is 
small; it amplifies the yield of a given amount of fissionable mate- 

rial. Since for the predictable future the United States should have © 
a very much larger number of ordinary atomic bombs than the 
USSR, we conclude that the advantage of a hydrogen bomb is con- 
siderably greater for the Russians than for the Americans.
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C. The Test Will be a Barrier Against Work for the Limitation of : 
Armaments. 

The United States is publicly committed to the notion that the 
objective of arms reduction is real and important; in the last year, | 
the American government has taken the lead in reopening discus- 

sion of disarmament in the United Nations. This policy and these 4 
efforts are likely to be prejudiced if the projected tests should be 
successful, especially as it would explode in the middle of the | 
annual meeting of the General Assembly. | 

Above and beyond the question of embarrassment to our policy 2 

and our negotiators, moreover, there is the fact that the forthcom- 

ing test has a special significance in the international arms race. A 
successful test will mark our entrance into a new order of destruc- f 
tive power, and this is the last point of departure now in sight. 

| | There is no other foreseen stage in technical development at which 

| it will be so natural to say “stop, look, and listen.” If the test is | 
| conducted, and if it succeeds, we will lose what may be a unique 

occasion to postpone or avert a world in which both sides pile up 
constantly larger stockpiles of constantly more powerful weapons. 

D. The Test Will Have an Unsettling Effect on Free Nations. 

| While some in free countries (perhaps particularly in Great Brit- 

ain) may welcome the November test as an indication of growing 
| American deterrent strength, it seems likely that an explosion of : 

this character will, on balance, be disturbing to most of the non- | 

| American, non-Soviet world. It will lend color to the arguments of | 
: those who falsely maintain that the United States is irrevocably | 

committed to a strategy of destroying its enemies by indiscriminate | 

means and at whatever cost. It cannot but add to the fears of those 
Europeans who recognize that a poker game played with hydrogen 

: bombs is one in which only the two great Powers could buy any | 
| chips. | | | 

K. It May Have a Hardening Effect on the United States.  _ | ; 

| | We think that there is danger lest a preoccupation with destruc- . 
| tive weapons should tend to obscure the subtle and varied charac- 
| ter of the ways in which we must try to cope with the Soviet Union I 
| while avoiding a third world war. We think this preoccupation 
| might be considerably stimulated by the feeling that “we are suc- l 

cessfully entering the field of hydrogen bombs.” (This sort of loose 
interpretation of the projected test seems to us almost inevitable.) 

: To put it another way, we think it important that the balance of 
| action of the American Government should have the public mean- 

ing that our policy is flexibly designed to cope with both the Soviet : 
| Union and the dangers of all-out war; such a balance of action is
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already hard to achieve, and this test might be a further heavy | 
weight on one side. | peg io 

F. The Test Comes ata Bad Time. a | 

Those charged with the responsibility for thermonuclear develop- 

ment have been under urgent orders to develop a hydrogen bomb 
, as rapidly as possible; every priority has been given to this pro- 

gram, and it has been assumed that no consideration of politics or 
. policy should weigh against the need for speed. As a result the first 

full-scale thermonuclear test has been scheduled without regard to | 

any considerations except those of making headway toward a 

weapon. And by accident it happens that unless a postponement is 
ordered this test will take place in November, during the last 
months of an outgoing Administration. We must unhappily state — 
our feeling that this may be the wrong time for an act of such im- © 

portance. 

A thermonuclear test conducted in November, 1952, however | 
carefully considered and however cautiously explained, will be the 
act of a government not destined to carry the responsibility for 
policy in 1958 and after. The test will raise questions of purpose 

and meaning which simply cannot be answered except by the new 

Administration. What is its bearing on our attitude toward the con- 
trol of atomic energy and the limitation of armaments? What does 
it mean with reference to our war strategy’? What significance has 
it for our Allies? How is it relevant to a policy of “negotiation from 

| situations of strength?” To these questions the outgoing Adminis- 
tration may well feel that it has good answers; the trouble is that 
in November, 1952, the only effective answers will be those that 
come from the next Administration. Yet the President-elect will 
hardly be in a position to give a genuine account of the meaning of 

a great action in which he had no part. Any explanation he might 

casually attempt would be a dangerous and misleading pretense. 

We are forced to the conclusion that if the consequences of con- 

ducting this test are as large as we think, the decision belongs to 

the incoming and not the outgoing Administration. 

We do not find this conclusion easy to reach; still less would it be 
easy to state in a report to an official of the outgoing Administra- 

tion. We emphasize the fact that this is not at all a matter of the 

Administration’s qualifications to make the decision. The question 
here is not one of rival qualifications; it is rather this: ““When and 
by whom, in the interest of American peace and security, can this 

decision best be taken?” a 7 | 

Even if it be agreed that the basic problems posed by this great 

new technical advance are problems which belong to the next Ad- 

ministration, it may still be thought that the basic task of those



| ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION — 1001 

now holding responsibility is to duck no hard choices, and to con- 
tinue to act in full responsibility until the new Administration is 
installed. This position in our view still misses the main point. 
Except in cases of urgent crisis, the great responsibility of an out- © | 
going Administration is to help get the new men off to a good start. 
The American tradition both expects and honors acts of restraint : 

_ by executives alive to the claims of those who are about to take on : 
the enormous responsibilities of high office. = | : 

_. TI. THE POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES OF A POSTPONEMENT «wy : 

A. A Responsible Government. _ | | | — 
_ If it should be possible to postpone the present test with some un- ; 
derstanding in the Government and with no great public outcry, | 

_ the whole matter can then be examined and judged by an Adminis- 
2 tration fully responsible for the next few years of American policy | 
! and answerable for the meaning of its actions. This is the largest 
: and most certain gain which we see in a postponement. A new Ad- : 

ministration’s decision to test or not to test could have the charac- 7 
| | ter of a fully considered commitment to the future in a sense not 

possiblein November. | | Oo | 

| B. The Possibility of an Agreement to Abandon Atomic Tests. : 

’ _ Until we have tested thermonuclear devices there remains one | 
| opportunity for an international agreement on armaments which i 

would avoid the overwhelmingly difficult problem of disclosure and 
verification. An international agreement to conduct no more 
atomic tests could be monitored by each major government on its | 

own. It is a technical fact that no important atomic explosion can 
| take place in the Soviet Union without our knowledge, and there is ; 

no reason why the Soviet Union should not develop the same ca- | 

| pacity for detecting our tests, if it has not already done so. It is pos- : 

: sible to bury a test so far underground that the only thing known 
! about it is that it took place, but this piece of knowledge is all that 
| is needed to monitor such an agreement. Thus an agreement of this 

character has the unique characteristic that it separates the prob- | 

lem of limitation of armament from the problem of “inspection.” | i 
| Moreover, such an agreement would have real meaning, since for 

some time to come no nation will have any proven thermonuclear | 
| weapons if it is unable to conduct and learn from the thermonucle- _ 
| artests. © og - Oe ag Bene oe 4 
| Yet no agreement prohibiting atomic tests could have much | | 

meaning if it continued over a long period as the only existing in- : 
ternational understanding on armaments. Eventually, even with- 

2 out tests, hydrogen devices would be constructed which would have | 
| an increasing likelihood of effectiveness. Gradually, too, the refine- | 

| :
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ment of technique and the increase of stockpiles of fissionable ma- 
terial would make the lonely agreement not to test seem bizarre 
and irrelevant. But for a limited period such an agreement would 
provide a reasonable assurance against the hazards of a stockpile 
of hydrogen bombs. In such a period the very existence of an agree- __ 
ment might be an occasion to move forward to more comprehensive 
and durable areas of agreement. | 
We recognize that the Soviet Union might well reject any propos- 

al for the abandonment of atomic tests even if such a proposal 
were made at a time when it involved a limitation upon American 
development. The Russians would certainly be suspicious. They 
might simply denounce the proposal as unfair, since we have had | 
many more tests than they. They might also think that the propos- 
al stemmed from American inability to reach a workable design for 
a thermonuclear device (which might have the effect of moderating 

their own thermonuclear efforts). They might respond by trying to | 

entangle the American proposal in their own propaganda for a gen- _ 

eral prohibition of atomic weapons. In general it is quite possible 
that the Soviet Union would react in an unconstructive way. 

But the important point is not that a proposal of this character 

might be rejected. The main consideration, to us, is that this may 
be a real chance to inquire into Soviet intentions and attitudes. So 

| great is the damaging effect of our ignorance of the pattern and 
content of Soviet Power that we should always be glad to find a 
topic on which discussion itself may be illuminating. A proposal of 

this character, seriously and carefully advanced to the Soviet Gov- 

ernment, should produce valuable evidence of the degree to which 

the rulers of the Soviet Union understand the character of the race 

in weapons of mass destruction. It would certainly provide a 

medium in which the basic American concern with the implica- 
tions of the arms race can be forcefully presented. 

The basic attractiveness of the notion of a standstill in atomic 

tests is that it offers to the American Government something 
which is exceedingly difficult to find—an opportunity to reinforce 
its verbal adherence to the idea of disarmament with a visible and 
measurable action. Such an action might strongly reinforce all 
those abroad who believe in the good faith and peaceful purpose of 

the United States, and it could turn the mind of the American 

nation itself to the fact that policy in the 1950s must combine 

strength with moderation and firmness with flexibility. 
We are not wholly clear that it would be wise to try for an agree- 

ment prohibiting atomic tests; the proposal is simple, but its effects 

would be complex. But we believe that there is at least sufficient 

merit in this notion to make it highly desirable that it should be 
given full consideration by those who will have the responsibility
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for American policy in future years. We also think it plain that the 
idea will have no real chance of success unless it is pressed before 

| we have conducted a successful thermonuclear test. In this sense it : 
is a striking example of the critical character of the problems 
which are posed by the plan for a test, and a specific reinforcement 
to our basic feeling that the decision on a thermonuclear test | 

should be postponed. | | 

IV. ARGUMENTS AGAINST POSTPONEMENT : 

| In the course of considering the implications of the proposed test, | 
we have dealt with certain of the arguments which can be raised — ) 
against any postponement; in particular we have made it plain 

2 that we do not think the test is unimportant, and that we do not 

3 think it is truly covered by any decision made in 1950. There 
2 remain a number of more important arguments to which we now : 

turn. | | | | | 

| A. We Need All the Strength We Can Get. | 

| The basic argument against postponing the scheduled thermonu- | | 

clear test is that it is desperately important for the United States 

| to keep ahead in the race for hydrogen bombs. The test will help us [ 
to make such weapons sooner; therefore, the argument runs, it 

must not be delayed. — | 

: This feeling of urgency about the production of a hydrogen bomb 

1 has a number of causes. The most striking and powerful is the feel- | 

: ing that it would be disastrous if the Russians should get the H- : 
: bomb first. It is widely believed that the only possible counter to 

such a Soviet success would be the prior possession of hydrogen 

: weapons by the United States, and it is claimed that the United : 
States would face catastrophic danger if there should be a time in 

which the Russians had hydrogen weapons and we did not. 

2 We think it far from clear that the only possible way in which 1 
| we can counter a Russian hydrogen weapon is to have more such | | 

: weapons of our own. The military position of the two countries is | 

| such that the hydrogen bomb is not likely to be a decisive addition | 

: to our armory, whether or not the Russians have such a weapon. ) 
| We now have a substantial stockpile of atomic bombs of various : 
| sizes; bombs with many times the power of the Hiroshima weapon | : 

are now in production. Our stockpile is growing rapidly, and it is 

| deliverable in a sense that no hydrogen device can be for a consid- 

| erable time. There is a growing opinion that the basic retaliatory : 

| power of this atomic stockpile would be only moderately increased | | 
by the addition of hydrogen bombs, since there are very few targets : 

in the Soviet Union large enough to demand the use of weapons _ 

| more powerful than those we are already making.
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But in any case no one would suggest that we should give up our 

work on hydrogen weapons. All that we are urging here is a possi- 
ble postponement of a full-scale test to permit a fully responsible 
decision on the whole problem of thermonuclear development. 
Before the Russians can have hydrogen weapons in any real sense, 
they too will need tests, and it would naturally be a part of any 
decision to delay our own tests that any Russian test would be met 
by the prompt reinstatement of our test program. 

Plainly, we cannot assert that no risk whatever is involved in 
any decision which would delay the time at which we have thermo- 
nuclear weapons. There is. always some risk in any decision to 
delay the development of any weapon. But in our view the risk in- 

volved in postponing the presently scheduled test is not large 

enough to weigh heavily against the arguments in favor of post- | 

ponement. 

A complementary argument for gaining all available forms of 
strength is that only strength can persuade the leaders of the 

Soviet Union to desist from their aggressive activities. Many able 

| men argue that quite irrespective of the special problem of Soviet 
development of thermonuclear weapons, American possession of 

such weapons would give the United States another and desirable 

kind of strength which would help to soften the policy of the Soviet 
Union. On this view, any failure to press forward would only be 

misunderstood in the USSR as a sign of weakness; to refrain from 
testing would be to throw away an evident advantage in return for 
nothing, since the USSR will go all out to get hydrogen bombs of 
its own no matter what we do. | 

While we fully agree with the basic notion that the Soviet Union 
is influenced by strength, we think it far from clear that all kinds 

of strength are equally adapted to this purpose. In particular we 

are persuaded, in the light of our experience with the atom, that 
the kind of strength embodied in a hydrogen bomb will not per- 
suade the Russians to mend their ways. | 

The hydrogen weapon would certainly give us a new kind of 

power in the area of weapons of mass destruction; but consider- 

ation of our present stockpile, and of the problems of delivery on 
the Russian target system, suggests that it would be a limited addi- 

tion even in this area. It is true, of course, that it would increase 

the total explosive power of the American stockpile, and in so | 

doing it might permit uses of fission weapons which are currently 

| uneconomical or marginal. In time this could become a substantial 

addition to American arms. But it is not for us an addition so deci- _ 
give in character that a limited delay in its production is intoler- 

able. a



| ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1005 

B. Arguments Relating to the Morale of Scientists and the Convic- 
| tions of the Executive Branch. Bae o | 

We have now to consider certain arguments which in our view | 
may weigh heavily against a change in present plans. | ; 

First, this test has now been in preparation for many months; 
ships and scientists are already in action and the whole enterprise | 

_ has acquired a momentum such that if it were now arrested (or if : 
the task force were to proceed to its destination and carry out | 
other planned tests, omitting the thermonuclear attempt), there 
would necessarily be repercussions among all those who have been ? 

working intensively toward an assigned objective. A last-minute 
postponement of the thermonuclear test might create among many : 
of the personnel of the A.E.C. a feeling that the political arms of : 

: the Government were arbitrary and uncertain in judgment, and : 
| unless an understanding of the reasonableness of such a decision +t 

could be communicated to these men, it might have serious adverse : 

| effects on our technical progress in the field of atomic weapons. _ 

| But not only are ships and men on the move; minds throughout | 

| the Government have accepted and are set on the decisions which 

are leading to the test. Considerations such as those which impress : 

| us may be wholly unconvincing to able and dedicated men who are 
fully persuaded that we need to have a hydrogen bomb as soon as 
we can. Strong convictions of this character exist, we think, in all 

: departments of the Government. If this be the state of mind of the : 
| executive branch (and if the view of the legislature should be at I 

least equally energetic), a sudden decision to postpone might be far 

| from having the concurrence of the Government as a whole; even if 

the President should himself decide to order postponement, he 
might have to act as the leader of a divided and even hostile ad- : 

! ministration. Such an apparently arbitrary and unsupported post- : 
ponement would hardly lay a favorable groundwork for the actions | 

: of a new administration. one 
‘It is not for us to attempt an accurate estimate of the actual 

| state of mind of the members of the Government, whether they be | 
; scientific leaders or policy makers. Neither should we try to assess 
| the degree to which present opinion might be modified if the ques- : 
| tion were fully reconsidered. These are matters well beyond our as- : 
| signment. All that we can conclude from this discussion of possible _ 
| disruption and opposition is that these possibilities are real and im- 

portant. If the President is to make a new decision, we think it 
| highly important that this decision should have understanding con- 

currence among interested senior officials, and that it should be ac- 
companied by a substantial effort to make the change of plans in- : 

telligible to those concerned with the test. | | oe 

|
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There is a final difficulty which is not without its opportunities. 
It does not seem likely that a decision to postpone the test could be 
reached and carried out without a public statement at some stage; . 

too many people are involved, and the necessary explanation could _ 
hardly be kept within the Government for very long. It will thus be 
necessary to cope effectively with the difficulty of explaining the 
decision without seriously limiting freedom of action for the future. 
But we believe that the act of explanation offers also a great oppor- 

| tunity for a declaration by the President showing affirmative 
statesmanship in the cause of peace and our country’s security. We 
think that the decision to postpone a test, with all its difficulties, 

yet offers a chance to combine words and action in a fashion that 
may have spectacular meaning for our own people and for all who 

seek the double goals of peace and freedom. 

- C. What Could Follow Postponement? 

The largest and most difficult of the objections to a postpone- : 

ment is the simple question of what we would do with it if we got 

it: what line of policy should we pursue to make use of the time 
\ that is gained? We have argued the claims of a new Administra- 

| tion, but this claim may not be decisive if in the end the new Ad- 
ministration has no other alternative than to re-schedule the test 
as quickly as possible. We cannot avoid the question of what we 

want to do while this remarkable new device is not being tested. 

Even if we answer this question by saying that the United States 

should press for an agreement to prohibit all atomic tests, we are 

faced by the fact that such an agreement will have a fairly short 
life if nothing else is added. In other words, in order to feel confi- 

dent about any single step to make disarmament less unlikely, it is 
necessary to have in mind some reasonable sense of the way in 
which the whole subject of arms limitation fits into the whole of 
policy. | 

Our basic assignment has been to consider this larger question. 

We have been forced to recognize the strength of the following 
three propositions which are exceedingly hard to reconcile with one 

another. First, no limitation of armament is feasible unless it be- 

comes a part of a larger understanding of some sort. Second, most 

sorts of understanding with the Kremlin are either impossible or 

undesirable or both; we do not know that peaceful co-existence is 
possible, but it is plain that even if it be possible, it cannot be com- 

fortable or cordial. Third, unless armaments are in some way limit- 
ed, the future of our whole society will come increasingly into peril 

of the gravest kind. , | 

Wrestling with these propositions, we have concluded that just as 

their toughness arises from the fact that they must be taken to-
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gether, so the beginnings of a resolution, if there is one, will be | 
found only when policy is constantly based on all three proposi- | 

tions. It is our feeling that in recent years it has become increas- 
ingly difficult to keep our attention fixed on the third proposition— | 

the one which asserts that the whole of our society is in grave and | 
growing danger. Yet it is the reality of this third proposition which 
makes inapplicable the flawless logic that can be built on the first f 
two propositions taken alone. And it is this reality which leads us 
to conclude that it is not really necessary—or even possible—that : 
we should know where any given effort to restrain the arms race | 
may eventually lead. What is necessary is rather that we should 
lose no chance that is not totally foreclosed by the irreducible ne- 
cessities of our defense of freedom. Before we test a thermonuclear : 

device, we should be quite certain that this moment does not offer : 

2 us some chance of recognizing all three of the hard realities of our 

: time. We are not sure that it does, but we are far from sure that it : 

| does not, and we see no signal danger in a moderate delay. : 

There is a more modest, and perhaps more persuasive response 

| to those who ask where we are heading. It is that in dealing with | 
| the vast and secret Soviet Power, we know only what we find out, ' 
| and we find out mainly by experiment. For all our policies there is 

dire need of information about the power and purposes of the | ; 

Soviet rulers. Opportunities of learning even a little about this 

: matter are not so frequent that they should be cast away simply 
because we are not sure of all the steps in a possible future course. 

The principal cause of this uncertainty, after all, is the very fact of : 

2 our massive ignorance of the Soviet ruling mind. | 

| So on balance, though we recognize the uncertain and unpredict- 

2 able future of a decision to delay a thermonuclear test, we would 
: accept this as inherent in any attempt to deal wisely with our 

. mounting peril. | 

: V. CONCLUSION: LET US POSTPONE THE TEST IF SUCH A DECISION CAN BE 
, | _ UNDERSTOOD, EXPLAINED, AND PROPERLY SUPPORTED 

| Taken together, the arguments for a postponement of the project- 

| ed thermonuclear test seem to us persuasive. We think that No- 
vember is not a good time, and we think that the decision should : 

j be made by the next Administration. We think that this is a fateful [ 

step, and that before it is taken the next Administration should be | 

, quite sure that there is no better use to be made of all that we 
| have learned since 1950. We are not persuaded by the claim that _ | 
: postponement would bring unacceptable dangers, and while we 
2 admit that it is not clear where a postponement would lead, we 

have to note that this ignorance applies to any effort to limit the : 

current power struggle. We think the test should be postponed, and | 

|
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though our first concern is with the limitation of armaments, we 
think that postponement remains desirable when judged from the 

broad standpoint of the national security. _ 

The reservation which we set to our conclusion is that we cannot _ 

| urge a decision to postpone the test unless it proves possible to 

obtain for such a decision some measure of support and under- 
standing from the senior government officials primarily concerned, | 
to make the decision reasonably intelligible among those who have 

worked to make the test possible, and to explain it publicly without 

seriously limiting the freedom of the next Administration. We fully 
understand that it may not be possible to meet these conditions, 

- but it is not for us to judge such a question. We cannot by a pre- 
| judgment of the temper of the Government excuse ourselves from 

the obligation to record our considered opinion that under the con- 

ditions we have stated, the postponement of the scheduled test not 

only is desirable, but could become a decisive act of statesmanship. 

330.18/9-552 

Memorandum by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for United 

Nations Affairs (Sandifer) to the Secretary of State } 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| September 5, 1952. 

Subject: Meeting with Members of Panel of Consultants on Disar- 
mament. 7 

Problem: | 

To advise Messrs. Robert Oppenheimer and John Dickey of the 

views of the Department concerning a report of the Panel of Con- 
sultants on Disarmament. | | | 

Discussion: | ae 

1. Mr. Allen Dulles saw you on September 2 2 to arrange an ap- 

pointment with you for Saturday, September 6, for Messrs. Oppen- 
heimer and Dickey 3 in order that they might discuss the following 
with you: = 

(a) “What is the wise thing for the Panel to do?” (b) “Should the 
Panel make a report?’ (c) “Should the Panel terminate its work 
until the advent of the new administration or should it continue?” 

1 Drafted by Bloomfield of UNA; concurrence by S/AE. 
2 No record of this meeting has been found. 7 
3 No record of such meeting has been found; possibly the meeting between Cohen 

and Oppenheimer on Sept. 11 was arranged as a substitute. See the memorandum of 
conversation by Cohen, p. 1013.
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2. It is difficult to answer any of these questions because of our : 
lack of information concerning the work of the Panel to date. We : 

_ do know that the Panel concluded at an early stage that it would 
be necessary to examine the whole range of armaments in a broad ; 

7 context of political relationships rather than to deal with any of _ 
the specific problems confronting us in the United Nations. We | | 

have not attempted to discourage this expanded approach, and we 

have accepted the necessity of awaiting their findings before know- : 

ing to what practical use they could be put in our disarmament op- _ 
erations. — BS a hea FIR | 

3. We are as yet uninformed as to the tenor of their thinking, the | | 
flavor of their conclusions, and the timing of their recommenda- 

tions, if any. It is our feeling that we cannot advise them regarding | 
| their report until we have some idea of what that report might _ : 

| contain. oe Sg a oo ey od 
7 Recommendations: _ | a , | | 

In this setting, our reactions to the three specific questions put to | 

: you by Mr. Dulles are as follows: | CE Tee | 
| 1. “What is the wise thing for the Panel todo?” = =—S : 

The Panel should indicate to the Department in any manner it : 
| sees fit what the results have been of its deliberations in order that : 
| the Department can then advise as to the next step. 
| 2. “Should the Panel make a report?” | 

1 We have been expecting a report of their work but until we | ft 
know what their conclusions are we cannot advise as to the nature 

: and use of the report. With regard to the problem of press leaks, — ' 

, our major concern is that there be no premature publicity on possi- 

| ble revisions in the UN atomic energy plan. If the report is Top 

. Secret it should certainly be assured of adequate security. UNA’s 
primary concern, as the action office with respect to the disarma- : 

: ment program in the United Nations, is to have useful ideas from : 

| the Panel which will facilitate the discharge of our responsibilities. | 
2 Whether the report is written or oral is essentially immaterial. It | 

occurs to us that their hesitation on this score may be due to a re- | | 
luctance to submit negative findings. We can only repeat that we 
seek enlightenment and assistance from them, whatever their find- 
ings may be. | | ea 

3. “Should the Panel terminate its work until the advent of the _ | 
7 new administration or should it continue?” ppt MEG sn 

It is difficult to recommend on this without full knowledge of im- 
: plications or repercussions which the Panel may have in mind. The 
| timing of their report is a matter which they themselves would 
, doubtless want to weigh carefully in the light of its potential use- : 

fulness to the government. It is conceivable that recommendations
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involving any major new approach to the problem are not feasible 
until the end of the year. Their concern regarding timing should of 
course be considered in that light, and clearly they would share the __ 
Department’s conviction that disarmament must not become a po- 
litical football. Needless to say, the Department would not want to 
be in the position of appearing to suppress any report the Panel 

may make. We have not in fact seen that there is any necessary 

connection between the elections, and either the work of the Panel 

or our efforts in the UN. 

In this connection, we feel very strongly that the US Govern- _ 

ment has maintained a successful initiative in this field and has an 

unusually favorable position vis-a-vis the USSR as a result of our 

_ efforts to date. We recommend that no steps be taken or decision 

reached which would affect this initiative without the most careful 

examination of all aspects of the problem. 

_ G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy 1950-1955” 

Memorandum by the Executive Secretary of the National Security | 

~ Council (Lay) to the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense 
(Lovett), and the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission (Dean) 1 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, September 10, 1952. 

Subject: Agreed Concepts Regarding Atomic Weapons 

References: 

A. Memo for Secretaries of State and Defense and Chairman, 

AEC, from Executive Secretary, NSC, same subject, dated 
August 5, 1952 2 

B. Memo for Secretaries of State and Defense from Executive 

Secretary, NSC, same subject, dated August 18, 1952 8 

The Secretaries of State and Defense concurred in the amend- 

ments to the enclosure to Reference A on the subject, proposed by 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission as indicated in 
Reference B. The Secretary of Defense, in concurring in these 
amendments, made the following comment: “The Department of 

1 A typewritten notation on the source text indicates that this memorandum and 
its enclosure were reclassified as Secret on Sept. 30, 1952, by James S. Lay, Jr. 

2 This memorandum, not printed, circulated a draft statement of agreed concepts 
regarding atomic weapons prepared by designated representatives of State, Defense, 
and the AEC. It is filed with an earlier draft, circulated by Lay on July 3. (G/PM 
files, lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy 1950-1955”) | | 

3 The memorandum of Aug. 18, not printed, transmitted proposed amendments to _ 
the draft statement proposed by the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission. | 
(G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Use Policy 1950-1955’’) :
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Defense is informed that the changes in text proposed by the 

Atomic Energy Commission in the subject paper are designed to 

clarify its language and not to alter its substance”’. | f 

Accordingly, the enclosed statement of “Agreed Concepts Regard- 
ing Atomic Weapons’, as amended and adopted by the Special | 
Committee of the National Security Council on Atomic Energy, was 
submitted to the President for his consideration, together with 
advice that the question of the classification of certain atomic 
weapons data as it affects SHAPE planning is being investigated | 

by the Atomic Energy Commission in consultation with the Depart- : 
| ment of Defense and that the findings will be reported back to the | 

| Special Committee for subsequent consideration.* =| | 
The President has this date approved the enclosure as the basis : 

| for the preparation of detailed papers designed to carry out these | | | 

| agreed concepts. , 
| | JAMES S. Lay, JR. 

| 7 | Annex] | 
| | | 

| Statement Adopted by the Special Committee of the National | 
| Security Council on Atomic Energy 

| AGREED CONCEPTS REGARDING ATOMIC WEAPONS 
, 

1. Function of this Special Committee of the National Security | 
| Council in Advising the President on Use of Atomic Weapons 

| a. By law, the National Security Council is to “advise the Presi- : 
| dent with respect to the integration of domestic, foreign and mili- | 
| tary policies relating to the national security.’ By direction of the | 
| President, the Special Committee of the National Security Council | | 
| on Atomic Energy, consisting of the Secretary of State, the Secreta- _ 

ry of Defense and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, 

is to ‘pass on the directives which I have to make, that. affect all 
| three of those Departments.” a | 
| b. The above directives are interpreted to mean that the Presi- | 

! dent wants the advice of the Special Committee before making any 
| decision regarding the major production objectives of the atomic 

| energy program, the preparatory deployment of atomic weapons, | 

| and the use of atomic weapons. This is not interpreted as limiting 
| the statutory function of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as “the principal 

* A copy of the memorandum submitted to President Truman on Sept. 10 and its 
enclosure, the statement on agreed concepts on atomic weapons approved by State, : 
Defense, and the AEC, is in the Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, “NSC Atomic— : 

| Atomic Weapons Agreed Concepts”. | | 

| | | :
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military advisers to the President, the National Security Council _ 
and the Secretary of Defense.” 

2. Use of Atomic Weapons | 

In the event of a positive decision, the President would authorize 
the Secretary of Defense to use atomic weapons under such condi- 

| tions as the President may specify. | 

3. Atomic Weapons Stockpile Custody and Operation. . 

a. Custodial Responsibility. The Department of Defense should 

have custodial responsibility for stocks of atomic weapons outside 

of the continental United States and for such numbers of atomic 
weapons in the continental United States as may be needed to 

| assure operational flexibility and military readiness for use subject 

to 2, above. The Atomic Energy Commission should maintain custo- | 
dial responsibility for the remainder of the stockpile of atomic | 

weapons. 

b. Provision of Storage Facilities. Each agency should provide the 
facilities for storage of atomic weapons over which it maintains 

custodial responsibility. However, where custodial responsibility 
| may be changed by Presidential directive without physical move- 

ment of weapons, reimbursement for existing storage facilities 

- should not be required. | | | 
c. Physical Security and Operation of Storage Sites. In the inter- | 

ests of operational readiness and economy of personnel, the Depart- 

ment of Defense should provide the physical security and the serv- 
ices required for the operation of all storage sites for atomic weap- 

ons. For storage facilities for which the Atomic Energy Commission 

is responsible, the services provided by the Department of Defense 

should include normal administrative services, and, under the tech- 

| nical supervision of the Atomic Energy Commission, the perform- 
ance of such maintenance, surveillance, modernization, and modifi- 

cation work as is determined appropriate for accomplishment at 
| the site. Oo - 

d. Access to Atomic Weapons. The Department of Defense should 
provide the Atomic Energy Commission with surveillance informa- 

| tion on atomic weapons under Department of Defense custody, and 

access to such weapons for such purposes as the Atomic Energy 

Commission may determine to be necessary, including the determi- 
nation of the effects of environmental and operational conditions 

a and rotation, modification and major retrofit programs.
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4. The Establishment of Military Requirements and Characteristics | 
of Atomic Weapons - - pie | 

a. The Department of Defense should state its military require- 
ments for numbers and types of atomic weapons, including the de- t 

___ sired military characteristics thereof. a ee 
_ b. The Atomic Energy Commission should propose rates of pro- ft 

duction and production goals for weapon materials in the light of tf 
stated military requirements and of the Commission’s capabilities | 
for meeting these requirements. a ee, 

_ c. The President, in the light of a and b above, will determine the f 

| atomic weapon production program. => oe | 

d. In consonance with the responsibility of the Department of De- | 
| fense to indicate the desired military characteristics of atomic | 
7 weapons, the Department of Defense should establish appropriate 
| criteria and conduct such tests and evaluations, beyond those con- | 

ducted by the Atomic Energy Commission, as deemed necessary to | 
| ascertain the acceptability of weapons to meet these military char- | 

| acteristics, | oe a | 

Note: Approved by the President on September 10, 1952, as the ; 
_ basis for preparation of detailed papers designed to carry out | 

| these agreed concepts. | ee | | 
- | 

| 330.13/9-1152 - | Oo | | 

| Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy United States Repre- | 

| sentative on the United Nations Disarmament Commission 

| (Cohen) | | : 

| TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] September 11, 1952. | 

| Subject: Panel of Consultants on Disarmament _ oP 

| Participants: Robert Oppenheimer—Disarmament Panel | | 

a _B. V. Cohen—UNA oo ; 

| Dr. Oppenheimer came to see me to tell me something about the | 

| work of the Panel. _ = | SE | 
| Dr. Oppenheimer stated that the Panel had taken their work se- _ 
: riously and had done considerable hard thinking on the subject. He L 
| emphasized that the Panel had, he thought, made very consider- 

__ able progress in educating themselves so that individually and as a 
: group they could be much more helpful than when they first start- 

ed their work last spring. | | PAPE | 

While the Panel was working on their report, they did not con- : | 

| template making their report until after the turn of the year. Mr. 
: ) | 

| |
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Oppenheimer stated that the Panel did not think it wise to hurry 
their report, as it was not likely to be particularly helpful in deal- 

ing with the disarmament problem in the setting of the UN Assem- 

bly. The report apparently is directed at the problem of armament — 
as well as disarmament and the conditions necessary to make pos- 
sible serious discussion of disarmament. I gathered that Mr. Oppen- 
heimer and the Panel were of the opinion that until we were on 
better speaking relations with the Soviet Union there was little ad- 
vantage in pressing disarmament proposals unduly or trying to 
elaborate proposals in any great detail. Apparently the Panel 

7 thought that there was danger in aggravating fears and tensions 
by pressing unduly discussions in forums when there was little 
prospect of reaching agreement. 

Mr. Oppenheimer stated that he was aware that we could not | 
drop, and probably should not drop, the disarmament discussion in 

the UN, but until there was some change in the US-Soviet rela- 
| tions, we could not be hopeful of any success except possibly from a 

propaganda or public relations point of view. He thought what we 

had done in the summer in the Disarmament Commission was 
helpful in revealing -a willingness on our part to discuss disarma- 

ment and to take a flexible and less rigid approach to some of the 
problems than we had previously. But he doubted whether we 
could do much more. | | 

Mr. Oppenheimer also indicated that he and the Panel thought 

we should give considerable thought to what might be the reactions 

to the forthcoming atomic tests. He apparently had some discussion , 

with the Secretary on this subject. 
| B. V. COHEN 

330.13/9-1752 : | | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Lincoln P. Bloomfield of the 

Bureau of United Nations Affairs Planning Staff 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| September 17, 1952. 

Subject: Work of the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament. 

Participants: McGeorge Bundy—Secretary, Panel of Consultants 1 
Lincoln P. Bloomfield—UNA/P 

Note: Much of what Mr. Bundy reported to me he later repeated 
in a meeting with Messrs. Sanders, Bechhoefer, Meyers, Warren | 

Chase, Niemeyer and myself. _ 

Mr. Bundy reported as follows: | oo ; 
1. The five members of the Panel think “astonishingly alike’ on 

the problems they have considered. The general framework of their
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considerations has been the place of disarmament in its overall 
policy setting. They have had very intensive discussions, but their — 

- thinking requires more shape before it can be “crystallized’’. : 
_ 2. In Bundy’s words, the Panel is “unable to persuade itself that 
disarmament is not of major importance’. In their opinion, the 

arms race is becoming increasingly dangerous, and the Govern- | | 
ment is not currently taking all necessary steps to meet that : 
danger. The Panel feels that our overall policies should rest on an 
acute awareness of this danger, but at the same time they are | 
unsure that they could recommend any positive steps which would 
carry assurances of success in their undertaking. | 

3. These premises have led the Panel to the conclusion that limi- 
| tation of armaments should become a central part of the purposes 

of U.S. policy to a far more meaningful extent than at present. 
. 4. Because, in the view of the Panel, this is not now the case but i 

: should be and perhaps will be in the future, it is essential that we | 
| keep our public positions on disarmament extremely fluid. We 

must not foreclose the possibility of limited agreements in the | 
| future by pushing ourselves into rigid positions today because of | 

tactical necessities. They feel that so long as genuine negotiations : 

are impossible, some hardening of our public position is inevitable, 
: but we should resist the tendency to allow the situation in the UN 

| to snowball out of manageable proportions and should keep to a 

| minimum statements on this subject which are too specific. In this | 
- connection, they feel that real agreements can only be developed | 

| outside of the publicity attending United Nations discussions and, | 

repeating their earlier thought, in an atmosphere in Washington of 

|. the highest poiicy awareness of the imperatives of this problem 
with full understanding of the need for quid pro quos. | | 

®). The Panel sees its principal task as conveying this awareness ot 
| to the Government, if only by indicating their own reading of the __ | 

high spots of this problem. They are unhappy with the paradoxical | 

| security situation which makes it impossible for them freely to ex- 
| change ideas and thoughts with the UNA Disarmament Staff | 

which has the action responsibility in the Department for this _ | 
| problem, and they intend to recommend that whatever group is 

| charged with this responsibility in the Department be located con- | 

|. siderably closer to the summit both for this reason and because of 
| the central importance of the problem. . 

6. I inquired about their deliberations on the specific tasks we | 
| had set forth for them. Regarding a ‘‘Non-atomic Baruch Plan’’, 
| they felt one would be possible to develop, but would be an unhelp- 

: ful exercise. If agreements ever become possible, reliance will have 

to be placed on “broad safeguards against big violations” rather 
| than on any detailed blueprint. Regarding the UN Atomic Energy 

| | ;
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Plan, they felt that it was originally developed at a time when 
there was considerable political flexibility and an acceptance of the 
need for tight technical controls. By contrast, there is now very _ 

| little political flexibility which leads them to conclude that a 
“loose” technical approach is the only one possible. They feel that 
the UN Plan is out of date, largely because it bears the stigmata of 

protracted unsuccessful negotiations. At the same time, they feel it 
would be undesirable to attempt to make minor changes in the 

Plan in order to make it more “realistic” with concomitant propa- 
ganda advantage, since this might prejudice any really meaningful 
revisions at a more propitious time. It is their feeling that no un- 

derstanding will be possible in this area unless it is a part of a 

larger political understanding. | | 
7. The Panel wishes us to know that its members are available 

for individual or collective consultation on current aspects of our 

| task, at the pleasure of the Department. - | 
| oe LINCOLN P. BLOOMFIELD 

| Truman Library, PSF-Subject file, “NSC Atomic, Atomic Weapons—Thermonuclear” 

_Memorandum by the United States Atomic Energy Commission to 

the Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, September 18, 1952. 

| The Commission believes that an indispensable part of any an- 

| nouncement of a successful Ivy shot would be a clear renewal of 
America’s assurances to the world of its peaceful intentions. 

Such a milestone in the evolution of military application of 

atomic energy might also present a unique opportunity to the 
United States to offer once again to the USSR to negotiate for a 
realistic international control agreement. Such an offer would at 
least tend to neutralize Russian propaganda capitalizing on this 

American development. And it might well remove the internation- 
al control issue from dead center and start up new negotiations 
containing some measure of hope. | | 

Of course such proposal should leave no room for interpretation 

that the United States would forego use of any weapon (if required) 

until international control becomes a reality. 
| H.D.SMITH 

_ Acting Chairman 

1 By memorandum of Sept. 19, Lay transmitted this document to the Secretaries | 
_ of State and Defense. | | :
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G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “ ‘L’ Panel” | | | | oe 

a Oe Draft Memorandum by R. Gordon Arneson to the Secretary of | ! 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] September 29,1952. | 

The Problem en eo | | ) 
To explore means of exploiting forthcoming thermonuclear devel- [ 

opments to the advantage of the United States. ee 

Facts Bearing on the Problem EY ar one : 

_ 1. On November 19, 1949 the President designated the Secretary | 
of State, the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Atomic 

_ Energy Commission as a Special Committee of the National Securi- 
7 ty Council to advise him whether the United States should proceed 
. with the construction of “super’’ atomic weapons. ? The President 
| stated that he wished the Committee to analyze all phases of the 
2 - question including particularly “The technical, military and politi- , 

cal factors’ and “to make recommendations as to whether and in : 
| what manner the United States should undertake the development 

and possible production of ‘super’ atomic weapons.” | | 

: _ 2, The Special Committee completed the study assigned to it on 
| January 31, 1950. 3 It made the following recommendations to the : 
. President: | wo ee | a | 

| “a. That the President direct the Atomic Energy Commission to _ 
| proceed to determine the technical feasibility of a thermonuclear — 
| weapon, the scale and rate of effort to be determined jointly by the 
| Atomic Energy Commission and the Department of Defense; and 

that the necessary ordnance developments and carrier program be 
: undertaken concurrently; coe | 

‘b. That the President direct the Secretary of State and the Sec- = |, 
| retary of Defense to undertake a reexamination of our objectives in : 
| peace and war and of the effect of these objectives on our strategic 4 

plans, in the light of the probable fission bomb capability and possi- | 
ble thermonuclear bomb capability of the Soviet Union; oe : 

_ “ce. That the President indicate publicly the intention of this Gov- 
| ernment to continue work to determine the feasibility of a thermo- ; 
| nuclear weapon, and that no further official information on it be | 

made public without the approval of the President.” PA . 

| 8. The considerations which led to recommendation b above are | 
set forth in the Special Committee report as follows: | 

| - 1 No subsequent. version of this memorandum has been found.. ~ ae 

2 For President Truman’s letter to Executive Secretary of the National Security : 
Council Sidney W. Souers, dated Nov. 19, 1949, establishing the Special Committee, | / 

see Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. 1, p. 587. | | | 
| 3 The “Report by the Special Committee of the National Security Council to Presi- : 

- dent Truman,” Jan. 31, 1950, is printed ibid., 1950, vol. 1, p. 5138. | of
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“Tt must be considered whether a decision to proceed with a pro- _ 
gram directed toward determining feasibility prejudges the more 
fundamental decisions (a) as to whether, in the event that a test of 
a thermonuclear weapon proves successful, such weapons should be 
stockpiled, or (b) if stockpiled, the conditions under which they 
might be used in war. If a test of a thermonuclear weapon proves 
successful, the pressures to produce and stockpile such weapons to 
be held for the same purposes for which fission bombs are then 
being held will be greatly increased. The question of use policy can 
be adequately assessed only as a part of a general reexamination of 
this country’s strategic plans and its objectives in peace and war. | 
Such reexamination would need to consider national policy not 
only with respect to possible thermonuclear weapons, but also with 
respect to fission weapons—viewed in the light of the probable fis- 
sion bomb capability and the possible thermonuclear bomb capabil- 
ity of the Soviet Union. The moral, psychological, and political 
questions involved in this problem would need to be taken into ac- 
count and be given due weight. The outcome of this reexamination 
would have a crucial bearing on the further question as to whether - 
there should be a revision in the nature of the agreements, includ- | 
ing the international control of atomic energy, which we have been 
seeking to reach with the USSR.” | : | 

4. By letters dated January 31, 1950 to the Secretary of State and 
| the Secretary of Defense, + the President directed “the Secretary of 

State and the Secretary of Defense to undertake a reexamination 
of our objectives in peace and war and of the effect of these objec- 

tives on our strategic plans, in the light of the probable fission 
bomb capability and the possible thermonuclear bomb capability of 

| the Soviet Union.” 

o. Concerning the international control of atomic energy, NSC 

68, prepared in response to this Presidential directive, states in 

| part | | 

“At least a major change in the relative power positions of the 
United States and the Soviet Union would have to take place 
before an effective system of international control could be negoti- 
ated. The Soviet Union would have had to have moved a substan- 
tial distance down the path of accommodation and compromise 
before such an arrangement would be conceivable. This conclusion 
is supported by the Third Report of the United Nations Atomic 
Energy Commission to the Security Council, May 17, 1948, in which 
it is stated that °. . . the majority of the Commission has been 
unable to secure .. . their acceptance of the nature and extent of 
participation in the world community required of all nations in 
this field. ... As a result, the Commission has been forced to recog- 
nize that agreement on effective measures for the control of atomic 
energy is itself dependent on cooperation in broader fields of 
policy.’ 

| *For text of the letter from President Truman to Secretary Acheson, Jan. 31, 

1950, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 141.
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“In short, it is impossible to hope that an effective plan for inter- 
national control can be negotiated unless and until the Kremlin 
design has been frustrated to a point at which a genuine and dras- ; 
tic change in Soviet policies has taken place.” ® | 

| 6. Subsequent NSC studies concerned with U.S. policy toward the | 
Soviet Union have periodically reaffirmed the basic theses of NSC | 
68. 

7. By action of the PSB of July 26 [June 26 ?], 1952 ® an ad hoc 
panel was established under the chairmanship of a representative | 
of the Department of State “to formulate a policy for the political 
and psychological exploitation in the U.S. national interest of ther- 
monuclear developments, both U.S. and Soviet.” Its tasks were E 
broken down into three parts as follows: 

“a To make recommendations with respect to the desirability, 
| timing and manner of publicly reporting the thermonuclear test i 
2 scheduled for the Autumn of 1952. 

~ “bh. To formulate contingency guidance to minimize the political 
and psychological disadvantages which might accrue from Soviet 
thermonuclear developmental successes. _ | 

| “c. To formulate recommendations, as feasible, concerning the t 
exploitation. of thermonuclear developments subsequent to the Fall » 
test.” oS : 

3 The Panel addressed itself first to a. The Panel’s recommenda- | 

tions of August 19, 1952 with respect to the public reporting of the 

tests this Fall have been approved by the agencies concerned. . 
These recommendations were as follows: 

| “A. The general operating plan for the public reporting of the | 
| Ivy tests, assuming thai there is no real or fake USSR announce- : 
: ment of its own thermonuclear tests before the first Ivy shot, be as — 

| follows: | | | 

| “(1) In the period before the first detonation: 
“(a) In the late Summer make a terse announcement by the | 

Department of Defense and the AEC stating that Joint Task 
Force 132 will conduct a series of weapons developmental tests 
in the Autumn months of 1952 (Appendix A). | 

“(b) Make no other announcement having any possible rela- 
| | tion to the tests during this period unless it appears strongly 
| likely that Soviet propagandists will make their own an- : 

nouncement and interpretation regarding the tests. 
| “(c) In the case that it does appear likely that Soviet propa- F 

| _ ganda will speak out on the subject, make our own announce- | F 
| ment, putting the fact of the tests in the light which offers the [ 

: | best promise of undercutting the effects of the probable Soviet | 
propaganda announcement. | | E 

| | E 

5 For the complete text of NSC 68, “U.S. Objectives and Programs for National | 
Security,” Apr. 14, 1950, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 284. E 

| 6 See footnote 1, p. 989. | 

| 
i
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, ““(d) In the case that without advance knowledge on our part 
a Soviet propaganda attack on the tests is unleashed, what the 
United States should say can be determined with finality only __ 
at the time and in the light of the nature and circumstances of | 
such Soviet attack. The Panel should continue to give consider- | 
ation to this contingency. | 

| “(2) In the period after the first detonation: — 
“(a) In the case that visible or otherwise detectable phenom- | 

ena have become widely known and news stories and comment 
of a speculative sort are being published, issue a statement by | 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission immediately 

| avter, the detonation of general content such as that in Appen- 
ix B.* 

“(b) In the case that the phenomena or activities are not 
widely detected and there are few or no speculative news ac- | 

. counts, hold announcement until the conclusion of the test 
series. At that time issue announcement by the Chairman of 
the Atomic Energy Commission of general content such as that 
in Appendix C.tT . | 

‘(c) There should be no Washington press conference for the | 
task force Commander and other DOD and AEC officials; the 
press announcement and news conference for purposes of dis- 
tributing credit and kudos to the various elements of the task 
force should be sited at Honolulu. | 

“(d) The several interested Government Agencies and De- 
partments should take steps to ensure that official comment on 
the test results does not go beyond what is issued by the Chair- 
man of the Atomic Energy Commission (Appendix A and B or 
C).” qT 

8. The announcement set forth in Appendix A was issued on Sep- 

tember 9, 1952. | | | 

9. During this period the Department of State, the Department of 

Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission had been giving con- _ 
siderable thought to the question whether the Ivy test series should 
be postponed until some time after the election. By action of the 

President dated September 10, 1952, on the recommendation of the 

Special Committee, the release was authorized of the requisite 

amounts of fissionable and fusionable material for tests scheduled 

*In the event that the thermonuclear test is partially or wholly unsuccessful the | 
statement in Appendix B would presumably not be necessary but a statement along 
the general lines of the statement in Appendix C should be used. [Footnote in the 
source text. Appendix C is not printed. A slightly revised text was issued by the 
Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission on Nov. 16, 1952; for text of the 
press release, see p. 1042.] | | 

tIn the event that the thermonuclear test is partially or wholly unsuccessful the 
statement in Appendix B would presumably not be necessary but a statement along 
the general lines of the statement in Appendix C should be used. [Footnote in the 
source text. | 

7 For a copy of the full ad hoc panel report of Aug. 19, 1952, see G/PM files, lot 68 
D 349, “ ‘L’ Panel”.
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to take place in early November 1952. It was understood that the 
question of exact time should continue under review. | | | 

10. By action of the Executive Secretary of NSC on September | 
17, 1952, 8 inasmuch as the Ad Hoc Panel of PSB had been dis- | 
solved, further political and psychological exploitation of thermo- 

nuclear developments was assigned to the Special Committee of the 
- National Security Council on Atomic Energy. a | 

11. Throughout the course of the developments listed above, par- 
| ticularly in recent months, arguments have been advanced from | 

various quarters that the forthcoming thermonuclear test may well 

represent a point of no return, that once the test is successfully L 
conducted and becomes known the chances of bringing about effec- 

| tive international control of atomic energy will become hopeless, 4 
| and that therefore, some means be found whereby negotiations be | 

2 undertaken afresh with the Soviet Union to see whether some ac- 

ceptable arrangement could be found which would avert the de- 
| scent into the Maelstrom. In this connection, representatives of the | 

Department and the AEC have recently had a series of discussions | 
| with the two representatives from the French AEC, Dr. Francis 

| Perrin and Dr. Bertrand Goldschmidt, who were sent over at the _ : 

3 behest of M. Jules Moch ® to examine the possibilities of devising : 

an international control system based on “continuous inspection’. 
| - Confining their consideration to scientific and technical aspects of : 
: control only, the French participants felt that a technically ade- : 

| quate system could be devised short of the UN plan. (See Appendix 

| D for a record of the conversations. !°) The attached letter from [ 

, the Atomic Energy Commission (Appendix E) 1! raises the question | 
whether the forthcoming test might be utilized to ‘‘reactivate” ne- : 
gotiations with the USSR. Subsequent inquiry has revealed that 
the AEC has no specific proposals to suggest in this connection. _ ; 

: 12. A different manner of approach has also been suggested. It is 
argued that the forthcoming thermonuclear test by itself or cou- | 

- pled with the possession of thermonuclear weapons at a later date : 
(one year to 18 months at the earliest) should be used in some way 

7 to moderate the aggressiveness of the Kremlin’s behavior and to 

8 Executive Secretary Lay’s action was transmitted in a memorandum of Sept. 17 : 
| to the Secretaries of State and Defense, and the Chairman of the U.S. Atomic : 
| Energy Commission. (G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “ ‘L’ Panel”) | 

®Moch was French Representative on the Disarmament Commission and a 
: member of the French Delegation to the Seventh Session of the General Assembly. : 
| 10 Appendix D, attached to the source text, is not printed. Detailed minutes of the | 

conversations with the French representatives, which occurred on Sept. 9 and 11, 
3 are in Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “Chron”. | | a ca 
: 11 Appendix E is not attached to the source text and has not been found. Howev- 
| er, there is attached to the source text an “Addendum”, dated Oct. 2, presumably by E 

Arneson, entitled “Timing of the Approach” which summarizes, in two pages, argu- : 
ments for and against approaching the Soviet Union prior to the test.
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build therefrom toward acceptable settlements including the inter- 
national control of atomic energy. | aa 

Analysis 

_ 1. In examining various alternative courses of action it is essen- 
tial to keep in mind one fundamental point. The Soviet Union is 
not likely to accept any settlements which the West seeks whether 
it be the international control of atomic energy or other settle- 
ments of a more political nature unless it is confronted with a situ- 
ation where failure to accept such settlements leaves it with less 
acceptable alternatives. In retrospect it seems plain that there are , 
two main reasons why the Soviet Union has not to date accepted 
effective international control of atomic energy. The first obviously __ 
is that effective control requires a serious and irreparable breach of 
the iron curtain. The second is that the Kremlin does not find the 
absence of international control an unacceptable situation. A simi- | 
lar calculus would appear to apply to the other settlements which 
the West seeks to attain. 

2. If the foregoing point is valid, there would not appear to be ~ 
much point in a course of action which seeks to water down the 
requirements of international control in the hope that the Soviet 
Union would agree. Attempts to devise a looser control system are 
destined to break on the following dilemma: a system acceptable to 
the Soviet Union is without value as a control system and is, ac- 

7 cordingly, unacceptable to the West. The key to effectiveness, what- 
| ever the words used, is the opening up of the Soviet Union. The 

West cannot settle for less. The Soviet Union cannot permit this 
vital blow to their system. 

3. We must examine then whether any hope can be found in 

looking at the problem from another point of view. Unless it is 

judged that the Kremlin design has been frustrated to a point 

where a genuine and drastic change in Soviet policies has taken 
place or is imminent, no control system of the requisite effective- 

ness to the West can be negotiated with the Soviet Union. The 

| question then remains whether forthcoming thermonuclear event 
could be used as a means to force the Kremlin to bring about a 
drastic change in its policies or to accelerate the time when such 

change would take place. | 

4. In the consideration that was given by the Ad Hoc Panel of 

the PSB to the question of what should be publicly reported con- 

cerning the tests this fall, the underlying thesis was that the event 
_ should be somewhat underplayed rather than exaggerated. This 

was done in view of the fact that for some time after the test the 
United States would not possess a thermonuclear capability in 

being. It is estimated that at least a year, perhaps 18 months, will
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_ be required before thermonuclear weapons of a deliverable charac- . | 
ter will begin to go into stockpile. In such circumstances, it was felt 
that it would be most unwise to exaggerate the importance of the | 
event in the view of the lively possibility that our bluff might be 
called. This same consideration would appear to have a bearing on © : 

the question whether the tests this fall could be used to bring pres- i 

sure on the Kremlin to accommodate itself to an open world. It 
would appear that if pressure is to be brought seriously to bear it : 
must await not only the acquisition by the United States of a ther- ) 
monuclear capability but also the requisite build-up of NATO and f 
other forces. | oe | : | 

5. One might consider, however, whether it would be possible to 
plant a seed, warning the Kremlin of the shape of things to come. 

| Such an operation would require the most meticulous consideration | 
and a decision taken only at the highest level. It might be useful, 
however, to sketch in most general terms an operation that might | 

| be considered. While holding firm in the UN negotiations, neither 

| putting forward new proposals nor retreating from the old, plans | 
| could be laid for a direct approach to the Kremlin. In considering 

the timing of the approach it would appear unwise to attempt to do | 
| this prior to the test. To do so would only lead the Kremlin to be- 

| lieve that we were engaging in a policy of bluff.t A more propitious | 

. timing would appear to be after the tests had been completed and 

have become publicly known. The approach outlined below might | 

| be made during the incumbency of President Truman or might | 
| become one of the first acts of the incoming President. The ap- 
| proach would be to point out to Stalin that U.S. progress in the 

thermonuclear field has interjected a new element in the interna- : 
tional scene and will have an important bearing on the attitude 

: the United States will take toward those actions of the Soviet 
Union which are aggressive in nature, inimical to the interests of } 

| the Western world, and might bring about global conflict. It might | 

. be desirable not to mention thermonuclear developments in the ap- 
| proach but simply to stress the growing build-up on all fronts, leav- , | 

| ing the event of a thermonuclear test to speak for itself. An ap- | 

proach along either of these lines should be cast in such a way as 

not to take on the attributes of an ultimatum but rather should | 
| stress that this attitude would be the inevitable reaction in the ; 

2 minds of the American people to inexorable developments. Suchan  —} 

| approach should not in the first instance include any specific pro- 
| posals for settlement but it should be left that the United States 

¢For further analysis of the problem of timing see Addendum (opposite). [Footnote 
in the source text. Reference to the Addendum is presumably to the same document ' 

| mentioned in footnote 11 above.] | , |
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would be pleased to hear any proposals for settlement that the 
_ Soviet Union might wish to make. Unless the Kremlin evidenced a _ 

genuine interest in securing settlements acceptable to the West, ‘ 
specific proposals by the West to this end would not appear worth- 
while. a oe 

7. The approach outlined above might in some ways be more ef- | 
fective and run less danger of being interpreted as an ultimatum if _ 
it were done in the name of the outgoing President. By reason of 
his “emeritus” status President Truman could very properly 
appear in the role of an interpreter of the will of the American oe 
people while at the same time, in view of the fact that he will soon 
be relieved of responsibility as President of the United States, it 
would be clear that his approach could not be construed as an ulti- | 
matum. His doing it would help to enhance the sense of inevitable- 
ness of the course of events and the response of the American | 
people thereto. If this approach were taken, it would, of course, be | 

| absolutely essential that the President-elect be fully aware of it 
and approve of it. As to timing, it would appear that the approach 
should not be made immediately after the test but perhaps should 
be left until the very end of President Truman’s term, such as late 
December or early January. | a 

8. If the approach suggested were to be undertaken at the in- 
stance of the new President, the warning would have a more fore- 

| boding quality inasmuch as it would come from the responsible 
head of the Government, presumably at the very peak of his sup- 
port from the national electorate. This being so, in order to avoid 
the quality of an ultimatum, the approach might have to be consid- 

| erably more gentle and would require even greater stress on the 
theme of inevitability. _ 

9. Whether the foregoing suggestion commends itself or not as an 

action to be undertaken in the near future, it would seem that any 
attempt in the future to break the impasse between the Soviet 
Union on the one hand and the United States and the rest of the 

_ Western world on the other, should be on a bilateral basis rather 

than through any UN Town Meeting approach. A bilateral ap- 
proach does, of course, raise a thorny problem as to whether and in 
what manner the subject should be handled with Allies. Whether 
an early approach to the Soviet Union is indicated as a result of 

forthcoming thermonuclear events will require much careful study, _ 

but it would appear that in any event this Government should ad- | 
dress itself most seriously to the question as to the form, content 

and timing of bilateral discussions with the Soviet Union to see 
whether any modus vivendi can be arrived at. Concurrently, in | 
order to increase the deterrent value of these developments and to 

| enhance our position of strength, civil defense measures along the
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lines laid down in the Project East River 12 reports should be ) 
_ pressed with all vigor. ae o | 

Appendix “A”? | - | 

| | | JOINT RELEASE _ | | | 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION *° | 

The Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission 

today announced Joint Task Force 132 will conduct tests in the | 

~ autumn months of this year looking toward the development of 
atomic weapons. The tests will be held at the Commission’s Pacific 

_ Proving Grounds on Eniwetok Atoll of the Marshall Islands in the t 
| Pacific. They will be conducted under full security provisions of the _ | 
: Atomic Energy Act. Only official observers of the United States | 
: Government and members of the task force will be present at the 

| tests. The organization of Joint Task Force 132 under the command | | 

| of Maj. General Percy W. Clarkson 1* was announced February 18, 
| 1952. | | 

: ae : | Appendix “B” 

: | STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN, U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 

| In recent days Joint Task Force 132, operating for the Depart- 

ment of Defense and the United States Atomic Energy Commission | 
| has detonated an experimental device at Eniwetok Atoll in the : 

| Marshall Islands. This detonation was one in our 1952 series which, 

| like the 1951 series, looks toward further development of various | 

types of weapons releasing the energy resulting from fission of 
heavy elements or fusion of light elements. The tests are being con- 
ducted under the full security restrictions of the Atomic Energy 

| Act and no further facts on them will be issued. 28 | | 

| 12 See footnote 2, p. 20. | : a | | | 
13 This press release was issued on Sept. 9, 1952. oe | aod : 

| 14 Maj. Gen. Percy W. Clarkson, Deputy Chief of Staff, U.S. Armed Forces, 
Pacific. a | | oe | +
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Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Combined Policy Committee’’ | 

Minutes of the Meeting of the United States Members of the - | 
Combined Policy Committee, Washington, October 9, 1952, 2:45 p.m.+ 

TOP SECRET | | 

Present: | 

Members | | 

Secretary of State, Mr. Acheson 

Secretary of Defense, Mr. Lovett | 

Chairman of Atomic Energy Commission, Mr. Dean 
By Invitation 

Robert LeBaron, Deputy to Secretary of Defense on Atomic 
Energy Matters 

Col. Donald G. Williams, Department of Defense 

John A. Hall, Atomic Energy Commission | 7 
Secretary 

R. Gordon Arneson | 

I. Uranium Ore Policy 

Mr. Acheson referred to a letter from Mr. Dean to the Executive 
Secretary, National Security Council, dated September 16, 1952, 
setting forth the Commission’s view that a procurement goal of 

12,500 tons of uranium oxide annually should be established. (Tab 

A)? Mr. Acheson stated that the ore procurement policy as set 

forth in this memorandum was concurred in by the Department of 

State. Mr. Lovett stated that it had the concurrence of the Depart- 

ment of Defense. It was noted that the policy as set forth would be 
the interim goal of the AEC pending the completion of the study 

which the Commission representative had agreed at the April 16, 

1952 meeting ? would be undertaken and that on conclusion of this 
study the goal would be reexamined. Mr. Dean reported that Mr. 

Robert Smith had been engaged by the Atomic Energy Commission 
to do the study and that the Commission would press forward with 
it as promptly as possible. | 

II. Report on Status of Present and Prospective Uranium Ore Pro- 
duction Programs 

| At the request of Mr. Acheson, Mr. Dean reviewed the status of _ 

procurement programs in the various countries, both present and 

, 1 Prepared by Arneson. | | 
| 2 Not printed. | 

| 3 For the minutes of the meeting of Apr. 16, see p. 885.
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prospective. Mr. Dean’s recital was along the general lines set forth | 
in Tab B. * The following additional points were made: | | 
_A. South Africa | E 
Mr. Dean stated that Commissioner Glennan® and Mr. Jesse 

Johnson ® were at present in South Africa on the occasion of the 
opening of the first uranium plant. While the present production : 
goal is 4,000 tons annually, Mr. Dean expressed the hope that it 

might be possible to raise this figure to 5,000 tons annually. 

B. Australia 7 © | | | 
Mr. Dean alluded to certain difficulties that had arisen in con- 

nection with the draft Rum Jungle Agreement, particularly an | 
amendment proposed by the Australians which would establish a | 
minimum price of $11.00 per pound. The Atomic Energy Commis- 

| sion intended to oppose this change on the ground that it would es- : 
: tablish highly undesirable precedents in connection with earlier 

: agreements, particularly with Belgium, South Africa and Canada. | 
7 In fact, if the $11.00 minimum concept were accepted in the Rum 

. Jungle contract and this proviso were extended to earlier agree- : 
ments it would cost the United States some $30 million. Mr. Lovett 2 

| agreed that we should strongly oppose the $11.00 minimum and 

: suggested we might ask the United Kingdom to assist in holding | 

| the line. Mr. Dean reported that the British were equally opposed 

| and were expected to lend us full support. Mr. Dean reported that | | 

| the prospects were, provided the Rum Jungle arrangements were 

worked out satisfactorily, that we would be getting approximately : 
| 200 tons a year from Australia by 1954, a figure which would be 

raised to 400 tons by 1955 and continue at about that rate for the : 
| life of the agreements. | | 
jo C. Canada : | | 

: Mr. Dean reported that Mr. C. D. Howe ® had recently been in | 
Washington and that the Commission had gone to considerable 

| lengths to impress Mr. Howe with the urgent need of the United | 

3 States atomic energy program for increased tonnages of uranium. : 

| Mr. Howe had been shown the Fernald operation, Oak Ridge, and | 

Savannah River. Mr. Howe was evidently impressed with the mag- , 
| nitude of the United States production program and had stated 

that he would do everything in his power to see that the Canadian | 
contribution of ore would be increased to the maximum extent pos- 

| 4Tab B, “Report on Status of Present and Prospective Uranium Ore Production | 
Program,” is not printed. | 

J 5 T. Keith Glennan, Member of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. 
6 Jesse C. Johnson, Director of the Division of Raw Materials, U.S. Atomic Energy 

| Commission. | i 
7 Documentation on the question of Australian uranium is located in file 843.2546 

and in Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Australia”. 
8 Canadian Minister of Defence Production; also Minister of Trade and Commerce. 

| : | |
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sible. Mr. Lovett reported that the Canadian Minister of Defense, 
Mr. Claxton, ® had told him recently that Mr. Howe was indeed 

7 much impressed as a result of his visit with the need to get on with 
increased uranium production for the benefit of the United States | 
atomic energy program. | - 

D. Belgian Congo — | 
Mr. Dean reported that Commissioner Glennan and Mr. Johnson 

would be visiting Shinkolobwe in the course of their current trip. 
Deliveries of ore from the Congo had been low in the past two 

months. This was not, however, cause for concern inasmuch as the | 

typical pattern seemed to be that while there was normally a fall- 
off in shipments in the autumn of each year the deficit was invari- 
ably made up in a rush of shipments before the end of the year. 
The Commission was anxious to talk with Mr. Sengier and Mr. Ro- 
billiart 1° on their arrival, currently scheduled for early November, 

as to the possibilities of securing the renewal of the 1944 Agree- 

ment. 11 While it was recognized that the current agreement would 

run until early 1956, it was felt that it was not too soon to give 
consideration to the possibilities and the conditions under which an 
extension might be worked out. Mr. Lovett stressed that Mr. Sen- 
gier was the person to talk to on this matter and suggested that 

the Commission might wish to explore with Mr. Sengier the possi- 
bilities of securing a temporary extension of the agreement or even 
an expression of intent to do so. It was agreed that the Commission 
should discuss this entire problem with Sengier on his arrival. 

E. Morocco }2 

Mr. Dean reported that the Commission was not too happy about 

the provision in the draft Moroccan Agreement which provided 
that France would obtain twenty percent of the output for its own 

| program. On balance, however, the Commission felt that it should 

go ahead, recognizing that it was inevitable that suppliers would 

wish to reserve certain quantities for their own programs. He re- 

marked in this connection that a type precedent had, in fact, been 

established in the Australian Radium Hill Agreement which pro- 
vided that United States takings would be governed by the Austra- 
lian requirement that three years’ reserve of ore should always | 

remain in the ground to meet Australian needs. Mr. Lovett agreed 

that arrangements calculated to meet the requirements of the sup- 

9 Brooke Claxton. | | 
10 Kdgar E. B. Sengier and Hermann Robilliart, ranking officials of the Union 

Miniére du Haut Katanga. | 7 | 
11 Reference is to the Memorandum of Agreement between the United States, the 

United Kingdom, and Belgium relating to uranium, Sept. 26, 1944; for text, see For- 

eign Relations, 1944, vol. 1, p. 1029. : 

12 Documentation on the question of Moroccan uranium is in file 871.2546 and in 
Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “France” (also 57 D 688, “Morocco’’). |
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plier nation might well be inescapable and stressed the desirability | 

| of a policy of preemptive buying which might make it necessary to 
accept such arrangements even though they were not. ideal from 

our point of view. es oy 
_F. Latin America Loge lee Soe | 
_Mr. Dean said that the Atomic Energy Commission felt it would | 
need additional help from the Department of State in getting on 
with certain of the negotiations in Latin America. Mr. Acheson re- } 
sponded that the Department would be more than glad to do so. | 
Mr. Arneson mentioned that steps were already being taken with | 
the Assistant Secretary for Inter-American Affairs to see whether | 
certain of the negotiations might be reinvigorated. With respect to 

| the monazite negotiations with Brazil, Mr. Dean reported that the | 
| Commission felt it would be able to meet Brazilian wishes in con- 

? nection with the return of small quantities of uranium found in the : 
| thorium sludges. On balance, the Commission was optimistic that | 
! negotiations could be satisfactorily concluded on monazite and tho- | 
| rium. With respect to uranium exploration program in Brazil, it 

seemed clear that the Brazilians were not prepared to take this 
| matter up in any vigorous way until the monazite-thorium negotia- | 
| tions had been successfully completed. One of the difficulties in get- 

ting'on with the uranium aspect of the negotiations, apart from the 

| priority of the monazite-thorium problem, was the fact that Brazil ; 
had not organized any effective exploration program and seemed : 

rather reluctant to accept assistance in this regard. | 

; - .G. The United States | ae | 

! Mr. Dean reported that 800 tons were expected out of the Colora- } 

2 do plateau in the current year and that the return would rise to . | 
more than a thousand tons annually by 1954. Mr. LeBaron com- : 
mented that in his trip through the Colorado plateau area he was | 

| struck by the shortage of drilling equipment and in general a lack I 
| of sense of urgency on the part of the people on the ground. He had | 

the impression that with a greater amount of effort the output in 
this area might be increased five-fold. Mr. Dean stated that there | 

, were many details concerning the Colorado plateau operation | 
which would have to be in hand before the Committee could make | | 

| a useful judgment as to the desirability and the means whereby __ ' 
output could be increased. He suggested that the Commission | 

| should supply an analysis of this situation.* As to the phosphate 7 
situation, Mr. Dean stated that the Commission has developed | | 
processes for the extraction of uranium from phosphoric acid pro- | 

*See Tab C. [Footnote in the source text. Tab C, a memorandum dated Oct. 27, | 
| 1952, from Dean to Arneson, concerning the increase in the amount of uranium | 

, coming from the Colorado Plateau, is not printed.] oe 

E
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: duced in connection with commercial operations for phosphate | 
| chemicals and phosphate fertilizers. These processes have been | 

proven by pilot plant operations and are expected to provide urani- 
um at a reasonable cost—on the order of $15.00 to $18.00 per pound 

of UsOs. One full-scale plant is in production and several others are 
being built. Negotiations are underway for the construction of addi- 
tional plants. OS 

By-product production is limited by the amount of phosphoric 
acid produced in connection with commercial operations. Based 

| upon presently operating facilities, and additional facilities which 
are planned by industry, available uranium production from this 
source is expected to be on the order of 300 tons per year by 1955 

and may be increased to around 400 tons by 1958 to 1960. As to 
recovery of uranium from shales, the Commission considered this 
to be a very unlikely project. Present estimates would indicate that | 
the cost per pound of recovered uranium would be on the order of 

$60.00. Research, however, was continuing on shales. The Commit- | 

tee shared the view of the Commission that this did not seem to be 
a profitable line of development. 

| H. Portugal 1° | 

Mr. Arneson reported that our Ambassador, Mr. Cannon, !4 had 

raised with the Foreign Minister the question whether operations 

could be expanded and an intensive prospection program undertak- 

en. In the absence of Salazar !5 who was away on vacation, the 
Foreign Minister was quite noncommittal. Ambassador Cannon 
was expected back in the United States momentarily and opportu- 
nity would be found to discuss the problem with him further. Mr. 
Acheson recalled that he had discussed this problem with Mr. Sala- 

zar on the occasion of the Lisbon NATO meetings. 1® He had found | 

Salazar was not particularly anxious to accede to a program of 

greater exploitation of Portuguese uranium resources. He had the 

impression that Salazar would be content to leave the ore in the 

ground against the day that it might fetch a higher price. It was 

agreed that the problem of Portuguese negotiations should be dis- 
cussed afresh with Ambassador Cannon as soon as possible to de- 

termine how best to proceed. | . 

K. Spain 17 

18 Documentation regarding uranium in Portugal is in file 853.2546 and in Atomic 
Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Portugal”. 

14 Cavendish W. Cannon. oe 

15 Dr. Antonio de Oliveira Salazar, Premier of Portugal. 
16 Kor documentation on the Ninth Session of the North Atlantic Council at : 

Lisbon Feb. 20-25, 1952, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 107 ff. | 

17 Documentation on Spanish uranium is in file 852.2546 and in Atomic Energy 
files, lot 57 D 688, “Spain’’. | |
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. Mr. Arneson reported that Assistant Secretary Perkins had dis- | 
cussed with Ambassador MacVeagh !8 recently in London the ques- 
tion of timing of an approach to the Spaniards. The consensus of 

their view was the status of military negotiations and of MSA ne- | 
gotiations should not stand in the way of uranium negotiations and 
that an approach could be made whenever the Commission desired 
to do so. | 

Ill. Proposed Military Inspection of Chief Uranium Mining Areas of 
the World — a : 

Referring to his letter of August 11, 1952 (Tab D), 19 Mr. Lovett 
said that the question here was whether any additional stimulation 
of the sort suggested in the letter would be useful at this time. He | 

suggested that a collateral purpose of a military inspection would 
: be to examine into security problems in the various areas. Mr. 
' Dean said that he had considerable misgiving as to the efficacy of 
| such a trip in increasing uranium production. He felt that such a | 

| trip might have an adverse effect on negotiations that were con- | 
4 tinuing, some of which were on a particularly personal basis as I 

| with Messrs. Sengier and Robilliart and quite delicate as in the i 

| case of the Australian negotiations. Mr. Lovett recalled that the | 
| original proposal had been confined to the Congo, Canada, and | 

| South Africa. With respect to the Congo, Mr. Acheson pointed out . 

: that the Belgians were most sensitive about having visitors to the | 

Congo and that this would militate against the proposal. | 

| Mr. Arneson reported that Ambassador Cowen, 2° as a result of a 
considerable incursion of United States officials into the Congo 

from other agencies, had strongly recommended recently that 

future trips be very carefully screened to avoid arousing the sensi- 

tivities of Belgian and Congo officials. As to Canada, Mr. Lovett 
| felt the recent visit of Mr. Howe had accomplished the needed ob- 
: jectives and that there was no need for a military inspection trip to : 

| Canada at this time. Concerning the Union of South Africa, Mr. | 
| Dean said the Commission felt the Glennan-Johnson trip would _ | 

| serve a very useful purpose in stimulating even greater effort on | 
| the part of the South Africans, particularly on the part of the 

mining interests whose wholehearted cooperation was essential. 

Mr. Acheson stated that from the political point of view it would _ | 
| seem most untimely to consider any such trip to the Union of 

! South Africa. He alluded to the difficulties the United States would 
| have with South Africa in the forthcoming General Assembly. Mr. | 

| 18 Lincoln MacVeagh, U.S. Ambassador in Spain. | | 
| J Tab D, a letter from Lovett to Acheson concerning a possible military inspec- | 
| tion of uranium ore sources, is not printed. 

20 Myron M. Cowen, U.S. Ambassador in Belgium. ! 

| |
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Lovett concluded that from the recital that Mr. Dean had given 

earlier it seemed apparent that events had overtaken the sugges- 
_ tion for a military inspection trip and in his view such a trip in- 
volved excessive risk without profit. This view was concurred in by 
the other members. | 

IV. Security in Raw Materials Producing Countries 

Mr. Acheson recalled that under NSC 29 2! the Department of 

, State was given responsibility for coordinating plans and activities 

designed to improve industrial security in those facilities situated 

in foreign countries which were of strategic importance to the 

United States. He suggested that it would be useful if the Atomic 

Energy Commission, with its direct relations with the uranium pro- 
ducing countries and the mining interests involved, could prepare a 

report of the status of industrial security in the areas of interest to 

them. If such report were prepared and made available to the De- : 

partment of State, arrangements could then be worked out to see | 

_ what further steps needed to be taken, .. . . Such report would be 

particularly helpful if it contained the AEC views as to the need 
for additional security measures. Mr. Dean stated that the Commis- 
sion would be glad to prepare such report and work with the De- 

partment of State in carrying the project forward. In this connec- 
| tion he said that the Commission was concerned about the dangers 

that might exist in the calcining plant in South Africa. . . . | 
| R. GoRDON ARNESON 

21 NSC 29, “Security of Strategically Important Industrial Operations in Foreign 
Countries”, Aug. 26, 1948, is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 29 

Series) | 

| G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Ivy” | | 

Memorandum for the Files by R. Gordon Arneson, Special Assistant 

| to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] October 9, 1952. 

Subject: Time of Thermonuclear Test | | 

Prior to taking up other aspects of thermonuclear developments 

at a meeting in his office at 4 p. m. Thursday, October 9,1 the Sec- 
retary inquired as to the exact status of timing of the thermonucle- 
ar test this Autumn. Secretary Lovett said that the President had 
asked him to see to it that the situation develops in such a way 
that the test did not take place until after November 4. Mr. Ach- 
eson inquired whether this view had been expressed to Mr. Lovett 

1 For the memorandum covering the major portion of the meeting, see infra.
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after the two of them had seen the President.? Mr. Lovett respond- | 
ed that this was the case and went on that what the President had 
in mind was that arrangements should be made for slowing up de- 
liveries of equipment or some other technical obstacle be found to | 
prevent the test from taking place before the election. The Presi- 
dent wanted Mr. Lovett to get word to Mr. Dean to make sure that 

| this would be taken care of. Mr. Dean said that no machinery to | 
accomplish this objective had yet been set up. He had thought that i 
inasmuch as General Clarkson, the Task Force commander, was re- : 
sponsible to General Collins it might prove necessary to work L 
through that channel. Mr. Lovett pointed out, however, that the 

| President wanted this to be done without the generation of any of- 
| ficial documents. This, he went on, virtually necessitated using 

some channel other than the military. The President had asked | 

| Mr. Lovett when they talked last about this as to who would 
| | inform General Clarkson that all technical arrangements had been | 

- finalized. Mr. Lovett had said that this would be Dr. Graves.? The | 
President thereupon commented that the matter should be taken 

: care of through Gordon Dean who could give the necessary instruc- _ 
| tions to Dr. Graves. Finally, Mr. Lovett said that the President | 

wanted to be informed when the necessary arrangements had been : 
| made. In conclusion it was left that Mr. Dean would take the nec- 
| essary steps to see that the President’s wishes were met.* | 

2 The meeting under reference has not been identified. 
| 3 Dr. Alvin C. Graves, Scientific Director, Pacific Proving Grounds. 

| 4 The detonation of the thermonuclear device at the Eniwetok test site took place 
as originally scheduled on Oct. 31, 1952, local time, Nov. 1 Washington time. The 

reasons for the President’s request for postponement and for the decision to proceed 
with the test as scheduled have not been clearly established on the basis of docu- 
mentation in Department of State files or the Truman Library. The events preced- | 

| ing the test are described in Hewlett and Duncan, Atomic Shield, pp. 590-592, and 

in Harry S. Truman, Years of Trial and Hope (Garden City, N.Y., Doubleday, 1956), | 
pp. 313-314. : ce | - : 

| a | 
700.5611/10-952 | | | | | | 

i 

: Memorandum for the Files by R. Gordon Arneson, Special Assistant 

| | to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs | 

| TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON, undated.] | 

| MEETING OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY | 
fo _ COUNCIL HELD IN THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE oS | 

: . oe _ Thursday, October 9, 1952, 4 p. m. | 

| Present: | | | 
‘Secretary of State, Mr. Acheson | , | 

| 
| | |
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Secretary of Defense, Mr. Lovett | | 

Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Mr. Dean 
James Lay, Executive Secretary, National Security Council | 
Paul Nitze, Director, Policy Planning Staff | 

R. Gordon Arneson, Special Assistant to Secretary of State 

Mr. Acheson felt that the Special Committee should examine the 
question whether there was any action the United States might 
wish to take vis-a-vis the Soviet Union on the occasion of, or as a 
result of the forthcoming thermonuclear test. No specific proposals 

had been formulated, and, indeed, he was not inclined himself to 

advocate an approach, but he thought that the forthcoming event 

was of sufficient significance to warrant taking the time of the Spe- 
cial Committee to consider whether there were any actions which 
should be taken. His own view in thinking about the problem was 

that the Soviet Union had not in the past been under any compul- 
sion to agree to effective international control of atomic energy: 
they had been quite content with a situation of no control. He had | 

| not been able to discover any new element in the forthcoming 
event which would change this situation. He felt that when the 

United States possessed a thermonuclear capability the Soviet 

Union would not be particularly troubled but would simply work 
8 toward the day when it, too, would have thermonuclear weapons in 

its arsenal and thereby in a position to inflict great damage on the 

United States in the event of war. While a thermonuclear test 
would represent a significant event, he did not feel that the posses- 

sion of thermonuclear weapons in the hands of both the United 
States and the USSR would radically alter the damage that might 
ensue in the event of war. To be sure, the same damage could be 

done perhaps with fewer sorties but that no new order of magni- 

tude of devastation was necessarily involved. While his own conclu- 
sions were along the lines he had indicated, he felt nevertheless 

the problem should be brought to the attention of his colleagues. 
He asked Mr. Nitze to expand somewhat further on the possibili- 

ties that had been thought about. 

Mr. Nitze said that one of the suggestions that had been heard 
was that an attempt should be made to get an agreement from the © 

Soviet Union to have a moratorium on further tests. It took only 
superficial analysis to conclude that such a proposal would not be 
to the advantage of the United States inasmuch as in all probabili- 
ty even if the Soviet Union were to agree to such a moratorium 

they would doubtless proceed in every way possible short of tests to 
improve their thermonuclear as well as atomic position against the 

day they were prepared to violate the moratorium. This would put 

the United States at a distinct disadvantage inasmuch as it would,
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in all probability, live up to the terms of the moratorium. A rather 
more complicated possibility was then examined. Perhaps the mor- 
atorium idea could be coupled with an agreement for disclosure : 
and verification along the lines that had been advanced in the 
United Nations. An examination of this possibility indicated that 
such an arrangement would be to the advantage of the United 
States inasmuch as the moratorium would then have teeth in it _ 

and could be presumably enforced, or at minimum, notice of viola- E 

tion could be had. However, when one examined the chances of 

Soviet acceptance of such a proposal, the likelihood seemed very | 

_. dim indeed. In this connection Mr. Nitze said one then had to ana- 
lyze whether the chances of Soviet acceptance would be better if 
the approach were made before or after the test. He had found it | 

difficult to see that there would be any net advantage one way or 
! the other. Moreover, an attempt to negotiate this proposition out : 

| prior to a test ran the very serious danger that the Soviets would 
stall indefinitely thereby delaying our thermonuclear tests. In con- 

| clusion, therefore, an analysis along the lines indicated would of 

appear to make any proposal for an approach to the Soviet Union | | 

at this time or in the near future highly dubious. The Department 
felt, however, that the matter should be discussed. | 

| Mr. Lovett responded most energetically to the matter that had 
| been raised. He felt that any such idea should be immediately put 

out of mind and that any papers that might exist on the subject : 
: should be destroyed. He was deeply troubled that this was the kind 

: of thing that might very well be traced back to fellows like Dr. Op- 
| penheimer whose motivations in these matters were suspect. He 

2 thought it would be most unfortunate if any word of this subject 
| leaked out and if Oppenheimer’s name were linked with it in any 

| way because he was afraid that there might soon be some adverse 
. developments with respect to Oppenheimer. He stated that he and 

| Mr. Dean had recently been discussing the doubts that had arisen : 

| about Oppenheimer’s motivations and what to do about it. 

Mr. Dean felt that the forthcoming test was a very significant 
: event and felt that it might be used as an occasion to renew our I 

tO efforts to secure international control of atomic energy and regula- 

| tion and reduction of armaments generally. In response to a ques- f 

| tion from Mr. Nitze, Mr. Dean acknowledged that such a move 
: would be designed primarily for propaganda purposes. 

‘ Mr. Arneson expressed the view that any proposal for an ap- ' 
|. proach to the Soviets had to be viewed in the light of the basic 

| analysis of NSC-68 which had been periodically reaffirmed in sub- 
, sequent NSC studies. That analysis stated that it was unlikely that 

meaningful negotiations could be had with the Soviet Union unless | 
! and until the Soviets found that failure to agree to settlements



1036 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 

placed them in an untenable position. As regards international 

| control of atomic energy, it was clear that the Soviets had refused 

| effective international control for two basic reasons: (1) effective 
control would exact too high a price, i.e., would cause an irrepara- _ 
ble breach of the iron curtain, and (2) the Soviets did not find the 
absence of international control an unacceptable situation. It did 

not appear that a forthcoming thermonuclear test would in any | 

way change the negotiating situation. One might consider whether _ 

- negotiations could be more favorably considered when the United 
States had thermonuclear weapons in being and an effective deliv- 
erability capability. | 

Mr. Dean referred to the recommendations that had been made : 
by the PSB concerning public announcements of the Ivy series. He 
felt that the proposal not to say anything about the first test in the — | 

series unless forced to by imminence of a leak was unrealistic and | 
that it probably would be necessary to volunteer some statement 

concerning this first test as soon as it was over. Mr. Lovett, on the 

other hand, expressed opposition to saying anything about the ther- 

monuclear aspect of the Ivy series and stated he was not in agree- 

| ment with the recommendations of the PSB. Mr. Acheson stated 
that it was evident that this matter required reconsideration and 
that this should be done. Mr. Lay agreed that he would call togeth- 

er the appropriate representatives from the three agencies to take 

another look at the problem. | a | 
- The meeting rose at 4:45 p.m. | 

G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Ivy” | 

Memorandum for the File, by the Special Assistant to the Secretary 
of State for Atomic Energy Affairs (Arneson) 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| October 27, 1952. 

Subject: Advance Notification to the United Kingdom and Canada 
of United States Atomic Tests | a 

By memorandum of October 18, 19521 I requested the views of 
the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission on 

the question whether the United Kingdom and Canada should be 

given advance notification of the forthcoming Ivy series along the 

lines of notification previously given for earlier test series. By 
memorandum dated October 15! from Mr. LeBaron I was informed 
that the Secretary of Defense concurred in the proposed advance 
notification. On October 22 I met with Acting Chairman Smyth 
and Commissioners Murray and Glennan to discuss in detail the 

1 Not printed. (G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Ivy’”) |
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various problems presented by the proposal. It was the consensus 
of the meeting, after some discussion, that I should proceed with i 

the advance notification on the Ivy series as in the past. I pointed 
_ out that my general advance notification to the British and the Ca- [ 

nadians would be followed at a later date by more precise notifica- | 
tion through AFOAT channels of the exact time of the shots and of I 
the meteorological conditions existing at the time in order to facili- | [ 
tate British and Canadian interception of the clouds. No objection 
was raised in the meeting to this follow-up procedure, it being rec- I 

ognized that such information was operationally necessary in car- 
rying out technical cooperation in Area 5 under the modus vi- 
vendi. 2 By memorandum dated October 23 from Mr. Hall? I was 
informed that the Commission concurred in the proposal for ad- 

vance notification with “the suggestion that the United Kingdom : 
. could be informed in the near future that the Ivy test is planned 
| for the early part of November.” Oke ag 
| Following on these concurrences I informed Mr. Eddie Tomkins, 
| British Secretary of the CPC, and Mr. George Ignatieff, Canadian E 

Secretary of the CPC, of the forthcoming Ivy tests along the follow- 
| ingliness ss | 

7 1. The forthcoming tests would be two in number. | : 
| _ 2. The test series was scheduled to begin early in November. The 

exact time would be in large measure dependent on weather condi- 
: tions which tended to be quite uncertain at this time of the year in E 

| the Eniwetok area. / [ 
| 3. The procedure followed in the past, namely notification as to ; 
| exact time and attendant meteorological conditions, would be forth- 

| coming in due course through AFOAT channels. ae | 
) 4. No inkling was given, or asked, as to the nature of either shot. | 

The notification as set forth above was given to the two named 
| individuals orally on the afternoon of Friday, October 24, 1952. 

| 2 For text of the modus vivendi, see the minutes of the meeting of the Combined __ i 
| Policy Committee, Jan. 7, 1948, in Foreign Relations, 1948, vol.1,p.679. 
| | ° Not found in Department of State files. ee - | 

| 

| :
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Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “Panel of Consultants on Disarmament” . 

Memorandum by the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament ! 

CONFIDENTIAL [New YorK, undated.] 

| A Drart SUMMARY OF THE LINE OF ARGUMENT AGREED ON NOvVEM- 
| BER 15TH [1952] at aA ParRTIAL MEETING OF THE PANEL IN NEW 

YorK CITY 

A. As a nation we have got into a position such that it is hardly 
thinkable for us to undertake any serious effort to limit the arms 

| race—or even to moderate our own dependence upon an unlimited 
use of the largest possible weapons. We are committed to the devel- 
opment of ever more powerful weapons; both the precedent of 1945 
and our own present public national position commit us to the use 
of such weapons where necessary in the event of hostile aggression. 

By federal law, we are committed to a policy of noncooperation and 
unilateral decision in all of these matters of atomic energy. More 
and more, both in our grand strategy and in our specific effort to 

defend the continent of Europe, we are dependent upon our prow- 

- ess in the field of weapons of mass destruction. And finally, it 

seems at least possible that military considerations will require us, 

in the event of war, to launch our massive attack with a rapidity 
and violence that will make all previous examples of “total war’ 
seem pale and incomplete. 

B. The contest in producing weapons of mass destruction is pro- 
| ceeding grimly at an ever more rapid pace. The atomic bomb, in 

itself, is a weapon of a new order of destructive power. What is less 
well understood is that it is a weapon of such a character that once 
any nation knows how to make an atomic bomb, it can expect the 
total destructive force of its stockpile to multiply at a quite ex- 
traordinary rate of speed. The rate of growth of the American 

stockpile has been startling, and there is no reason to suppose that 

a similar development is not occurring in the Soviet Union. This is 

true when we consider simply the rate of expansion of the supplies 

of fissionable material; the point becomes still sharper if in addi- 
tion we bear in mind the possibilities of weapons with a thermonu- 

clear, or a biochemical, component. In the end it even becomes nec- 
essary to consider the unmeasured but real possibility of a contami- 

| nation of the atmosphere. The destructive power of atomic stock- 
piles is of a wholly new order, and in this sense it creates a new 

and fearful connection between the United States and the US.S.R. 
We seem to be moving toward a situation in which each of the two © 

| 1 Drafting information and distribution is not indicated on the unsigned source 
text. :
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_ great powers may have the capacity to wreck the society of the 

other. Without venturing to predict whether or not, in such a ; 
world, catastrophe might be averted by the fear of retaliation, the 
panel is persuaded that life in such conditions would be inevitably E 
shadowed by fear and anguish compared to which our present trou- 
bles would seem light indeed. | 

CC. Yet the Panel has not tried to sketch a full and workable | 
scheme for safety—or even to decide whether it can be national | 
policy to work for the adoption of any such scheme. (Here it may be i 
necessary to explain briefly how we distinguish a ‘full and work- ; 
able” scheme from the sort of proposals made in the United Na- 
tions thus far—and to remark that we have tried to sketch for our 
own use some outline of the balance of considerations as it now 
stands.) We are persuaded that these questions can have no fixed 

| answer, for the outlines of what it seems wise to work for can ; 
| change rapidly as time passes. Moreover, the proper shape of a 
| scheme for arms control—even in the light of the grim prospect _ 
| sketched above—must depend on a full estimate of national policy 

| and not simply upon a study of the contest in armaments. So a | 
| judgment on this matter would in reality take the Panel beyond its 

: assignment. 
| D. This Panel does not think that either the Soviet danger or the | 
| great effort to establish a collective defense in the free world is un- 

=: tmportant. On the contrary, it believes that there is pressing urgen- | 

cy in guarding against the one by doing all we can to develop and 
, strengthen the other. Much of the strength of the United States | 

: and her allies must currently come from weapons of mass destruc- 
| tion. Nor is there anything remote or trifling in the problems sug- : 

7 gested by such words as Berlin, Korea, Iran, and Indo-China—to | 

| say nothing of the Saar, Trieste, Suez, and Kashmir. 7 

: E. Still, the Panel has not been able to persuade itself that this | 
: double goal is sufficient; in its view the character of the arms race f 
| is such that policy should be based on three points and not two; the | 

2 meaning of armaments should be placed fully on a level with the — | 
| menace of the Soviet Union and the urgency of the defense of the 
| free world. This is exceedingly difficult, for there are many kinds of | 
| activity which serve one concern while damaging another—and in 
| some cases it is quite impossible to give full weight to all three. On I 

the other hand, we believe that there are several important steps ; 

| which can be of real and general value in such a three-point policy | 
, and our only firm conclusions relate to six steps of this kind. These f 

=: conclusions are firm enough to make up for our hesitation in other _ 
, matters. | | 

| | | :
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F. In the light of these considerations, we reach the following con- 
clusions: Sy hoy a 

1. There is need for candor about the arms race. The Government 
should adopt a policy of candor about the character of major weap- 
ons, their expanding rate of production, and the enormous and im- | 
portant fact that they are possessed by both sides. There is need for 
candor both within the Government and outside it—to our people 
in general and to all responsible officers of the Government in par- | 
ticular. This means that a very much wider circle of officals should 
know about the arms race, think about it, and talk about it. 

a 2. There is need for a focusing of responsibility in the Government 
for both thought and action. All major decisions and plans for the 
development and use of armaments, and all deliberations about 
their regulation, should have the same care and consideration 
which are now given to the largest aspects of our resistance to 
Soviet expansionism and our efforts to organize the free world. Nei- 
ther plans for strategic bombardment, at one extreme, nor details 
of disarmament proposals, at the other, should be left to agencies 
of limited and specialized responsibility. Nor should large decisions 
in other fields be taken without a full awareness of their meaning 
with respect to armaments. 

3. There is need for a wholly new order of effort in defending the 
North American continent against weapons of mass destruction. | 
The arms race, in our view, carries enormous dangers to the whole 
of American policy through the fact that the U.S.S.R. may soon be 

| able to strike a crippling blow against the United States. Such a 
| development would have the gravest kind of adverse effect on all 

our policies, and we believe that there is urgent need for a major 
effort to strengthen our continental defense. We would emphasize 
that one great way to reduce the danger of all weapons is to reduce 
their effectiveness. There is probably no complete safety in conti- 
nental defense, but the more that we can get, the better. This is 
something that can be done even while real arms regulation seems 
unattainable—and the Panel also believes that each improvement 
in continental defense may make it less necessary to insist on total- 
ly ironclad schemes of arms regulation. _ | 

4. There is need for a gradual abandonment of the initiative in 
advancing new proposals for disarmament through the United Na- 
tions. We find with regret that the policy of advancing proposals 
for disarmament through the United Nations is losing its useful- 
ness. These proposals seem almost inevitably unreal, framed as 
they are without any real hope that the Russians will accept them. 
They seem to suggest that there is available as a real possibility a 
world of full safety and peace—and this is not really the case at 
the present. While recognizing that it will not be possible to change 
our tack suddenly or without preparation, the Panel believes that 
precisely because the problem of arms regulation is so important it 
should not now be handled by public discussion in commissions of 
the United Nations. Of course the United States cannot prevent — 
others from advancing their proposals, but the Panel believes that
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it can use its right to analyze and comment on any such proposals 
to clarify the fact that these discussions do not at present really I 
serve the common cause. Ok ; 

5. There is need for a new level of understanding with our major 
allies on the meaning of atomic armaments. The Panel is persuaded 
that it is important to get a better understanding with our allies on 
atomic problems. (This view is generally shared in the Department 
of State, and so it will probably not be useful to press our reason- | | 
ing here. Our view of course is that there is need for a common | 
approach to such problems as using atomic weapons in Europe and i 
planning for a possible scheme of adjustment in which the danger __ E 
of these weapons might be reduced; we are also concerned with the | 
broad objective of holding the free world together.) — | | 

6. There is need for increased attention to the possibilities that _ 
may be found in serious communication with the U.S.S.R. The : 
Panel believes that one of the central difficulties in all our policy is i 
a fearful ignorance of Russian capabilities and intentions—and 4 
that some of our gravest dangers lie in the possibility that Soviet | 

2 leaders may misread the realities of the arms race and of our own : 
| determination. We think that the United States has the diplomatic | 

skills to open serious and significant conversations bearing on such 
| - problems, and we believe that even if such conversations should . 

| not develop at present into any real negotiations (which may well L 
be impossible), they would bring us much important information 

| and perhaps decrease the likelihood of a disastrous miscalculation : 
: oneither side. = — | - - eo 

| G. The Panel is uncomfortably aware that its conclusions are 
| - none of them easy to execute—and that in the view of many they are | 
. highly debatable. While the Panel is in no position to assess the 

strength of any opposition to the views it has expressed, it seems 
important to observe that it may be better that proposals of this : 

| kind should be ignored than that they should be raised at a time | 
| and in a manner such that they could only be rejected with a net | 
| loss to the general view which the Panel holds. This does not mean 
| that all difficult courses are undesirable—or that in the view of the 

| - Panel the true test of any policy is its current popularity in the 
| Government. But we are a panel of consultants, and we must rec- 

ognize that what we urge must be weighed against other realities | 

than those which it has been our assignment to consider. : 

| | | 

| a |
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G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Ivy” | 

: United States Atomic Energy Commission Press Release } 

No. 456 WASHINGTON, November 16, 1952. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN, UNITED STATES ATOMIC ENERGY 
| | COMMISSION 2 ) 

Joint Task Force 132, operating for the Department of Defense 
and the United States Atomic Energy Commission, has concluded 
the third series of weapons development tests at Eniwetok Atoll in 

the Marshall Islands. Like the Greenhouse series 1951, it was de- 

signed to further the development of various types of weapons. In 
furtherance of the President’s announcement of January 31, 1950, 3 
the test program included experiments contributing to thermonu- | 
clear weapons research. | | 

Scientific executives for the tests have expressed satisfaction 
with the results. The leaders and members of the military and ci- 
vilian components of the Task Force have accomplished a remarka- 

ble feat of precision in planning and operations and have the com- 

mendation of the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy 
Commission. a | | 

In the presence of threats to the peace of the world and in the 

: absence of effective and enforceable arrangements for the control 
of armaments, the United States Government must continue its 

| studies looking toward the development of these vast energies for 
the defense of the free world. At the same time, this Government is 

pushing with wide and growing success its studies directed toward 

utilizing these energies for the productive purposes of mankind. 

| 1A notation on the source text reads: ‘‘For immediate release Sunday, November 

®, ee memorandum of Nov. 12, NSC Executive Secretary Lay informed AEC 

Chairman Dean that the President had that day approved the issuance of this an- 
nouncement. (G/PM files, lot 68 D 349, “Ivy’’) The hydrogen bomb test had occurred 
on Nov. 1, Washington time. | | 

3 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 141. — 7 |
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Disarmament files, lot 58 D 183, “Chron” | | 

Report Prepared by Howard Meyers of the Office of United Nations _ 
_ Political and Security Affairs } | 

| 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] November 26, 1952. 

STATUS REPORT ON THE WORK OF THE DISARMAMENT COMMISSION 2 
| 

1. Establishment of the Disarmament Commission 

General Assembly Resolution 502(VI) of January 11, 1952 3 estab- 
lished the United Nations Disarmament Commission to take the i 
place of the existing United Nations Atomic Energy Commission | 

| and the Commission for Conventional Armaments. The Disarma- _ 

| ment Commission is composed of the members of the Security 
| Council plus Canada, and is directed by this.resolution to prepare 
i draft proposals to be embodied in a draft treaty or treaties for sub- E 

mission to a conference of all states, concerning: (i) regulation, limi- 

| tation, and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all arma- i 

| ments; (ii) elimination of all major weapons adaptable to mass de- 

struction; (iii) effective international control of atomic energy to 

| ensure the prohibition of atomic weapons and the use of atomic 

energy for peaceful purposes only, with the present United Nations 
| plan being used as the basis for the Commission’s considerations 

| until a better or no less effective plan is devised; (iv) progressive : 

| and continuing disclosure and verification of all armed forces and 
all armaments, including atomic, this problem to be considered as 

a first task; (v) methods for fixing over-all limits and restrictions on 
| all armed forces and armaments, and for determining the alloca- 

: tion within their respective military establishments of the permit- 
, ted national armed forces and armaments; (vi) the establishment of | 

1 an international control organ (or organs) to ensure the implemen- | 

1 The source text is accompanied by a covering memorandum by David W. Wain- | i | E 
house, Director of UNP, to Arthur C. Nagle, Acting Chief of the Policy Reports 
Staff, dated Nov. 26, which reads as follows: “The attached report is submitted in 

accordance with your request for a summary of the status of the Disarmament Com- 

3 mission’s work, for use as a briefing document for Mr. Dulles.” John Foster Dulles ; 
became Secretary of State on Jan. 21, 1958. For documentation on the foreign policy : 

| aspects of the transition of administrations in January 19538, see vol. 1, Part 1, pp. 1 | 
| ff. F 

2 More detailed information on this subject is contained in Department of State | 
| position paper SD/A/C.1/393/Rev.1, “Regulation, Limitation and Balanced reduc- : 
| tion of All Armed Forces and All Armaments: Report of the Disarmament Commis- | 

sion”, comprising 20 pages, and dated Oct. 3, 1952. The position paper was prepared 
as guidance for the U.S. Delegation to the Seventh Session of the General Assembly 

: which opened on Oct. 14. (IO files, lot 71 D 440) The delegation discussed disarma- | 
ment at its third meeting, Oct. 16. (IO files, lot 71 D 440, “Delegation Minutes”) The 

: subject, however, was not addressed by the General Assembly until early 1953. 
| 3 See the editorial note, p. 845. 7
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tation of the treaty or treaties; (vii) an adequate system of safe- 
guards to ensure observance of the disarmament program. | 

2. Disarmament Commission Activities from Establishment Until 
Present | on | _ 

The Commission held its first meeting on February 4, 1952, and — | 
carried on its discussions with considerable regularity throughout 
the year until the opening of the Seventh Session of the General | 
Assembly. During its meetings, the Commission considered the fol- 

lowing working papers: 

(a) “Proposals for Progressive and Continuing Disclosure and 
Verification of All Armed Forces and All Armaments, Including | 
Atomic’ (UN Doc. DC/C.2/1, April 5, 1952). 4 

(b) “Essential Principles for a Disarmament Program” (UN Doc. 
DC/C.1/1, April 24, 1952) setting forth objectives and principles to 
guide the Disarmament Commission.® | 

(c) “Proposals for Fixing Numerical Limitation of all Armed 
Forces’ (UN Doc. DC/10, May 28, 1952), suggesting possible levels | 
of armed forces for the five Great Powers with negotiated ceilings 
for all other states having substantial military power.® 

(d) ‘Supplement to Numerical Limitation Paper’ (UN Doc. DC/ 
12, August 12, 1952), suggesting procedures for working out ceilings 
on armed forces and the armaments to support these forces.7 

(e) “Summary of United States Proposals for Elimination of Bac- 
terial Weapons in Connection with Elimination of all Major Weap- 
one pg aptable to Mass Destruction” (UN Doc. DC/15, September 4, 

All these papers were submitted by the United States, individual- 

ly or, as in the case of the numerical limitations paper and its sup- 
plement, jointly with the UK and France. Most of the other mem- 
bers of the Commission, while advancing views for discussion, did 

not present formal papers. - 

- The Soviet Union continued to insist upon its often-rejected pro- 
posals for one-third reduction of armed forces and armaments by 

the Big Five; a “paper” prohibition of atomic weapons through a 
mere declaration these weapons should be prohibited, with prohibi- 

tion to be effective at the same time as the institution of agreed 

controls over that prohibition; disclosure only of official data on 
armed forces and armaments; and inspection on a “continuing 
basis’ but with no right to “interfere in the domestic affairs of 
states.” ° The USSR also charged that the United States was using 

4 See footnote 1, p. 872. 
5 See the editorial note, p. 895. 
6 See footnote 2, p. 954. | 
7 See the second editorial note, p. 989. | 
8 See the editorial note, p. 994. 
9 For the Soviet draft resolution ‘‘“Measures to Combat the Threat of a New World 

War and to Strengthen Peace and Friendship Among the Nations”, UN doc. A/ c! ‘
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bacteriological warfare in Korea and China, and called for prohibi- 
tion of BW and ratification of the 1925 Geneva BW Protocol.1° 

_&. Future Work of the Disarmament Commission = 
_ Subject to a possible reevaluation of our policy with respect to | 

- disarmament negotiations, it is the current estimate ‘of the Depart- 

ment, concurred in by Defense, that the United States should con- » 

tinue efforts in the Disarmament Commission or elsewhere as ap- : 
propriate, to obtain, if possible, some agreement with the Soviet 
Union on Disarmament. At the present, disarmament activities 
return little but propaganda benefits but these are sufficiently | 
large, in our estimate, to warrant continuation of our efforts in the 
Disarmament Commission. There are two basic motivations for 

| such activity: (a) the need to demonstrate that a door is open to the 
: Soviet Union to reach accommodation with the West in this impor- 
| _ tant security field, through peaceful means; (b) the strong popular 

desire for disarmament among the peoples of the Free World which | 
requires that we show by concrete proposals the desire of the West- _ | 

| ern governments to relieve them of the burdens of armament by 
| attaining security through safeguarded reduction of. armed forces [ 

and armaments. mo 
| In the Disarmament Commission, while avoiding where possible 

| “freezing” positions, the United States should concentrate efforts 
: _ on basic principles and concepts of the plans which the Commission 

| has been directed to work out, and should attempt to induce the | | 
: Commission to avoid over-immersement in details. It should be ' 
| made clear that the United States believes the best approach to 
| _ achieve disarmament is by practical negotiations, not by abstract | 
| formulae, and that attempts should not be made to fill out details 
| until the Soviets affirm their willingness to negotiate, which they 

| have not done yet. With this in mind, in the coming year, the U.S. | | 

| might present working papers on some of the following topics, pres- 

ently under study by the Department of State Disarmament staff 

| in conjunction with other agencies: | 

| Technical safeguards (military and industrial); co-relationship be- : 
, tween principal components of a comprehensive disarmament pro-  __ ) 

| 698, Jan. 12, 1952, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 340. For the | 

! Soviet draft plan of work introduced in the Disarmament Commission, Mar. 19, 1952 i: 

(UN doc. DC/4/Rev. 1), see ibid., p. 344. | me | 

{ 10 For the Soviet proposal ‘Consideration of the Question of the Impermissibility ' 
of the Use of Bacterial Weapons,” Aug. 27, 1952 (UN doc. DC/13/Rev. 1), see ibid., p. | 

381. For text of the Protocol Prohibiting the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous | 
or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, Geneva, June 17, 1925, 1 
see 94 League of Nations Treaty Series, p. 65, or Disarmament and Security, A Col- | 
lection of Documents 1919-1955: Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcom- 
mittee on Disarmament (Committee Print), 84th Cong., 2d sess. (Government Print- E 

ing Office, 1956), p. 169. | |



— ~1046 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 

| gram; establishment of international control organs; identification 7 
of major weapons adaptable to mass destruction; certain military- 
political problems relevant to establishing numerical ceilings on all 
armed forces; distribution of permitted armed forces within nation- | 
al military establishments; means of determining standard arma- 
ments to support permitted armed forces; treatment of violations. 

Editorial Note 

On December 1, James 8S. Lay, Jr., Executive Secretary of the 

National Security Council, transmitted a memorandum to the Sec- 
retary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the Chairman of the 

Atomic Energy Commission, enclosing a list of “Atomic Energy 

Policies Approved by the President on Recommendation of the Na- 

tional Security Council or its Special Committee”. Lay’s memoran- 
dum indicated that the list had been prepared, with the approval of 
President Truman, for the information of President-elect Eisenhow- 
er. Lay’s memorandum and the attached 20-page list are in G/PM 

files, lot 68 D 349, box 565. = 

Disarmament files, lot 58 D 188, “Chron” : | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Bernhard G. Bechhoefer 

SECRET [NEw York,| December 5, 1952. 

Subject: Disarmament—Control of Atomic Energy _ 

| Participants: Ambassador Cohen | 
Dr. Robert Oppenheimer, Department of State 

Consultant 

| M. Jules Moch, French Representative 

M. Jacques Tine, French Embassy 
Mr. R. Gordon Arneson, State Department Adviser 

on Atomic Energy 

Mr. Bernhard G. Bechhoefer, U.S. Delegation 

At a lunch on December 3 in Ambassador Cohen’s suite, Vander- | 

bilt Hotel, M. Moch reiterated a number of views which he had 

previously expressed either in public or to Ambassador Cohen in 
discussions in connection with the work of the Disarmament Com- 

mission. | 

1 Officer in Charge of International Security Affairs, Department of State; 
member of the U.S. Delegation to the Seventh Session of the UN General Assembly. | 

According to the dateline of the source text, this memorandum was drafted on 

Dec. 5 and typed on Dec. 6. |
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He stated that he had no doubt that the dominant motive of the 
Soviet Union was to control the entire world and that the Soviet | 
Union would use the most devious techniques to accomplish its ob- 
jectives. He inferred that the present stress on rearmament in 

Europe was playing into the hands of the Soviet Union. He stated 
that without question the living conditions in the Soviet Union had 
materially improved since 1945. He further stated that the present 
Five-Year Plan placed greater stress on consumer goods and that if | 

the present objectives were attained, the standard of living in the ; 
Soviet Union in 1956 might be as high as in Western Europe. In 
that event, it would be difficult to keep Western Europe non-com- 
munistic. He, therefore, felt that less stress should be placed upon 

| armaments and more stress upon improving living conditions in [ 

Western Europe. | 
| Ambassador Cohen wondered if M. Moch’s interpretation of the 
| objectives of the Five-Year Plan were sound. He showed M. Moch 

| an article in the Reporter which analyzed the Five-Year Plan and 
| came to the opposite conclusions, i.e., the new Five-Year Plan con- 
| tinued to place greater stress upon arms than upon bread and 

| butter. | | 
| M. Moch pointed out that the present emphasis on rearmament | 

/ of necessity was leading Western Europe to permit the rearma- 

| ment of Western Germany. He stated that he would personally 
| vote against and oppose any move which permitted the rearma- 

| ment of Western Germany and he doubted whether more than one- 
| third of the deputies would support such a move. | 
| M. Moch suggested that the time might be ripe for bringing for- | 

ward a new atomic energy plan which would avoid the concept of | 
| international ownership that had been so distasteful to the Soviet | 
: Union. He stated that as an international socialist he personally 
| strongly favored international ownership of atomic energy installa- 

tions. However, control of atomic energy through continuous in- ) 

| spection might be adequate and might be acceptable to the Soviet : 

| Union. He believed that the Soviet Union had made a significant 

! change in its policies through agreeing to “continuous inspection” : 
| of atomic installations. Ambassador Cohen and Dr. Oppenheimer | 

both took issue with M. Moch on this subject. Ambassador Cohen 
| pointed out that we had made it perfectly clear to the Soviet Union | 

| both in a statement in the Disarmament Commission and informal- __ 
| ly, that we attached no magical significance to the term “owner- 

ship”. Nevertheless, we had no responses to our overtures and the 
| Soviet Union refused even to discuss what it meant by “continuous 

: inspection”’. | : | 
| Dr. Oppenheimer stated that if our sole important difference on I 

control of atomic energy centered on the problem of ownership, he



1048 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 

would have few worries. He was convinced that the Soviet Union 
was quite prepared to continue their existing policies of building up __ 
stockpiles of fissionable materials without any international super- 
vision. The crux of the matter was that the Soviet Union was 
unable to accept a friendly solution of the armament problem 
which would pierce the Iron Curtain. - 

| Dr. Oppenheimer indicated that he had no easy solution for the 

armament problems. The one thing, of which he personally was 

certain however, was that realistic negotiations for disarmament | 

could not be successfully carried out in the United Nations. It 
would be impossible for either the United States or the Soviet 
Union to introduce into the United Nations any proposal which 
would have the effect of even slightly diminishing their security. In 
other words, each United States proposal must help us from a secu- 

rity standpoint more than it helps the Soviet Union; and any 

Soviet proposal must help the Soviet Union more than it helps us. 

With such an approach, there is no possibility of agreement. He 

felt that if we could come to grips with this problem at all, it will 

be through a forum that is not exposed to the public gaze. Even 

secret discussions in the United Nations would be unsatisfactory 
since the only assurance of a secrecy which the United Nations can 
give is limited both in extent and from the standpoint of time. 

M. Moch brought up the question of adequacy of the United Na- 

tions atomic energy plan in the light of recent developments in the 
field of thermodynamics. Dr. Oppenheimer assured M. Moch that 

this development had been foreseen and taken into consideration 
at the time that the United States originally proposed the plan. 

Therefore, this factor would not affect the plan. | 
Dr. Oppenheimer admitted that the present plan was not entire- 

ly artistic or logical or feasible. However, he pointed out that the 

plan emerged from an international situation which was far less 
tense than that existing body. If today we should decide to attempt 
to produce a new plan, because of existing international tension, it 

would be far less artistic and far less adequate than the old plan. 

M. Moch referred to the draft treaty which he had prepared the 
past winter and repeated that this treaty represented the policy of 

the French Government. Ambassador Cohen and Dr. Oppenheimer | 

both agreed with M. Moch that at some time it would be necessary 
to indicate the exact stage in disarmament when we would cease to 

produce atomic weapons and when we would dispose of existing 
stockpiles of weapons and existing fissionable material. However, it 

would be next to impossible to propose a treaty suggesting the 

exact sequence of events in connection with such processes, until 

we had at least some idea of the type of approach to the problem
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that would be satisfactory to both the Soviet Union and to Western | 
democracies. oO | | 

M. Moch recited with great pride his own achievements in resist- 
ing communism in France. When he became Minister of the Interi- | 
or, the Ministry was riddled with communists and the security [ 
forces, upon which he could place reliance, were few and weak. He 
recalled that in the first week, when he was Minister of the Interi- 
or, the communist trade unions called a general strike. He ar- [ 

ranged for technicians from the Navy to take over and operate the | 
power plants and subways in Paris. However, he purposely avoided 

actually taking over the power plants and subways until the com- 
munist newspapers had gone to press. Therefore, the morning after 
the strike had been called, the average Parisian was confronted : 

with the following situation. He was sold a communist newspaper : 

| which had headlines “Paris has not electricity, nor subways”. After 
2 purchasing the communist newspaper, the average Parisian would 
: then notice that the electric lights were operating and would go | 

down into the subway and find the subways also in operation. He | 
said that this dramatic episode destroyed the threat of the strike. 

| M. Moch indicated that he would return to France next week | 
| and probably would not be present when the General Assembly fi- 

| nally got around to dealing with the disarmament problem. He 

| seemed to be extremely gratified to have the opportunity to discuss | 

| problems in connection with atomic energy on a frank and infor- 
mal basis with Dr. Oppenheimer and Mr. Arneson. | 

| - PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic Energy” | | 

) Notes of a Meeting in the Office of the Secretary of State, December | 
wes 30, 1952, noon } | 

TOP SECRET | | | i 

| _ Subject: Proposal That the President Make a Statement Concern- | 
ing Recent H-Bomb Developments | | as | 

| Present: Department of State 
Mr. Acheson | 

: | _ Mr. Matthews - | 
| - Mr. Nitze a | 
| om Mr. Arneson : 

| : _ Department of Defense | | - | 
: Mr. Foster oo | 
1 _ Mr. Finletter ae | | ; 

Atomic Energy Commission Ps | | 

| 1 Drafted by Arneson. I
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Dr. Smythe 

White House | 

Mr. Murphy 7 | 

At Mr. Acheson’s request, Mr. Foster outlined the way in which 
the problem had arisen. He recalled that the PSB some months 

ago, in its deliberations on the question what should be said about | 

the then-prospective thermonuclear test, had concluded that the | 
event should be handled in a matter of fact way, with emphasis on 
under-playing rather than over-playing it. Moreover, it was felt 
that such statement should be issued by the AEC rather than by 
the White House. Under this policy the Atomic Energy Commission 
released its statement of November 16, 1952.2 In recent weeks, the 

Joint Secretaries of the Department of Defense had been giving 
further thought to the question of what might be said. They re- 

ceived a briefing from Norris Bradbury of Los Alamos 3 on the out- 
come of the thermonuclear test. The Joint Secretaries felt that a 

weapon was in the offing which, in sufficient numbers, might have 

the power to destroy the world. They felt that the public should 
have knowledge of this development in the hope that such aware- 

ness might make it possible for statesmen, by renewed efforts, to 
bring about effective international control of these and other weap- 

ons. The Joint Secretaries concluded that a Presidential statement 

on this subject was desirable. They thought there might be a real 
advantage if such a statement were a joint enterprise between the 

incoming and the outgoing Presidents. There might even be some 

advantage, in order that there would be no question that a state- 

ment represented the true voice of the United States Government, 

that it be joined in by the Congress. Mr. Foster said that he had 
raised this problem informally with the PSB, with Mr. Murphy, 
and finally with the President. The President indicated that he 

thought it was appropriate for this Administration to make some 
sort of report on thermonuclear developments. Mr. Finletter had 
thereupon been asked by the Joint Secretaries to prepare a draft 

which was now before the meeting.* In recapitulation, Mr. Foster 

2 Ante, p. 1042. 

3 Norris E. Bradbury, Director of Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory; Professor of 
Physics at the University of California, Berkeley. 

* The “Finletter Statement’’, which has not been found, was discussed by Secreta- 
ry of State Acheson and President Truman on Dec. 29. Acheson’s memorandum of 
that conversation reads as follows: “The President is aware of Mr. Finletter’s activi- 
ties in regard to this statement. He is quite clear that no statement should be put 
out until it has been wholly cleared with State, Defense, and AEC. It will be submit- 

ted to us in due course. The President had thought that it might be desirable to put 
this out on the last day of the year. He has no desire to rush it.”’ (G/PM files, lot 68 

D 349, “ ‘L’ Panel’’)



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1051 | 

said that the Joint Secretaries were in basic agreement on three 
points: | 

1. That the American people should be informed of the order of 
magnitude of the thermonuclear explosion; 

2. That the American people should be brought to realize the se- | 
riousness of the problem raised by this new development; andy ; 

3. That no clear solution to these difficulties seemed at hand. 

| Mr. Foster reported that the consensus of the PSB was that neither 
the test nor any statement about it would have any impact on the 
Soviet Union, particularly its people. It seemed, moreover, that the 

possession of thermonuclear weapons would not give any particular 

military advantage to the United States. He said that Mr. Bruce | 
doubted very much the merit of having the statement made jointly 
by President Truman and President-elect Eisenhower. He pointed 
out that Secretary Lovett was strongly opposed to any further 

| statement on this subject. The question now before the meeting [ 

: was what should be done. | | 
Dr. Smyth said that the Commission agreed that something 

| might appropriately be said about thermonuclear developments, i 
| that there would be some advantage in making the nature of the 
: developments better known to the American people, but that the 

Commission was troubled by the suggestion of a separate statement ; 

| on this subject and were also concerned about the manner suggest- 

| ed for doing it. 
: Mr. Acheson said that he was very troubled indeed by the pro- F 

posal that had been made. He had thought a good deal about it | 
: since the subject was first broached to him and he was certain that ; 
: a great deal of harm and surely no good could come from the pro- 

| posal. He summarized four considerations which led him to this ; 
2 _ conclusion: : 

1. To issue a horrendous statement such as the one proposed with- 
out suggesting any solution to the situation would generate a sense | 
of utter frustration and lead to public clamor that something be E 
done, however foolish. He stressed that there existed no possibility | 
of doing anything about international control at this time. This [ 
was a conclusion that the Department had arrived at only after 

: much soul searching. He recalled that he had appointed a panel to [ 
| look into the question as to what might be done about disarma- | 
4 ment in general. He said that the Panel had come to the conclu- 7 
| sion, a conclusion which he fully supported, that we had reached | 

the end of the road as far as disarmament was concerned, certainly , 
for some time to come.® We were in a position where we were nego- 
tiating with ourselves on this subject. In the past year the United ; 
States had put forward a series of proposals in the Disarmament : 
Commission each of which got nowhere with the Soviet Union but 

5 See the report of the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament, p. 1056.
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which led to urgings from our friends that we make additional pro- 
posals. Such an operation was bootless. Our representative in the 
Disarmament Commission, Mr. Cohen, was given instructions to | 
begin tapering off the negotiations and to avoid any further entan- - 
glement in fresh proposals. It was crystal clear that disarmament _ 
could not be achieved by itself but only in the context of many 

_ other conditions precedent in terms of East-West settlements and 
that without a change in the entire negotiating environment disar- 
mament negotiations were doomed to failure. In this context, it 
seemed to him that to excite the American people again, thereby 

) giving rise to a new spate of guilt feeling and public handwringing, 
would be a considerable disservice and would lead to many bad de- 
velopments. He recalled that guilt feelings have mounted from 
time to time in the past, particularly in connection with the origi- 
nal decision to go ahead to test feasibility of thermonuclear reac- 
tions. In face of the realization that nothing can be done about in- 
ternational control, to proceed now in any way to frighten the 
American people even more would lead to the very serious conse- 
quence that the Soviets would take advantage of the hysteria and 
sense of frustration thus created to press us to accept the abolition 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons which then we would be under 
great pressure to do by our own people and our friends. There was 
no point in letting such a situation develop. © | 

2. The recent Stalin letter. A statement by President Truman 
along the lines indicated might well be interpreted by many as an 
attempt by the President to “muscle in” on the Eisenhower-Stalin 
exchange. © It was clear that a Truman statement would not trou- 
ble the Soviets in any way but it might well lead to their insistence 
than any Eisenhower-Stalin meeting have as its first objective the 
abolition of atomic and hydrogen weapons. With Soviet policy, and 
support therefore, embedded in concrete we would end up with a 

| predicament where the people of the United States would be run- 
ning around like frightened sheep in the pasture, urging all 
manner of follies upon the Administration. 

3. Effect on the NATO build-up. The proposed statement would 
doubtless have a most seriously adverse effect on the NATO build- 
up. NATO members would argue that their efforts were of little 
avail, indeed less than useless, when the world was likely to be sub- | 
jected at any time to the devastation wrought by both sides by the | 
use of hydrogen bombs. Such an attitude would be fatal to the 
build-up of strength in Western Europe. —_ a 

4. NSC Special Committee views. Earlier consideration by the 
Special Committee of NSC on this subject took into account the 
fact that a thermonuclear test still left us a long way from posses- 
sion of deliverable H-bombs. The Special Committee, therefore, had 
concluded that the policy should be adopted of playing down the 
thermonuclear test and that stress should be placed on the growing 

6 On Dec. 24, the Soviet Embassy in Washington had released the text of replies 
by Stalin to questions by correspondent James Reston of the New York Times. 
Stalin had indicated that he did not regard war as inevitable and would welcome 
diplomatic conversations with representatives of the incoming Eisenhower adminis- 
tration. For the text of the Reston-Stalin exchange, see the New York Times, Dec. 

25, 1952. :
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- development of a family of weapons of varying sizes without stress- | 
ing that H-bomb developments presaged a whole new order of mag- 
nitude of destruction. | ce PEN os ay | 

Mr. Acheson asked what good would a Presidential statement | 
| do? He felt that the American people probably already had enough | 

information about thermonuclear developments. He doubted | 
whether they needed to know with any greater accuracy than they 

_ did what the prospective yield would be from thermonuclear weap- : 
| ons. This seemed so to him at least until such time as the United [ 

States in fact possessed deliverable thermonuclear weapons. It | 

seemed to him that the Eniwetok developments and the lessons _ 

learned therefrom gave added emphasis to the need for an ade- 
_ quate early warning system and a much more effective system of 

2 continental defense. 7 He felt that this was a problem to which the 

|. Department of Defense should more vigorously address itself. As to | 

| the suggestion that a solution for all these difficulties lay in the | 
| development of some sort of world government, he was fully con- | 

vinced that this route offered no solution. In summation, Mr. Ach- 
| eson said he could see no useful purpose to be served by the propos- | 

al. oo 
Mr. Foster said that there would appear to him to be one positive | 

| development that would arise from the production of thermonucle- | 
| ar weapons—that was that the existence of such weapons in num- 

| bers might make it possible for us to free large quantities of fission- | 
| able material for tactical uses. Reverting to the main point of the | | 

: argument, he said he thought there might be a one in 10 million 

| chance that a fuller recognition by the people of the United States 7 

| of the nature of this new development might somehow generate _ | 
new solutions fcr the peace of the world. The human soul, suffi- 
ciently aroused, might yet find a solution. To this, Mr. Acheson re- 

| sponded that the heart of the difficulty lay not in any defect in 
Western souls but rather in the souls residing in the Kremlin. _ 

| _ Mr. Finletter, by way of footnote, said he wished to correct an : 
| impression that seemed to be popular in Washington these days to 

2 the effect that the Air Force was neglecting our air defense. He 
| characterized the assumption of a technological break-through as : 

erroneous. Reverting to the main point of the discussion, he said 
: that he had served in this operation solely as amanuensis for the 

Joint Secretaries and had discussed his draft with Mr. Murphy in 
: only an informal, preliminary way. He felt that Mr. Acheson’s ar- _ 
: guments against the proposal were overruling and that unless the 

President saw fit to overrule the Secretary of State he felt that the 
=: whole project should be scrapped. He pointed out, however, that | 

| 7 For documentation on continental defense, see pp. 1 ff. : | )
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the President has shown a constant concern about atomic develop- . 
ments and that he appeared to have a very real interest in saying 
something about thermonuclear developments at this juncture. He 
felt that the President could not remain silent on the subject. 

Dr. Smyth reported that the terrific success of the Eniwetok test | 
had rather changed the thinking in the AEC as to the significance 
of the event and would appear to support having something said 
about the implications thereof. _ , 

In response to a question from Mr. Foster, Mr. Murphy stated | 
that it seemed to him imperative that the President make some 
reference to this development in the State of the Union Message. ) 
He felt that this was the minimum that was required. The query 
was whether a separate statement was warranted or desirable. Mr. 
Murphy went on that as he had recently learned more about the 
true nature of the Eniwetok experiment he felt strongly that there 
was need for the American people to have more information. Mr. 
Nitze expressed the view that the State of the Union Message 
would appear to be the most appropriate vehicle for any Presiden- 
tial comment, for then such comment would appear in a suitable 
context. , 

Mr. Foster then read four points which one of the wiser and 
more knowledgeable scientists in this field thought should be made 
publicly: | 

p 1. The recent test gave a much larger energy release than hereto- 
ore. 

2. This event underscored the greater necessity for effective in- 
ternational control. | 

3. Stress the constant striving of the U.S. for peace. 
4. In the interests of national security nothing further would be 

said about the status of development or production of thermonucle- 
ar weapons. 

Mr. Acheson said that those four points seemed to him to be the 
major ones. | 

Dr. Smyth said that the Commission would favor having an ap- 

propriate passage drafted for inclusion in the State of the Union 

Message. The Commission would oppose the issuance of a separate 

statement which could only appear as apropos of nothing. 
Mr. Murphy inquired whether he should inform the President 

that the sense of the meeting was that an appropriate statement 

should be prepared for inclusion in the State of the Union Message. 

Mr. Acheson said that such recommendation would certainly have 
his endorsement and, as he had gathered, that of the AEC. Mr. 

Foster said that as far as the Department of Defense was con- 
cerned it was clear that Secretary Lovett opposed saying anything 

on this subject. On the other hand, the Joint Secretaries felt that
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some statement should be issued concerning the new order of mag- 
nitude that had been attained through thermonuclear processes. | | 

In summary Mr. Acheson said he thought that the State of the | 
Union Message was the appropriate context in which this matter 
should be dealt with. In such context thermonuclear developments 

could be set alongside our efforts across the board to negotiate ac- , 
ceptable settlements with the Soviet Union. He thought the state- 
ment should mention the growing destructive power of atomic 

| weapons and that this fact lent increased seriousness and gravity 
to the need for securing adequate settlements with the Soviet 
Union. He strongly urged, however, that nothing should be said i 
which would leave the impression with the American people that | 
they had been derelict in their duty. Anything that was said about 4 

| thermonuclear developments and indeed the entire burden of the 
: _ State of the Union Message should focus on the Kremlin as the cul- 

prit rather than the American people and the rest of the free | 

world. | a | ) 

| After the meeting broke up Secretary Acheson, Mr. Matthews, 

and Mr. Arneson discussed further how best to proceed. The con- 
| sensus was that it probably would not be necessary to try to insti- 

tutionalize the views of a group on this subject through a paper for | 

| the Special Committee of NSC. It seemed clear that Mr. Murphy > , 
would reflect back to the President the strong views of at least | 

: most of the discussants that a separate statement should not be | 

, issued but that appropriate comment should be inserted in the 
State of the Union Message. The Secretary suggested that Mr. Ar- | 

| neson should work closely with Mr. Shulman ® in drafting an ap- | 

| propriate passage in the State of the Union Message. The Secretary 
i further suggested that we should prepare what we thought ought 

| to be said rather than wait for others to prepare their own drafts. ° | 
| ) 

8 Marshall D. Shulman, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State. : 

® President Truman discussed nuclear weapons and disarmament in the course of 
his State of the Union message of Jan. 7, 1953. With regard to the hydrogen bomb 

| test, the President stated: “And recently, in the thermonuclear tests at Eniwetok, 
we have entered another stage in the worldshaking development of atomic energy. : 

| From now on, man moves into a new era of destructive power, capable of creating — : 
explosions of a new order of magnitude, dwarfing the mushroom clouds of Hiroshi- : 

1 ma and Nagasaki.” For the complete text of the message, see Public Papers of the 
| Presidents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, 1952-58, pp. 1114-1128. The pas- | 
: sages dealing with nuclear weapons and disarmament are on pp. 1124-1126. 

_ Editorial Note | 

In a letter dated January 12, 1953, Benjamin V. Cohen, Deputy 
United States Representative on the United Nations Disarmament 

| Commission, submitted his resignation to President Truman. At 

: |
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the same time, Cohen presented a report to the President on the — 
work of the Disarmament Commission and the role of the United 
States in it. For the text of the letter and the report, see Depart- 

| ment of State Bulletin, January 26, 1958, pages 142-154. Se 

Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “Panel of Consultants on Disarmament” - . 

Report by the Panel of Consultants of the Department of State to 
| the Secretary of State } 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, | January 1953. 

. ARMAMENTS AND AMERICAN POLICY 

Letter of Transmittal _ | 

DEAR Mr. SECRETARY: We have the honor to transmit with this 
letter a final report of the work of the Panel of Consultants on Dis- 

armament appointed by you in April, 1952. This report reviews 

some of the realities of the present contest in armaments and aims 
at an understanding of what these realities mean for the policy of 

| the United States. It is our response to the suggestion made by you 

_ at our last meeting, ? that a written record of our principal conclu- 
sions would be useful. - | 

1 This report includes an explanatory note drafted by Chase of S/AE and Bloom- 
field of UNA/P, dated Feb. 17. It states that certain passages of the report had been 
rewritten by the Department of State and the AEC so as not to reveal technical in- 
formation determined to be restricted data under, provisions of the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946, but that the burden of the argument of the report had not been altered 
in any way. Copies of this report are also in file 330.13/1-1553 and S/S-NSC files, 
lot 66 D 95. A brief summary prepared for Walter Bedell Smith, the new Under Sec- 
retary of State, is in file 611.0012/2-953. No copy of the unexpurgated version of the 
report has been found in Department of State files. | 

By memorandum of Feb. 4, NSC Executive Secretary Lay transmitted a copy of 
the report to the Council’s Senior Staff. (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 112) On the 

same day, Arneson of S/AE transmitted a memorandum to AEC Commissioner 
Henry D. Smyth enclosing a copy. (Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “Panel of Con- 
sultants on Disarmament’) By letter of Feb. 5, Assistant Secretary Hickerson sent a 
copy to Frank C. Nash, Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for International Secu- 
rity Affairs. (830.13/2-553) 

On Feb. 6, Hickerson transmitted a copy of the report to Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., 
the new U.S. Representative at the United Nations. Hickerson’s accompanying 
letter reads in part: “The consultants completed their report around the middle of 
January 1953 and handed it to Mr. Acheson, the outgoing Secretary of State. Mr. 
Acheson thanked the members of the panel for their work and said that he would 
lay their report before Mr. Dulles. .. . Secretary Dulles has not yet had a chance to 
read this report. It therefore has no status other than that of the views of the con- 
sultants themselves. .. . We will let you know as soon as we are in a position to do 
so any views which the Secretary may have on the report.” (330.13/2-653) | 

Regarding NSC action on the report, see the extract from the memorandum of 
discussion at the 134th meeting of the Council, Feb. 25, p. 1110. | | 

2 No record of the meeting under reference has been found.
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It is perhaps appropriate here to give a short explanation of the _ 
course of work your Panel has pursued. Our most concrete assign- | 

| ment was to consult with responsible officials on some of the prob- 
lems of the formulation of the United States position in the Disar- | 
mament Commission of the United Nations. But our first discus- 
sions in the Department of State made it clear that none of us ; 
would feel able to give really effective counsel on the subject until | 

we had a fuller understanding of the basic facts and relationships _ 

of modern armaments. Recognizing the need for such basic inquiry, L 
you encouraged us to consider the problem of arms limitation in : 
the context of a general study of the political meaning of modern 

weapons in the present deeply divided world. This we have done, 
and our work has confirmed us in the belief that the proper center of 

of study in these matters is not arms regulation in itself, but that 

larger range of problems which fall under the general heading of , 
Armaments and American Policy—and we have titled our report 

accordingly. | CEA aos | oe 

| In its line of exposition this report follows in general the course | 

) of our work as a Panel. First it states some of the considerations 
| which have seemed to us, from the beginning, to cast doubt on the | 

i value of developing further proposals for arms regulation. Second, 
| it examines what is known of the present arms race, reaching the | 

| | - conclusion that whatever may be the difficulties of arms regula- | 
| _ tion, it remains urgent to conduct our affairs with a full awareness 

| of the peculiar and increasing danger of the contest in weapons. 

| The last section of the Report opens with an attempt to state our | 
| sense of the ways in which it is possible to make a connection be- | 

| tween the dangers of the arms race and the realities of national | 

| policy. In the context of the existing world situation, the drafting of 

! detailed blueprints of general arms regulation has seemed to us a 
| dangerous and misleading exercise, and we have been forced to the 

7 conclusion that the relevant and useful field of action is much 
| broader, embracing the whole of the way the United States thinks 

and acts about arms and national policy. We have limited to a 
| short annex some observations on the way in which it may be well 
| to think about schemes for arms regulation if a chance for real ne- 

| gotiations on this subject should at some time appear. : 

| In the main body of the last section of this Report we recommend t 

| a number of changes in the present posture and policy of the 

| United States. These recommendations grow out of our attempt to 
| understand the connection between the dangers of the arms race 

and the necessities of present policy. They suggest courses of action 
| which appear to us to have the critically important characteristic 

that they combine two essential values: they offer some promise of | 
helping to moderate the consequences of the present contest in |
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weapons, and at the same time they seem to us desirable also in 
the context of the great contest between Western freedom and 

Soviet totalitarianism. ) | | 
The subject of armaments in relation to national policy is evi- 

dently so large and complex that no Panel like this one can pre- 
tend to have exhausted it. In this Report we have tried only to 
state certain central ideas quite briefly. We have rested our argu- 
ment on a still more compact statement of the realities of the 

present situation; technically qualified advisers within the govern- 

ment can of course give further analysis of the important complex- 

ities of these matters, both in the field of armaments and in that of 

international politics. We are highly sensible of the modest value 
| which must always be attached to the work of Consultants. 

Limited as it is by compression and omission, this Report still 
deals with a number of large questions of national policy, going 

well beyond our immediate assignment, and in some cases even 

| beyond the direct concern of the Department of State. Yet we feel 
certain that this is nothing but the inevitable consequence of the 
realities of the problem of armaments. That these questions are 

central to national policy is simply a result of the fact that the 

problem of armaments is itself at the heart of our national securi- | 
ty. Co 

‘We should like to underscore the meaning of our unanimity in 
signing this report. We came to the work of this Panel from five | 
different backgrounds of interest and activity, and at first we had 
as many approaches to the topic. We have also had the advantage 

of fruitful consultations with a number of responsible and knowl- 

| edgeable men, both with respect to the technical facts and with re- 
spect to the political background, and much of our thought has 
been affected by these consultations, though none of those with 

whom we consulted can be held responsible for the views expressed 

. here. The members of the Panel have worked together now for 

many months, and what has emerged and is here recorded is a gen- 

eral view which no one of us held before. This we now respectfully 
submit to you. 

In terminating our assignment we should like to record our in- 

debtedness to our Secretary, Mr. McGeorge Bundy. This indebted- 
ness is very great indeed, for he has given our work a continuity 
and a record without which it would not have been possible. 

VANNEVAR BusH 
JOHN S. DICKEY 

ALLEN W. DULLES 

JOSEPH E. JOHNSON 
ROBERT OPPENHEIMER 

| Chairman
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| Part I 

| THE DIFFICULTIES OF ARMS REGULATION* | 

The international limitation of armaments is a goal of policy E 
which it is singularly difficult to reach—at least on terms that are : 
compatible with national safety. Obviously it is always possible to — | 

disarm oneself—a nation can always abandon its defenses by its 
own free decision. But it is quite another matter to secure an inter- 
national understanding such that it becomes possible to limit f 

armed forces without endangering the stability of policy and the 
very safety of the nation. The record of American efforts to get i 
arms regulation—and indeed the whole history of international ne- 

| gotiations on armaments in recent decades—makes these points 
_very clear. : a | 

What makes this difficulty important is that the goal itself is so 
desirable. For a very long time men of sense and vision have | 

| dreamed of beating swords into plowshares, and in recent genera- 7 

2 tions, as the world’s weapons have increased in destructiveness, 
| this dream has become steadily more insistent. The climax has 

| come with the development of atomic weapons, and we may take as ; 

a symbol of the urgency of the desire for arms regulation the fact ) 
that the American presentation of this subject to the United Na- ; 
tions opened with the words, ‘We are here to make a choice be- : 

| tween the quick and the dead.” 

Yet the very effort which was formally launched with these 
words is perhaps the best single illustration of the difficulties of 

| arms regulation. The proposals of the United States were the result 
of the most searching study, and they were presented with genuine | 

| good will in a major attempt to bring a terrifying new force under 

international control, even at a time when the United States had a 

monopoly of atomic weapons. But in all the debate and discourse 

| which has followed on Mr. Baruch’s opening speech there has 

| never been any real sign that agreement was remotely likely. 

| There has not even been any genuine negotiation. The representa- 
tives of the Soviet Union have increasingly used this subject and 

( this forum as opportunities for propaganda, and as its hopes of a ; 
| genuine negotiation have faded, the United States has sometimes 

| seemed to follow suit. Eventually, weary of this frustration, the 
diplomats of the West closed down the discussions of atomic energy | 

: and reported their inability to make progress. In 1951, still sensi- 
| tive to the deep need for some forms of arms limitation, the United 

*Though we were appointed as Consultants on Disarmament, we have found that 
this word is in many contexts too sweeping, and we have preferred to speak of the : 
regulation or limitation of armaments. [Footnote in the source text.] .
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States offered some new and general proposals, and discussion was 

reopened in the newly established Disarmament Commission. 
While it was probably useful at first in demonstrating the contin- 
ued good intentions of the United States, this new effort has had | 
no effect whatever in stimulating a more constructive response _ 

_ from the Soviet Union. The discussions in the Disarmament Com- 
mission now seem quite unrelated to any genuine negotiation look- 

ing toward arms regulation, and our own view, developed later in 

this report, is that the United States should now begin to disengage 

itself from them. _ | 
There can be little doubt that the principal cause of difficulty, 

here as in so many other places in the postwar world, has been the 
nature of Soviet policy and the behavior of Soviet representatives. 
Over and over again, in the discussions of arms regulation as else- 
where, it has been demonstrated that the Soviet concept of negotia- 

tion in good faith is entirely different from that which is followed, — 

: or at least honored, in the West. The general record of the Soviet 
Union in diplomacy is one in which the meaning of words has been 
distorted, the privacy of discussions violated, and trust repaid by 
trickery. And these are only the surface manifestations of a system — 
of power and behavior which seems deeply hostile to the whole con- 

) cept of human liberty, and to the United States and its government 
in particular. It seems clear that this hostility now involves such 
devices as the Iron Curtain, which in and of itself constitutes a — 
block to any real discussion of arms regulation, since there can be 

no confidence in any agreement if there is not some way of finding — 

out at least in general terms whether it is being kept. And it may 

be that it is inconceivable to Soviet leaders that there should be 
such a thing as a common interest in limiting an arms race; their 
hostility may be so deeply rooted that they simply cannot under- © 

stand the idea that agreement might be of benefit to both sides. | 
But it is not necessary to press these speculations further. It is 
clear beyond the need for argument that Soviet behavior has been 
a major obstacle to the international regulation of armaments. _ 

Soviet intransigeance has been paralleled by developing changes 
in United States policy which have also had a limiting effect on the 

discussions in the United Nations. These developments are them- 

selves in the main an indirect product of Soviet behavior. In the | 

years since 1946 it has become apparent that the West has a need 

for substantial rearmament. In the context of a major internation- 
al effort to develop strength it is not easy to give serious attention 
to discussions of arms regulation, and it seems clear that its con- 

cern for the uninterrupted development of its own strength has re- 

inforced the United States in a growing reluctance to put much 

faith in discussions already frustrated by the acts of Soviet repre-
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sentatives. These general obstacles to serious discussion received a_ 
weighty and concrete addition in the outbreak of war in Korea. So ; 
for different but compelling reasons both great Powers have in sep- 
arate ways contributed to a situation in which the discussions in : 

_ the United Nations have ceased to have any relevance to arms reg- | 
ulation as a real goal of policy. SOE aE ee ee 

_. The experience of recent years seems to indicate plainly that it is 
hard to make progress in the limitation of armaments when there 
is a high level of tension in the international political situation. 
And this conclusion can be powerfully reinforced by the experience : 
of efforts to regulate armaments in the years between the two 

| World Wars. Because these efforts occurred in a time of much 
greater international cordiality than our own, their failure is par- 
ticularly instructive. |. | ee re ae | 

_. Two great efforts at arms regulation occurred in these years. One : 
_ was the effort at naval limitation, centered on the US, Great Brit- 

ain, and Japan; it resulted in the treaties signed at Washington in 

1922 and at London in 1930. The other effort was the prolonged dis- 
2 cussion of general arms reduction, centered in Europe, and mainly | 

| concerned with ground and air forces, which never reached any : 
result at all. Both efforts obviously failed to prevent war, and it 
can be argued that the naval treaties, in the long run at least, did 

real damage to the cause of peace. Their supposed success may 

| have made the Western nations slow in resisting the Japanese ex- 

| pansion which eventually went so far that war in the Pacific : 

became unavoidable. _ | 
These two episodes seem to teach that efforts to achieve any limi- f 

: tation of armaments can do no good unless they are closely inte- | 
: grated with the adjustment of the real problems of international ; 
: affairs. What meaning there was in the Naval Treaties of Washing- I 

ton and London was directly related to a political status quo in ; 
2 which the peace of the Western Pacific was in effect confided to the : 
| care of the Japanese Empire. So long as this trust was not abused, , 

| there was no harm in the Naval Treaties. When this part of the | 
. arrangement broke down, under the pressure of Japanese expan- | 
1 sion, the whole settlement became a dangerous deception; arms 4 

| limitation was neither possible nor degjrable when the political _ 
| premises on which it rested lacked validity. = | i 

In Europe, the same basic point was demonstrated in a different : 

| way; the fact that the negotiations on arms reduction never es- 
: caped from the futility of constantly expanding paper plans was a P 

direct result of the fact that they were never effectively integrated | 
with the realities of European security. The result was that history : 

: went down one path while the negotiations for arms regulation 
! went down another, until at last when the Disarmament Confer- |
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ence was ready to have its first decisive meeting in 1933, Adolf 

Hitler was already in power, and it had become urgent for men of. 
good will to turn their thoughts from the control of armaments to © 

the control of aggression by armed strength. 
It seems clear from the experience of the 20’s and 30’s that no | 

good can come of efforts to consider the problem of limitation of 
armaments in a vacuum. For 1953, this means simply that it is es- _ 
sential to consider this problem in the light of the great contest be- 
tween the free world and the USSR. This contest now demands of 
the United States and her allies and friends a great effort to 

strengthen their collective defenses. Any genuine regulation of ar- 
maments must somehow be connected with such a change in this 
general situation that the regulation has a chance of survival. 

But the differences between the free world and the Soviet Union 
are so deep-seated that no genuine, large-scale political settlement 

seems likely within the present generation. Even if present ten- 
sions should eventually decrease, there would remain divergences 
too deep for trust or friendship. If anything has been made plain 
since 1945, it is that the world in which the United States finds 

itself is one in which there also exists a great and hostile power 

system. Policies that cannot survive in such a world must be dis- 
carded. | 

The argument thus far strongly implies that no real progress is 

at present likely in the field of arms regulation. This is our own 
view—and we think it has been increasingly the view of the Ameri- 
can government. While American representatives in the United 

Nations have constantly asserted their desire for progress, it has 

been clear, since the General Assembly session of 1951, that in the 

view of the United States progress cannot be made while such 

issues as that of Korea remain unsettled. The dominant sentiment 
in recent years seems to have been that there can be little hope of 

real settlement until the strength and stability of the West has 
been clearly established. An important school of opinion would go 

further, arguing that a real settlement will become possible only 

when the dominant power and influence of the Western coalition 

has forced the Soviet rulers to release their grip on some of their 
present holdings. In the present context there is no need to decide 
which of these views is correct. They are alike intending to see the 
question of arms regulation as fundamentally excluded by the 
present critical contest. What we now have, increasingly, in the 

Disarmament Commission of the United Nations is not a genuine 
discussion of arms regulation but a propaganda contest. 

The regulation of armaments, then is very difficult—and for the 

moment at least it seems impossible. In the pattern of policy which 

can be built on this general view there is a clarity which makes it
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relatively easy to proceed to decision and action, at least in the 
field of armaments. What is needed, it would seem, is a level of 

armed strength which will permit the free world to deter or if at- | 
tacked to defeat the Soviet Union. i 

Unfortunately the argument cannot safely be ended here. Even 
though no arms regulation is now possible, there are factors in the : 
present arms race which have a meaning so large and pressing © ) 

that arms policy cannot safely be based on the simple assumption 

that the one object is to “get ahead of’ the Soviet Union. Our situa- | 
tion is much more difficult than that. Modern armaments are at : 
once urgently necessary and extraordinarily dangerous, and wise 
policy must constantly be aware of both the need and the danger. 
This means that the notion of arms regulation, however little it 

may have a direct present application, should not be put perma- | 
nently out of mind. And even for present policy a view of arma- F 
ments which gives full weight to their danger as well as their ne- I 
cessity has considerable implications. So we turn, in Part II, to the 
considerations which indicate that the present arms race has a spe- 

| cial meaning and danger. | | 

| Part II | 

THE CHARACTER OF THE ATOMIC ARMS RACE | 

| In assessing the character of the present arms race we have : 
: learned most by considering the contest in atomic weapons. This : 

| contest appears to have three properties which in combination give 

it special meaning such that the atomic arms race is now a politi- | 

| cal fact in its own right. First, it is a race in which unprecedented I 
| destructive power is accumulating, probably on both sides, at a | 

| quite phenomenal rate. Second, this new order of destructive power ij 

has the effect of putting both the heart of the Soviet Union and the 

heart of the United States into the front line of any major military 
‘ contest. Third, the United States is heavily committed to a swift | 

and almost unlimited use of atomic retaliation in the event of | 

major Soviet aggression. Each of these properties deserves exami- 

| nation. | 

| A. The Rate of Production © , 

Although it is no secret that both the United States and the , 
USSR are engaged in the production of atomic bombs, and al- | | 

| though it is impossible for any serious student to be ignorant of the | 
| fact that atomic bombs are instruments of a wholly new order of 

destructive power, the special character of the race in atomic weap- 

| ons is not well understood. Just because the atom is so dangerous 
! men have hesitated to think hard about it. The very high level of 

security surrounding some of the most important facts of atomic |
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weapons has operated to reduce the quantity and quality of respon- __ 

sible discussion. This has been true almost as much within the gov- 
ernment as outside it, since responsible officials are among the _ 
first to avoid any hint of trespassing upon restricted ground. It : 

therefore seems a necessary part of this Report that there should 

be included here a sober statement of the central facts of the 
atomic arms race as they are known to those who are fully in- 

| formed in the American government. 

Unfortunately there is little direct information about Russian 
atomic operations. The Russians are known to have exploded three 
bombs; at least two, the first and third, were of good efficiency, 
having a design like American models of 1945 and 1948; these 
bombs are known to have contained plutonium and uranium-235, 

, so that it may be assumed that the USSR has supplies of both 
| these substances. It is likely that the Russian production of plutoni- 

um is more than a hundred kilograms a year. From this sort of in- 

formation it is not possible to make any close estimate of Soviet 
atomic strength. But while it would be helpful to know just how 

much fissionable material the Soviet Union now has, there is much | 

to be learned from considering the general nature of atomic devel- 

opment, and here we can readily learn from the American experi- 

ence. 
It is now just a little over seven years since the first atomic ex- 

plosion occurred, in July 1945. In that first year only a handful of 
bombs was available, and for four years thereafter the United 

States made no great effort to increase its facilities for the produc- 

tion of fissionable material; important efforts to expand our facili- 

ties began only in 1949, after the first explosion in the Soviet 
Union. The amount of fissionable material on hand is steadily in- 
creasing so that, in event of hostilities, there would be available 

atomic bombs of many sizes, deliverable by a variety of carriers, 
the total of their effect having a destructive power thousands of 
times the destructive power loosed on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.f | 

Since 1949 there have been launched four successive programs of 

expansion of fissionable material production capacity; production 

will continue to increase rapidly through the next decade. 
This increase in the stockpile of fissionable material does not 

mean either a proportional increase in the number of weapons nor 

+It is important to understand the limits of the meaning which should be at- 
tached to figures about atomic stockpiles as used in the Report. Since atomic weap- 
ons can be made in widely different sizes and since a given amount of fissionable 
material can be used to make a few big bombs or many smaller ones, no one precise 
figure for the number of bombs that can be put together at any time has much 
meaning. [Footnote in the source text.]
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_a proportional increase in the destructive power on hand. Three 
| distinct factors bring this about: Eas : we 

_1. Constant improvement of atomic weapon design, == 

_ 2. Variable requirements for military use, and sts | 
| 3. Development of thermonuclear weapons. ss vege | 

| _Improved design of atomic weapons makes it possible to derive | 
greater destructive power from a given quantity of fissionable ma- | 
terial or conversely to achieve a given destructive effect from a 
smaller quantity of fissionable material. At the same time, military 
planning requires the stock of atomic weapons to be distributed at 
many locations, for delivery in a number of sizes varying from 
atomic artillery to bombs to be used in long range bombers. De- : 
structive power per weapon is similarly a variable, subject to mili- | 
tary planning. ‘The development of thermonuclear weapons tends | 

_ to increase considerably the available destructive power of our : 
stockpile without an increase in the number of atomic weapons. | 

_ All the elements to date in the atomic weapons field heavily un- 
. derline this conclusion: The atomic bomb is not simply the most | : 
: powerful weapon in history; it also seems to have the characteristic : 
| that the amount of destructive power available from each pound of | 

fissionable material on hand at any one time tends to multiply at a 

quite extraordinary rate. — - | : 

| There is nothing in this pattern of development which is neces- | 
| sarily peculiar to the United States; a similar pattern is by no 

means unlikely in the case of the Soviet Union, since the possibili- | 
ty of rapid development is inherent in the nature of atomic tech- L 
nology. | | | | eS | 
Fissionable material does not wear out, and the process of pro- oF 

ducing it almost inevitably leads to technical improvements which | | 
| increase the rate of production. There is no permanently important | 

shortage of raw materials for any great Power. Compared to other 
| military items, moreover, atomic bombs are cheap. The Soviet 

Union started later than the United States, and her effort is prob- 
|. ably smaller in scale, so that she may never have as many bombs i 

| as the United States at any given time, but she can easily have as 
| many at any time as the United States had a few years previously. : 
| This means that the time when the Russians will have the materi- 
| al to make 1000 atomic bombs may well be only a few years away | 

and the time when they have enough to make 5000 only a few ! 
: years further on. Any sensible forecast must assume that within F 

: our time Soviet atomic weapons may be numbered in five figures. | 
| The Russians may not have so large a stockpile so soon—but it is 
| also possible that they have it sooner. On the subject of Soviet f 

| work in the thermonuclear field we know nothing of any real 

|
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value, but it would be the height of folly not to expect that in time 
the Soviet Union will learn what we have learned.+ 

There is much debate in the United States Government current- 
ly as to what number of atomic bombs delivered on the target is 
enough to cause the destruction of a large modern industrial socie- | 
ty beyond the hope of recovery. In such discussions much depends 
on what is meant by destruction; a society may still have military 
strength, for example, at a time when it is already dead for most 

purposes. Some students guess that for the United States a few 
hundred bombs on target would be enough; others think that by 

careful planning and preparation we could survive up to 2500. In 
the case of this latter estimate, the term “survival”? must have a 

| rather specialized meaning; 2500 atomic bombs of presently known 
Soviet design would have an explosive energy equal to that of 100 

million tons of high explosive—or 400 times the total load dropped 
| on Germany by allied bombers in World War II. © 

_ There is one important limitation upon these overwhelming and 

entirely possible figures. When atomic bombs are numbered in the 
thousands it is no longer the number of atomic weapons, but the 

effectiveness of the instruments of delivery which is the primary 
limitation upon the scale of the damage which can be done to an 

enemy, and it is just this fact which makes it important not to 
jump to the hasty conclusion that because the atomic stockpiles are 
rapidly multiplying, there can be no defense against an eventual 
annihilating attack. As atomic bombs increase in number, each ad- 

ditional weapon becomes increasingly cheap and easy to get, until 

in one sense it becomes possible to think of atomic bombs as just 

another and better kind of ammunition. But it is quite another 

matter to develop a military force capable of ensuring the delivery 

of massive numbers of bombs. For while bombs are tending to 
become cheaper, all experience indicates that aircraft to carry 

| them are steadily growing more expensive, and effective guided 

missiles of long range seem likely to be at least equally costly. | 
Modern aircraft, moreover, have a very high rate of obsolescence, 

and the job of maintaining a capability once developed can be for- 
midable when the plane on which it is based is outmatched by de- 

| fensive developments. | 
So it is important to observe that beyond a certain point the 

problem of delivery tends to become more important than the prob- 

lems of development and production. This point has probably al- 

ready been reached in the United States. This general characteris- 

+In this discussion of the future we have somewhat discounted the possibility that 
the Soviet Union might as a matter of policy desist from continuous development in 
the field of atomic weapons. [Footnote in the source text.]
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tic of atomic armaments is of high importance, because it means 
that the constantly expanding stockpiles cannot in and of them- [ 

selves bring catastrophe. It will be necessary for those who wish to | 
have a full use of their atomic ammunition to spend great efforts 
on carriers of one sort or another, and it will be possible to attempt | 
a defense against such carriers. There are some students, we know, 

and some high officers of the government, who do not believe that 
there can ever be any worthwhile defense against atomic attack. 

Others sharply disagree, and this matter urgently needs authorita- 
| tive settlement. We ourselves believe that there is urgent need for 

a greatly increased effort in this area, and we think such an effort 
would constitute a real contribution to a constructive policy toward | 
modern armaments; this conclusion is argued below in Part III. [ 

Important and valuable as air defense may be, however, it will | 

be a pleasant surprise if the defense is ever able to knock down or 

deflect as many as four out of five of the attackers, and at present 

we should be lucky to get one in five. When these figures are com- ; 
| bined with the estimates given above of the number of bombs on 7 
| target that are needed for a knockout blow, some painful conclu- : 
: sions emerge. Even a combination of the most optimistic assess- 
| ments leads to the theoretical conclusion that, if she is willing and | 

able to build a sufficient strategic air force, the Soviet Union may 

| be able to destroy our economy beyond the hope of recovery when 

she has 15,000 atomic bombs, while she might well have this ability } 
| when she has as few as 600. The lower figure might be reached in a [ 

1 few years, and the upper is not out of reach within the next two | 
| decades. | 

When any great power has achieved a five figure stockpile of 
atomic weapons, moreover, it will probably have placed itself in [ 
such a position that its basic destructive power cannot be destroyed i 
by any single surprise attack by any enemy. The mechanics of a 

: mass surprise assault are singularly complex, and large stockpiles 
can be widely dispersed—especially as smaller aircraft become ca- — 
pable of delivering atomic bombs. If the atomic arms race contin- 

| ues, therefore, we seem likely to have within a relatively few years j 
| a situation in which the two great powers will each have a clear- 
| cut capacity to do very great damage to the other, while each will 

be unable to exert that capacity except at the gravest risk of re- 
ceiving similar terrible blows in return. And this situation is likely 
to be largely unaffected by the fact that one side may always have 

| many more weapons than the other. There is likely to be a point in : 
| our time when the Soviet Union will have “enough” bombs—no : 
| matter how many more we ourselves may have. | 

Were it not for the fact that it is so near and so plainly impor- t 
4 tant, the topic of the probable behavior of men and nations in such 

y
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a situation might well be avoided on the ground that it defies an 

answer. Whatever else may be said of it, it is plainly unprecedent-. 
ed. The power which will exist is not the power to win an ordinary coe 

military victory. It is rather the power to end a civilization and a 
very large number of the people in it. | 

It is conceivable that a world of this kind may enjoy a strange 
stability arising from general understanding that it would be suici- 
dal to “throw the switch”. On the other hand it also seems possible 
that a world so dangerous may not be very calm, and to maintain 
peace it will be necessary for statesmen to decide against rash 

action not just once, but every time. In particular, since the coming 
of such a world will be gradual and since its coming may or may 
not be correctly estimated in all countries, there is a possibility 

| that one nation or another may be tempted to launch a preventive 
war “before it is too late’’, only to find out that the time for such a 

blow has already passed. No one can be sure what will happen, but 

this much seems evident: the prospect is one which makes it clear 

that the present contest in atomic weapons is highly relevant to 
our national policy. a 7 | 

B. The New Proximity of the US and the USSR. | | 

The power and rapid growth of atomic stockpiles affect the safety 

of the great powers in a peculiar and extraordinarily significant 

way. The atomic weapon is more than just a great addition to their 

strength at the boundaries where their other interests conflict 
(though in Europe at least it is this, too). It is also an instrument 

which brings the two great powers into the direct range of each 

other in a way which no other weapon at present permits; in this 
sense atomic weapons and modern aircraft in combination have 

revolutionized the geography of contemporary warfare. 
The first rule of strategy, after all, is to concentrate force at a 

decisive point. In former times this meant that the proper center of 

attention was the enemy’s army, not his capital or his treasure 

house. But today it means that the right target is the industrial 
and social base of the enemy’s power—because today as never 
before this industrial and social base can in fact be destroyed. This 

is not to say that armies are now negligible, or even that atomic 

weapons will be used only in massive blows at the industrial cores 

of Russia and the United States. It is only to emphasize that the 

cities and people of these two great sub-continents are now in the | 

front lines, with a certainty and finality that must not be obscured 

by any feeling that nothing so much like comic-strip fantasy can 

possibly be true. 

This change is of great importance. The usual pattern of military 

conflict between great rival power systems is one in which the
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blows are struck at the margins where their territories meet. Thus 
the age-long contest between Islam and Western Christianity ebbed 
and flowed over great ranges of territory, and only very rarely was | 
there combat near the center of either power system. Now the two 
great Powers find themselves strategic neighbors, and their rapidly f 
increasing atomic strength makes this new nearness a major 
matter. It is not necessary here to attempt any assessment of its 

_ whole meaning; it is enough to note simply that it is the contest in | 
modern weapons which has had this effect, and that for both 

| Powers it is an effect of great political importance.§ : Do 

| C. The Character of American Policy Toward the Production and : 
- Use of Atomic Weapons. Oo - - 

In the decade since it embarked upon its first efforts to produce | 
an atomic weapon, the United States Government has faced a 
series of decisions as to the way in which it would deal with the | 

| military uses of atomic energy. The cumulative effect of these deci- 
| sions has been to create a situation in which it is increasingly pos- | 
| sible that there may be an unlimited use of weapons of almost un- 

limited destructive power. Oo ee o 
: The first great decision, of course, was the decision to try to de- | 

velop a weapon; this decision was taken in wartime, and in the | 
shadow of the possibility that the Nazis might be well ahead in 

, their development of such weapons. From this decision there came | 
, atomic weapons. A similar decision, from a similar concern, was 

reached in 1950 when the Government began its intensive effort to _ 
| develop thermonuclear weapons. Then it was the tension of a “cold 

war” and the gnawing fear that the Russians might be ahead of us _ 
which were decisive. From this decision we are getting hydrogen 

- bombs. — ws | | ae : 
| Having developed something which looked as if it would have i 
: military value, the United States was faced in 1945 with the ques- 
| tion whether it would use its new weapon. Taking the position that — , 
: the fundamental wickedness is war and not weapons, the American 

: government determined in 1945 that it would use the new weapon ; 
to complete its victory over Japan; it has been a constant part of | 

| American policy since that time that in the event of an act of ag- 
| gression, the American government would feel free to use atomic 

weapons. | | 

§Although the present contest, by the size and power of its weapons, is fundamen- 
: tally unique, there are two highly pertinent parallels in the recent history of Euro- 

pean armaments. Both the building of a German Navy in the decades before 1914 | 
and the building of a German Air Force in the 1930’s tended to pull Great Britain : 
into the front lines of strategy, and both of these developments had profound politi- 

| cal effects. [Footnote in the.source text.] .
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The third element in the American position on atomic weapons 
has been the determination of the United States to retain in its 
own hands the authority to determine whether, where, and how it 

proposes to use its atomic bomb. The atomic bomb is thus treated 
differently from other weapons. Both in Korea and in the North | 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, the military effort of the United 
States is combined with that of other nations and operated under 
the authority of agencies that include many other countries among 

| their active members. Especially in the case of the defense of 
Europe, it is evident that the considerations which govern allied 
decisions are not those of any one nation but those which are 
worked out together in the councils of a great coalition. The one 
military element of the defense of Europe for which this is not true 
is the atomic bomb. | 

7 A fourth American decision, reached only gradually, and at least | 

partly in response to Russian development, has been the decision to 
proceed toward the production of as large a stockpile as is practica- 

ble, as rapidly as possible. At first it was supposed that a few 

atomic weapons would be decisive in any future war, and that any 
large stockpile would be unnecessary. But closer study indicated 

the unreality of this view, and in recent years it has increasingly 
been felt that there is almost no limit to the number of bombs 

which would be desirable. Production is now being widely expand- 

ed, and further large expansions appear likely. 
Fifth, the United States not only maintains a right to use atomic 

bombs, but does in fact now plan to use them in the event of a 

major war, and this plan is not at present dependent upon the 

prior use of such weapons by any possible aggressor. It is true that 
there is some lack of clarity in the intentions of the United States 
in the Far East, and it appears to us that the problem of determin- 

ing the place of atomic weapons in policy toward that part of the 

world has been very incompletely examined by the American gov- 
ernment. But in Europe the commitment to atomic weapons is 

clear-cut, and it seems reasonably plain that if any conflict any- 
where should develop in such a fashion that both the United States 
and the Soviet Union became heavily engaged, the United States 

will use atomic weapons. Indeed, such is the present state of Amer- 

ican weapons and military capabilities that no other course would 
seem possible. | 

Finally, it is at present probable that the atomic tactics of the 

United States in any major war would involve an immediate and 
overpowering strategic blow designed to put as many atomic bombs 

as possible on strategic targets within the homeland of the enemy 

country. It seems likely that once the switch is thrown, the Ameri- 
can Strategic Air Command will be ordered to act with utmost
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speed to destroy the war-making power of the Soviet Union. Practi- 
cal considerations seem to indicate that if such an attack is to have | 

its best chance of effectiveness, it must be conducted with great ra- 

pidity and with a maximum concentration of force. In such plan- 

ning there cannot easily be any abatement of the attack for politi- 
cal or other considerations, and there can hardly be any selection [ 
of targets on other than a strictly military basis; the presence or 

| absence of people becomes irrelevant, except as they are producers 
and therefore military targets. The object of the attack is to “satu- 
rate” the defense, and the whole concept seems closely connected 
with a sense that defense against this kind of warfare—for us as 

: for the enemy—is now not really possible. a 
This, then, is the pattern of the development of American policy 

toward atomic weapons in the last decade. Since the initial decision | 
| to develop such a weapon the United States has decided to use it, 
| to keep its control wholly unshared, to make as many as possible, | 
| to plan for their use, and to base that plan centrally on the concept | 

of an immediate and devastating strategic blow at the center of 
hostile power. The decision to conduct this operation would at 

| present be uniquely American, and it now has the first claim upon 

the supply of atomic weapons. | , : 

| Two additional characteristics of present American policy in- | 

| crease the significance of the current commitment to immediate 

| and massive retaliatory action. First is the fact that in spite of the ; 

| very considerable effort of rearmament which has been undertak- 

! en, this massive attack upon the industries and the population of [ 

the Soviet Union appears to be the major offensive capacity of the | 
| United States. This is not simply one way of dealing with the 

| Soviet Union in the event of war; it appears to be the only way 
| now seriously considered as a pathway to victory or even to an ac- 

: ceptable end of hostilities. Second, this intensive preoccupation 

with the development of a massive capacity for atomic attack is not ; 
| matched by any corresponding concern for the defense of the US in 

| case of a similar attack on the part of the Soviet Union. Indeed | 
| both the public and the responsible military authorities appear to 

be persuaded that the important characteristic of the atomic bomb 
is that it can be used against the Soviet Union; much less attention 

has been given to the equally important fact that atomic bombs | 

| can be used by the Soviet Union against the United States. This 

| situation results partly from the pattern of our atomic decisions, 

| partly from the natural impact of the sound military doctrine of 
the offensive, and partly from an apparent reluctance to face the 

| simple but unpleasant fact that the atomic bomb works both ways. 
In addition to its preparation for massive and immediate strate- : 

| gic counterattack, the United States Government has given atten- 
4 E
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tion to other uses of atomic weapons in support of local campaigns, _ 

and these other uses are of great importance. Conspicuously, the 

defense of Europe is more and more predicated upon the employ- — 
ment of atomic weapons for a number of purposes such as counter 
air attack and the destruction of communications centers. And on 
the battlefield it may be that the bomb will become half of a new © 
kind of nutcracker in which ground troops force the enemy to con- 
centrate while the bomb forces him to disperse. Thus even the - 

areas which have hitherto been reserved for so-called “convention- 
al” weapons will increasingly have an atomic component. From the 

point of view of the effectiveness of the defense in very difficult cir- 
cumstances, this development is altogether understandable, but 

there is no escape from the fact that it still further increases our 

general dependence upon atomic weapons in any major contest. 
Atomic weapons have still another significance for Europe, and 

this too is connected with the meaning of the American depend- | 
ence upon these weapons. As the Soviet stockpile increases, the 

threat to both the United States and to Europe will steadily grow, 
but this growth may be quite uneven for the two areas. Geography 
has provided the United States with real and considerable advan- : 

7 tages in the difficult enterprise of defense against atomic attack, 
for distance is the most important single element on which to base 

a defensive system; it provides time and space in which to work. 

Europe is very close to the Soviet Union, and while even in Europe 
it would be foolish to abandon the effort to develop a partially ef- 

| fective defense, there can be no doubt that a relatively small — 

number of atomic bombs and a relatively simple delivery system 
would give the Soviet Union a very heavy atomic capability with 

respect to Western Europe. In such a situation it may be that the 

American atomic bomb will be useable only at the risk of truly hor- _ 
rible losses in Europe, and while this prospect might not in fact be 
sufficient to lead the American government to abandon its reliance 

on such weapons, it can hardly be denied that in a situation of this | 

sort the balance of feeling and action in Europe might be sensibly 

altered for the worse. Thus in Europe there are at one and the 
same time powerful factors which tend to recommend an increas- 

ing dependence upon atomic weapons, and possible future develop- 

ments which make that dependence dangerous. We have here one | 

more illustration of the degree to which it is impossible to separate 

what is done about armaments from the whole of national policy. 
There have been many causes for the fact that American atomic 

policy has developed as it has, and no one need suppose that there 
has been at any stage of its development any easy alternative to 

the course that has been followed. But this course has brought the 

United States into a posture of considerable rigidity, in which |
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there are many dangers. In a world in which atomic war could only 
bring general catastrophe, it cannot be anything but dangerous : 
that American policy should have no other alternative but a re- : 
course to the atom as a response to many possible emergencies. . 

The character of the atomic weapon makes it evident that the 
| world is not going to have many more modern wars; but for the ) 
_ _ United States and its institutions this is cold comfort—for us it re- 
| mains a first necessity that the number of atomic wars be zero. In : 
| this light it becomes the coolest kind of understatement to assert 3 
| that the present arms race is highly relevent to the shaping of na- | 
| tional policy. | a | 

| oo — Parriil © , Oo : 

| CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS : 

The discussion in Part II makes it plain that the present arms | | 
| _ race contains real dangers and has high political importance. The | 

unprecedented contest in the development and production of super 
| weapons, the new nearness of the USSR and the USA and the rigid 
| commitment of American policy to a heavy dependence upon — 

atomic weapons—these three elements in combination give most 
persuasive reasons for wishing that there were some way to get | 

these weapons under control. A good look at the facts, in other 2 
words, substantiates and underlines the natural view that a world 

| made safe from atomic weapons would be a good thing if we could : 
1 getit. | | 
| Fundamentally, and in the long run, the problem which is posed 

by the release of atomic energy is a problem of the ability of the : 
| human race to govern itself without war. There is no permanent 

method of exorcising atomic energy from our affairs, now that men 
i __ know how it can be released. Even if some reasonably complete in- 

ternational control of atomic energy should be established, knowl- | 
i edge would persist, and it is hard to see how there could be any | 

| major war in which one side or another would not eventually make 
| and use atomic bombs. In this respect the problem of armaments 

was permanently and drastically altered in 1945. : : 

| In 1947 Colonel Stimson wrote that “lasting peace and freedom 
{ cannot be achieved until the world finds a way toward the neces- 
| sary government of the whole. ... The riven atom, uncontrolled, | 

can be only a growing menace to us all... .” Institutions that lead 7 
j to a growth of international community have a special importance 

: and value when a proper weight is given to the meaning of the 

atom. But there cannot be any institutional guarantee of world 
i peace until the whole pattern of present dangers and tension has : 

been drastically modified. The United States cannot deal with the |
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present Soviet threat and the present weaknesses of the free world 

by wishing them out of existence. So while we recognize the long- 
term significance of the ideal of community, and while we are con- 
vinced that it is possible to conduct our policy with due regard to 
this continuing objective, we are persuaded that present policy 

toward armament must also be governed by nearer considerations. | 
| One path toward a lawful community, and a path with urgent 

relevance to armaments, is of course the notion of international | 

arms regulation. This Panel has not easily abandoned the effort to 

find some way in which serious negotiations looking toward a regu- 

lation of armaments might now be undertaken. Such a way may 
exist, but we have not been able to find it. Over and over again we © 

have moved in unhappy concern from our sense of the dangerous 
arms race to our sense of Soviet intransigeance, and we have never 

been able to find any proposal or set of proposals which did not 

appear to be either dangerous for us, in the position in which we | 

now find ourselves, or unacceptable to the Soviet Union. 7 

Many of the difficulties which occur in any such enquiry have 
been recounted in a sketchy way in Part I of this report. Most of 

them turn upon the character and behavior of the Soviet Govern- 

ment. Perhaps the central and most serious obstacle has been the 

strong likelihood that the Soviet Union simply does not have any 
interest in a settlement except on terms that would be ruinous for 

the United States. And this indifference appears to be connected to 
two attitudes which deeply conflict with the requirements for any 
agreed regulation of armaments. First, the concepts of isolation 

and secrecy, symbolized in the Iron Curtain, appear to be not 

| simply an accidental external manifestation, but rather a central 
and sustaining pillar of the whole system of Soviet power. Second, 

it seems all too likely that in the Soviet mind there is no room for 
the notion that there can be difficulties and dangers common to 

both the Soviet and the non-Soviet world. Yet without some access 

through the Iron Curtain, and without some sense that there is 

mutual advantage in settlement, there can hardly be any prospect 

of an agreed limitation of the arms race. 

In addition to the peculiar difficulties of the Soviet Union, we 

must bear in mind what may be called the normal difficulties of 
any regulation of armaments. Two in particular are worth recall- 
ing—the complexity which seems to develop in any effort to ar- 
range for a balanced and acceptable international limitation, and 

the connection which inescapably ties problems of armaments to 

general questions of international politics. We think that perhaps 

the problem of complexity is not wholly unmanageable; while writ- 

ten instruments might well be impracticable, it is not impossible 

for friendly nations to accomplish similar results simply by a series
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of interlocking actions that are not formally embodied in a treaty. | 
Between friendly states this kind of détente has often occurred. 

In this connection, we are persuaded that the specific objections 
raised against the present United Nations Atomic Energy Plan by | 
the Soviet Union should not be counted among the really serious 
obstacles to arms limitation. That plan has had great merit, and 
we do not think it would be wise now to attempt to modify it by 
new proposals in the United Nations; but it is not the only conceiv- | 
able way of dealing with the problem, and it is perhaps not even 
the most appropriate method in the present world, with present 

| problems of armaments.|| 
But if it is possible to conceive of ways in which one could deal 

with the problem of complexity, it is not easy to be so hopeful 
about the prospects for a level of political understanding which 
might permit a sustained agreement on the limitation of arma- 

| ments. The contest between the Soviet Union and the non-Soviet 
7 world has produced tensions and unsettled major problems in 

almost every continent. There are situations which are unaccept- 
2 able, in the long run, to one side or the other, and sometimes to 
: both. Nor are these merely points of political disagreement. There 

is fighting in Malaya, organized conflict in Indo-China, and open 
war in Korea. The Korean war, moreover, involves the United 

4 States in an area of high strategic concern, while at the same time 
it engages the prestige and honor of the United Nations as a whole. 

| A pattern of international tension which includes an open war is 
, not one in which it is easy to suppose that a political platform for 

arms regulation can readily be established. | | 
| We seem to be left with three general propositions which are 

hard to reconcile with one another. First, no regulation of arma- 
| ments, however limited, has ever proved feasible except as part of 
| some genuine political settlement; in the present situation, atomic | 
| stockpiles are a central part of the American strategy of defense, 

and it seems impossible that they should be regulated without 
| other major adjustments both in armaments and in the general | 

; balance of international relations. Second, most sorts of under- | 
: standing with the Kremlin are now either unobtainable or inaccep- 

table or both; even if peaceful coexistence is possible, it cannot be 
| comfortable or cordial, and it certainly seems unlikely to involve L 

anything that could be called a general settlement, for some time 
to come: Third, unless the contest in atomic armaments is in some 
way moderated, our whole society will come increasingly into peril — 

|| In Annex I we append a short discussion of some of the general considerations , 
which lead us to believe that a rather different sort of scheme may now be appropri- : 

| ate. [Footnote in the source text.] : 
:
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of the gravest kind. The task of framing and pursuing a national | 

policy which is solidly based on all three of these propositions 
cannot be easy. BOM es ey 7 | 

Simply stated, the difficulty we face is that we must deal with - 

both the Soviet Union and the arms race. In recent years, Ameri- _ 
can policy has been heavily preoccupied with the Soviet danger, 
and most of our actions have been responses to Soviet actions and a 

threats. In particular our policy toward atomic weapons has been 
hardened and sharpened in the contest with the Soviet Union until 

there is now in our posture a rigidity and totality of commitment 

which seem very dangerous. In one sense, of course, the whole con- | 

test in weapons is primarily a result of Soviet behavior. But it is 

important to conduct this contest on terms that preserve our own 
freedom of action and give proper weight to the transcendent dan- 

gers of the weapons themselves. The analysis in Part II of our posi- 
tion on atomic weapons shows that new measures are needed if we 
are to attain the flexibility which is essential to any effort to play : 
an active and not a passive role in these affairs. | | 

Flexibility—freedom of action—seems to us, indeed, to be the | 
first basic requirement for American policy in the present situa- 
tion. It would be very easy for this nation, in the face of the double 
dangers of Soviet totalitarianism and atomic war, to let events de- 
velop so that in the end a catastrophe of some sort became un- 

avoidable. Oo a 

The meaning of freedom of action may perhaps be sharpened by — 

considering its relevance in a range of policy wider than that of ar- 

maments alone. The great constructive steps of American policy in | 

recent years, in the European Recovery Program, in NATO, and in 

the reconstruction of Japan, have aimed to restore the freedom of 
action of the free nations, to regain the initiative, and to create a 

situation in which the non-communist world is sufficiently strong 

and united to be able to go about the works of freedom in peace. 

This attempt to regain the initiative through a policy of collec-— 

tive action and effort seems highly relevant to the problems and 

dangers of the arms race itself. One of the great hopeful possibili- | 

ties of the present lies in the development by every available 

means of the social and political coherence of all the non-Commu- , 

nist nations. More specifically, the strengthening of the ties that 

connect the non-Soviet world is one of the great lines of policy 

| which may be helpful in reducing the dangers of a world full of 

| atomic weapons. Decisions about armaments should be closely re- —
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lated to this objective, which often has requirements more subtle 

than those of a purely military estimate.] : oe ES 

In the field of armaments, quite obviously, there can be no com- 
plete freedom of action. It is always within the power of the enemy 
to impose upon us a heavy level of effort and a sustained emphasis 
upon armed strength. What is not inevitable is a rigid commitment 

to a specific form of military action. It is important to understand 
that an arms race is not something either black or white—either _ 
totally unlimited or firmly regulated by international treaties. The 

_ problem of arms policy is to develop the kind of strength which 
may be needed to reduce the Soviet danger while at the same time | 
keeping to a minimum the danger of a catastrophic resort to 

; atomic weapons on both sides. In such an effort there are useful 

| steps which fall far short of a treaty of arms regulation. Any devel- 

opment which gives us freedom to reduce our own commitment to 
the use of atomic weapons will tend to decrease the possibility of | 

- an atomic war. So too will measures which combine a defensive _ 
character with a deterrent effect upon the Soviet Union. For it is 
always possible that a real decrease in the sharpness of the arms 

race itself might be achieved by acts and not by treaties. = | 

Even negotiation, which seems so remote, so unmanageable at 
present and unlikely in the immediate future, is not to be wholly 
dismissed. The dangers of the arms race are at least as great for 

the Soviet Union as they are for the United States, and the passage 
of time may well increase the pressure on the Kremlin for serious 

consideration of alternatives to its present policy. It would be | 

unwise to neglect the possibility that negotiation may become feasi- 

ble in the reasonably near future. It seems important that Ameri- 
can policy should not permit the continuance of a situation in 
which our own rigidities would inhibit us from creating an opportu- 

nity tonegotiate. he ea ps | aaa 

The problem of policy toward armaments, in short, is at present 
centrally a problem of increasing the freedom of action of the — 

American Government. The recommendations which follow suggest __ 

certain changes in policy and posture which would in our view 

begin to increase the flexibility of our policy toward armaments. | 
| They offer ways in which we can make it less likely that the result 

of the present crisis will be an all-out atomic war. Taken together 
they will sensibly increase the chance of finding a way toward a 

| real moderation of the present contest, and they may somewhat in- | 

]While it seems to us plain that the development of the Atlantic Community is of 
the highest importance, we think it equally clear that it is urgent—though no doubt 
difficult—to develop appropriate lines of connection and joint action in other parts 
of the world. [Footnote in the source text.]
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crease the currently slender chance of a genuine settlement and a 
comprehensive regulation of armaments. | 

Important as these objectives are, however, we would not present 
these recommendations if we were not persuaded that they serve a 
broader purpose as well. The whole of our analysis has made it , 
clear to us that the dangers of the arms race cannot be separated 
from the reality of the Soviet threat and the need for collective 
strength in the free world. What persuades us of the soundness of 

our recommendations is that they seem serviceable and indeed 

highly desirable when considered in this broader framework of our 
principal national purposes, and when measured against the deep- 

| est traits of our national tradition. | 

| The five recommendations which follow are not intended to be 
exhaustive or even very systematic. Yet in various ways they relate | 

to those aspects of the problem which seem to us most important. 
The first is concerned with the way in which our government and 

our people are able to think about these matters. The next two in- 
dicate two specific ways in which we think a balanced judgment 
should lead to changes in our approach to problems of the defense 

of the free world. One of these ways relates to our allies and is in a 
sense a statement that the kind of adjustment in thinking about 
the problem which we urge here at home is needed also with our 

allies. The other has to do with the direct defense of the United 
States. Our last two recommendations deal with the ways in which 
it seems wise to talk about the problem of armaments in diplomat- 

ic discussion; we urge a decrease in the level of American activity 
in the United Nations and an increased attention to problems of 

direct communication with the Soviet Union. 

1. Candor to the American Government and People. 

We think it of critical importance in the development of a na- | 

tional policy which takes full account of the realities of the arms 

race, that the United States Government should adopt a policy of 

candor toward the American people—and at least equally toward 
its own elected representatives and responsible officials—in pre- 

senting the meaning of the arms race. The best and wisest govern- 

ment, in this country, is always dependent in large measure upon 
the support of the American people, and this support, if it is to | 
have the strength and solidity which are necessary in great affairs, _ 

must rest upon an adequate basic understanding of the realities of 

the situation. What is true of the people as a whole is true also of 
large numbers of officials who staff the government at levels below | 
the highest and whose activities have much to do with the execu- 

tion of policies determined at the top.
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The central fact on which this Report is based is one of which 
the American people and most of their government are not respon- 
sibly aware. It is that the American stockpile of atomic weapons 

has been increasing rapidly for the past seven years and is likely to 
multiply at least as rapidly in the immediate future. The pattern of | 
atomic development is such that what is true for the United States 

can well be true, in essence, for the Soviet Union. Within the time 

span of current planning the Soviet Union may have many hun- 
dred atomic bombs; within ten or fifteen years she could have sev- 
eral thousand.** This prospect is necessarily one of very great 
danger. | | 
We believe that the American government and people are at 

present very far from showing a responsible awareness of this 

danger, and accordingly we believe that it is a matter of urgency | 

that such awareness should become much more widespread. The 
only way we know of to accomplish this task is for those who are 
fully informed on the subject of atomic energy to take the rest of 
the government and the people into their confidence by a straight- 
forward statement of the size and shape of the growing destructive 

power of atomic weapons. Such a statement should include an ef- : 
fectively informative account of the quantities and rates of increase 
which are involved. We believe, in short, that it is essential for the 

American Government and people to know the basic meaning of 

the atomic arms race. 

| We think it difficult to overestimate the importance of such an 

act of candor. It has been our experience that without a direct and ° 

informed understanding of the rates of atomic development, most 
men are reluctant to give full value to warnings which they hear 
from others. The more responsible the citizen, indeed, the more he 

is likely not to pay full attention to the problem of atomic weapons 
as long as present security restrictions are enforced. A man who is 

in the habit of trying to think in rational terms will naturally hesi- 
tate to attempt a judgment on any matter on which he knows him- | 

- gelf to lack important information; he will tend to leave the prob- 

lem to those who know the facts. 
In addition to providing the facts and figures, the United States 

Government should direct public attention specifically and repeat- 
edly to the fact that the atomic bomb works both ways. The official | 
position of the United States toward the Russian atomic bomb has 

been that this development is simply something we expected and 

planned for. This position may well have been desirable at the time 

**We should repeat our warning that estimates of numbers of bombs can be no 
more than rough indicators of the level of atomic armament; but in any case the 
actual quantities are not nearly as important as the fact that they are bound to 
multiply in time. [Footnote in the source text.]
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of the first Soviet explosion, in order to prevent a possible reaction 

of hysteria. But three years have passed; the present danger is not mS 

of hysteria but of complacency. Official comment on atomic energy  —_| 
has tended to emphasize the importance of the atomic bomb as | 

_ part of the American arsenal. There is an altogether insufficient 
emphasis upon its importance as a Soviet weapon, and upon the 

fact that no matter how many bombs we may be making, the | 
Soviet Union may fairly soon have enough to threaten the destruc- 

tion of our whole society. In these matters, there is no substitute 

) for authoritative official warnings. It is well known that this is a 

| topic surrounded by secrecy, and the only voice which has full au- 
| thority is that which comes from high in the government. 

We believe, then, that the United States government should tell 

the story of the atomic danger, and in particular we believe that it 
should explain the rate and impact of atomic production, that it 
should emphasize the growing capability of the Soviet Union, and 

that it should direct attention to the fact that beyond a certain 
point we cannot ward off the Soviet threat merely by ‘keeping 

| ahead of the Russians.”’ We believe that official disclosure and rec- 
ognition of these realities is the basic condition for a sound nation- 

| al attitude toward the problems of the atomic arms race. _ 
Objections to this course usually rest on two basic arguments. 

The first is that if American people learn of their peril, they may 

either lose heart in the struggle to stand firm against Soviet expan- - 
| sionism or perhaps go overboard in favor of a preventive war. The 

second is that it would be folly to let the Soviet Union know either 
our level of atomic armament or the character of our fear of 

atomic attack. We are not persuaded by either of these contentions. 

We are wholly persuaded that this country does better when it 

knows the truth, and we would not want to be in the shoes of a 

government which had to deal with a nation which awoke to reali- | 

ty after a long period of concealment and deception. And while we 
are not sure it would be good to keep our proper fears a secret - 

from the Soviet Union, we are sure that it cannot be done. This is 

the sort of country which has no way of concealing its basic con- 

cerns from foreigners except by concealing them from its own 

| people, and in matters of this kind that price is much too high. As 
for our supply of atomic weapons, we think it is now fully large 

enough to make it highly desirable that Soviet leaders should be | 
left in no doubt about it. The extreme secrecy which now shrouds Se 
this matter seems to us a plainly obsolete remainder from the days | 

when there were very few bombs indeed and it was important not 
to have our weakness known. There are many things about atomic | 
energy which it is highly important to keep secret as long as we
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can, but the general size of our supply of atomic weapons is no 
longer one of them. ne oe oe 

_ Just as our own inquiry has been based throughout on a sense of 
the central importance of the realities of the atomic contest, so we _ 
think that there can be no appropriate adjustment of American 
policy until these realities are brought home to the American gov- | 

ernment and people. As long as the truth of the atomic arms race | 
is buried in a very few informed minds (and often pushed back out 
of daily consideration even by those who know the truth), there is 
no possibility of framing policy in such a fashion as to take due ac- 
count of the national danger. American foreign policy rests upon 
two great internal forces; one is the power of public opinion, and 

the other is the interplay of energies in a large and sprawling gov- 
ernment of checks, balances, offices, and men. At present both of | 
these great forces, in very large measure, are governed by a basi- 
cally insufficient assessment of the realities of the world in which . 
we live. It is bad enough to be in a very dangerous world; it is still — 

| worse to be unaware of the danger. _ So ok Oi 
We believe that nothing else is possible, in all that bears upon 

decreasing the national peril, until the government and the people 
are accurately informed. In the end, it is the province of the nation 

_ to make its own foreign policy, and we are not among those who 
believe that we are necessarily wiser than the people and govern- 
ment of the United States, when they are truly informed. The anal- 

| ysis which we have attempted rests on our own conviction that the 

danger of the atomic arms race is great and growing. Other and 

better conclusions may be reached by others, starting from a simi- 

lar awareness of danger; we hope that this may be the case. It is 
| precisely because we respect the power and judgment of our gov- | 

ernment and people that we so strenuously object to a situation in 
- which all Americans except a handful of overworked and harried 

officials are deprived of basic information which is not worth keep- 

ing secret. = | | | 

2. Atomic Armaments and the Unity of the Free World. we 

We think it is urgently important that the American Govern- 

ment should undertake to bring its policy toward atomic weapons 
into harmony with its policies for the development of a lasting _ 
community of free nations. | | 

_ We have already stated our conviction that it must be a major 
objective of American policy to increase by all available means the 
sense of community of the non-Soviet world. Undertakings and in- 
stitutional developments which serve this end are among the indis- 
pensable safeguards against the outbreak of war; if the free world | 
weakens, the danger of atomic weapons must increase, and the re-
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verse is also true. In a general sense, therefore, any contribution to 

the strength and unity of the free world is likely to be helpful in | 
reducing the danger of atomic armaments. _ | 

But just as the successful pursuit of national policies in the 
United States demands a relationship of trust and candor between | 
the government and the people, so in the affairs of the non-Soviet 

| world there can be no real mutual security without mutual confi- 

| dence. At present there is danger that a failure to reach some 

common understanding on matters of atomic policy will gravely 
| weaken the mutual confidence of the major free nations. 

We think it is time for the whole problem of the use of atomic 

weapons to be shared in considerable measure with the major na- 
tions with which we are allied.{{ The military importance of such 

trust is almost self-evident and has recently been emphasized by 

General Bradley, but we think there is also great political value to 
_ be gained from spreading the responsibility for judgment on these — 

matters. | | 
No small part of the uncertainty which surrounds the field of 

| atomic weapons derives from a widespread feeling that the United 

States is clutching the atom to its bosom and may at any moment 
get angry and hur! it in the general direction of the Kremlin. This 

feeling, in our view, is quite unjustified, and in fact the United — 

_ States government has constantly given important weight to the | | 

fears and feelings of its allies. But the appearance of aloofness has 

been maintained, and this appearance does no good and much 

harm. The balance of feeling of the free world would be improved if 
it were generally understood that the United States considers the | 
use of atomic bombs to be a legitimate area of allied discussion. | 

We also think that if the major allies of the United States can be 
given a sense of shared responsibility, their understanding of the 

weapon and its political meaning may be improved. The course of 

the atomic arms race has much meaning for Europe—there is high 

significance both in the increasing role of atomic weapons in the ~~ 

defense of Western Europe and in the increasing danger which 

arises from European vulnerability to Soviet atomic bombs. If the 
major countries of the Atlantic community approach these danger- 

ous questions separately, it is hard to see how they can avoid seri- 

ous misunderstandings which can only increase their difficulties. A 

somewhat different but important difficulty could also arise with 
some urgency in connection with the Far East. It may be hard to 

get general agreement on these matters, but clearly some candor in 

ttThis recommendation does not relate to the special problem of technical collabo- 
ration on the making of atomic weapons. [Footnote in the source text. | _
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discussion and some common responsibility in planning are essen- 
tial first steps. . 

In urging a higher level of inter-allied communication on the 
problems of the atomic arms race, we are certainly not suggesting 
that the United States Government should tie its own hands and 

surrender the right to decide for itself, in an emergency, whether 

and how it will use its atomic weapons. No allied connection need 
have this effect. What we are urging is rather that all the allied 

states stand to gain if they can reach a common appreciation of the 

character of the problem. If this is to be done, the first condition is 

that they be reasonably frank with each other. 

| 3. American Continental Defense. 

No problem has forced itself upon us more insistently and regu- 
larly, in the course of our work, than that of the defense of the con- 
tinental United States. Nominally this question would seem to fall 
outside the range of our assignment, but in fact it is impossible to 
consider the problem of armaments and policy without giving care- 
ful attention to the whole subject of defense against weapons of _ 

mass destruction. Arms regulation and continental defense are 

complementary methods of achieving the goal of safety against the 

danger of a surprise knockout blow. They are thus interlocked in a 

variety of ways, and no policy can be consistent and effective 

unless it applies to both subjects the same fundamental attitude. It 

is not too much to say, in our view, that unless continental defense 

is taken seriously, arms regulation must seem a foolish goal, while 

if real attention is given to defensive measures, the whole approach 

to moderating the dangers of the arms race may become more | 
manageable. Let us try to explain these conclusions. | 

| In at least five ways, an intensified effort of continental defense 
can serve to improve the position of the United States Government 

with respect to the threat of atomic destruction. First and most ob- 

viously, every improvement in our defenses delays the time at 

which the Soviet Union will be able to strike a knockout blow—or 
to put the matter another way, it reduces the amount of damage 

which the Russians can do at any one time. Any such improvement 
also makes it more difficult and expensive to achieve any giver — 

result, for while bombs are relatively cheap, bombers are not. | 

Second, the very act of increasing our attention to continental 

defense is bound to help in developing a healthy sense of the dan- 

gers of the atom. Evidently the sense of danger and the level of 
effort on continental defense are interlocking; each increase in one 

| will help to increase the other. Equally clearly there is a point at 

which both could become excessive—but we think it plain beyond 
argument that this point is not yet in sight.
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Third, both as it improves our defensive capacity and as it sharp- 
ens our awareness of danger, a continental defense effort will help 
the United States Government take a posture in which it can face : 
the possibility of serious negotiations on the regulation of atomic | 
weapons. In thinking about such negotiations it is important to 
raise the ceiling of our danger and to be clearly aware that the | 
ceiling is there; both these purposes are served by an intensified 
effort to protect ourselves. 

Fourth, an improved continental defense is highly desirable from 
the point of view of its effect on the Soviet mind. It cannot be read 
as an aggressive move, and it should constitute real evidence of the 

| fact that we believe atomic weapons to be dangerous for all con- 
cerned. It will also serve, in the measure of its apparent effective- 
ness, to dissuade Soviet leaders from attempting any catastrophic 
attack. | | 

Finally, we should note that geography makes the Soviet atomic 
_ bomb such a grave threat to Europe that it seems improbable than _ 

any real safety can be achieved by any practicable effort. But if the 
| United States can maintain some immunity to a knockout, the 

American connection may yet serve to protect the Western Europe- 
| ans and so to quiet their fears. In this sense an improved continen- 

_ tal defense is important to the whole free world; it may be at least 
| in part a substitute for the very difficult and perhaps impossible 

| task of defending Western Europe against the Soviet atomic threat. 
In summary, then, we think it plain that there is every reason to 

proceed with greatly intensified efforts of continental defense. The 
only conceivable objection to such efforts would be a demonstration 
that they cannot have any significant success, and those of us who 
have looked at the problem believe that the balance of the evidence 
runs the other way. It is true, of course, that it will hardly be possi- 
ble to achieve 100 per cent safety, and it is unlikely that the best 

_ efforts can bring us very close to that figure. But it is important | 
always to remember that what we are trying to defend ourselves | 
against is a knockout blow; in such a defense every little bit helps, 

and a relatively modest improvement may at any one time be deci- 
sive. We have tried to inform ourselves of the balance of scientific 
and technical opinion in the field of continental defense, and we . 

are persuaded that at costs which are moderate in comparison with | 
the total defense budget highly important progress can be made in 

providing an early warning system, in improving our set of weap- | 
ons for knocking down bomb-carriers, in our anti-submarine de- _ 

fense, and in our planning for rapid recuperation after attack. 
| Moreover if research and development in this whole area are 

given a proper priority, still more impressive gains will become 

likely; the pattern of scientific research on military problems has
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regularly indicated that we tend to make most progress in those | 

| areas where we care most and try hardest. Such progress might 
even give increased hope for the air defense of Europe.  —~ 

In closing this section we should perhaps note one set of objec- 
tions to an intensified continental defense effort which seems to us 
to fall wide of the mark. It is sometimes argued that there is grave 

danger in giving greater attention to this area, since such a change - 

would require a lessening of our attention to the development of 

our strategic air capability. This argument seems to us to be based 
on the mistaken notion that we must have one or the other and 
cannot have both, - | oe ae 

4, Disengagement from Disarmament Discussions in the United Na- 
tions. ERS | aa | 

- We think it is time for the United States to minimize its partici- 

pation in the discussion of problems of disarmament in the United 

Nations. These discussions have no real connection with the prob- 

lems around which they seem to turn, and this disconnection can 
be misleading. Men tend to suppose either that there is a real con- 
nection, which would lead them to think of arms limitation in a 
most inaccurate way, or else—and this is still worse—they reach 
the conclusion that the United States is cynical about disarmament 
and is trying merely to press for some propaganda advantage. The 

subject of armaments is too important, and the real interest of the 
United States in limiting the arms race is too great for these disad- 

vantages to be outweighed by considerations of psychological war- 

fare. | cg | | | | 

~ In making this recommendation we do not wish to be understood | 
| as asserting that it was a mistake to do what was done. That is em- 

phatically not our view. From the initial proposals of the United _ 
States Government in 1946 right through to the present day, there — 
has been a constant.and genuine effort to show the good will of the | 
American position. But each major effort has come sharply to a 

halt against the wall of Soviet intransigence. And just as it seemed : 
wise by 1948 to stop the detailed discussion of the problem of | 
atomic energy because it had become an empty routine, so we 
think it is now time to recognize that the whole approach to arms _ 

regulation through commissions of the United Nations is unproduc- 

tive and even misleading. — ) - 

Naturally it is not desirable that the United States should an- 
nounce its new view all of a sudden and without preparation. A 

shift of this sort should be foreshadowed by a period in which at- 
tention is directed to the fact that there has so far been no helpful — 

response from the Soviet Union on any point. Depending on the 

readiness of the United States to proceed toward some sort of seri-
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ous negotiations, it might also be well to indicate the view that one 
reason for minimizing discussions in the United Nations is that it 
may be possible to make better progress elsewhere. In any case, we a 
are not suggesting anything abrupt or unprepared. | 

Our general belief that discussion in the United Nations should 
be minimized is matched by our feeling that there is nothing to be 
gained by a public revision of any of the proposals which the 
United States has supported during the last six years. In particu- 
lar, we think it would not be useful to attempt a new and modern- 
ized version of the United Nations Plan for the control of atomic 
energy. Our feeling is that this plan bears the marks of its year of 

birth, and we are persuaded that what seemed right in 1946 is no 
_ longer wholly relevant in 1953; the world we now have is in many 

respects different from that of 1946, and these differences are im- 
portant. But the fundamental difficulty here is not in the fact that 

the plan is six years old; it is rather in the fact that full-fledged 
plans presented publicly by one side are no longer the best method 
of seeking a workable arrangement. A modified version of the 

United Nations Plan might be relatively easy to prepare, but it 
| would not have any real meaning, and as it aged, it would raise 

| more doubts than it resolved. The United Nations Plan has the 
great merit that it is a monument to real hopes and good inten- 

tions; we do not see that it is a good idea to peck at it. 

». Communication with the USSR. | 

We believe that a real effort should be made to find ways of com- 

municating with the rulers of the Soviet Union on the range of 
questions posed by the arms race. Even though serious negotiation 

_ hardly seems possible at present, we think that the lesser act of 

genuine communication could do no harm and might have real 
value. 

An obvious reason for a constant effort to keep open the chan- 

nels of communication is that it may permit us to detect any 
changes in the attitude of the Soviet Union toward the conflict 

| with the West. It is possible, for example, that in the period of the 

succession to Stalin there may be such a change. It is also possible 

that the arms race itself may tend to modify Soviet thinking; a new 
attitude may develop as growing armaments on both sides bring us | 
to a time when the two Powers have “enough” power to strike each 
other truly staggering blows. | 

But beyond these specific and speculative possibilities there are 
more general grounds for continuing communication. Two disquiet- 

ing elements in the present arms race are the possibility that 

Soviet rulers may seriously underestimate the importance of 
atomic weapons and the certainty that the American government
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is forced to work on the basis of an extremely limited and specula- 
tive understanding of Soviet capabilities and intentions. There is a | 
chance that serious communication might be of some use in both of 

these matters. The danger of the arms race must be much in- 

creased if Soviet leaders fail to understand its real character; we 

believe that careful communication may materially reduce the 
chance of a disastrous Soviet miscalculation. And although we fully 
understand that it is not easy to decipher the true meaning of 
Soviet acts of communication, we think that even the most prac- 
ticed deceiver tells more than he intends, and we are persuaded 
that it would be good to have a continuous record of the way the 
Kremlin sounds in communication on this subject. | | 

We are inclined to emphasize the value of listening for sounds 

_ from Soviet representatives rather above that of any communica- 
tion that the United States might be able to make, at least at the 

beginning. It is far from certain that we have it in our power at 
present to make ourselves heard and understood in the Kremlin; 
this is no argument for not trying, but it does suggest that it may 
be wise to think first of the values that may be derived from listen- | 

ing. 
It takes two to communicate, and it is always possible that our 

best efforts to open conversation might be rebuffed. Of the five rec- 
ommendations in this report, this is the one which depends on 

some response from the Soviet Union, and it is important to recog- 

nize this dependence. But we are persuaded that the United States 
has the diplomatic skills which would permit it to test the possibili- 
ties of communication without running any important risks, and 

we think it well worth it to try. If communication should prove pos- 

sible, it would have just that real relationship to the dangers of our 
present situation which the present discussions in the United Na- 

tions lack, and in this sense it would be a fitting demonstration of 
the real American policy toward armaments. 

The five recommendations with which we have concluded our 
work are none of them easy to carry out. In one form or another 
proposals like these have been made before and have met different 

| kinds of opposition which prevented their acceptance. All of them 

will meet opposition of some sort now. It is not the province of a 

Panel of Consultants to decide whether it is practical now to try to 
overcome this opposition; that is a tactical decision and it is not 

our business. What we can say is that these are proposals of such a 

character that if they are to be carried out, they should be carried 

out thoroughly and well; none of these things is worth doing badly, 

and if they can be done only halfheartedly and against crippling 

| resistance, they should not be done at all.
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) One general requirement is however suggested by all five of our 
recommendations: it is that there is no escape from the fact that 
the problem of modern armaments is intimately connected with 
the largest and most critical problems of national policy. The im- __ 
portance of the arms race is such that it is closely related to our 
policy toward ourselves, toward our major allies, toward the na- ) 

_ tional defense, and toward the Soviet Union. This sharp relevance, 
in our view, argues strongly for a close coordination of the basic 
authority and responsibility for all major problems of atomic arma- 
ment. We believe that these matters deserve the constant and seri- 
ous attention of the highest officers of the government. 

| In the end a Panel of Consultants cannot chart a course for those 
who hold responsibility. Our effort of description, analysis, and rec- 

| ommendation cannot be more than a piece of evidence to be judged 
by men who must chart their own course. We would not have it 
otherwise. The essential component in any resolution of our diffi- — 
culties must be creative leadership. oe oe Je 

| , Annex I a | 

SOME PossIBLE CHARACTERISTICS OF A REALISTIC AGREEMENT ON THE 
REGULATION OF ARMAMENTS | 

| In our re-consideration of the broad problem of plans for arma- 7 
ments regulation, our first and most important conclusion has been 

that blueprints for arms regulation are now undesirable. Even if 

the United States were presently embarking on the long process of 

negotiating a Convention or instrument for the regulation of arma- 

ments, much that is vital to the character of any such instrument 

would depend on the course of the negotiations and on political 
matters which lie well outside the field of armaments. Thus, even 

if immediate negotiations were likely, we should need not a blue- 
print but rather a sense of the objective and a plan of procedure. 

But since we fear that at present it is hardly possible for the 

United States to undertake serious negotiations, our own sugges- | 

tions must pertain to the future and must have a political context 

which is now almost wholly unknown. In these circumstances any 
blueprint would necessarily involve large assumptions about the 
political situation. 

A further disturbing element in all blueprints for arms regula- 
tion is that if they are to be made public they must take account of 
our present fears as well as our future hopes—so they must not 

seem to offer any possibility that at any stage the Soviet Union 

might gain any advantage in the power contest. Thus the tendency
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is to create plans which proceed toward a reduction in arms by a 
set of stages each one of which tends if anything to improve the 
American position, and when such plans are considered from the 
standpoint of the Soviet Union they are likely to seem quite 
unreal. This unreality seems to us to be dangerous, for these paper 
plans seem to assert that there is such a thing as a scheme for 

arms regulation which is without risks and sacrifices. In a world in 
a which Soviet. power is real and great, it seems to us unwise to offer 

such false hopes to the people of the free nations. | 

It seems more sensible to consider the problem as extremely dif- _ 
ficult, intimately connected to political problems of all sorts, and 
not susceptible to easy answers. This more realistic approach leads 
at once to the conclusion that proposals for arms regulation should 

be judged against the existing dangerous and unpleasant situation, 
and not against some arbitrary vision of a world of total peace and 
harmony. And this conclusion in turn suggests that the basic re- 
quirements for a useful regulation of armaments may be somewhat 
different from those which most American discussion has assumed. 
In our view any study of arms regulation which keeps the present 
realities firmly in mind will tend to reach certain general views 
which we wish rather to sketch than to elaborate in detail. 

First, since the peculiar danger of the present arms race derives 

from the growing possibility that the two great Powers may soon 

be able to strike each other direct and crippling blows, the basic 
objective of any scheme of arms regulation should be to eliminate 
this capability. This is not the same thing as eliminating all atomic 
bombs, since it is now clear—as it was not in 1945 and 1946—that 

atomic bombs can be decisive only if they are delivered on the 
target in considerable numbers. (The American requirement for a 

_knockout atomic attack on the Soviet Union now runs well into 
four figures.) Moreover in strategic attack on a great power aircraft | 

and missiles are quite as essential as atomic weapons, and they are 
much more expensive. It seems reasonable to say, then, that much 
would be achieved if it should be possible to get a reduction in the 
size of stockpiles and bombing fleets such that neither side need 

fear a sudden knockout from the other. Such a reduction would not 
give assurance against the use of atomic weapons, but it would give 

protection against the danger of a surprise knockout blow, and this 
is the danger which is so critically important in its political mean- 

ing for both the United States and the Soviet Union. | 
Another general proposition which seems relevant is that any 

scheme of arms regulation which is to have a chance of acceptance 

| by the Soviet Union must take into account the depth of the Soviet 
attachment to the principle of the Iron Curtain. There can be no 

arms regulation without some sort of inspection—and on this basic
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notion there can hardly be any shift in the American position. But 
it is important, in the interest of political reality, that such inspec- 

| tion do as little violence as possible to a principle which seems to 
stand near the center of the Soviet system. It is possible to argue, 

of course, that there can be no real safety until we have an open 
world, and the argument has force, but to accept it entirely would 
be to defer all hope of arms regulation until after a revolution had 

occurred in Russia—and perhaps still further, for it is far from 

clear that a new Russian revolution would bring an open society. 

For the present, it seems better to take some account of the Iron 
Curtain. | 

A third general proposition about arms regulation is that it 
: should not increase other dangers while it attempts to eliminate 

the threat of a sudden knockout. For United States policy this 
clearly means that there would have to be a considerable reduction 

in conventional weapons to balance any limitation on the instru- 
ments of mass atomic attack. The American atomic weapon is now 

being used not only as a balance to the Soviet atom but also as a 
counterweight to the massive Soviet armies; if it were abandoned, 
those armies would have to be considerably trimmed. (But this last 
requirement might be modified insofar as non-Soviet “convention- 
al” armed strength can become a counterweight to the Soviet 
armies.) 7 | 

These three general propositions are very far from exhausting 

the topic of realistic approaches to arms regulation, but taken to- 
gether they do make it possible to sketch the broad outlines of a | 

kind of arms regulation which does not seem quite so unreal as 

most of the detailed plans that have been put forward in recent 

years. This somewhat more robust sort of scheme would be charac- 

terized by a basic agreement to reduce all major forms of arma- 
. ment well below the point where they threaten destruction to other 

major powers; such an agreement should be designed to provide 

wide margins of safety. In keeping with these wide margins, the 

scheme could get on with a relatively simple system of inspection, 
designed to prevent any major violation from going unnoticed, but 

not pretending to guarantee against relatively minor and inconclu- 

sive breaches of the agreed levels. Probably it would be more accu- 

rate to describe this sort of inspection as a form of “facilitated in- 
telligence’”—it would aim at nothing much more elaborate than the 
provision of the sort of information that was readily available in 
all modern countries—not excluding Imperial Japan and Nazi Ger- 

many—until the days of the Iron Curtain. Intelligence and inspec- 
tion can be made far more effective and less burdensome by the de- 
velopment and use of the increasingly sensitive techniques of scien- ) 
tific intelligence.
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We have devoted some attention to the technical problems of 
such a relatively simple and sturdy scheme of arms limitation, and 
they do not seem unmanageable. In particular we believe that it 
would be possible to sketch a proposal for the atomic component of 
such a scheme which would eliminate the danger of an atomic 

- knockout and at the same time avoid the comprehensive and elabo- 

rate mechanisms of the current United Nations Plan. The one limi- 
tation we must set to this conclusion is that as time passes it must | 

. become steadily more difficult to establish any form of control of 
inspection which would guarantee against the possibility that a de- 
cisive stockpile might be successfully hidden away and never be 
missed by those conducting the initial inspection of plants and pro- 
duction records. No system of checking past production by examin- 

ing plants and records can be wholly free from the possibility of 
error, and the sum of the possible errors will at some stage be 
greater than any acceptable level. The advent of thermonuclear de- 
vices makes this reservation still more important. oe 

Skimpy as they are, these comments on the problem of plans for 
arms regulation do suggest that there is no basic difficulty in the 
many technical questions which have been debated back and forth 
in the United Nations in recent years. There will be real issues in 
any serious negotiation for a limit on armaments, but there are 

certainly ways of meeting whatever is real in the sort of objections 
the Soviet Union has so far put forward. a 

Disarmament files, lot 58 D 138, “NSC Papers, 1953-55” 

- Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Bruce) to the 
Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,| January 19, 1953. 

Subject: Second Progress Report on NSC 112, “Formulation of a 
United States Position With Respect to the Regulation, Limita- 
tion, and Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Arma- 
ments’. | 

1. Courses of Action Fully Implemented: 

NSC 112 was approved as Governmental policy on July 19, 
1951.1 It is requested that this Progress Report as of January 15, 

1952 [1953] be circulated to the members of the Council for their 

information. 

The NSC at its 106th Meeting on October 23, 1951, as action 
number 578 b, noted that the Secretaries of State and Defense 

417 For text of NSC 112, dated July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p.
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would undertake to reach an agreement, for submission to the 
President, as to the position of the U.S. Delegation to the Sixth 
General Assembly of the United Nations regarding a proposal for 
limitation of armed forces and armaments, in accordance with the 

policy established in NSC 112. The two Secretaries agreed upon | 
such a position and submitted it to the President, who approved it © 

on October 24, 1951. This position, when submitted to the Sixth 

Session of the General Assembly, in a resolution sponsored by the | 
United States, France and the United Kingdom, after slight modifi- 
cation resulted in approval by the overwhelming majority of the 
General Assembly (with the Soviet bloc opposed) on January 11, 

1952, as Resolution 502(VI1). 2 

_ By this resolution, the General Assembly established a Disarma- 
ment Commission, composed of the members of the Security Coun- 
cil plus Canada, and directed the Commission to prepare draft pro- 

posals to be embodied in a treaty or treaties for submission to a 
conference of all states, concerning: (i) regulation, limitation, and 

balanced reduction of all armed forces and all armaments; (ii) 

elimination of all major weapons adaptable to mass destruction; 
(11) effective international control of atomic energy to ensure the 

_ prohibition of atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes only, with the present United Nations plan being | 

used as the basis for the Commission’s considerations until a better _ 
or no less effective plan were devised; (iv) progressive and continu- | 
ing disclosure and verification of all armed forces and all arma- 

ments, including atomic, this problem to be considered as a first | 

task; (v) methods for fixing over-all limits and restrictions on all 

armed forces and armaments, and for determining the allocation 

within their respective military establishments of the permitted 
national armed forces and armaments; (vi) the establishment of an 

international control organ (or organs) to ensure the implementa- _ 

tion of the treaty or treaties; (vii) an adequate system of safeguards 

to ensure observance of the disarmament program. 

The Disarmament Commission held its first meeting on February 

4, 1952, and carried on its discussions throughout the year until the 

opening of the Seventh Session of the General Assembly. 

A principal thesis of NSC 112 was that attention should be kept 
focused, in any international discussions on disarmament, upon the 

problem of disclosure and verification, in order to test Soviet will- 

ingness to accept effective inspection, because it would be accepta- 

ble to the U.S. if accepted by the U.S.S.R. and advantageous to the 
U.S. for its propaganda value if rejected by the U.S.S.R., and be- 
cause it was the first step in implementing a disarmament pro- 

2 See the editorial note, p. 845.
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| gram. The U.S. on April 5, 1952, submitted to the Disarmament 

Commission “Proposals for Progressive and Continuing Disclosure 
| and Verification of All Armed Forces and All Armaments, Includ- 

ing Atomic” (UN Doc. DC/C.2/1). ? The Soviet Union attacked this 

paper, and the emphasis on disclosure and verification as the nec- 
essary first step in implementing a comprehensive disarmament 

| program, as proof that the U.S. desired only a gigantic intelligence 

program and was uninterested in reduction and limitation of 
armed forces and armaments. The other members of the Commis- 
sion indicated that it was necessary that the Commission discuss 
other elements of the work assigned by the General Assembly. Con- 
‘sequently, it proved impossible to focus the attention of the Disar- 
mament Commission principally on the disclosure and verification 

paper and, after relatively little discussion on this subject, the U.S. 
proceeded to develop and submit the following working papers, 
cleared throughout the Government, concerning other elements of 

a comprehensive disarmament program: | Oo 

Essential Principles for a Disarmament Program (UN Doc. DC/ 
C.1/1, April 24, 1952) + setting forth objectives and principles to 
guide the Disarmament Commission; Proposals for Fixing Numeri- 
cal Limitation of all Armed Forces (UN Doc. DC/10; May 28, 
1952), > suggesting possible levels of armed forces for the five Great 
Powers with negotiated ceilings for all other states having substan- 
tial military power; Supplement to Numerical Limitation Paper 
(UN Doc. DC/12, August 12, 1952),° suggesting procedures for 
working out ceilings on armed forces and the armaments to sup- 
port these forces; Summary of U.S. Proposals for Elimination of 
Bacterial Weapons in Connection with Elimination of All Major © 
Weapons Adaptable to Mass Destruction (UN Doc. DC/15, Septem- 
ber 4, 1952). 7 Be | ee oO 

The Soviet Union continued to insist upon its often-rejected pro- 

posals for one-third reduction of armed forces and armaments by 
the Big Five; a “paper” prohibition of atomic weapons through a 

- mere declaration these weapons should be prohibited, with prohibi- 
tion to be effective at the same time as the institution of agreed 
controls over that prohibition; and disclosure only of official data 
on armed forces and armaments. The U.S.S.R. also charged that 
the U.S. was using bacteriological warfare in Korea and China, and 

called for prohibition of B.W. and ratification of the 1925 Geneva 
B.W. Protocol. — an | Oo 

3 See footnote 1, p. 872. | : oo oe 
* See the editorial note, p. 895. : 
5 See footnote 2, p. 954. ne 
6 See the second editorial note, p. 989. 
7 See the editorial note, p. 994. oo :
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The U.S.S.R. in addition proposed in the United Nations Security | 
Council, on June 15, 1952, that the Council urge all states to ratify 
or accede to the 1925 Geneva Protocol if they had not yet done so. / 
On June 26, the Soviet motion failed by a vote of 1-0 with 10 ab- | 
stentions, since most of the Council members believed that this 

question was properly within the jurisdiction of the Disarmament 
Commission, which was considering the problem of prohibition and 
regulation of armaments. 

In the Security Council on June 20, the U.S. submitted a draft 
resolution by which the Council would request the International 
Committee of the Red Cross, with the aid of such scientists and ex- 

| perts as it might select, to investigate the charges concerning the 

use of B.W. by UN forces in Korea, and report the results to the 

Security Council as soon as possible. The United States’ Represent- 
ative pointed out that the Soviet Union Representative had at- 

tempted to make a careful distinction between B.W. charges and 
the resolution calling for ratification of the 1925 Geneva Protocol 

because the introduction of the germ warfare charges inevitably in- 

vited investigation into the charges. He furthermore suggested that 
U.S.S.R. Representative Malik had attempted to invoke the Geneva 
Protocol in order to cast the invidious implication that U.S. failure 

to ratify the Protocol was proof that the United States wanted to 
have a free hand to wage germ warfare. On July 3, 1952, a Soviet 

| Union veto prevented passage of the U.S. resolution, although all _ 
other members of the Security Council had approved the resolu- 

tion. The U.S. immediately introduced another draft resolution, 
which concluded from the refusal of those making the charges to 

permit an impartial investigation that the charges must be pre- 
sumed to be without substance and false, and condemned the fabri- 

cation and dissemination of such charges. The U.S.S.R. cast its 50th 
veto to prevent passage of this resolution. _— 

At the 30th Meeting of the Disarmament Commission on October 
1, the Commission adopted the report which summarized its activi- 

ties (UN Doc. DC/20) 8 by a vote of 11-1 (U.S.S.R.). Consideration of 
this report was placed on the agenda of the General Assembly 

which opened its Seventh Regular Session in New York on October 
14, but the item had not been reached by the time the session was 
suspended on December 22. The item will be discussed when the 

Assembly reconvenes in the early spring of 1953. 

On October 17 the Polish delegation submitted a resolution 9 

which was referred for consideration to the General Assembly’s Po- 

8 United Nations, Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Special Sup- 
plement No. 1. Second Report of the Disarmament Commission. 

9UN doc. A/2229.
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litical Committee, but also was not reached before the session was 

suspended. The portion of this resolution involving disarmament 

was almost word for word identical with the proposals made by the — 
Soviet Union at the Sixth Session of the General Assembly in Paris 
in 1951. This part of the Polish resolution put forward the time- 
worn Soviet proposals for one-third reduction of the armed forces of 
the Five Great Powers within one year; submission of full data on 
armaments by these Powers; calling of an international disarma- | 
ment conference by the Security Council “as soon as possible”; 
adoption of a decision on unconditional prohibition of atomic weap- 
ons and other weapons of mass destruction, and establishment of 

strict international control over the implementation of that deci- 
sion; adherence to the 1925 Geneva poison gas and bacteriological | 

warfare Protocol by all states which had not ratified or adhered to 
the Protocol. Finally, the Polish resolution requested a General As- 
sembly declaration that participation in NATO could not be recon- 
ciled with membership in the United Nations and called upon the 
governments of the United States, U.S.S.R., Great Britain, France 

and China to conclude a peace pact. | | a 

On October 20, 1952, the United States filed as an urgent and im- 

portant matter a request to add to the General Assembly’s agenda 

an item entitled “Question of Impartial Investigation of Charges of 

Use by United Nations Forces of Bacteriological Warfare’. 1° In its 
- explanatory memorandum, the United States referred to the Com- 
munist propaganda campaign to inspire hatred of the United 
States and to discredit United Nations action in Korea, and cited 

the fabrication of “scientific evidence’ by so-called investigation 
commissions carefully selected to ensure they were biased. Note 
was taken that these charges had just been repeated in the present 

- gession of the General Assembly by representatives of Poland and 
the Soviet Union; that the charges themselves, coupled with the re- 

fusal of those making the charges to agree to an impartial investi- 

gation, impaired friendly relations and created a situation which 
should be considered by the General Assembly as an urgent and 
important matter and on which appropriate action should be 

taken. On October 21 the United States request was also added to 
the agenda of the General Assembly but was not discussed before 
the Assembly suspended its session in December, and will be con- 
sidered in the Spring of 1958. | 

2. Courses of Action Currently Being Implemented: 

The Department of State’s Disarmament Staff, in conjunction 
with other agencies represented on the Working Group on Prepara- 

10 UN doc. A/2281. | :
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tions for the Disarmament Commission (DAC) and certain consult- 
ants, is presently working on the following projects among others, _ 

with the intent of developing papers which may possibly be pre- _ 
sented in the Disarmament Commission after appropriate modifica- 
tion for public presentation: | | ae 

Technical safeguards (military and industrial); Co-relationship 
between principal components of a comprehensive disarmament 
program; Establishment of international control organs; Identifica- _ 
tion of major weapons adaptable to mass destruction; Certain mili- 
tary-political problems relevant to establishing numerical ceilings 
on all armed forces, distribution of permitted armed forces within 
national military establishments, and means of determining stand- 
ard armaments to support permitted armed forces; Treatment of 
violations. | | 

In addition to these studies, there is a Panél of Consultants to 

the Secretary of State which has independently examined the | 
entire range of disarmament-security problems. The consultants | 
are: J. Robert Oppenheimer, Vannevar Bush, John Dickey, Allen 

| W. Dulles, Joseph E. Johnson. The Panel has now concluded its 
work with the submission to the Secretary of State of a study con- 

cerning armaments and American policy, which embodies the find- 
ings and recommendations of the Panel and will be available to the 

| incoming Secretary.!1 © a ee 7 
| DAVID BRUCE _ 

11 Supra. | - | 

330.13/2-453 

The Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (Hicker- 

son) to the United States Representative at the United Nations 

_ (Lodge) } | | 

SECRET PERSONAL [WASHINGTON,] February 4, 1953. 

DEAR Casot: When you were in Washington the week before 
last, I turned over to you the position paper on the subject of Disar- 

mament which was prepared for the first part of the Seventh Ses- 

sion of the General Assembly, ? together with the resolution which 
we had discussed with the British, French and Canadians. * I hope 

| "1 Drafted b afted by Bechhoefer (UNP) and Sanders (UNA). | | 
2 Position paper SD/A/C.1/393 Rev. 1, “Regulation, Limitation and Balanced Re- 

duction of All Armed Forces and All Armaments: Report of the Disarmament Com- 
mission’’, Oct. 3, 1952, not printed. (IO files, lot 71 D 440) 

3 See enclosure 1 to the memorandum from Smith to Lay, Feb. 17, p. 1104.



| 

| 

ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION _ 1097 © 

you have had a chance to read these papers and that you can give 
| me your reaction at an early opportunity. . eo | 

_ I know that the new administration will wish to re-examine at 
an early moment the entire United States position on disarma- | 

ment. This is as it should be. However it is my belief that, while 
such a re-examination may alter the course of action which we 
pursue in the Disarmament Commission when it reconvenes in the 

- spring or summer, it would not affect our position in the second 
half of this session of the General Assembly. I believe that our 
present position—which merely renews the life of the Commission, 

commends the Western democracies for their constructive efforts, 
and lightly criticizes the Soviet Union for its obstruction—is satis- 

| factory for the purposes of the reconvened session. In other words, 
the General Assembly at this session is merely being informed of 
the work of the Commission during the past year and requested to 

__ permit the discussions to continue. I do not see that we can do less 
_ than this, and if it is decided that we can do more, the framework 

willbe available. ae | Os BE 
On the subject of the further work of the Disarmament Commis- 

sion during the coming year, it is my view that unless there is a 

definite change in the situation the United States should in gener- 
al not take the initiative and let others bear the burden of submit- 
ting further proposals in the Commission. 

| If you believe that it will be helpful, we shall be glad to submit 
to you some ideas and suggestions for the initial United States 
statement to the Committee on this item. de 

Sincerely yours, — a | a 
| | cee | _ Joun D. Hickerson 

| Editorial Note 4 ag 

- Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs Lester Pearson _ 
visited Washington in February 1953 for talks with high-level offi- 
cials of the Eisenhower administration. During the course of these 
discussions various problems relating to atomic energy and disar- | 

- mament were reviewed. For documentation on Pearson’s visit, see 
volume VL ts | a re
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Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Uranium 1954” | 

The Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission 
(Dean) to the Secretary of State 

SECRET WASHINGTON, February 16, 1953. | 

Dear MR. SEcRETARY: You will recall that in the course of the 
Commission’s briefing session with you on January 9, 1953, 1 it was 
emphasized that the Commission’s program is dependent on sup- 

plies of uranium from abroad. In order to illustrate and emphasize 
our dependence on overseas uranium supplies and our urgent 
desire to seek out new uranium sources, we should like to outline 

the present status of our raw material relationships in certain 
countries and particularly stress areas wherein we feel more vigor- 

ous action must be taken in the future than has been taken in the 

past. We feel that actions taken in Belgium, South Africa and Aus- 
tralia have been very gratifying. However, in other areas such as 

| Latin America, Portugal, Spain and France, this government has 

not achieved its objectives. These objectives are simple—to gain the 

agreement of the government concerned for a joint uranium explo- 
ration program and, if and when found, to make uranium available 

to the United States. 

The Atomic Energy Commission does not have permanent repre- 

sentatives abroad for the purpose of negotiating uranium arrange- 

ments. We are prepared, however, to send members of our staff at 

any time to any place to assist in the development of our objec- 
tives. However, we rely heavily on Department of State personnel 

to make effective approaches to the governments concerned in 

order to provide a basis for the eventual development of mutually 
| satisfactory raw material procurement contracts. 

Belgium | 

From 1944 to the present time the Belgian Congo has been the 

major source of uranium for the Commission’s program. The con- 

tract is a commercial one in the sense that it does not run between 
governments but between the United States-United Kingdom pro- 
curement agency (established during the war and known as the 
Combined Development Agency) and a private Belgian corporation. 

However, in addition there is a governmental agreement between 

the United States, United Kingdom and Belgium which contains 
| the assurance on the part of Belgium that we have first option on 

the material as well as our assurance to the Belgian Government 
that when atomic power becomes commercially feasible the Belgian 

1 No record of the briefing has been found in Department of State files.
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Government will be brought into this area on an equitable basis. ? 
The most important information relating to research and develop- 

ment of atomic power desired by the Belgians is presently classified 
_ by the Commission and therefore has not been made available. The 

Commission and the United Kingdom, however, have tried to assist 

~ the Belgian Government in a variety of ways to establish a small 
atomic energy project by providing the Belgian scientists with in- 

formation which has been declassified. | | 

An immediate and important objective of the Commission is to 

extend the present Belgian arrangements beyond the present ter- 
mination date of February 1956 and at the same time, provide a 
basis for continuing the cordial relationships with the Belgian Gov- 
ernment and the private mining interests that we have enjoyed in 

the past. This will mean that we undoubtedly will have to provide 
more technical assistance for their atomic energy program than 
they previously have received. However, further technical assist- 
ance would come under areas which are presently classified and in 
order to provide such assistance within the Atomic Energy Act, as 
amended, the Commission must determine that the security of the 

Belgian project is adequate, as well as that Belgian uranium con- 

tributes substantially to the common defense and security of the 
| United States. : 

| In December 1952, I suggested to Governor Ryckmans, ? the Bel- 

gian Commissioner of Atomic Energy, that we would like to hold 

discussions looking forward to an extension of the tripartite agree- 

ment on uranium. Governor Ryckmans, after consultation with 

Foreign Minister Van Zeeland, * has informed me that the Belgian 

Government would be happy to hold such discussions in the near 
future. We are now awaiting formal word of the Belgian Govern- 

ment as to when and where they would desire to hold these discus- 

sions. , - : 

South Africa - 

The second area of importance is South Africa. Within two to 

three years South Africa will be our most important uranium sup- 

plier. The relationships with the South African mining interests 
and with the representatives of the Union Government on the 
South African Atomic Energy Board have been exceedingly cordial 
and sympathetic from the earliest discussions. The South Africans 
have pushed forward with great energy and enthusiasm the con- 

struction of uranium extraction plants. The South African arrange- 

120 sn text of the agreement of Sept. 26, 1944, see Foreign Relations, 1944, vol. u, p. 

3 Pierre Ryckmans. | 
# Paul Van Zeeland.
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ments which are between the Combined Development Agency and — 
the South African Atomic Energy Board provide for the deliveries 
of uranium through 1964. While the United Kingdom has been 
active in developing the South African supply, the United States — 
has played the major role and has taken the initiative because of 
its greater need for uranium. | | a 

Diplomatic negotiations are not required in this area inasmuch 
as the present arrangements provide a basis for a continuing ex- 

panded program. The Commission naturally has an important in- 
terest in the political and economic stability of this area, however, 
and it is hoped that American policy towards the Union of South 
Africa takes into account the substantial contribution that this 
country will be making to the strength of the United States. | 

Portugal | | os | | 

Small British uranium mining holdings were purchased by the 
Combined Development Agency in 1945 in Portugal. These holdings 

are administered by the Ministry of Supply but financially support- 
ed on an equal basis by the United States and the United King- 
dom. The existing governmental agreement is between Portugal 

and the United Kingdom and terminates in 1957. This agreement 
is exceedingly restrictive and limits the size of the Portuguese ura- | 

nium program and the exportation of uranium from Portugal to 

100 tons per annum. Additional promising uranium areas have 
now been brought to our attention. The United States and the 
United Kingdom desire to hold discussions with the Portuguese | 

with the objective of gaining agreement to an expanded production 

program in Portugal. 

This question was raised with Salazar in the Summer of 1952 
and earlier by Commissioner Murray. However, as yet, the Portu- 
guese Government has not given any indication as to whether it 

would view with sympathy a larger and more aggressive explora- 
tion and production program. es | | 

French Morocco | | | 

Since 1949 the Commission has been anxious to conclude ar- 
rangements wherein uranium and exploration and possibly produc- | 

tion could be developed in Morocco. On the advice of the Depart- 

ment of State, this subject was not taken up with the French Gov- 
ernment until the Spring of 1952, at which time a draft agreement 
was concluded in Paris and referred to both governments for con- 

| sideration. | ; 

The Commission, as well as the Department of State, have ap- 

proved the draft agreement which provides for a joint exploration | 
and development program in French Morocco. The Commission is
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awaiting formal approval of the French Foreign Office of this 
agreement. | oe age 

Spain rere | 

| The Commission is interested in establishing an exploration pro- 
gram in Spain. This subject was raised by Commissioner Murray 
with Franco > in October 1951 and subsequently by the American 
Ambassador in December 1951. Further discussions have not taken 
place with the Spanish authorities pending the conclusion of the 
military aid discussions which we understand have taken place 
during 1952. We have been advised, however, that the American 
Ambassador has recently raised this subject again with Franco. 

Australia | ne e | - - 

In June 1952 and January 1958, agreements were signed for 
eventual production and procurement of uranium from Australia 
for the Combined Development Agency. The first arrangement con- 
cerns the Radium Hill deposits in South Australia and the second 
arrangement concerns the Rum Jungle deposit in the northern ter- 
ritory of the Commonwealth. Further exploration and development 
may prove that the Australian potential is substantial. Oo 

The relationship with Australia on this subject has been most 
cordial. The agreements are signed and the present problem is to 
assure rapid and efficient production in those areas. Australia too 

is interested in atomic power and undoubtedly will ask this govern- 

ment in the foreseeable future to supply technical information and | 

assistance for its own atomic energy program. | 

Canada — - a 

Canada, since 1946, has been second to the Congo as the impor- 

tant source of uranium from abroad. The Canadian-United States 

relationship has been direct and most cordial. In the case of 

Canada, the contracts are between the Commission and the Eldora- : 

do Mining Company, Ltd., Canada (a Canadian Government corpo-. 

ration). We have great hopes that new prospects, particularly in 

the Lake Athabaska area, will make Canada one of the most im- 
portant uranium sources in the world. Much is still to be done to 

assure a continuing enthusiasm on the part of the Canadian Gov- 

ernment to develop this area. oe 

It may be necessary to hold discussions with the Canadians in 
the near future to determine if there are ways and means by which | 

the Commission could assist the Canadians in accelerating and ex- 
panding their exploration and production program. oe | 

* Generalissimo Francisco Franco y Bahamonde, Chief of State of Spain. : |
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Latin America | | 

In February 1951, the Commission advised the Secretary of State | 
that it desired to open discussions with most of the Latin American 

countries for the purpose of starting extensive exploration pro- 
grams for uranium. Approaches have been made to the govern- 
ments of Mexico, Brazil, Chile, Peru, Colombia and Bolivia by the 

Department of State. The results have been exceedingly disappoint- 
ing. No arrangements have been concluded and at the present time 
the United States Government has not achieved a firm agreement 
with a single country in Latin America wherein that country 
agrees to an extensive exploration program and eventual sale of 

uranium to the Commission, although in the case of Bolivia and 

Colombia, the governments appear receptive. 
Despite the various political problems which must be faced in 

| Latin America, such as internal political disturbances and the lack 
of a sense of the urgency of western defense on the part of the 

Latin American republics, it is clear that the entire approach to 

the Commission’s objectives in Latin America must be reexamined 
by the Commission and the State Department and carried forth, it 
is hoped, with vigor and understanding by our representatives 

abroad in the ensuing months. | 
| In summary, our immediate problems relate to the following 

areas: | 

Western Europe; 
1. The extension of the Belgian uranium agreement; 
2. Development of uranium exploration and procurement pro- 

grams in Portugal, Spain and French Morocco. 
Latin America; 
1. Develop uranium exploration and procurement programs with 

several Latin American countries including Mexico, Brazil, Chile, 
Peru, Bolivia and Colombia. | 

| We send this report to you concerning the status of our procure- 

ment objectives abroad because we feel these objectives to be of 
urgent importance to the United States. We hope that this feeling 
of urgency can be communicated and emphasized to State Depart- 

ment personnel in the field and that our Ambassadors abroad ac- 

cordingly will emphasize the importance and urgency of this sub- 

| ject to the heads of State of the various countries in which we are 
interested. | 

The Commission is anxious to have an opportunity to discuss our 

problems with the new officials of the Department of State who 
will be responsible for the areas of interest to us. The Commission 

would also like to be given the opportunity to discuss its raw mate- 

rial objectives with the appropriate new Ambassadors before they 

proceed to their missions abroad. |
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The Commission liaison officer with the Department of State, 

Mr. John A. Hall, will be prepared to meet with the appropriate 
members of your staff in order to make the necessary arrange- 

ments for a more detailed discussion of our various problems and 
to develop briefing sessions as suggested above. | —— 

Sincerely yours, | 

| | GorRDON DEAN 

Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “NSC Papers, 1953-1955” 7 | a ee 

| Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Smith) to the 
Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) 3 

TOP SECRET a WASHINGTON, February 17,1953. 

Subject: Annex to Second Progress Report on NSC 112, “Formula- 
tion of a United States Position With Respect to the Regula- ; 
tion, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and 
Armaments’, dated January 19, 1953 2 | 

Pursuant to the decision of the National Security Council’s 

Senior Staff at the February 12, 1953 meeting, the following addi- 
tional material is transmitted to the Council for consideration in 
connection with the Second Progress Report on NSC 112: 

1. Proposed draft resolution concerning Disarmament, which was 
to be introduced during the consideration of the item in the second 
half of the 7th General Assembly. This resolution was tentatively 
agreed to by Representatives of the United Kingdom, Canada and 
France. 

2. Suggested additional paragraph to draft resolution, to be added 
if strong support for such addition is obtained in confidential dis- 
cussions with other delegations to the General Assembly. 

3. Additional paragraphs to be added to Second Progress Report 
on NSC 112 and to replace Section 2 of this report entitled “Cours- 
es of Action Currently Being Implemented’. These additional para- 
graphs reflect developments since the filing of the Second Progress 
Report. | | | 

It is requested that this information, together with this memo- 

randum, be circulated to the members of the National Security 
Council for their information as an “Annex” in connection with 
the consideration of the Second Progress Report on NSC 112. 

WALTER B. SMITH 

1 By memorandum of Feb. 17, Lay transmitted copies of this paper to the mem- | 
bers of the National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Chairman 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Acting Director of Central Intelligence. (Disar- 
mament files, lot 58 D 1383, “NSC Papers, 1953-1955’’) 

2 For text of the second progress report, see p. 1091.
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[Enclosure 1) oe : 

Drart RESOLUTION CONCERNING DISARMAMENT | 

The General Assembly | 

Recognizing that | 

(1) Under the Charter of the United Nations all states are bound 
to settle their international disputes by peaceful means in such a 
manner that international peace and security and justice are not 
endangered, and to refrain in their international relations from the 
threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political 
independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent 
with the purposes of the United Nations; , - 

(2) The aim of a system of world-wide disarmament is to prevent 
war and release the world’s human and economic resources for the 
purposes of peace; | | 

1. Takes note of the report of the Disarmament Commission, ° | 

commends the Commission for its efforts to carry out the instruc- 

tions of the Sixth General Assembly, and commends the initiative 
of members of the Commission in submitting constructive proposals 

| to the Commission; - | 

- 2. Reaffirms General Assembly Resolution 502 (VI) and requests 
the Disarmament Commission to continue its work for the develop- 

ment by the United Nations of comprehensive and coordinated 
a plans providing for: . a 

(a) The regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all 
armed forces and armaments, 

(b) The elimination and prohibition of all major weapons, includ- 
ing bacteriological, adaptable to mass destruction, and 

(c) The effective international control of atomic energy to ensure 
the prohibition of atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes only, the whole program to be carried out under | 
effective international control and in such a way that no state 
would have cause to fear that its security was endangered. | 

3. Requests the Commission to report to the General Assembly 

and the Security Council no later than September 1, 1953. | 

8 United Nations, Official Records of the Disarmament Commission, Special 
Suppl. No. 1.
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BO Se eke | [Enclosure 2] | a 

Suggested Insert to be Added Between Operative Paragraphs One — 
_ and Two of the Draft Resolution, if Substantial Support Can be 

_ Obtained from General Assembly Delegations __ 

“Notes with regret the introduction into the discussions of issues 
extraneous to the Commission’s tasks and the obstacles to achieve- 
ment of agreement resulting from lack of a positive spirit of coop- 
eration on the part of one of the Members of the Commission.” 

oe me | [Enclosure 8] | ce 

Additional Paragraphs to be added to Second Progress Report on 

_ NSC 112 and to replace Section 2 of this Report entitled: 
“Courses of Action Currently Being Implemented” | | 

2. Courses of Action Currently Being Implemented. — | : 
The United States during the first year of the Disarmament 

Commission made it clear to the world that we were ready, willing — 
’ and eager to work out a comprehensive disarmament program. 

Furthermore the United States showed its willingness to commence 
negotiations on any of the major aspects of such a disarmament 
program. It has now become apparent that Soviet policy will not | 

permit at this time any genuine negotiations on disarmament. 
President Eisenhower in his inaugural address deals with this 

problem in his first “fixed principle”, which is stated as follows: _ 

“Abhorring war as a chosen way to balk the purposes of those 
who threaten us, we hold it to be the first task of statesmanship to 
develop the strength that will deter the forces of aggression and 
promote the conditions of peace. For, as it must be the supreme 
purpose of all free men, so it must be the dedication of their lead- 
ers, to save humanity from preying upon itself. oo ae 

“In the light of this principle, we stand ready to engage with any 
and all others in joint effort to remove the causes of mutual fear 
and distrust among nations, so as to make possible drastic reduc- 
tion of armaments. | 

“The sole requisites for undertaking such effort are that—in | 
their purpose—they be aimed logically and honestly toward secure 
peace for all; and that—in their result—they provide methods by 
which every participating nation will prove good faith in carrying 
out its pledge.” 4 | 

In view of this principle, the United States intends to point out 

in the Disarmament Commission the futility of working out details 
of a disarmament program in the absence of Soviet willingness to 

* For the full text of the Inaugural Address, Jan. 20, 1953, see Public Papers of the , 

Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pp. 1-8.
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negotiate in connection with the general proposals already submit- | 

ted to the Commission. Until the Soviet Union indicates such a 
willingness to negotiate, the United States believes that the Disar- 

mament Commission discussions will be fruitless and if directed 
toward a detailed program rather than general principles, could 
create a misleading impression of progress. 

The pursuit of this course of action in the Disarmament Commis- 
sion will probably lead, in the absence of a change in Soviet atti- 

tude, to an adjournment of Disarmament Commission discussions 

at such time in the future as the remaining members of the Com- 

mission (other than the Soviet Union) likewise become convinced of 
the futility of further discussions. 

It will still be necessary for the United States to develop its posi- 

tion on disarmament both in order to express our views in connec- 

tion with proposals which may be made in the Commission by 

other states, and to be prepared in the event of a change in Soviet 

policies. The Department of State in connection with other inter- 

ested agencies and certain consultants is currently working on sev- 
eral projects along these lines. 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 132d Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Wednesday, February 18, 1953 4 

[Extracts] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 132nd meeting of the Council were the President 

of the United States, presiding, the Vice President of the United 

States, the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the Di- 

rector for Mutual Security. Also present were the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman, Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, the Acting Director of Central Intelligence, the Ad- 
ministrative Assistant to the President for National Security Mat- 
ters, the Special Assistant to the President for Cold War Oper- 
ations, the Military Liaison Officer, the Executive Secretary, NSC, 
and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Feb. 19. A briefing memo- 
randum from Assistant Secretary Hickerson to Secretary of State Dulles, Feb. 16, 

drafted in anticipation of Council discussion of disarmament matters at this meet- 
ing, is in S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, NSC 112.
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There follows a general account of the main positions taken and 
the chief points made at this meeting. | | 

3. Armaments and American Policy (Memo for Senior NSC Staff 
from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated February 4, 

1958) 2 | 

The President inquired of the other members of the Council as to 
whether they had read the report of the Panel of Consultants on 
the subject, and said that he expected them all to do so and to be 
thoroughly familiar with the conclusions and recommendations. | 
The President himself expressed a high opinion of the report, but 
queried one of the conclusions, to the effect that it was bad psycho- 
logically to continue our talk about disarmament in the United Na- 
tions. Perhaps it was, and in any case he wanted the views of the 
members as to whether it was really wise to disengage from such 

discussions. | 

Secretary Wilson said it seemed to him that we needed a new ap- 
proach to the problem. It was no longer possible to continue to talk 

out of both sides of our mouths at the same time, on the one hand 
urging an increase in the level of armament for the defense of the _ 
free world, and on the other urging the virtues of arms limitation. 
In any case, Secretary Wilson felt that it would be most desirable 
to outline what kind of a peace we should seek to impose in the 
event that we could not avoid war with the Soviet Union. 

The National Security Council: ® 

a. Noted the oral comments by the President regarding the 
report by the Department of State Panel of Consultants on Disar- 
mament circulated via the Senior NSC Staff by the reference 
memorandum. | 

b. Agreed to consider the report at the meeting of the Council on 
February 25. a a 

4. Formulation of a United States Position with Respect to the 
Regulation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of Armed 
Forces and Armaments (Progress Report, dated January 19, 
1953, * by the Under Secretary of State on NSC 112; Memo for 
NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated February 

17, 1953) > | 

After Mr. Cutler had explained the Progress Report, Secretary 
Dulles stated that the position which the United States would take 

2 Lay’s memorandum transmitted to the NSC Senior Staff the Report by the 
Panel of Consultants, p. 1056. 

’ Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 716. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, 
“NSC Actions’’) 

4 Ante, p. 1091. | 

5 See footnote 1, p. 1103. |
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at the forthcoming UN General Assembly on this subject would be 
in the nature of a temporizing position. He was not yet prepared to __ 
adopt a policy of disengagement from discussions of limitation of 
armaments, and still believed it to be good propaganda at least to | 
continue these discussions. He asked General Bradley’s view of this 
position, and General Bradley responded by saying that he saw no 
objection to a continuation of the discussions as long as the pro- 
gram for verification of armaments went hand-in-hand with any 
program for their limitation. . 

Secretary Dulles emphatically agreed with this, and repeated 
that the U.S. position was essentially a delaying tactic calling for a 
new report at the General Assembly next September. 

The Vice President inquired whether it might not be possible to 
make some kind of sensational offer on the disarmament side, 

which the Soviets would of course not accept, and which would 

therefore put them on the spot. If it were possible to make such an 
offer, the Vice President believed that the effect on world opinion 
would be very favorable to the United States. 

Secretary Dulles replied that earnest thought should certainly be 
given between now and September to the Vice President’s sugges- 
tion. It was obvious to him, he said, that we had squeezed all the 
juice out of our last proposal. . 

Mr. Stassen warned that the USSR was certainly going to react 
in the near future to this and to other policies of the new Adminis- 
tration. This might take the form of renewed pressure on Berlin or 
Macao, but it was most likely to take the form of a new peace of- 
fensive. We must be ready to deal with this when it occurred. 

The National Security Council: § 

a. Discussed the subject in the light of the references and of the 
oral remarks of the Secretary of State, which set forth the pro- 
posed U.S. position on disarmament at the forthcoming meeting of | 
the UN General Assembly. | 

b. Agreed to explore, between now and the next UN General As- 
sembly meeting in September, the possibility of a new U.S. propos- 
al on this subject. a 

5. Breaches of Security 

At this point in the discussion the President said that he desired 

to introduce a problem not on the agenda but which had greatly 
disturbed him. This was the loss of a vitally important report pre- 
pared by the technical staff of the Joint Congressional Committee 
on Atomic Energy. This consisted of a summary of a report on the 
development of the H-bomb which had not only been prepared by 

6 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 717. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, 
“NSC Actions’) ,
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_ this technical staff, but classified “Secret” instead of “Top Secret’ 
by this same staff and accordingly sent by registered mail to a col- 
lege professor at Princeton. There were only three people who 
could have let it out, and the President said that had they been in 
the armed forces they should have been shot. In any case, the secu- 
rity problem has got to be licked. It was his understanding that the 
present technical staff of this Committee will be abolished when a 
new chairman is finally chosen, but this was simply to lock the 
barn door after the horse had been stolen. The President confessed 
that he was frankly frightened, and did not know how to proceed. 

Various members of the Council expressed doubt as to whether 
the loss of this paper could conceivably be attributed merely to 
carelessness, and thought rather that this was an indication of es- 

_ pionage andtreason. oe | | 
| The Vice President suggested that every member of the present 

Joint Committee staff should immediately undergo a complete FBI ““Gheck . Sn 

The President inquired whether the members of the Joint Com- 
_ mittee could be persuaded to ask Mr. J. Edgar Hoover to take cus- 

tody of the files of the technical staff before any more papers were _ 
lost or dispersed when that staff was abolished. | _ , 

The President suggested that the Vice President talk to Messrs. _ 
Cole and Hickenlooper to this end, without, however, revealing the - 
precise paper that had been lost. | 
_ The National Security Council: 7 | 

Noted the President’s reference to a serious breach of security 
_ which had been reported to him by the Director of the Federal | 
Bureau of Investigation, and the President’s firm insistence that 
action be taken to prevent such breaches of security from occurring 
in the future. - | 

| 7 S. EVERETT GLEASON 

 ™The following ‘paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 718. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 | 
D 95, “NSC Actions’) © 7 cn es
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

| Memorandum of Discussion at the 134th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Wednesday, February 25, 1953 } 

[Extracts] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 134th meeting of the Council were the President 

of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United 
States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and the Di- 
rector for Mutual Security. Also present were the Secretary of the 
Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, 

Atomic Energy Commission (for Item 3 only); General Vandenberg 
for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Chief of Staff, U.S. 

Army (for Items 1, 2 and 3 only); the Acting Director of Central In- 

telligence; the Assistant to the President; the Administrative As- 
sistant to the President for National Security Matters; the Special 
Assistant to the President for Cold War Operations; the Military | 

Liaison Officer; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Ex- 

ecutive Secretary, NSC. 
There follows a general account of the main positions taken and 

the chief points made at this meeting. | | 

3. Armaments and American Policy 2 (Memo for Senior NSC Staff 
from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated February 4, 

1958) 3 

As the Council turned to this report, Chairman Dean of the 

Atomic Energy Commission entered the Cabinet Room and took his 
place at the table. 

Mr. Cutler briefly explained the background of the paper and 

read its five principal recommendations. 
Thereafter the President inquired who had set up the Panel, and 

was informed that it had been done by the State Department. The 
President said that it seemed to him strange that two eminent sci- 
entists had been put on the Panel and that they had immediately 

moved out of the scientific realm into the realms of policy and psy- 

chology. Their recommendations plainly went beyond the law, by 

which the President presumably meant the Atomic Act of 1946. 
: The President stated that he could see no sense in this and in his 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Feb. 26. 
2 Copies of a briefing paper for the Secretary of State prepared apparently within 

the Policy Planning Staff, in anticipation of this discussion, are in PPS files, lot 64 

D 563, “Atomic Energy-Armaments”, and in S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 112. 
| 8 Lay’s memorandum transmitted to the NSC Senior Staff the Report by the 

Panel of Consultants, p. 1056.
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experience, notably as President of Columbia, most scientists con- __ 

cerned with atomic problems had no real grasp of the security 

issue and were generally anxious to reveal what they knew to any 
and all their fellow scientists. It would have seemed better, said the 

President, to have had two panels rather than one. 

Mr. Dulles, * as a member of the Panel, explained to the Presi- 

dent that he and his colleagues had never been expected to ap- 

proach the problem as a scientific one, and they had all been tre- 
mendously impressed with what he called the problem of “enough- 
ness’. This he explained as the problem which would exist when 
the Soviet Union possessed a stockpile sufficient to deal the United 
States a damaging blow, regardless of the fact that the United 
States might itself possess a much larger stockpile of weapons. 

Mr. Cutler added that it seemed clear to him from his reading of 
the report that the members of the Panel were very greatly dis- 

turbed at the public apathy and lethargy about the atomic prob- 
lem. It was for this reason that their first recommendation, with 

respect to explaining to the American people the “enoughness’, 
had been made. — | | | 

_ The President expressed his opposition at this stage to indicating 

to the American people anything about the size of our stockpile of 
weapons, and Secretary Wilson joined him by stating that it 
seemed foolish to scare our people to death if we don’t need to and 

can’t really do anything about the problem. 

Mr. Dulles replied that the recommendation to inform the Amer- 

ican people more fully about the situation which would prevail 

when the Soviet stockpile had grown large enough to deal this 
country a critical blow, was not for the purpose of scaring our 

people but of giving them a realistic picture of the dilemma in 

which they would find themselves. | | | 
Secretary Humphrey said that in any case there was no use 

whatever in blowing hot and cold with the public on the atomic sit- 

- uation, frightening them one day and reassuring them the next. As | 

he saw it, the present Administration was engaged in a dual effort 

to restore a more normal American economy and at the same time 
to put the nation in a posture of prolonged preparedness, the idea 

being that this would frustrate Stalin’s design of destroying the 
power of the United States without war through the sapping of its 
economic health. Accordingly, continued Secretary Humphrey, we 
must presently make a choice between this twin objective of a 
stronger and more normal economy together with an adequate pos- 

ture of defense, or if it was deemed necessary we must take a much 
more aggressive position vis-a-vis the Soviet menace and raise to 

# Allen W. Dulles.
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new heights our defense expenditures. If we chose the latter alter- 
native it would certainly be necessary to revert to controls over the 
economy. | COE VE Bg gS | 

The President replied that in his opinion the Administration had 
certainly not removed controls in order to give our citizens an 
easier time. It had been done because the Administration was con- 
vinced that a freer and a more normal economy would in the long 
run provide the nation with greater economic strength. It seemed 
to the President much better not to scare the people now, because 

if we do so they are bound to ask why we let up on the controls. 
Mr. Stassen noted that in any case we must make clear to the 

public that the Administration’s decision to drop controls was by 

no means to be interpreted as a proposal to let down our defense 

program. 
At this point the President inquired as to Mr. Dean’s reaction to 

the first recommendation of the Panel’s report. 
With respect to blowing hot and cold, Mr. Dean asked permission | 

to restate the philosophy of the Atomic Energy Commission when 

| it had presented to the Congress its most recent expansion program 

in the field of atomic energy. The Commission had argued that in 
the matter of atomic preparedness time was of the essence and 

that by virtue of the proposed expansion program. we would obtain 

our objectives much sooner than otherwise. The vote in Congress 
had been very close, and Mr. Dean expressed the hope that the 
Commission’s approach had been the right one and that when they 
had to go through the process again next spring the Council would 

feel that they should follow the same line. | 
The President said that it would make us look very silly if at this 

stage we reversed the field and called off the expansion program | 

which had been approved. The facilities under it would have been 
| half built and therefore a complete loss, and further losses would 

result from the cancellation of contracts which had been entered 

into. o | , 

Mr. Dean expressed vigorous support of the President’s view, as 

well as the hope that nothing would be done to stop the present 

expansion program. | ee | 

The President then reverted to the “enoughness” problem and 
inquired whether, when we finally achieved a sufficient stockpile of 
weapons, it would be possible to turn the atomic energy program 
toward peaceful uses. | ) | 
_ Mr. Dean replied that with respect to fissionable material the _ 
answer was in the affirmative, but that it would be deceiving our 

people if we were to allow them to believe that the expensive gase- | 
ous diffusion plants which existed or were being built could ever be 

exploited for peaceful purposes. |
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Mr. Cutler then turned to Mr. Dean and asked him expressly for 
his views on the first recommendation of the Panel report. Should 

we give to the American people the information recommended 
therein? oe ee 

In reply, Mr. Dean stated that he was more anxious that the 

USSR should be aware of our very great atomic strength than 
anyone else. He dreaded to think what might happen if, when Mar- 
shal Stalin retired from his office, it should occur to him to make 
some such statement as President Truman had made when he re- 

turned to Independence. * It would be utterly tragic if by some 
such occurrence the Soviet Government and people were left with 
the impression that the United States did not have a very great 
atomic capability, since they might then feel that they could move 
against us with comparative impunity. Sy ae 

The President then inquired of Mr. Dean why the AEC wanted to 
have one “open” shot in its forthcoming test series in Nevada. 

_ Mr. Dean explained that the chief purpose of the “open” shot 
was to provide the Federal Civil Defense Administration with infor- 
mation as to the effect of such a shot. — | ee aes 

The President asked if the Russians wouldn’t know that we had 
in fact made ten shots. Was there any way of disguising this, and if 
there was not, could the Russians possibly underestimate the size 
of our stockpile? In short, asked the President, isn’t it a plain fact 
that the information which the members of the Panel were so anx- 
ious to give to the American people was indeed already getting out 
tothem? | Sot | 

Mr. Cutler broke in to say that according to his understanding 
the Panel was making a strong recommendation that the people of 
the United States be informed about what was called the “enough- — 
ness’ problem and its significance for them. “I read in this report’, 
continued Mr. Cutler, “that the people of the United States are 
mature and should be informed in so far as compatible with securi- 

‘The President agreed with Mr. Cutler’s statement as to the ma- 
turity of the American people, but remained unconvinced of the de- | 
sirability of the first recommendation. He then inquired as to the 
next move. wee Cakes hat 

5 On Jan. 26, 1958, former President Truman told the press that he doubted that 

the Soviet Union actually possessed the atomic bomb. On Jan. 30, AEC Chairman 
Dean issued a formal reply taking issue with Truman’s statement. Senator Hicken- 
looper and Representative Cole of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy also | 
issued a statement denying the validity of the former President’s contention. For 
these statements and additional information on the reaction to Truman’s remarks, _ 
see Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, March 1953, pp. 48, 45. : 

| / 
| 

|
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Mr. Cutler suggested that the Council turn the Panel report over 

to the Senior NSC Staff to come up with a study of ways and 
| means of carrying out its five major recommendations. 

Mr. Dean added that he thought a small ad hoc group should 
study how best to implement these recommendations, on the 

theory that this was the only way that their feasibility could be 
tested. Mr. Dean suggested that Dr. Vannevar Bush seemed a very 

suitable person to head such an ad hoc committee. 
The National Security Council: § 

a. Discussed the recommendations of the Department of State 
Panel of Consultants on Disarmament contained in the report on 

_ the subject circulated by the reference memorandum. _ 
b. Referred the report to the Senior NSC Staff, directing it, with 

_ the assistance of Dr. Vannevar Bush, one of the Panel, to report 
back to the Council on possible means of carrying out the recom- | 

| mendations. | 

| S. EVERETT GLEASON 

6 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 725. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, | 

“NSC Actions’’) | : 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic Energy—Armaments 1952-1953” 

Memorandum by Edmund A. Gullion, Member of the Policy 

Planning Staff } | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] March 4, 1953. 

Subject: Consultants Report on Disarmament 2 

The following comments relate to the ‘‘Recommendations” of the 
paper in reference; to the Annex to that paper and to some draft- 

ing points in its ‘““Discussion”’ section. os | 

In my opinion, this excellent study is particularly valuable for its 
recommendations on information policy. My chief reservations 
have to do with the position presented in the Annex (“Some Possi- 
ble Characteristics of a Realistic Agreement on the Regulation of 

Armaments’), which suggests that the principal element of some 
future arms control plan might be the reduction in atomic stock- 

piles and numbers of bombing. airplanes below the level which 

could threaten irreparable damage to the U.S.A. and US.S.R., to- 

| 1 Gullion had served as Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of State for 
Atomic Energy Matters in 1947 and 1948. In that position, he was the ranking offi- 
cial concerned with the Department’s atomic energy policy on a day-to-day basis. 
This memorandum was directed to Paul H. Nitze, Director of the Policy Planning 
Staff, and John H. Ferguson, Deputy Director. | 
- 2 Ante, p. 1056.
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gether with the acceptance of a limited inspection scheme which 
“takes some account of the Iron Curtain’. These proposals are, I 
think, inadequate and represent a sharp break with American 

thinking to date on the necessities of an atomic energy control 
scheme which would present more safeguards than dangers. In pre- 

senting these ideas, however tentatively and hypothetically, the 
Report does not, in my opinion, satisfactorily explain why our ex- 

| isting plans for international control are no longer valid. 

“Recommendation 1: Candor to the American Government and 
- people.” | | 

I believe this recommendation is very convincing, although the 
military establishments and the AEC may have some difficulty 

with it. The report disposes of possible objections by pointing out 

| that our stockpile is now “fully large enough” so that revelation of 
its range might have a salutary, rather than a merely enlightening 

effect on the Soviet Union. It is difficult to see how the American 
people can be brought to do the hard thinking required about for- 
eign policy, armaments policy and civil defense unless they have 
some knowledge of their atomic situation comparable to that pre- 
sented in this report. 

“Recommendation 2: Atomic Armaments and the Unity of the Free 
World”. | 

Under this heading the Consultants propose greater freedom in 

exchange of information on the “character of the problem” of the 
use of atomic weapons with our allies and friends. However, in a 
footnote, they expressly state that their recommendations do not 
“relate to the special problem of technical collaboration on the 
making of atomic weapons”. Apparently what the Commission 
favors is more inter-allied discussion of the strategic and battlefield 

situations in which atomic weapons might be used, with indications 
and contra-indications and the trend of American thinking on 
these subjects. This is a field in which we are apparently only feel- 
ing our way at present in view of the various restrictions upon our 

“freedom of action”. I think the language here reflects this groping 
approach. This recommendation is certainly good as far as it goes. I 

agree that this kind of exchange should be fostered, and believe — 
that the Consultants are well advised in citing General Bradley’s 
emphasis on the military importance of confidence among allies. 

The recommendation disclaims any idea that “we give up our 
right to decide for ourselves in an emergency whether or not we 
will use our atomic weapons’. Now, the line between the kind of 
exchange of information which can be permitted on “use” and that 
which cannot does not appear very firm. Perhaps it cannot be at 

this time. In any case, the approach our Government is now appar-
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ently using and which is inferentially endorsed by the Commission 
serves to narrow the “twilight zone” of uncertainty. — 

My major objection at this point is to the limited scope of the 
recommendation. Possibly the Consultants did not wish to court a | 
controversy which might obscure their principal recommendations, _ 
but by excluding from consideration the topic of ‘technical collabo- 
ration”, I believe they are by-passing an essential question in the 
atomic field which they are in a better position than anyone else to 
tackle. | 

| The provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 (McMahon Act) 
are a sore point in our relations with the United Kingdom and 
Canada. These nations have a case for thinking that the Act ex- 
cludes them from scientific and technical information which they 
believe was promised them during the war at the highest level in 
accordance with an agreed division of labor in atomic research and 

a sharing of raw materials in which they had the advantage. This . 
controversy has a long and very secret history and involves the di- 
vision of power in foreign affairs under the American system be- 
tween the executive and the legislature. The whole subject has 

been obfuscated by the discovery of spies in the British and Ameri- 
can atomic energy establishments and this makes it difficult to ap- 
proach it in the most rational manner. But at least we know now 

that the British have the bomb, that Canada is able to produce the 
bomb and that a number of other countries can do so in the rela- 
tively near future. Above all, we know that the Soviet Union incon- 
testably has atomic weapons. The reasons for the rigid restrictions 
in the McMahon Act therefore no longer seem valid and, in fact, 
are possibly detrimental to our own interest. I believe that a great 
chance of dealing with this question will have been lost if this new 

Commission reporting to a new Administration does not face the 

issue squarely. | oe 

“Recommendation 3: American Continental Defense”. 

The effectiveness of these very valuable recommendations largely 
depends upon a freer atomic public information policy, as postulat- 
ed in the first two recommendations of the Report. 

“Recommendation 4: Disengagement from Disarmament Discussions 
in the United Nations”’ 

The sense of this recommendation is that further such discus- 
sions within the organs of the United Nations should be minimized. 
This course has, in fact, been pursued by the United States since 

1948. | 
I agree with the Consultants’ statement that the approach to 

arms regulation through commissions of the United Nations has 
hitherto been “unproductive”, but it is less clear what the report
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means when it says it has been “misleading’’. It is true that these 
discussions, as they have progressed, have become increasingly un- 

realistic and assumed the character of set pieces in a propaganda 
morality play. woe , i 

Early in the debate, most of the U.N. nations made the U.S. plan 
their own. It is probably counter-productive to belabor this fact 
now. However, this section of the report seems to dismiss the U.N. 

Plan in a somewhat casual fashion. It is referred to merely as 

“bearing the marks of its birth’ and as a “monument to real hopes 
and good intentions”. Yet neither here nor elsewhere in the report __ 
do I find any systematic re-evaluation of our original proposals. 
Clearly the Consultants consider them at an impasse because the : 
Soviets will not accept them, but if there is anything about the 
original plan which is no longer valid or technically feasible, it is 

— motcited. | 
We used to think that it was the minimum for a scheme which 

would not permit more dangers from abuse than it prevented. But 
in hinting at the feasibility of a less thorough plan, the Consultants 
do not show why we were wrong. If it be argued that bomb-for- 
bomb “conventional” atomic weapons are less the “absolute 
weapon” than we had supposed, then we should recall the threat of 

_ the thermo-nuclear weapon. | | 
I do not know what the Consultants have in mind when they say 

that “A modified version of the U.N. Plan might be relatively easy 
to prepare.” os 

“Recommendation 5: Communication with the U.S.S.R.” 

_ Certainly any further constriction of the channels of communica- 
- tion with the U.S.S.R. would be a tragic mistake if it choked off a 

_ signal coming from them to us of their belated recognition of the __ 
vital need to do something to avert atomic catastrophe. 

But, I believe the Consultants’ recommendations are vague and 

might even be interpreted to suggest more than they intend. At the 
outset, they propose that a “real effort” should be made to find 
ways of communicating with the rulers of the Soviet Union. “Seri- 
ous negotiation”, it is conceded, is hardly possible at present, but — 
“the lesser act of genuine* communication can do no harm and 
might have real value.” Apparently, we are at the least to keep up — 
a “continuous record of the way the Kremlin sounds in communi- 
cation on this subject.’ Moreover, says the report, it is more impor- 
tant for the time being to “listen for sounds from Soviet represent- 
atives” than to make many of our own. : oe , 

*Underscoring supplied. [Footnote in the source text. Printed here as italics.]
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I find it difficult to imagine how this particular conversational 
ball would be put into play. It seems to me to enter into a general 
discussion with the Soviet Union which would include consider- 
ation of armaments control, (which may be what a “real effort” 

would imply) but to arrive at these discussions prepared to hear 
sounds but make none. What would be the United States position? 
What would be the agenda? How is it proposed to get the Soviets to 
talk sense? 

Although the recommendation cites the need for a “real effort’’ 
perhaps it means to do no more than to endorse continuance of the 

effort through routine diplomatic contacts. This may be preferable, 
provided our formal diplomatic representatives have an informed 

idea of the nature of the sounds they are to ‘“‘listen for’. 
It is disturbing that nothing is said here about the role of our 

allies in such a contact with the Soviets, especially since one 

medium of multilateral communication will be closed down as dis- 

cussion in the U.N. is curtailed and since, if the Recommendations 

of the Annex are adopted, the Allies would be left in a position of 

| great danger vis-a-vis Soviet atomic power, while the United States’ 
peril would have been reduced. 

The Annex: “Possible Characteristics of a Realistic Agreement on 
the Regulation of Armaments ”’. 

The most noteworthy feature of this paper is found in the Annex, 

which suggests the possibility at some future time of a plan of con- 

trol of much different character than the U.S. and the U.N. have 
heretofore supported. 

I understand that the Annex is regarded as tentative, hypotheti- 
cal, contingent and not an integral part of the paper, and that 

these qualifications are supposed to be found both in the letter of 

transmittal and in the Annex itself. I do not, however, find this dis- 

claimer spelled out sufficiently. 
The Annex suggests three possible features of a control plan: 

(a) That atomic stocks and bombing fleets would be reduced in 
the United States and the U.S.S.R. to a level from which neither 
great power could inflict decisive damage on the other. 

(b) Contingent upon this action there would then be what the 
Consultants call a “relatively simple system of inspection, designed | 
to prevent any major violation from going unnoticed;”’ and 

(c) There would be a “considerable reduction in conventional 
weapons to balance any limitation on the instruments of mass 
atomic attack.” 

These proposals amount to a major departure from the scheme of 
control conceived by the United States and adopted by most of the 
other nations. All of these points have in one form or another been 
rebutted or refuted by our own representatives in supporting the
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U.S. plan; nor, except for saying that the original plan “bears the 
marks of the year of its birth” and that a new plan must “take 
some account of the Iron Curtain” does the Consultants Report say 
what is wrong with the old one. | 

The principal objection to the first new proposal is that such a 
reduction in atomic stocks might leave the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. in relatively less danger from each other, but it would 
expose our European and British Allies to mortal peril. Moreover, 
although the Consultants may not have so intended, the Report 
can be read as meaning that this state of affairs would have been 
arrived at in discussions conducted largely bilaterally by the U.S. 
and the U.S.S.R. | | 

Secondly, as to inspection, the United States has previously 
maintained that only complete ownership by an international au- 

| thority of fissionable material and its close control from the time of 
its severance from its place of occurrence in nature to its ultimate 
fabrication would suffice to guard against diversions, illicit produc- 

tion and stockpiling. The Annex does not cite any developments 
other than Soviet objection to real inspection which would make 

this position any less valid. It does argue that a lesser surveillance 

would become feasible after stockpiles are reduced. The latter solu- 

tion, as indicated above, is not itself without dangers, nor does it 

follow that the requirements for inspection are reduced thereby. As 
the Consultants themselves point out, the development of thermo- 
nuclear devices calls for a more stringent rather than a less rigid 

inspection system; and so does the discovery of additional source 

materials and improvement in production techniques. 

In essence, the Consultants propose to accommodate a plan for — 

control of atomic energy to the persistence of the Iron Curtain, pro- 

vided atomic stockpiles are reduced. Nothing is said about whether 
reduction of stockpiles is to precede setting up a control plan, or 

the converse; we may, in fact, be in the position of accepting a 

Soviet timetable we have hitherto rejected. | 
Perhaps no plan can be produced that does not involve lifting the 

Curtain. In fact, the political condition precedent which the Con- 

sultants envision as making negotiation with the Soviet Union fea- - 

sible would probably have to involve substantial dissolving of the 

Curtain. In that case, the control plan we would favor would possi- | 

bly not be that described in this report. | 
In any case, the proposals in the Annex represent such a drastic 

change that, it seems to me, they should be expounded and justi- 

fied by some such reasoning process as that of the original Ach- 

eson-Lilienthal Report. It is not enough merely to say, as the new 
report does, that ‘‘we believe that it would be possible to sketch a 
proposal for the automatic component of such a scheme which 

|
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would eliminate the danger of an atomic knockout and at the same 
time avoid the comprehensive and elaborate mechanisms of the | 
current United Nations Plan.” ss | 

Finally, as has been often pointed out in American consideration | 
of the problem, there are dangers in linking a reduction of atomic 
stockpiles to a reduction in conventional weapons and land armies. 
It would be much easier for the Soviet Union to remobilize any ele- 
ments disbanded under such a scheme than it would for us to try 
to recover the atomic stockpiles which have been “reduced’’. Inci- 
dentally, nothing is said here of another problem which has trou- 

bled the U.S. planners, and that is the disposition of fissionable ma- 
terials. Does “reduction” mean destruction or disposal and, if so, by 

what physical means, and in what place and under what political 
controls? And is it desirable and justifiable to sterilize or destroy (if 

that were possible) this valuable source of energy? 

With reference to certain points in the “Discussion” section, I 
offer the following comments: 

(a) The use of atomic weapons in the Far East. 

The report argues that American thinking has been unclear and 
inadequate with respect to the proper occasions and methods for 
use of atomic weapons in the Far East. This view can be supported, 

I believe, by reference to the course of the Five-Power Military 
Conversations of October, 1952 on counteracting possible Chinese 
aggression in South East Asia.? It is not clear whether the use of 
atomic weapons would be necessary to interdict a Chinese advance 
and whether the difference between American and British esti- 
mates of the size of the air force required could be explained by the 

lack of agreed terms of reference in respect of atomic weapons. Per- 

haps the Policy Planning Staff might appropriately interest itself 
in this subject. 

(b) “Flexibility’’. | | 

I may have missed the point here, which can perhaps be blamed 

on the vagueness of the language as well as on my imperfect un- 

derstanding. My difficulty is with the report’s use of this term and 
its synonym “freedom of action’. By “flexibility” the Consultants 
apparently mean: 1) that we should be able to exchange informa- 

tion on the facts of atomic life more freely with other nations of 
the free world; and 2) the possibility of relaxing a “rigid commit- 

ment to specific forms of military action” in our strategic planning, 
Le., an all-out use of atomic armaments in case of general war. In 

_ view of what follows in the report, the Consultants may also mean 

8 For documentation on the conference under reference, see vol. xu, Part 1, pp. 
230 ff.
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that we are now too rigidly committed to one particular scheme for 
control of atomic energy. Ses eee 

The language of this section perhaps suffers by attempting to 
~ convey by implication something which the Consultants seem re- 

luctant to state unequivocally: 1) that the curbs on exchange of in- 
_ formation ought to be lifted; 2) we should be considering some ori- 

entation of our military potential other than major dependence on 
atomic weapons; and 8) that the UNAEC plan for the International 
Control of Atomic Energy is no longer applicable. | 

The stipulations about “flexibility” and “freedom of action” 
might be less vague if they were not so widely separated from the 
specific recommendations which they may be intended to foreshad- 
ow, and which are developed subsequently in the report, as for ex- 
ample, for a new plan for control of atomic energy based on a re- 

_ duction of stockpiles. Unfortunately, as they are used at this point, 
it looks as if the Committee were girding itself to make drastic rec- 
ommendations but was not prepared to go beyond circumlocution 
in describing them. , a EAS ES ue 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 145 | 

Report to the National Security Council by the Atomic Energy 
Commission 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY [WASHINGTON,] March 6, 1953. 
NSC 145 

NoTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
CoUNCIL ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF PRACTICAL NUCLEAR POWER 

_ At the direction of the President the enclosed letter to the Presi- 
dent on the subject from the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commis- 
gion, together with its attachments, is circulated herewith and is 
being scheduled for discussion at the next meeting of the National 

| Security Council on Wednesday, March 11. | | 
noe es a JAMES 9. LAY, JR. 

+ - [Enclosure] | : 

The Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission | 
“ | (Dean) to the President a an 

OFFICIAL USEONLY ts WASHINGTON, March 4, 1953. 

Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: The work of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion has advanced to the point where it is timely to attempt to for-
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mulate a national policy looking to the development of practical 

nuclear power. The matter has added current importance because 
budgetary and legislative action will be required for any policy 
adopted. | | . 

The need for an early statement of policy is further accented by 

the approaching hearings of the Congressional Joint Committee on 

Atomic Energy on the subject of nuclear power at which time the 
Commission will be required to express its opinion on this subject. 

We are, therefore, forwarding the attached statement outlining 
the Commission’s policy views on the development of nuclear 
power. We propose, unless you would prefer a different course of 

action, to express these views at the Congressional hearings and to 

indicate to the Joint Committee that they will form the basis of a 

report which we are preparing for your consideration. This latter 

report will include an analysis of budgetary implications and de- 
tailed legislative recommendations, and will, of course, be submit- 

ted through the Director of the Bureau of the Budget for coordina- 

tion with other interested Executive agencies. 

Along with the policy statement we are including a statement of 
objectives planned to implement that policy. 

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this matter with 

you. 

Respectfully yours, 

GORDON DEAN 

_ [Subenclosure 1] _ 

STATEMENT OF PoLicCy ON NUCLEAR POWER DEVELOPMENT 

1. We believe the attainment of economically competitive nuclear 

power to be a goal of national importance. Reactor technology has 

progressed to the point where realization of this goal seems achiev- 

able in the foreseeable future if the nation continues to support a 
strong development effort. It would be a major setback to the posi- 
tion of this country in the world to allow its present leadership in 
nuclear power development to pass out of its hands. | 

2. Accordingly, we recognize it as a responsibility of the Commis- 
sion to continue research and development in this field and to pro- 

mote the construction of experimental reactors which appear to 
contribute substantially to the power reactor art and constitute 
useful contributions to the design of economic units. | 

3. In addition, it is the conviction of the Commission that 

progress toward economic nuclear power can be further advanced
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through participation in the development program by qualified and 
interested groups outside the Commission. 

4. We recognize the need for reasonable incentives to encourage 
wider participation in power reactor development and propose the 
following moves to attain this end: | | 

a. Interim legislation to permit ownership and operation of nu- 
clear power facilities by groups other than the Commission. 

b. Interim legislation to permit lease or sale of fissionable mate- 
rial under safeguards adequate to assure national security. | 

c. Interim legislation which would permit owners of reactors to 
use and transfer fissionable and by-product materials not pur- 
chased by the Commission, subject to regulation by the Commission 
in the interest of security and public safety. 

d. The performance of such research and development work in 
Commission laboratories, relevant to specific power projects, as the 
Commission deems warranted in the national interest. 

e. More liberal patent rights than are presently granted to out- 
side groups as may seem appropriate to the Commission and con- 
sistent with existing law. | ) | 

f. Consideration of a progressively adjusted code for safety and 
exclusion area requirements as may appear reasonable in the light 
of operational experience with reactors. Competent state authori- 
ties will be encouraged to assume increasing responsibility for 
safety aspects of reactor operation. Financial responsibility associ- 
ated with reactor operation will be assigned to the owners, in keep- 
ing with normal industrial practice. 

g. Giving full recognition to the importance of reactor technology 
to our national security, a progressively liberalized information 
policy in the power reactor field as increasing activity justifies. 

d. It is the objective of this policy to further the development of 
nuclear plants which are economically independent of government 

commitments to purchase weapons-grade plutonium. | 

6. We view the next few years as a period of development looking 

toward the realization of practical nuclear power. On this basis we 
conclude that the time is not yet at hand for the report called for 
in Section 7(b) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 (see Appendix). 

| _ [Subenclosure 2] 

PROPOSED PROGRAM IN SUPPORT OF THE AEC STATEMENT OF POLICY 
ON NUCLEAR POWER DEVELOPMENT 

1. In implementing the AEC “Statement of Policy on Nuclear 
Power Development’, there are three pending developments which — 
could well materialize in the near future. The initiative for the 
first of these rests with the Commission itself and will entail a 

direct outlay of some $15 million in Federal funds. The second and
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third developments will rely primarily on private financing but 

will require Government support spread over several years. These 
projects are as follows: Saye ) 

a. Construction of an experimental power reactor having an elec- 
tric power output of about 7,500 KW, to be financed by the Atomic 
Energy Commission. | | 

Of the four reactor types currently showing promise as electric 
power producers, the sodium-cooled, graphite-moderated reactor ap- 
pears to be in the most advanced technical state and ready for pilot 
plant test. Construction can be started as soon as funds are made 
available. It is hoped that a successful pilot plant would encourage 
private industry to construct full-scale units of this general design. 

b. Construction by private industry on a partial risk basis of a 
full-scale (100,000-200,000 electrical KW) power reactor of conserva- 
tive design. . 

| For example, a group of privately-owned utilities has indicated 
an interest in pooling resources to enable the early construction of 
a full-scale power plant with private funds, on the condition that 
the Commission is willing to protect the owners against excessive | 
losses. Power from such a reactor might be consumed by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. In the interest of gaining early oper- 
ational experience with a large nuclear power plant, the Commis- 
sion would look with favor on a proposal of this kind provided the 
required guarantees proved to be reasonable. Construction might 
commence within a year after agreement is reached on this subject. 

c. Construction of a full-scale power breeder by an industrial 
group employing risk capital. | 

To further the attainment of this goal, the Commission believes 
it is in the public interest to offer reasonable assistance by the Na- 
tional Laboratories in support of this type project over the next few 
years. | 

2. Looking beyond the immediate future, we visualize that during 
the next ten-year period: : : 

a. Various types of power reactors will progress to the stage 
where pilot plant construction will be warranted. Requests by the _ 
Atomic Energy Commission for funds to build two or three addi- 
tional prototype power reactors are likely. 

b. Government development efforts involving the use of unique 
Commission facilities and skills will be made available to responsi- 
ble groups who are seeking the goal of economic nuclear power in- 
dependent of financial commitments from the Government. These 
services will be offered only to the extent that they do not conflict 
with the weapon or military reactor program requirements. 

3. We estimate that the programs envisaged in paragraphs 1 and | 
2 over the next ten years might require Government financing of 
the order of $10,000,000 a year. This estimate will be subject to con- 
siderable revision in coming years depending on the number of re- 
actor designs tested, progress in reactor technology, and the >
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amount of industrial interest and investment in the power reactor 
field. ie! a re | 

_ 4. In view of the time which must necessarily elapse before any 
reactor which could produce both power and weapon grade plutoni- 

um would come on-stream, the Commission does not recommend 
support for private projects based on a Government commitment to_ 

purchase weapons grade plutonium. —_— 

 ppendin 

‘Section 7 (b) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 - | 
| Report to Congress.—Whenever in its opinion any industrial, | 

commercial, or other nonmilitary use of fissionable material or 
atomic energy has been sufficiently developed to be of practical 

value, the Commission shall prepare a report to the President stat- 

ing all the facts with respect to such use, the Commission’s esti- 
mate of the social, political, economic, and international effects of 
such use and the Commission’s recommendations for necessary or 

| desirable supplemental legislation. The President shall then trans- 
| mit this report to the Congress together with his recommendations. 

_ No license for any manufacture, production, export, or use shall be 

issued by the Commission under this section until after (1) a report 
with respect to such manufacture, production, export, or use has 
been filed with the Congress; and (2) a period of ninety days in | 
which the Congress was in session has elapsed after the report has 

been so filed. In computing such period of ninety days, there shall 
be excluded the days on which either House is not in session be- 
cause of an adjournment of more than three days. 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic Energy-Armaments 1952-1953” 7 

Memorandum by R. Gordon Arneson to the Secretary of State 

SECRET [WasHINGTON,] March 10, 1953. 

Problem: — 

To develop a Department of State position on NSC 145—A 
Report to the National Security Council by the Atomic Energy 
Commission on the Development of Practical Nuclear Power. ! 

Background and Discussion: | a 

See Annex] | | | | eo 

, 1 Supra.
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Recommendations: | 

It is recommended that the Department of State strongly support 
the objectives of the Atomic Energy Commission report. In so 
doing, the following points should be made: 

1. The early development of useful nuclear power by the United 
States, with its tremendous implications for the future of mankind, 

would be additional and dramatic evidence of the peaceful and hu- 
manitarian policies of this government. It would give tangible evi- 

dence to refute the oft-repeated Soviet charges that the United 

States is interested only in the destructive aspects of atomic 
- energy, while the Soviet Union has been developing it for peaceful 

purposes. If some other country, particularly the Soviet Union, de- 
| veloped useful atomic power first, it would be a major psychologi- 

cal, cold war setback to the United States. | 
2. The legislation required to permit industry to participate in 

the development of useful nuclear power should be so drafted as to 

enable the United States to deal with certain foreign countries in 
this area, not only to assure the continuance of the flow of urani- 
um and other raw materials to the United States from present sup- 

pliers, but also to stimulate such a flow from other potential pro- 

ducers. It might also be possible to use such a card to bind our 
| allies closer to us and even influence certain countries presently 

neutral to be more positively cooperative. 

3. The implications of a relaxation in domestic controls and safe- 
guards over this industry has a bearing on our position on the in- 
ternational control of atomic energy. The Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion should be asked to keep this factor in mind as the proposed 

program develops in order to determine whether practical experi- 

ence might give some new ideas and safeguards which might prop- 

erly become a basis for any modification in the United States posi- 

tion on international control of atomic energy, should such a modi- 
fication become either necessary or desirable. 

| R. GORDON ARNESON 

Annex | 

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 

The purpose of the subject report is to establish an Administra- 
| tion position on, budgetary support, and appropriate legislative 

action for, a program for the development of practical nuclear 

power by the Atomic Energy Commission with the assistance of in- 

dustry to the extent possible. In order for industry to play a role in 
this field, legislation amending the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 is
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necessary. The Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy 
will hold hearings on this problem in the near future. The Atomic 
Energy Commission desires legislative action at this session of the 
Congress. | 

Varying types of power reactors are contemplated, with varying 
degrees of Commission and industry development and construction. 

The Atomic Energy Commission also hopes to avoid, as not perti- 
| nent to the present problem, controversy as between public and 

private power. | 

The Department need not become involved in the technical as- 

pects of the matter. However, there are a number of very real for- 
eign policy implications in the development of nuclear power, 

| whether by the Atomic Energy Commission or by industry, or both, 
and regardless of the reactors used. 

It would be a very serious blow to the United States if another 
country developed useful nuclear power before the United States 
did. If the Soviet Union did so, it would give tremendous weight to 
their oft-repeated charges that the United States is developing 

atomic energy only for destructive purposes, while the Soviet 

: Union has been developing it for peaceful purposes. If some coun- 

try other than the Soviet Union should do so, a similar but some- 
what less damaging comparison might still be made. On the other 
hand, the development of atomic power together with legislation 

which would permit of some non-Atomic Energy Commission par- 

ticipation in its development and use could put the United States 

- in a very advantageous position vis-a-vis foreign countries. Those 

countries which are actual or potential producers of uranium for 

the United States program have been putting on increasing pres- 

sure to acquire from us some of the benefits derived from their ura- 

nium. We have, in fact, a specific commitment—yet to be imple- 

mented—to Belgium in this regard. If we were in a position to be 

more forthcoming than present legislation permits, we would be 

able not only to assure continuance of present supplies of raw ma- 
terials, but also enhance the possibilities of increasing our sources 

of supply. This card in our hands might also be of some use in 

bringing other allies and even neutrals closer to the United States. 
_ Another aspect of this development of real interest to the United 

States concerns its implications for the United Nations plan for the 

international control of atomic energy. This plan provides safe- 

guards against violations and evasions, including not only inspec- 

tion, but also international ownership of source and fissionable ma- 

terial, and international ownership, operation, and management of 

facilities making or using dangerous (militarily significant) quanti- 

ties of fissionable material. These safeguards closely parallel the 
safeguards provided in our domestic legislation. Under the pro-
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posed legislation, there will be some relaxation in such controls 

and safeguards. We may well be under some pressure, both at 
home and abroad, to modify our position on the international con- | 
trol of atomic energy accordingly. 

At the Senior Staff meeting on Monday, March 9, at 2 p.m., Mr. 

Nash of the Department of Defense indicated that although neither 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff nor the Secretary of Defense had seen the 
Atomic Energy Commission report, Mr. Nash felt that the Depart- 
ment of Defense would support the objectives of the report. Mr. 

Bromley Smith 2? made the points covered in paragraphs 1 and 2 
under Recommendations above. Mr. Cutler was impressed by them 
and requested that the Secretary of State restate them at the NSC 
meeting. | 

2 Bromley K. Smith, Alternate Department of State Representative on the NSC 

Senior Staff. | | 
3 See the extract from the memorandum of discussion at the 186th meeting of the - 

NSC, Mar. 11, infra. a 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file © . ae 

| Memorandum of Discussion at the 136th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Wednesday, March 11, 1953 } 

[Extract] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 186th meeting of the Council were the President 
of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United 

States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and the Di- 
rector for Mutual Security. Also present were the Secretary of the 
Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, 
Atomic Energy Commission (for Item 1 only); General Collins for 

the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelli- 

gence; the Administrative Assistant to the President for National 

Security Matters; the Special Assistant to the President for Cold 

War Operations; the Military Liaison Officer; the Executive Secre- 
tary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a general account of the main positions taken and 

the chief points made at this meeting. 

1. The Development of Practical Nuclear Power (NSC 145)? 

At Mr. Cutler’s request, Chairman Dean expanded on the con- 
tents of NSC 145, and explained to the Council why he regarded 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Mar. 12. 
2 Dated Mar. 6, p. 1121. |
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_the proposals therein as of very great importance. He noted that 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 reposed responsibility for the devel- 
opment of atomic power for peaceful purposes in the Commission. 

It had been impossible to do very much in this area in the past, but 
in the course of the next five years Chairman Dean anticipated in- — 
tensive development of power reactors, and NSC 145 representeda _ 

| policy and the outlines of a program for that period. , : 
| Chairman Dean also explained the requirement of the Atomic 

Energy Act for a report to Congress by the AEC at such time as 
_ the development of practical nuclear power seemed feasible. He did 
not believe, however, that the time had yet come for such a formal 

report to the Congress. He proposed instead that the Commission 
should express the views outlined in NSC 145 to the Joint Congres- 

| sional Committee orally in the course of hearings next month. 
~ At the conclusion of Chairman Dean’s statement, the President 

: expressed the view that there was no use in the Commission talk- 
ing to Congress until it had placed at least an informal written 
report, on the anticipated development of the next five years in 
this area, in the hands of the Congress. If this were done, the inter- 
ested parts of the Executive branch could examine the written 
report of the Commission and thereafter follow the order and pro- 
cedure which had been laid down for the Commission in the Act of 

_ 1946. The President stressed that this written report would not be 
final or complete, but would at least set forth the anticipated devel- 

opment of practical nuclear power. | 
| Secretary Wilson said that it certainly seemed to him that the 

proposals set forth in NSC 145 were crowding things a bit, and the 
President noted that in various conversations on this subject with 

industrial leaders he had noted a general desire on their part to 

produce plutonium and thereafter to sell it to the Government at a 
certain price. This amounted to an indirect subsidy. The President 

_. likewise warned that the program outlined in NSC 145 still had im- 
| portant defense implications, and for that reason he felt that the | 

AEC should as far as possible at the present time follow the course 
laid down in Section 7 (b) of the Act of 1946. eee 

Secretary Wilson, reverting to his earlier statement that we were 
pushing things too fast, suggested delay for another six months 
before we followed any course of action in this field, which would 
amount to Government subsidization of industry. | | 

There then ensued a discussion as to the probable size of a Gov- | 

ernment subsidy to private industry in this field over a period of | 
some ten years. The President estimated that the subsidy would 
probably amount to $100,000,000. ee ee 

Mr. Dodge expressed the opinion that in any event the AEC | 

should not talk at this time to the Congress about any specific pro-
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gram for interesting private industry in the production of nuclear 

power. He was inclined to think that the President’s estimate of 
$100,000,000 might be low, and he also anticipated that there will 

be demands at once for a subsidy of perhaps $10,000,000 in the 1954 . 
budget. | 

Commenting on this discussion, the President made it clear that 

he was in disagreement not with the Commission’s conclusions in 
NSC 145, but with the manner in which it proposed to present its 
policy and program to the Congress. Such a policy and program the 
President believed should be presented not merely by the Commis- 
sion but by the whole Executive branch of the Government, includ- 
ing of course the Bureau of the Budget. 

Secretary Dulles then inquired of Chairman Dean what activities 
were being undertaken by other countries in the development of 

nuclear power for peaceful purposes. | 

Chairman Dean replied that little or nothing was known about 

any programs in the Soviet Union, but that very strong incentives 

in this direction had developed in the United Kingdom and in 

Canada, and, to a lesser extent, in other smaller countries. 

Secretary Dulles said that it would look very bad if the United 
States lagged behind the others. | 

Chairman Dean expressed strong agreement with the Secretary _ 
of State, but then reverted to the subject of subsidy, pointing out 
that the objective of the current AEC proposal was to encourage 

risk capital, and he did not feel that there was need to fear exces- 
sive subsidies. 

The President, however, stuck to his point, and stated that in a 

| recent conversation with Mr. Charles Thomas (President of the 
Monsanto Chemical Company) he had deduced that there would 
have to be at least a subsidy in the shape of a guaranteed Govern- 
ment price for purchases of plutonium from a private industrial 
concern. It was only on this or a similar basis that private capital 

would go ahead. oe | 

At this point in the discussion, Secretary Humphrey suggested 
that the problem presented in NSC 145 be handed to the recently 
established Consultants to the NSC, pointing out that Mr. Thomas 
was himself a member of this group. 3 

The President stated that these Consultants had a lot of other 

things to do, but Mr. Cutler interposed to say that the issue under 
discussion could be raised at the scheduled AEC briefing of these 
Consultants. 

3 Regarding the establishment of a committee of civilian consultants to advise the 
NSC on the cost of basic national security policies, see the editorial note, p. 244.
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Mr. Cutler then reverted to the question of the psychological ef- 
| _ fects of such a program for the development of practical nuclear 

power as proposed in NSC 145. He also felt that the Council should 
look into the possibility of sharing knowledge in this area with the 

: allies of the United States. On these points he requested the opin- 
: ions of Chairman Dean and Secretary Dulles. 

Secretary Dulles answered that he believed that the United 
States should assume leadership in this very important project. - 

The President then stated to the Council that it seemed to him 
| that the most specific immediate problem was that of constructing 

a pilot plant for production of nuclear power. | 

| Secretary Humphrey expressed the opinion that it would be im- 
possible for the Government to contemplate making any deal with 
private industry until such a pilot plant had actually been con- 
structed. To do otherwise would simply be putting the cart before 

the horse. In Secretary Humphrey’s opinion, it would be OK if pri- | 
vate capital could be induced to build such a pilot plant, but he had 
doubts about it if the Government was obliged to do it alone. Chair- 

man Dean confirmed that it was the objective of the Commission’s 

| report to induce private capital to build this pilot plant, but | 

warned that it might nevertheless be necessary for the Govern- 
ment to offer some kind and degree of financial assistance. That, 
said Secretary Humphrey, was precisely what worried him. 

The President then interposed to suggest a resumption of discus- 

sion of the psychological aspect of the plan in NSC 145. What 
would happen to the United States from the psychological point of 

view, he inquired, if news of this proposal got about the world and | 

we were then unable to bring it off successfully? Clearly, such an 
effect would be disastrous, and to the President, the correct ap- 

proach to the problem seemed plainly further investigation in a 

quiet way to explore the possibilities for success in the enterprise. 

Secretary Humphrey agreed very emphatically with this view, 
and said that it was the very reason why it was necessary first to 

build a pilot plant. This would enable us to get the data and, on the 

basis of the results, to proceed further or not, as seemed indicated. 

_ While not disagreeing with this position, Chairman Dean said he 

thought it ill-advised to limit ourselves to one Government-built 
pilot plant. We would get ahead much more rapidly with our prob- 

~ lem if industry could be induced to participate in the construction 

of a pilot plant. This, however, would plainly require changes in 

the law as set forth in the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. 

The President replied that he certainly saw no reason not to ex- 
plore desirable changes in the law. Furthermore, he obviously wel- 
comed the participation and the views of private industry. That
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was all clearly to the good. With which Secretary Humphrey 
agreed, provided the expense was also assumed by private industry. 

Secretary Wilson, on the other hand, prophesied that private in- 
dustry would not be much interested in any proposition of this sort 
for at least a couple of years if industry were not subsidized by the 
Government. 

It seemed to be the consensus that subsidization was to be avoid- 
ed. Whereupon the President suggested that the desirable action 

- was to move toward modification of the current legislation in order 
to permit private capital to share in this enterprise if it could be 
induced to do so. Meanwhile he thought we should go ahead also 
on plans for a pilot plant. 

Secretary Wilson expressed the belief that before the Govern- 
ment moved ahead to build any such pilot plant, it would be highly 

desirable to see some figures, computed by responsible people, on _ 

the relative costs to produce power by nuclear, in comparison to 

other, processes. He believed that it was foolish to go ahead with 
any expensive pilot plant until there was evidence that it could 
produce power at a sufficiently low cost to compete with other 

methods. At the present time, Secretary Wilson estimated that 

_ atomic power costs would be in the magnitude of ten times the cost 
of already available power. Why waste money this way when we 
need it so badly in other areas? 

The President then inquired whether any member of the Council 
objected to steps being taken at once by way of proposing changes 

in the existing law to put private industry on notice as to possibili- 

ties open to it, but leaving out the pilot plant and the subsidy issue 

for the time being. No one, said the President, wants to put a 

halter on United States industry if the halter were no longer neces- 
sary. Indeed, the President went on to state, he could be persuaded 

to agree to at least some modest subsidy, perhaps $4,000,000, if as a 

result of changes in the law private industry should turn up with 
something promising in this field. | 

The discussion then turned to the form of a report to be present- 

ed to the President by the Atomic Energy Commission as to the de- 
sirable revisions in the law. Chairman Dean pointed out that in a 
very broad way the necessary changes had already been set forth 
in NSC 145, but that he could do it in greater detail if the Presi- 

dent thought this useful. 

General Collins stated that if the Council agreed to the prepara- 

| tion of such a report by the Commission, he desired to point out | 

that the military felt that there were a number of other changes 
which should be made in the law when it was amended, notably 

changes which would enable this Government to share certain in-
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: _ formation in the atomic field with our allies in the interests of na- 

: tional security. | Seeks 
| The President agreed that Chairman Dean’s report should con- 

tain not only proposed revisions in the law to encourage the devel- _ | 
: opment of practical nuclear power, but changes such as those sug- 

: gested by General Collins and changes which might appear desira- 
ble at this time to other departments and agencies of the Govern- 
ment. | | BC | 

_ Chairman Dean agreed to canvass the other departments and | 
agencies in order to include their recommendations in his report on 
desirable changes in the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. | 

The National Security Council: 4 | 

| _a. Discussed the reference report on the subject and agreed: 

| (1) To refer the report to the Consultants established by 
NSC Action No. 726-c, to obtain their views regarding the pro- 
posals set forth therein.® © Be | ey 

(2) That, pending receipt of such views, no additional funds 
for a pilot plant should be authorized, other than the approxi- 
mately $3,000,000 presently included in the Fiscal Years 1953 
and 1954 budgets. = © oe 

_ (3) That no subsidy to private enterprise should be contem- 
plated, at least until further developmental work indicated the 

- necessity therefor, | 

b. Noted the President’s desire that the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion submit to him, in non-technical language, those changes in the 

| Atomic Energy Act which would appear desirable at the present 
time, both for the development of practical nuclear power and for 
other purposes, so that these changes may be considered by all in- 

| terested departments and agencies. pW PA soa 

Note: The action in b above subsequently transmitted to the 
_Atomic Energy Commission for implementation.® _ 

| EE ee / | Soy tee Le S. EVERETT GLEASON 

4 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 738. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, | 
“NSC Actions’) | - oe 

* For the substance of NSC Action No. 726-c, see the editorial note, p. 244. 
® The Council at a special meeting on Mar. 31, discussed at length the question of 

nuclear power in the context of overall national security programs and their costs. _ 
For the memorandum of discussion at that meeting, see p. 264. Agreed policy on | 
nuclear power and the amount to be allocated for the atomic energy program in 7 
general was included in NSC 149/2, “Basic National Security Policies in Relation to 
Their Costs”, Apr. 29, 1953; for text, see p. 305. an 8
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic Energy-Armaments 1952-1953” 

Memorandum by the Executive Secretary of the National Security 

Council (Lay) to the NSC Senior Staff 3 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] March 12, 1953. 

Subject: Armaments and American Policy | 

References: 

A. Memo for Senior NSC Staff from Executive Secretary, 
same subject, dated February 4, 1953 2 

B. NSC Action No. 725 3 
C. Record of Meeting of Senior NSC Staff, March 2, 1953, 

item 3 # 

It will be recalled that the National Security Council at its 134th 
| meeting directed the Senior Staff, with the assistance of Dr. Van- 

nevar Bush, to report to the Council on possible means of carrying 

out the recommendations of the Department of State Panel of Con- 

sultants on Disarmament, as contained in the report circulated by 

the reference memorandum of February 4. The Senior Staff consti- 
tuted an ad hoc committee to prepare an initial draft report for 

consideration by the Senior Staff with the advice and assistance of 
Dr. Bush. 

The following officials have been designated to serve on the ad 
hoc committee: | 

State—Gordon Arneson (Chairman), John Ferguson ~ 
Defense—Charles P. Noyes _ 
AEC—Roy B. Snapp | 
CIA—William P. Bundy | 
PSB—Horace 8. Craig 7 
Executive Secretary—Philip H. Watts 

To initiate preparation of the report called for by the Council, 
‘Armaments and American Policy’ is being scheduled as item 1 on 
the agenda for the meeting of the Senior Staff on Monday, March 
16, 1953 at 2:30 p.m.* Dr. Bush and the ad hoc committee are 

being invited to participate in the meeting on this item. 
JAMES S. LAY, JR. 

1 Copies were transmitted to Dr. Vannevar Bush of the Panel of Consultants and 

- to the members of the Ad Hoc Committee designated in this memorandum. 
| 2 Lay’s memorandum transmitted to the NSC Senior Staff the Report by the 

Panel of Consultants, p. 1056. 
3 For NSC Action No. 725, see footnote 6, p. 1114. 
4 The record of meeting indicates that the Senior Staff “Discussed procedure for 

preparing the reports called for by NSC Action No. 724-b and constituted an ad hoc 
committee, composed of State, Defense, AEC, CIA and PSB representatives (with 

: Civil Defense participation as required), to consult Dr. Vannevar Bush and prepare 
an initial draft report for consideration by the Senior Staff with the participation of 
Dr. Bush.” (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, ‘Planning Board Meetings 1953-1954’’) 

5 See summary of meeting, infra.
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, PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic Energy-Armaments 1952-1953” | 

. Summary of Meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee on Armaments and 

| American Policy and the Senior Staff of the National Security 
Council, March 16, 1953 } | 

2 TOP SECRET | | 

Present were: _ 

James Lay, Presiding 
Robert Cutler : 
Vannevar Bush | 
*John Ferguson 
Frank Nash , | 

| Robert Amory 
C. Dillon Glendinning ? | | 

| Robert Finley | | 
George Morgan ? 

| Frank N. Roberts 4 | | 
*Charles Noyes 
*Gordon Arneson ~ | | 

| Roy Snapp | | 
Horace Craig 
Lt. Col. E.F. Black 
Everett Gleason 
Marion Boggs 
Bromley Smith 
Harry Schwartz 5 
*Philip H. Watts 

| Other military officers 

Mr. Lay welcomed Dr. Bush and thanked him for his willingness 

| to advise with the Ad Hoc Committee which had been established 

to study the recommendations of Report of the Panel of Consult- 
ants on Disarmament. ® Dr. Bush said he was embarrassed to be 
the only member of the Panel so called upon and suggested that 

other members be consulted. | . 

Mr. Lay explained that the NSC had discussed the Panel’s 
Report in some detail, considered it an excellent piece of work, and 

1 Prepared by Philip H. Watts, Executive Secretary of the Policy Planning Staff, 

Department of State. According to the source text, the asterisks denote “Members of 
Ad Hoc Comm”’. 7 

* Deputy Director, Office of International Finance, Treasury Department; Acting | 

Treasury Representative on the NSC Senior Staff. 
3 PSB Adviser, NSC Senior Staff. ; 
* Brig. Gen. Frank N. Roberts, Senior Military Adviser, Mutual Security Agency; 

MSA Representative on the NSC Senior Staff. : 
° Harry H. Schwartz of the Policy Planning Staff, Department of State. | 
6 For the report of the Panel of Consultants, see p. 1056. |
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wanted concrete proposals for carrying out the Report’s recommen-— 
dations and the implications of any suggested courses of action. 

In the ensuing discussion, Mr. Cutler expressed a real sense of 
urgency in placing before the NSC a study on Recommendation I, 
dealing with candor to the American Government and People. He 
directed the Ad Hoc Committee to address itself to this Recommen- 
dation in the first instance and to have its report ready early in 
April. He suggested that it be as short as possible and, to be of 
maximum effectiveness, it should be in the hands of the Senior 

Staff before April 6th so that it could be considered by the Council 
on April 8th. | 

In the course of the meeting, Mr. Cutler made the following 
points: 

_1. The Council is very interested in the Recommendations of the 
Panel’s Report. 

2. In considering Recommendation I, the Council raised questions 
as to (a) what is to be gained by greater candor with the American 
people; (b) what are the people to be told after you have scared _ 

| them; and (c) what courses of action and what programs must be 
undertaken to alleviate the danger and to assure the people that 
all is not lost. | | 

3. There is a possibility that conditions behind the iron curtain 
may be deteriorating. 

: 4. The death of Stalin’ introduces a new factor—transfer of 
power at first looked smooth but indications are that this may not 
be so. 

®). The Administration has pledged itself to balance the budget 
and cut taxes but if broad programs for continental and civil de- 
fense are undertaken this would not be possible. : 

Dr. Bush made the following points during the meeting: 

1. The American public is already being told quite a lot but not 
| officially and authoritatively. os : 

2. There is much greater danger from lethargy on the people’s 
part than from panic. Js , 

3. The Administration has much more to gain from being frank 
and telling the truth about the seriousness of the situation than 
from sitting tight and doing nothing about the dangers in spite of 
the pressures to reduce taxes. By greater candor, a new atmos- 
phere will be created in the country. | 

4. More frankness is needed also among officials of Government. 
There has been far too much stress on secrecy. 

o. If budget cuts have already been decided upon, then it will be 
impossible to carry out civilian and continental defense recommen- 
dations of Panel’s Report—substantial amounts of money could be 
saved in Defense Department. | | 

6. People should be told the nature of the atom race, especially 
that it’s a 2-way affair. | 

7. The H-bomb changes the nature of the world in which we live. 

7 The death of Stalin had been announced on Mar. 5.
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| It’s another breed from the A-bomb. New York City could survive 2 
| or 3 A-bombs but one H-bomb and no more N.Y.C. There is all too 

little intelligent thought being given to change created by the mag- 
nitude of destructiveness of H-bomb. Time is coming when danger 

| of annihilation is imminent on both sides. ee | | 
: 8. $3-5 billion over next few years applied to continental and ci- 

vilian defense would help greatly and postpone day when situation 
| will be acute. There is no air-tight defense but every bit helps to 

- reduce the enemy potential. Also Soviet thinking can be affected 
and they can be kept in such doubt about the effectiveness of our 
defenses as to create a real deterrent to attack. cre ee 

9. Technical advances are important, especially guided missiles 
and dopler [Doppler] radar, —— | a 

! Mr. Nash suggested that members of the Council would be 
helped in their thinking if Dr. Bush could lay before them the ugly 
facts. I 
Mr. Nash said that the Kelly Committee report was not due until 

earlyin April 8 a - - 
Mr. Nash raised the question of whether the peaceful uses of 

atomic energy could be used as an antidote to the disclosure of 
facts on the H-bomb. | | | 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file . 

The Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission 
(Dean) to Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President 

| | = ; | WASHINGTON, March 30, 1958. 

Dear Mr. Cuter: When the Commission’s power policy was pre- 
sented to the National Security Council on March 11, 1958,1 the 
President suggested that a preamble might be added to the policy 
statement, ? with special reference to Section 7 (b) of the Atomic 

_ Energy Act and the development of industrial interest in the po- 
tentialities of nuclear power... 7 Eg | 

Enclosed, for addition to the proposed Statement of Policy for 
Nuclear Power Development, is a Preamble which has been ap- 
proved by the Commission. It might be helpful if this could be dis- 
tributed to the panel of consultants and other participants in the 
meeting on this subject scheduled for March 31, 1953. 3 Vetus 

_ Sincerely yours, — : Gorpon DEAN 

1 For the pertinent portion of the memorandum of discussion at the 136th meet- 
ing of the NSC, Mar. 11, see p. 1128. | 

2 The policy statement is in NSC 145, Mar. 6, p. 1121. 
8 A handwritten notation on the source text indicates that the enclosed statement 

was read at the NSC meeting of Mar. 31. The source text is filed with the memoran- 
dum of discussion at that meeting, printed on p. 264.
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[Enclosure] 

PREFACE TO STATEMENT OF PoLicy ON NUCLEAR POWER 
DEVELOPMENT i | 

1. From the time the first self-sustaining nuclear chain reactor 

was demonstrated ten years ago, the eventual technical feasibility 
of nuclear power has been accepted. Developments in nuclear reac- 
tors since that time, including submarine power plants and produc- 

tion of token quantities of electric power by the Experimental 

Breeder Reactor and the Homogeneous Reactor Experiment, have 

served to reinforce confidence in the ultimate commercial practica- 

| bility of nuclear power. Additional evidence of this confidence is re- 
flected in the increasing interest on the part of industry to contrib- 
ute more fully to this development. 

2. However, the general availability in this country of relatively 
inexpensive sources of energy such as coal, oil, and hydro power, 
places a severe economic requirement on competitive nuclear 

power. A nuclear plant built on the basis of today’s technology 
could not compete with conventional power. Yet it would be mis- 

leading to evaluate the future prospects for economic nuclear 

power on the basis of estimates of near-future performance. We 

must understand that the nuclear reactor research of the past 

years served specialized military needs and was not aimed specifi- 

cally at the production of economic power. Although a difficult de- 
velopment period lies ahead, there is considerable optimism that 

| - economic nuclear power can be attained within a few years. 

3. It is the judgment of the Commission that now is the time to 
announce a positive policy designed to recognize the development — 
of economic nuclear power as a national objective. An important 
element of this policy is to promote and encourage free competition 

and private investment in the development work, while at the 

same time accepting on the part of Government certain responsibil- 

ities for furthering technical progress in this field to provide a nec- 

essary basis for such development. 

4. While we conclude that atomic power has not yet been devel- 
oped to the point of economic use, and that the time is not yet at 

hand for the report called for in Section 7 (b) of the Atomic Energy 
Act, we do believe it is imperative that we create a favorable at- 
mosphere which will hasten that day. We believe that the United | 
States should continue in its present position of leadership among
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: those nations striving to promote the peacetime applications of 
: atomic energy. As a nation we should not delay the development of 
: this great potential source of energy for constructive purposes until 

! circumstances force us to attempt its practical realization on a 
, short time scale. - | 
2 ). Io this end, the Atomic Energy Commission has endorsed, as a 

basis for discussion with other executive agencies and the Congress, 

| the attached statement of policy on the development of nuclear 
| power. | | 

2 330.18/4-2538 | , 

The Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (Hicker- 
son) to the United States Representative at the United Nations 

| (Lodge) } | | 

: SECRET | [WASHINGTON,]| April 2, 1953. 

Dear Casot: As you will remember, we had anticipated that the 

United States would follow a line in the United Nations Disarma- 

ment Commission which would involve a relaxed attitude and rela- 

tively little activity in the Commission. ? Such a position would 
spring naturally from the contrast between the adamantly obstruc- 

tive attitude which the Soviet Union had exhibited in the delibera- 
tions of the Disarmament Commission thus far and our own record 

of cooperativeness and flexibility. 
It seems fairly certain, however, as a result of recent develop- 

| ments, that such a position cannot be followed. The succession of 

Soviet overtures for settlement of outstanding differences has ex- 

tended itself to the field of disarmament. The Soviet Union has in- 

dicated its intentions in a number of ways—particularly through 

| submitting a more flexible resolution in connection with the Disar- 

mament item in the General Assembly and through the unprece- 

a dented step of voting in favor of most sections of the resolution sup- 

ported by the United States. 3 | | 
It thus seems quite possible that we may have a considerable 

degree of activity in the Disarmament Commission with possible 

_ nhew proposals from the USSR and from states trying to bridge the 

gap between U.S.-USSR, as well as any proposals which we may 
wish to put forward. All this will involve a great deal of work 

within the United States Government both in New York at the 

1 Drafted by Bechhoefer and Meyers of UNP. ee 
2 See the letter from Hickerson to Lodge, Feb. 4, p. 1096. | 

3 For information on disarmament discussions in Committee I of the General As- 
sembly, Mar. 18-21, and subsequent action by the General Assembly in plenary ses- 
sion, see the editorial note, infra. ,
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United Nations and in Washington. Down here, we have to carry 
on our operations on an inter-Agency basis because of the major 
role played both by Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission. | 

Previously, Ambassador Austin has acted as the Representative 
of the United States on various United Nations Commissions but a 
Deputy Representative was also designated, who in many in- 

| stances, including disarmament, carried on most of the work. We 

would hope that you would be willing to act as the Representative 
on the Disarmament Commission and give these problems as much 
of your time as possible. However, it seems advisable to appoint a 

Deputy Representative, who would devote full time to the problems 
of disarmament and would be able to work with the Departments 

. of State and Defense and the United States Atomic Energy Com- 
mission here in Washington, as well as to participate in the activi- 
ties of the Disarmament Commission in New York. 

_ I would greatly appreciate your views on these matters, believing 

that we should make the appropriate decisions on these problems | 
as soon as possible in view of the vast amount of ground which we 
must cover before the Disarmament Commission resumes its ses- 

sions—which presumably will be in May. 

Sincerely yours, | | | 
es JOHN D. HicKERSON 

| Editorial Note 

Committee I of the General Assembly considered disarmament 
from March 18 to March 21, 1953. It discussed two draft resolu- 

tions—one introduced by the United States and 18 other nations 
(A/C.1/L.30), and one by the Soviet Union (A/C.1/L.31). The 14- 
power proposal was substantially that contained in the first enclo- 
sure to the memorandum by Smith to Lay, dated February 17, page 
1104. The Soviet proposal condemned the Western position in the 
Disarmament Commission. It also provided for the study by the 

Commission of measures for the reduction of great power forces, 

and the prohibition of atomic, bacterial, and other weapons of mass 

destruction, and of procedures for strict international control. The 

Soviet draft resolution was defeated in the Committee on March 21 
by a vote of 41-5-13. The Committee then approved the 14-power 
resolution by a vote of 50-5-5. 

In plenary session of the General Assembly, the 14-power resolu- 
| tion was slightly modified by Soviet amendment and passed (52-5- > 

3) as General Assembly Resolution 704 (VID “Regulation, Limita- 
tion, and Balanced Reduction of All Armed Forces and All Arma- 

ments—Report of the Disarmament Commission’, April 8, 1953.
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: For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume I, _ 
| pages 383-384. Resolution 704 (VID differed from the draft resolu- 

tion, printed as the first enclosure to the memorandum by Smith to 
, _ Lay of February 17, in that the approved resolution did not com- 
| mend the Disarmament Commission for its efforts to date, but did 

contain a final phrase expressing the hope that all members of the 
Commission would cooperate in efforts to produce constructive pro- 
posals. whch, 7 Se 

| For additional information on consideration of disarmament by 
| the General Assembly at its Seventh Session, see Yearbook of the 

United Nations, 1953, pages 258-262; U.S. Participation in the UN: 
Report by the President to the Congress for the Year 1953 (Govern- 

| ment Printing Office, 1954), pages 54-56; and Bechhoefer, Postwar 

Negotiations for Arms Control, pages 202-207. | | 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Combined Development Agency-General” ye 

Memorandum for the Files, by J. Bruce Hamilton 1 eo 

| SECRET a [WASHINGTON,] April 13, 1953. 
_ There follow notes on the meeting of the American Side of the 
Combined Development Agency on Monday, April 13. A copy of the 

Agenda isattached.2 | | 
Present at the meeting were Mr. Marion Boyer, Chairman, 3 

Messrs. Hall, + Mitchell, > A. A. Wells, Faulkner, ® J. Johnson 7 of 
the AEC; Dr. C. K. Leith, Consultant; Mr. Bruce Hamilton, Depart- 
ment of State. — 7 
1. Arrangements were discussed for the several meetings this 

week with the Belgians looking to a renewal of the governmental 
agreement on the Congo uranium ore. es a | 

2. Mr. Johnson pointed out that the expansion in the mining and | 
_ development programs in the Congo should be started in the fairly 

near future in order that the results could become available under 
the renewed agreement. Thus he felt it might be impractical to 
delay the start of these programs until a renewed agreement had 

been finalized, especially if this should require a year or more. Mr. 

Wells pointed out that the proposed development program would 

1 Hamilton served in the office of the Special Assistant to the Secretary of State 

for Atomic Energy Matters. | 
| - 2 Not printed. | Oo 

3 General Manager of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. - 
* John A. Hall, Director of the Office of Special Projects, AEC. =” ee 
5 William Mitchell, General Counsel of the AEC. Be | 
® Rafford L. Faulkner, Assistant Director for Foreign Procurement, Division of 

Raw Materials, AEC. Cotes | : 
7 Jesse C. Johnson, Director of the Division of Raw Materials, AEC.
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not be required to meet our demands under the present agreement 

but would be required if the agreement were renewed. 

3. There was a brief discussion of the problem of the corporate | 

entity under the Moroccan Agreement. General Counsel Mitchell 
stated that he had hoped to talk with Mr. Jesse Johnson on this 
point to find out just what was required and to assist in finding a 
way for doing it. In these circumstances it was decided to forego 

further discussion of the subject at this meeting. 

4. Mr. Hall recalled that the Commission had been invited by the 
Spanish Government to send geologists to Spain for a uranium 
survey. He pointed out that the invitation was a very general one 
and that further discussion in Madrid would be required to develop 

details of a working program and to determine the extent of the 
indicated Spanish commitment to make uranium available to the 

United States. It was pointed out that Ambassador Dunn 8 had pre- 
sented his credentials on April 9 and could shortly be expected to 
take up the atomic energy problem on the basis of the instructions 

which had gone forward some time previously. . 

Dr. Leith asked whether this agreement would include Spanish 
Morocco. Mr. Hall responded that pending further conversations 

with Spanish authorities, this point could not be determined. Dr. 
Leith thought that it would be desirable to include Spanish Moroc- 
co, pointing out that geologically, French and Spanish Morocco 

were pretty much the same.  _ | 

5. Reference was made to the fact that the British have request- 
ed 500 tons of U3QOs in the 1958 allocation. 9 In addition to the stock 
of unallocated Congo ore in the U.K., there would be required 185 
tons to round out the 500-ton figure. Although there are in the 
U.K. 110 tons of Portuguese ore, the U.K. has indicated that it 

would prefer to use other ore, probably South African, and would 

consider making the 110 tons available to the United States. Mr. 

Faulkner pointed out that under such an arrangement, 75 tons of 

ore from current production would be required to complete the 

U.K. allocation. It was felt that an attempt should be made to get 

the British to reduce their requirement by this amount and it was 
proposed to raise the subject with Sir John Cockroft. !° Since, how- 
ever, it has been learned that he will not be in Washington for 
these sessions on the Belgian Agreement, there was some question 

8 James Clement Dunn, U.S. Ambassador in Spain. : | 

9 The request was transmitted by Ambassador Makins to Secretary of State 
Dulles in a letter of Apr. 2, not printed. (Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Raw 

Materials’’) 
10 Director of Britain’s Atomic Energy Research Establishment.
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| as to whether the subject could be discussed with his replacement, 
Mr. J. V. Dunworth. , | 

7. Discussion of Latin American programs centered on Argentina 
and Brazil. Mr. Faulkner reviewed the developments in Argentina 
involving Mr. Price, concluding by observing that the Embassy in 

: Buenos Aires has been asked to bring this problem officially to the 

: Argentine Government. Mr. Boyer noted that the Argentine 
sample which had been analyzed by the AEC was a very high 
grade one. It was also noted that the Argentine ideas of ore prices 

seemed unrealistically high. Do 

Regarding Brazil, Mr. Hall observed that a visit from Admiral 
Alberto 11 was anticipated in the near future and also that Mr. 
Max White of the USGS would be available prior to that time to 
give his ideas and advice on the Brazilian situation as he had 

| learned it from his experience of the last eight or ten months. 

Mr. Johnson observed that the Pocos de Caldos ore is a complex 
zirconium-uranium ore and foresaw, in addition to technological | 

| problems, an economical problem regarding disposition of the zirco- 

nium. He added that Brazilian ideas of zirconium prices, even un- 

related to uranium, were quite high. 

8. Other subjects: Mr. Boyer noted that the recently issued report | 
of General Smith had been critical of the CDA’s efforts in regard to 
areas under British jurisdiction. He mentioned specifically North- : 
ern Rhodesia, Kenya, Tanganyika and Uganda. Mr. Hall pointed — 
out that under the terms of the CPC, the CDA was specifically ex- 

cluded from British territories as it was from American territories 
such as Alaska. Mr. Boyer felt, nevertheless, that the CDA should 

| go over the situation and prepare a response to this criticism. Dr. 

Leith suggested that we might simply ask the U.K. authorities as a 

matter of information what had been done about looking for urani- 
um in these areas. Mr. Hall observed that the U.K. seemed to be 
increasingly sensitive concerning the important role played by the 

| U.S. in the significant uranium operations in Australia and the 

Union of South Africa. _ | 

Dr. Leith said that on the basis of his recent trip to Mexico he, 
_ with some temerity, wished to express the idea that uranium explo- 

ration operations were being delayed by the necessity of working 
through the Department of State. Mr. Hamilton responded that it | 

was undeniably true that a certain element of delay was entailed 

in working from the Commission to the State Department, to the 

Embassy. It was his firm opinion, however, that this delay was in- 
consequential compared with the considerable delay encountered in 

11 Adm. Alvaro Alberto, President of the Brazilian National Research Council.
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getting the Latin American authorities to take action on the prob- 
lem. Mr. Boyer stated that the CDA would take note of this discus- _ 
sion. ae es - | | 

| | Editorial Note 

On April 16, 1958, President Eisenhower addressed the American 
Society of Newspaper Editors on “The Chance for Peace’. During 
his remarks, the President proposed that a mutual lessening of ten- 

sions between the United States and the Soviet Union might at 
once include and lead to “the reduction of the burden of arma- 
ments now weighing upon the world.” For sections of the address 
relating to the question of regulation of armaments, see Annex B 

to NSC 112/1, “Possibility of a New United States Disarmament 

Proposal in the Eighth General Assembly”, September 1, 1953, | 
page 1204. The full text of “The Chance for Peace” speech and ad- 
ditional documentation on its origins and implementation are in- 

| cluded in the compilation on the relations of the United States 
with the Soviet Union in volume VIII. It is also printed in Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin, April 27, 1958, pages 599-603, and Public 

Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhow- 
er, 1953, pages 179-188. Mee 

330.13/4-28538 

The Secretary of State to the French Ambassador (Bonnet) } 

CONFIDENTIAL | [WASHINGTON, April 28, 1953. ] 

The Secretary of State presents his compliments to His Excel- 
lency the Ambassador of the French Republic and has the honor to | 
refer to the oral démarche made April 8, 1953 by M. Henri Ruffin, 
First Secretary of the Embassy of the French Republic. M. Ruffin 
requested the formal views of the United States Government con- 

cerning the draft proposals on disarmament previously submitted 

confidentially to the United States Mission to the United Nations 
by M. Jules Moch on May 27, 1952, the outlines of which M. Moch 

_ Introduced in the United Nations Disarmament Commission on 
June 24, 1952.2 The United States Mission to the United Nations, 

on June 12, 1952, transmitted informally to the Delegation of 

_ France to the United Nations the comments of the Department of 

1 Drafted by Meyers of UNP. 
2 Regarding the Moch proposals of 1952, see telegram 7301 to Paris, June 11, 1952, 

p. 979.
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: State concerning M. Moch’s draft treaty, as attached hereto. ° The 
Department of State desires to reaffirm these views, believing that 

! the objections to M. Moch’s proposals contained therein are as fully 
. applicable at the present as they were when first made to the Dele- 

gation of France to the United Nations. rar | | ) 

The Department of State is cognizant of the desire of the Foreign | 
Office for continuation of the past close cooperation between the 
United Nations Delegations of France, the United Kingdom and 
the United States. The United States Mission to the United Na- 

: tions will, of course, consult with the Delegation of France and 
_ with other friendly delegations represented on the Disarmament 

Commission, in order to ensure that all possible progress is made 
' in the Commission’s consideration of the tasks with which it is 

charged. Whether or not there is any progress of this nature de- 
pends largely upon the attitude demonstrated by the Delegation of 
the Soviet Union. As President Eisenhower said in his speech of 
April 16, 1953,4 the United States welcomes any honest act of 
peace on the part of the USSR; cares nothing for mere rhetoric; 
and seeks “sincerity of peaceful purpose attested by deeds”. _ 

This Government hopes that the Government of France will con- : 
tinue its friendly and close cooperation in the Disarmament Com- 
mission, to the mutual benefit of both countries. | 

8 Not printed. | 
# See the editorial note, supra. | 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | . 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 143d Meeting of the National’ 
Security Council, Wednesday, May 6, 1953} — 

oe bey oP : on [Extract] oo | : 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | oe feo 
Present at the 143rd meeting of the National Security Council 

were the President of the United States, presiding; the Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States; the Under Secretary of State; the Secre- 
tary of Defense; the Deputy Director for Mutual Security. Also 
present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Director of Defense 

Mobilization; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Acting Chair- 
man, Atomic Energy Commission; Commissioner Thomas E. 
Murray, AEC; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of | 

Central Intelligence; Mr. Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on May 7. |
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President; Mr. Lewis L. Strauss, Special Assistant to the President; 
Mr. C.D. Jackson, Special Assistant to the President; Colonel Paul 
T. Carroll, Military Liaison Officer; the Executive Secretary, NSC; 

and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a general account of the main positions taken and 
| the chief points made at this meeting. | 

I. The Large Ship Reactor and Aircraft Nuclear Propulsion Pro- 

grams (NSC Action No. 768-e; NSC 149/2) 2 

Mr. Cutler sketched the background of Council action on this 

item. He reminded the Council that it had eliminated the sodium 
graphite reactor which was to have been built in connection with 
the Atomic Energy Commission’s objective of realizing practical nu- 

clear power for commercial purposes. Mr. Cutler also reminded the 

Council that it had eliminated, in so far as the interest of national 
security was concerned, the two programs calling for the construc- 

| tion of the large ship reactor and the aircraft nuclear propulsion 
reactor. | 

Since the Council had taken these actions, continued Mr. Cutler, 

the Department of Defense had revised its position on the aircraft 

nuclear propulsion program, while the AEC had come up with a 
new position with regard to the future of the large ship reactor 

program. Mr. Cutler asked Admiral Strauss to inform the Council 

| of these new positions. 

Admiral Strauss dealt first with the new views of the Depart- 

ment of Defense on the aircraft nuclear propulsion program. While 
the Department of Defense did not propose to revive a program 

which would result in the actual completion of an aircraft pro- 

pelled by nuclear power, which would have cost approximately $1 

billion, it had nevertheless come to the conclusion that certain re- 

search and development activity on this program should be contin- 

ued. The cost would amount to some $29 million from AEC in FY © 

1954 and something over $14 million in FY 1955. As its share, the 

Department of Defense would contribute something over $9 billion 

[million]. Admiral Strauss stated that the revised objective no 

longer contemplated actually building the aircraft reactor, but the 

program would be continued to the point of proving the possibility 

of successfully building such a reactor. The revised views of the De- 
partment of Defense were that such expenditures for such an objec- 

tive would pay off. | 

As for the large ship reactor program, which the Council had de- 

cided it was not necessary in the interests of national security to 

2For NSC Action No. 768, see footnote 7, p. 300. For text of NSC 149/2, Apr. 29, 

see p. 305.



2 ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1147 

proceed with, Admiral Strauss said the Atomic Energy Commission | 

| had come up with a new possibility. It proposed to continue work 

on this reactor, not in order to produce an aircraft carrier pro- 

| pelled by nuclear power, but to produce a reactor which might 

produce electric power as a substitute for the sodium graphite reac- 

tor which had been previously eliminated. In short, the AEC is 
asking authorization to proceed with the large ship reactor pro- 

gram divorced from its military aspects. The Commission felt that 
their proposal had had great value in filling the gap in the develop- 

ment of peaceful uses of atomic energy, which would exist until 
such time as private capital could be induced to finance such 
projects. The AEC, concluded Admiral Strauss, had in mind a pilot | 
plant to test nuclear power possibilities. | 

The President stated that the issue before the Council was this: 

| The Council had earlier determined to eliminate the large ship re- 

| actor and the aircraft reactor on grounds that neither was current- 

ly essential for reasons of national security. The Department of De- 

fense had now modified its views and was stating that research and 
development on the aircraft reactor should be continued on a more 

modest scale. The AEC was suggesting continued development of 

the large ship reactor with a non-military objective in view. The 
AEC had informed him, said the President, that development of a 

power reactor should be continued by the Government until such 
time as private industry was ready to take over. The question is, do 
we agree with these two positions? The President said that he be- 

lieved that we should. We have gone so far with both these pro- 

grams, governmentally, that the Council should be willing to au- 

thorize the expenditure of additional funds for the programs until 

the atomic energy law could be changed and private capital ap- 

| peared willing to invest in the enterprise. | 

Secretary Humphrey sought a specific answer to the question 

whether the proposals advanced by Admiral Strauss contemplated 

continued Government expenditure over a considerable period, or 

- whether Admiral Strauss contemplated private interests taking 

over in the near future. | | | 

| Admiral Strauss said that both courses were likely, depending on 
whether and when private industry could be induced to take over. 

The President pointed out that it was quite possible that further 

work on the nuclear power reactor might lead to the conclusion 

that its construction was not feasible. We should then, of course, 

have to drop the program. . | 

Admiral Strauss, however, stated his conviction that construction 

of the power reactor was feasible. The real problem was the high , 

cost of this power per kilowatt hour. | |
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Secretary Wilson observed that unless the cost of electric power 
produced by this reactor could be lowered to compete with other 
sources of electric power, the reactor was certainly not feasible. __ 

Mr. Dodge inquired whether the program contemplated a com- | 
plete reactor or a mere pilot plant. | 

Admiral Strauss replied that the objective was to produce a full | 
reactor. A pilot plant couldn’t determine costs of power per kilo- 
watt hour. He pointed out, however, that the cost of building this 
full reactor would be much less than the cost estimated for the 
sodium graphite reactor which had been eliminated from the AEC , 

_ budget. The reason for this was that the Navy had already carried 
its large ship reactor so far along, and the AEC could now take 
over where the Navy left off. : 
Commissioner Murray summed up the position of the Commis- 

sion on this matter. He estimated that the total cost of completing 
the full reactor would be approximately $100 million. Large as was 
this sum, Commissioner Murray felt that unless it were expended, 
the prospects for developing peaceful uses of atomic energy would 
be very dim indeed, and we would have fooled the public on the 
great issue of peacetime uses. — | | | 

Secretary Humphrey inquired if, as Commissioner Murray had 
stated, the Council was initiating a program which it would cost 
$100 million to complete, whether the Council was really changing 
its earlier decision not to compete with private industry and pri- 
vate capital in the field of practical nuclear power. He felt that the | 
Council should have a clear answer to this issue. __ 

_ Admiral Strauss said that as it seemed to him, the decision was 
rather one to try to salvage money already spent by the Govern- 
ment on the development of a power reactor. In effect, what the 
Council would be doing, if it agreed to the AEC’s proposal to take 
over the large ship reactor program, would be to put in some $25 
million in FY 1954 and 1955 in the hope that before we reached the 
ultimate expenditure of $100 million, private industry would come 
in and take over. | 

The President remarked that this was precisely the point he 
wished the National Security Council to be aware of. Certainly, he 

_ said, he had no desire to go against the earlier decision of the 
Council to seek to persuade private industry to exploit the field of 
practical nuclear power. It was our intention, continued the Presi- 
dent, to proceed with the attempt to modify the Atomic Energy Act 
in order to open the field to private industry. Meanwhile, however, 
we do not wish a gap to exist in this field or to throw away Govern- 
ment money already spent in research and development of the 
large ship reactor. oe |
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| After further discussion of expenditure figures and savings in the 
next two fiscal years, the President turned to Admiral Strauss and 
asked him directly whether he favored carrying on the large ship 

: reactor program. Admiral Strauss replied that he did, and the | 
President stated that he agreed. ae 

| The National Security Council: 3 | / | 

a. Confirmed the action taken in NSC Action No. 768-e to elimi- 
nate, as not required from the viewpoint of national security, the 

| existing programs for the large ship reactor and aircraft nuclear 
propulsion. | ee / - | 

b. Adopted the recommendation of the Acting Secretary of De- 
fense for a new program of nuclear propulsion for aircraft, which 
selects the air cycle drawn wire and the super-critical water-liquid 
fuel system as the most promising possibilities to date for further 
exploitation in the interests of national security. This new program 
is estimated to result in expenditures during FY 1954 of $9.6 mil- 

- lion by the Air Force and $14.2 million by the Atomic Energy Com- 
‘mission plus $18.8 of AEC funds from previous years’ appropria- 
tions. ee , re a 

c. Adopted the recommendation of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
| sion that the pressurized light water program and related research 

| be continued, pending the availability of private financing, in the _ 
| interests of nuclear power development. This program is estimated 

to result in expenditures by the Atomic Energy Commission of 
$11.9 million in FY 1954 and $12.8 million in FY 1955, and no ex- 
penditures by the Navy. Including these expenditures, carrying the. 
full program to completion is estimated to cost the Government ap- 
proximately $100 million, unless private financing should become 

_ available before completion. a | 

Note: The above actions subsequently transmitted to the Secreta- 
ry of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission for implementa- 
tion. a | 

oo ones a S. EVERETT GLEASON 

a 8 Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 7 79, May 6, 1953. (S/S-NSC files, 

“NSC Records of Action’’) | | | |
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S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 151 Series . 

Report to the National Security Council by the NSC Planning 
Board! ——— 

SECRET WASHINGTON, May 8, 1953. 
NSC 151 | | | 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
COUNCIL ON ARMAMENTS AND AMERICAN POLIcy 

References: 

A. NSC Action No. 725 2 | 
B. Memo for NSC Planning Board from Executive Secretary, 

same subject, dated February 4, 1953. 3 | 

The enclosed interim report by the Ad Hoc Committee on Arma- 
ments and American Policy of the NSC Planning Board, which the 
Planning Board has considered and concurred in, is submitted 
herewith pursuant to Reference A, for early consideration by the 
Council of the Recommendations contained in pp. 3-44 thereof. 
Also enclosed for Council information is an Annex to the report 
containing an outline of the type of information to be released 
under the proposed policy. The Ad Hoc Committee and the Plan- 
ning Board had the assistance of Dr. Vannevar Bush in their prep- 
aration and consideration of the enclosed report. 

The enclosure relates to the possible means of carrying out Rec- 
ommendation One by the Department of State Panel of Consult- 
ants on Disarmament in the report circulated by Reference B. The 
Ad Hoc Committee is preparing another report on other recom- 
mendations made by the Panel of Consultants. 

It is recommended that if the Council adopts the Recommenda- 

tions contained herein that they be submitted to the President with 
the recommendation that he approve them and direct their imple- 
mentation in accordance with paragraph 3-d thereof by all appro- 
priate Executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Government 
under the coordination of the Psychological Strategy Board. | 

JAMES S. Lay, JR. 

[Here follows a table of contents] 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of Defense Mobilization, 
_ the Chairmen of the Atomic Energy Commission and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and , 
the Director of Central Intelligence. 

2 For NSC Action No. 725, see footnote 6, p. 1114. 

The memorandum of Feb. 4, transmitting the Report of the Panel of Consult- 
ants, is not printed. (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 112) For the text of the Report, | 

oa Reference is to pagination in the source text; for the recommendations, see p. 1152.
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, | [Enclosure] 

INTERIM REPORT BY THE AD Hoc CoMMITTEE OF THE NSC PLANNING 

| BoARD ON ARMAMENTS AND AMERICAN POLICY 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Panel Recommendation on Candor Toward the American 

People. The first recommendation of the Department of State 
Panel of Consultants on Disarmament was that the United States 

Government “adopt a policy of candor toward the American 

people—and at least equally toward its own elected representatives 

and responsible officials—in presenting the meaning of the arms 

race.” | 

a. Objective. The objective would be to secure support of the 
American people for necessary governmental actions which would 

! rest on an adequate understanding of the realities of the situation. 

To achieve such an understanding, the Panel urged that the facts 
of atomic developments in this country and the Soviet Union be ex- 
plained, and that the implications of these facts for the U.S. posi- 
tion vis-a-vis the Soviet Union be set forth. The Panel was of the 

| opinion that a policy of candor with respect to the atomic arms 
race could be executed without causing the American people to lose 
heart in the present struggle or to seek a solution through preven- 
tive war. It also concluded that our proper concern about the 
danger of the arms race should not, and could not, be kept a secret 
from the Soviet Union. 

b. Change in Existing Policy. This policy would constitute an im- 
portant change in existing policies, a change which arises from the 
altered circumstances in a developing world situation. The USS. 
Government would be taking a new initiative in deciding to inform 
the public of the facts as to the armaments race and its official 
analysis of those facts. It would involve a decision to reveal certain | 
facts about the arms race not only on one occasion but also over a 
period of time. If it were to be successful, it would be necessary to 
secure an understanding by the Congress of the reasons for such a 
policy. It would almost certainly require some mechanism by which 
information now available and subsequently developed and the im- 
plication thereof could be considered and decided at a high level of 
the Government in terms of the advisability of its public release. 

2. Nature of Information to be Released. The recommended policy 
does not require the public exposure of atomic energy “Restricted 
Data” of a technical nature and it need not embrace material 
which would compromise intelligence sources. With these areas of 

information excluded, the judgment involved in deciding whether 

or not to release material will consist of balancing the advantages 
and disadvantages from the point of our national security interests 

and from the standpoint of achieving the objective of an informed 

public understanding of the problems involved. There is set forth in
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the Annex to this paper the type of information which might be 
made available to the American people if a policy of candor is ac- 
cepted. None of the information included in the Annex includes 
“Restricted Data” or information which would compromise intelli- 
gence sources. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

3. With respect to the first recommendation of the Panel of Con- 
sultants on Disarmament, we recommend: | 

a. that an affirmative policy of candor toward the American 
people be adopted; 

b. that a policy of continuing candor on the atomic arms race be 
accompanied as it develops by public indications of such decisions 
as may be taken with respect to national security programs. It 
should be recognized that the degree to which the objective of such 
a policy will be achieved in the initial stages will be affected by the 
Government’s ability to inform the public of its views on the pro- 
grams required to deal with the dangers involved in the atomic 
equation; | 

c. that the agencies of the U.S. Government should not restrict 
the distribution within the Government of material involving infor- 
mation about atomic energy and the atomic equation (other than 
“Restricted Data” of a technical nature) more rigidly than other in- 
formation of comparable security classification. Officials of the U.S. 
Government whose responsibilities would be carried out more effec- 
tively with such information should have access to it; 

d. that a government agency such as the Psychological Strategy 
Board (which would be augmented for this purpose by the addition 
of interested agencies not now represented thereon) be made re- 
sponsible for considering information now available and subse- 
quently developed on the atomic arms race and for making recom- 
mendations on the advisability and timing of public release. This 

- agency could also be given responsibility for recommending the re- 
lease of information in other matters (such as chemical and biologi- 
cal warfare) related to the security of the United States. 

DISCUSSION 

I. Essential Elements of a Policy of Public Candor 

4. It would be possible to adopt a policy of telling the American 

people certain facts about the atomic weapons race, but to do so in 

such a way that information would appear only sporadically and as 
forced by events. On this basis information would be released as it 

was necessary to deal with “leaks” through unofficial sources or 
when it was thought to be necessary in connection with specific 
programs or proposals which the Government wished to advance. 

5. This would not amount to a very great alteration of present | 

practice and it has the disadvantage that the information made 
public might be increasingly discounted on the ground that it was 

| 

thieden |
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aimed at frightening the people or the Congress into support of 
- particular actions. Moreover, the impact of the facts would tend to 

be dispersed, as it has been in the past, and the picture in the 

_ public mind would tend to be blurred. Lees es | 
6. Instead of a negative policy of disclosing information when _ 

forced by events, the Panel proposed an affirmative policy of 
candor on its own merits. oe | 

7. Such a continuing program of publishing information and the 
implications thereof would be an important new policy for the ad- 
ministration in a matter bearing directly on our national interests 
and the individual lives of our citizens. It would mean that the 

| President and his principal officers would regularly take the people 
into their confidence in the conviction that in a democracy an in- 

formed public is the best safeguard against extreme public reac- 
| tions, such as fright and despair on the one hand or an impulsive 

| sentiment for preventive war on the other. The objective is to 
secure an informed and careful public consideration of the prob- 
lems arising from the facts disclosed so that the American people 
will remain steady and determined and will give their support to 
the necessary actions of their Government. 

8. This policy should also stress the following related aspects of 
atomic energy: — | 

_a. No physical phenomenon is inherently good or bad in itself. 
Atomic weapons must be considered a part of our total weapons 
system, so that the question of morality will relate only to the way 
in which this or any other weapon is used. This will give us greater 
freedom of action with respect to all elements of our military 

| strength, . Se | 
pb. Atomic energy is not something unique and apart from other 

new developments in technology. Atomic energy is an integral part | 
of the new and tremendously constructive technology of western 
civilization. Developments in the use of atomic energy for peaceful 

| purposes can in the foreseeable future have immense practical and 
economic benefits. Our national atomic energy activities are and 

- ghould be increasingly related to other areas of governmental and 
industrial activity. These constructive aspects of our atomic energy 
program will help the public to understand the importance of con-_ 
tinued progress in the atomic field. ea : | 

II. Relevant Considerations in Carrying out a Policy of Continuing 
Public Candor — | | 7 ee 

A. Relation to National Security Programs Sea fo 
9, With the facts about the atomic equation officially before 

them, the public is certain to become increasingly concerned about 
our national security and our national defense programs.  —© | 

10. Our present large atomic capability and the development and 
importance of our strategic air power are widely known and should
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continue to be emphasized, along with other elements of our mili- 
- tary strength, as vital to our national security. A failure to contin- 

ue to emphasize the deterrent effects of our ability to project our 
power abroad might result in excessive preoccupation with defense 

| at home. | 

11. Public knowledge of the dangers to the United States from a 
Soviet atomic attack and from such other lesser means of destruc- 
tion as biological and chemical warfare is likely to focus particular 
attention on problems of continental defense, both civil and mili- 
tary. This aspect of the policy of continuing candor will raise spe- 
cial problems which could be dealt with in several ways: 

a. It is possible to decide to withhold the disclosure of the facts 
about the atomic arms race for a year or so in order to give more 
time for study of the problems of continental defense (civil and 
military) and for decisions with respect to the programs to be un- 
dertaken. The difficulty is that unofficial disclosure is likely to con- 
tinue and, as the facts become known more fully by this means, the 
public will grow increasingly critical of its Government for trying 
to keep it in the dark. Here public reaction is unpredictable, and 
might result in fright or demands for precipitous action as easily as 
public support for sensible programs. 

b. If a continuing policy of candor beginning soon is decided 
upon, before definitive decisions have been made with respect to all 
aspects of programs of increased civil and military continental de- 
fense, disclosure could be accompanied by general assurances that 
the Government is moving forward in the development of continen- 
tal defense programs. Such general assurances may not be wholly 
effective in view of the recent unofficial publication of much of the 
material in the East River Report > and the Summer Study Group, 
Project Lincoln, since it is already widely thought that there are 
specific programs which can be undertaken provided enough funds 
are appropriated for the purpose. 

c. A policy of continuing candor beginning soon can be accompa- 
nied by an announcement of at least the initial decisions with re- 
spect to additional programs of civil and military continental de- oe 
fense. Such a program of disclosure would be an evolving one and 
should also be tied in with later decisions on defense programs, as 
they are taken. 

B. Relation to the Situation Abroad 
12. With respect to the U.S.S.R., the information which would be 

released to the American people both about developments here and 

in the Soviet Union need add but little to what the Kremlin al- 
ready knows. Where the information might not be known to them, 
disclosure would be undertaken only if it were determined to be to 
the net advantage of the United States. In fact, a policy of candor, 
coupled with adequate defense programs, might assist in bringing | 

* Regarding Project East River, see footnote 2, p. 20.
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| home to the Soviet leaders the dangers to their own regime in the 
| atomic equation and minimize the likelihood that they will overes- 

timate the chances of a quick and easy victory over the United 
States. | a 

13. In Western Europe, protection of the great deterrent power 

of U.S. atomic strength is regarded as crucial. Although the Euro- 
peans already recognize that they do not have the same opportuni- 

ties as we do for improving their defense against atomic weapons, 

they can accept their vulnerability as long as they can place reli- 
ance on the deterrent power of our atomic strength and on the 
ability and willingness of the United States to use atomic weapons 

| in the event of war.® Unless the U.S. power base is regarded as 
secure, a public exposure of the dangers in the atomic arms race 
would have serious adverse effects in Europe. Such adverse effects 
would be compounded if there were created a fear on the part of 
the Europeans that the vulnerability of our population centers 
might even make us unwilling to use our atomic strength in the 

| event of war. a | | 
C. Congressional Support 

| 14. The adoption of a policy of public candor about the atomic 

arms race will be a sufficiently sharp reversal of policy to require 
| an understanding on the part of the Congress of the objective of 

the program and the way in which it would be conducted. Advance 
. consultation with the Congress would also provide an opportunity _ 

to discuss the meaning of the atomic arms race directly with the 
members of the Congress as a special aspect of the policy of candor. 

_D. Timing oe | 

15. If the policy of continuing candor is decided upon, the pro- 

gram might begin late in May or in June. By this time the Admin- 

istration will have reached decisions about next year’s programs 
and will have received and considered various studies now in prep- 
aration on continental defense. The policy should probably be 

launched by a Presidential statement of some kind in order to 
secure maximum attention from the public and to indicate that the 

Government is embarking on a new approach to the problems 

faced by the United States. An example of a setting for such a | 

statement that would appear natural to the public would be the 

conclusion of the present series of atomic tests toward the end of 

May. > a Oo 

| 

6 For documentation on the developing interest of U.S. officials in the relation- 
ship of nuclear weapons to the defense of Western Europe and the need to inform 
NATO allies of the determination to place a nuclear shield around Western Europe, 
see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 482 ff. |
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III. Candor Within the United States Government 

16. In its first recommendation the Panel of Consultants also 

suggested that there be much wider familiarity with atomic mat- — 
_ ters within the Government. Obviously, the information made 

public will itself reach Government officials, but considerably 
greater information could be opened to responsible officers in the _ 
Government than it is desirable to expose publicly. Atomic matters 
are so central to many of the problems with which the Government 
must deal, that a wider understanding of the implications of atomic 
energy is needed. 

17. Material that falls within the classification of “Restricted 
Data” which involves technical information should continue to be 
handled in accordance with its sensitivity. Other matters involving 
atomic energy and the atomic equation, classified as “Top Secret— 

Security Information” or less, should be available to officials in the 
Government whose responsibilities would be carried out more effec- 
tively with knowledge of such information. In addition to availabil- _ 
ity of documents, as such, it would be desirable to have broader 

participation by officials dealing primarily with atomic energy mat- 
ters in the consideration of problems of national security. 

18. In short, no distinction should be made between atomic 

energy matters and other matters in this respect. For example the 
special precautions applied to NSC 68 for over two years, even 
though it contained no “Restricted Data’, greatly limited its distri- 
bution within the U.S. Government and prevented an adequate un- 
derstanding on the part of many officials who might have made a 

contribution to the manner of dealing with the problems involved. 

19. Greater candor within the U.S. Government should logically 
include state and local government officials. The leadership for 

many parts of the continental defense program rests with these of- 
ficials, and the information to be released should include material © 

they need to carry out their responsibilities properly. Obviously, 

there will be a marked difference between the security require- © : 

ments applicable to state and local officials and those applicable to 
the availability of information within the Federal Government. 

IV. Candor with Allied Governments  —— | 

20. The second recommendation in the Report of the Panel of 
Consultants was that the U.S. should give its major allies a sense 
of shared responsibility through an increase in their understanding _ 
of the political and military implications of atomic weapons. The 

—— Panel specifically excluded from its second recommendation the | 
special problem of technical collaboration on the making of atomic 
weapons.
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_ 21. A policy of public candor in the United States with respect to 

the atomic arms race will, of course, also reach the general public | 
in allied countries. But, just as greater information can be made 
available to responsible officers of the U.S. Government than can 
be publicly disclosed, there is certain additional information in the 

atomic field which, if exchanged with allied government officials, _ 

would increase their capacity to deal wisely not only with such 
problems as those that arise in connection with NATO but also 
with non-military matters of common concern or mutual benefit. 

22. The Atomic Energy Act has been interpreted to prevent any —> 
substantial disclosure of information relevant to an understanding 
of the use of atomic weapons to allied government officials. This in- 
hibition, however desirable it may have been in the past, now pre- 
vents our allies from acquiring an adequate understanding of some 

fo of our policies and actions and will tend progressively to become a | 
more serious divisive factor in our relations. A balance will have to 

be struck between security considerations and the advantages of 
disclosure, but within appropriate limits the present inhibition | 

could be removed in the national interest. = ee 

_ Ad Hoc Committee: © - 7 | 

‘State—Gordon Arneson (Chairman); John Ferguson 

| _ Defense—Charles P. Noyes | | | 
AEC—Roy B. Snapp a 

CIA—William P. Bundy - 
_ PSB—Horace S. Craig | | . 

| Executive Secretary—Philip H. Watts | 

a ayes 7 [Subenclosure] : . | 

ANNEX TO INTERIM REPORT ON ARMAMENTS AND AMERICAN POLICY 

OUTLINE OF TYPE OF INFORMATION TO BE RELEASED | 

(It is understood that the information listed in this Annex will 
not necessarily be covered by a single statement, or in any speci- 
fied period of time. An initial statement, covering most of the facts 

identified in this Annex and pointing out their meaning for the | 
arms race, will probably be desirable in launching the policy.) __ 

Section I—Statement of Policy . Oo Se 

1. The administration has determined upon a policy of candor. 
2. Reasons for new policy and its significance for the American 

people and government. _ |
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Section I]—Outline of Information to be Made Available as to the 
Significance of the Atomic Armaments Race 

3. The basic international situation is unlikely to change and a 
long-term view is necessary. | 

| 4. The fundamental points: 

a. Although the U.S. now has and expects to maintain a substan- 
tial lead over the USSR in atomic weapons available, the time is 
coming within a very few years when the USSR will have a supply 
of atomic weapons sufficient, if delivered on target, to injure the 
USS. critically. It will not be possible to provide an ironclad defense 
against delivery of at least part of this supply of weapons. 

b. In these circumstances, continued U.S. atomic superiority and 
well protected strategic striking power will still constitute vital ele- 
ments in the strength of the U.S. and the free world and a substan- 
tial deterrent to deliberate Soviet initiation of general war or to 
Soviet action involving the grave risk of general war. 

Note: The Committee anticipates that the information re- 
leased will include a more exact statement or statements on 
the degree of defense possible against presently known and 
definitely foreseeable means of delivery. No statement along 
these lines is included in this Annex since the subject is now 
under study by responsible groups within the government, and 
since the Committee recommends that whatever is said in the 
present connection be related to continental defense programs. 
(See page 3 and the discussion on pages 5 through 7.) 7 

5. Nature of atomic weapon development. U.S. experience demon- 
strates that atomic weapon development, like the development of 
other members of the family of weapons, proceeds very rapidly 
after an initial stage is passed. This rapidity applies to increase in 

weapon stockpiles, increase in rates of production, increase in de- 

structive power of individual weapons, and increased variety of 
uses. In the case of atomic weapons, such rapid development can be 

achieved without disproportionate use of national resources. The 

subsidiary facts behind this conclusion may be publicly stated as 

follows: 

a. In the closing days of World War II, our entire stockpile of 
atomic weapons consisted of the two that were dropped on Nagasa- 
ki and Hiroshima. Since that time our production of weapons has 
proceeded on a constantly and rapidly increasing scale. 

b. The destructive power of individual weapons has been greatly 
increased by improved design. Within the range of fission weapons | 
available today are weapons having a destructive power——— ® 
times that of the Nagasaki and Hiroshima type bombs. One such 
weapon, if dropped on a major U.S. city, would totally destroy an 

7 Reference is to pagination in the source text. 
8 The omissions in this section are in the source text.
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| area of———-square miles and cause major damage in an area 
. of——-—square miles. Total casualties might be———. 

? Note: The Committee believes that the above comparisons 
and estimates of damage might be stated in general terms — 
(such as “many, several’, etc.) or expressed in specific figures, 
as determined by the Council. 

c. The feasibility of thermonuclear energy release has been dem- 
onstrated by tests. We know that thermonuclear explosions can 
produce even greater destructive power than fission weapons. The 
destructive power already demonstrated in the fission field is so 
great that it is doubtful whether the added power demonstrated as 
feasible for thermonuclear explosions will essentially alter the 
nature of the atomic equation. 

d. Economy. Through technical improvements it has been found 
possible to employ substantially smaller quantities of fissionable 
material to produce equivalent destructive power. 

| e. Greatly increased supplies of fissionable material can be 
achieved through the use of new facilities and through improved 
production techniques. The U.S. rate of production of fissionable 
material is now many times what it was in 1945. To a certain 
extent such increased rates of production are inevitable in the pro- 
duction process, even without added facilities. | | 

f. The U.S. has developed weapons for a wide variety of uses, in- 
cluding tactical employment in warfare in support of troops in the 
field. Such development is a natural outcome of an atomic weapons 

. program. 
g. There is no obsolescence of fissionable materials. 
h. Compared to conventional weapons, atomic and thermonuclear 

weapons are cheap in terms of destructive effect, both as regards 
money and as regards use of scarce national resources. 

6. Soviet capabilities. The USSR has passed the initial stages of 
atomic development and will be able to do in all important respects 
everything that the U.S. has done and can do in the future, both in 

_ the fission and in the fusion field. The subsidiary facts behind this 
— conclusion can be publicly stated as follows: 

_a. The temporary U.S. monopoly of atomic weapons ended in the 
fall of 1949 with the first atomic test in the USSR. 

b. In the three and a half years since that time, the USSR has 
been producing atomic weapons for its own stockpile. 

c. The requisite raw materials, power resources, industrial facili- 
ties, and scientific skill are available without undue strain on Com- 
munist resources. 

d. There are no scientific or technical processes available to the 
U.S. which could not in time be discovered by Soviet scientists and 
technicians. This includes knowledge of thermonuclear reactions 
and techniques. 

e. On the basis of these factors, it may be reliably estimated that | 
within two years the Soviets will probably have a stockpile num- 
bered in the hundreds, and not many years thereafter in excess of 
a thousand.
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7. Means of delivery. Under the weapon availability conditions 
stated above, not the number of weapons, but the effectiveness of | 
the means of delivery will become the limitation of the scale of 
damage that can be accomplished by the U.S. or by the USSR. In 
this field the publicly presented picture can be as follows: 

a. The U.S. has developed several means of delivery. Our strate- 
gic airforces, together with their system of bases, are being expand- 
ed to effect rapid delivery of nuclear weapons. 

b. The USSR now has adequate means of intercontinental deliv- 
ery. These methods will almost certainly improve substantially 
over the next few years. (See note below.) | 

c. Over a period of 10-15 years, we must expect radically im- 
proved methods of delivery to be developed. Defense against these 
methods will present new and very serious problems. 

Note: As stated in the Note to paragraph 4 above, the Com- 
7 mittee expects that the information released will include a 

statement or statements on the degree of defense possible 
against presently known and definitely foreseeable means of 
delivery. | 

8. Peaceful uses of atomic energy. As atomic development pro- 
gresses further, substantial peaceful uses are possible. Within a few 

years, if sufficient effort is made, these uses may make a real con- 
tribution to the resources and living standards of the free world na- 

tions. . 
9. Morality of atomic weapons. The atomic weapon differs only in 

degree from other weapons. This difference has decreased with the 
development of varied atomic weapons and with improvements in 

other types of weapons. Moral objections to the use of atomic weap- 

ons should be on the same basis as for other weapons capable of 
destroying life and inflicting damage. 

S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, NSC 112 

Memorandum by the Executive Committee on Regulation of Arma- 
ments to the Executive Secretary of the National Security Council 
(Lay) 3 | | 

| TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, May 26, 1953. 

Subject: Policy Guidance Governing United States Activities in the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission from May through 
September 1953 

1This memorandum and its attachments were originally circulated as document 
RAC (NS) D-5a Final, May 11, 1953. (830.13/6-453) The source text is accompanied 

by a covering memorandum of June 3 by NSC Executive Secretary Lay transmitting 
this memorandum and its attachments to the members of the Council, the Secretary
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| 1. Under its terms of reference (Attachment A 2), the Executive 
| Committee on Regulation of Armaments (RAC) is responsible for 
| formulating plans and policies respecting regulation, limitation and 
: balanced reduction of all armed forces and all armaments, and the 

development and approval of detailed plans within established polli- 
cies in the field of its competence. 

2. Pursuant to the unanimous decision of RAC taken at a meet- 
ing on May 11, 1953, it is requested that the attached memoran- 
dum (Attachment B) be circulated to the members of the NSC for | 

their information. This sets forth the policy guidance adopted by 
RAC governing United States activities in the United Nations Dis- 

| armament Commission from May through September 1953, the 
period between the anticipated resumption of the Disarmament — 
Commission’s activities and the convening of the next regular ses- 

sion of the General Assembly of the United Nations. RAC considers 
that this specific policy is consonant with general United States 
policies concerning the recent Soviet ‘peace offensive’, and the 

United States Representative on the Disarmament Commission will | 
be given guidance in conformity with this policy. =~ | 

8. The NSC has directed a review of United States policy towards 
| regulation, limitation, and balanced reduction of armed forces and 

armaments established by NSC 112; 2 has specifically requested ex- 
ploration of the possibility of a new United States proposal on dis- 

armament between now and the next Session of the United Na- 
tions General Assembly in September 1953 (NSC Action No. 717 of | 

February 20 [18], 1953 +); and has requested in conjunction with the 
two previous tasks an evaluation of the fourth recommendation of 
the Report of the Panel of Consultants entitled “Armaments and | 
American Policy”,* covering disarmament discussions in the | 
United Nations. The attached RAC policy guidance is adopted 

_ pending completion of these studies. a crs | 
| mane be - Watrter B. SmItTH 

oe 7 | Acting Secretary of State 

of the Treasury, the Director of Defense Mobilization, the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the Federal Civil Defense Administrator, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Director of Central Intelligence. a | 

* Not printed here. For the terms of reference of the Executive Committee on 
Regulation of Armaments (RAC), Mar. 8, 1952, see p. 876. | | | } 

7 * For text of NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. | 
* For NSC Action No. 717, see footnote 6, p. 1108. | coe | 
*See Memo for Senior NSC Staff from Executive Secretary, subject, “Armaments © | 

and American Policy”, dated February 4, 1953. [Footnote in the source text. The | 
memorandum of Feb. 4, transmitting the Report of the Panel of Consultants, is not 
printed. (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 112) For the text of the report, see p. 1056.] 

| 

- |
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CHARLES E. WILSON 
| Secretary of Defense 

| oe GORDON DEAN 

Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 

Attachment B 

PoLicy GUIDANCE GOVERNING UNITED States ACTIVITIES IN THE 
UNITED NaTIONS DISARMAMENT COMMISSION FOR THE PERIOD May _ 

THROUGH SEPTEMBER 1953 

PROBLEM 

To determine the course of action to be followed by the United 
States in the meetings of the Disarmament Commission of the 
United Nations until the General Assembly reconvenes in Septem- 

ber 1953. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The complexities of disarmament are such as to afford the 
Soviet Union an opportunity for prolonged negotiation under the 

guise of sincerity without any important modification of basic posi- 

tion. If the United States now presses for extensive negotiations on 

disarmament and, as seems likely, there are no basic Soviet conces- 

sions, there is danger that this might seriously complicate the pos- 
sibility of settling other outstanding issues where because they are 

less complex a greater opportunity may exist for progress. Con- 

versely, successful negotiation of some of these other major differ- 
ences might serve to strengthen world trust and enable the concur- 
rent resumption of substantive disarmament negotiations. | 

2. United States activity in the Disarmament Commission limited 
primarily to an exploration of the Soviet disarmament position and — 

its intentions in this field would be in conformity with the Presi- 

dent’s speech of April 16, 19535 which states that as progress 

toward settlement of certain major political issues “strengthens 
world trust, we could proceed concurrently with the next great 

work—reduction of the burden of armaments now weighing upon 

the world”’. 
3. However, it will be necessary in the Commission to do consid- 

erably more than rely on the past Soviet record of intransigence as 
an indication of the impossibility of progress, in view of the ostensi- 

ble shift in Soviet attitudes toward disarmament following the 

death of Stalin; the April 16, 1953 statement of President Ejisen- 
hower on this subject; and the probable activities of other members 

of the Commission in the light of these two developments. 

5 See the editorial note, p. 1144.
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: | RECOMMENDATIONS | 

: 1. In the Disarmament Commission, the United States should as 
: far as possible avoid using the discussions as a primary vehicle for __ 
2 exploring apparent changes in overall Soviet policy. | - 

| 2, Pursuant to this policy, the United States should not now initi- 
| ate major substantive action in the Disarmament Commission, but 
! should limit its participation primarily to an exploration of the 

, Soviet disarmament position and its intentions in this field. 

| 3. Within the general framework of the preceding recommenda- 

: tions, the United States should: 

a. Endeavor to induce other members of the Disarmament Com- 
| mission to join the United States in pressing the Soviet Union to 

explain and elaborate its position; 
b. Reiterate before the Disarmament Commission the basic prin- 

ciples and concepts which must underlie any program for safe- 
guarded disarmament and ascertain the extent to which the Soviet 
Union is willing to accept, as a basis for negotiation, proposals in 
the Disarmament Commission along these lines, previously intro- 

| duced or supported by the United States. 
| c. Attempt to induce the Commission to avoid immersion in de- 

tails beyond existing papers until agreement has been obtained on 
these general principles. : 

4. In order to meet the exigencies of the tactical situation in the 
Disarmament Commission and in order to take advantage of any 

progressive steps taken by the Soviet Delegate, the United States 
Government should have ready for use, when deemed appropriate, 

working papers on the following subjects: | 

| a. The nature and functions of an international control organ 
| which would supervise the putting into effect and operation of a 
| comprehensive disarmament program, in the event that such 

action might clarify the Soviet position or might be made necessary 
| by positions taken by other Members of the Commission. 

b. U.S. views in broad outline only on the problem of obtaining | 
an agreed limit upon that proportion of total production of certain 
strategic materials to be devoted to military purposes, as suggested 
in the President’s speech of April 16. 

c. Correlation of the principal aspects of a comprehensive disar- 
mament program. (A paper on this subject should be introduced 
only if absolutely necessary to preserve the United States tactical 
position.) | oa 

5. In the event a new situation is created as a result of progress 

in negotiation of other outstanding major political issues which 

demonstrates the possibility of agreement in other areas or 

through concrete concessions made by the USSR in the disarma- 
ment field, the United States should be prepared to go forward in 

elaboration of the disarmament program. The exact procedure for
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going forward should be determined by subsequent policy direc- | 
tives, but could be either: lh 

| a. Elaboration in the Disarmament Commission of a safeguarded 
disarmament plan providing for balanced reduction of armed forces 
and armaments and the international control of atomic energy 
based on the United Nations or a no less effective plan, in accord- 
ance with existing policy directives as they may be modified as a 
result of pending long-range studies. | 

| b. Discussion of the problem of disarmament in private Great 
Power talks, together with a decision of the Disarmament Commis- 
sion whether or not to adjourn its operations pending the outcome 
of such discussions. , 

DISCUSSION 

1. Prior to the recent change in the Soviet Government and the 
ostensible shift in policies which accompanied the succession, the 

persistent attempts on the part of the United States to reach an 
agreement on disarmament in the United Nations, dating from 
1946, had been blocked effectively and completely by Soviet intran- 
sigence. The record clearly demonstrates there was never any real 
sign that agreement was likely nor was there ever even any genu- 
Ine negotiation, certainly at least since 1947. It is apparent that the 

| USSR was interested in the discussions only from the point of view 
of their propaganda value. Consequently, the disarmament proceed- 

ings became quite unrelated to any genuine negotiation. 

2. The problems of disarmament are so complex as to offer the 
Soviet Union ample opportunities for prolonged negotiation with- 

out major changes in its basic position. Without definite Soviet con- 

cessions likely to lead to substantive progress in the field of disar- 

mament, extended discussions on this matter in the Disarmament 

Commission and consequent overemphasis by the United States of 
its disarmament position might complicate the possibility of set- 
tling other major political issues with the USSR. In addition, such 

extended discussions could prejudice subsequent achievement of | 

agreements in the disarmament field. Accordingly, in the absence 
of such encouraging concessions from the USSR, the United States 

should engage in these discussions in the Commission only to the 

{tNote: The NSC has directed a review of United States policy towards regulation, 
limitation, and balanced reduction of armed forces and armaments established by | 
NSC 112; has specifically requested exploration of the possibility of a new United | ! 
States proposal on disarmament between now and the next session of the United _ 
Nations General Assembly in September 1958 (NSC Action No. 717 of February 20. 7 
[18], 1953); and has requested in conjunction with the two previous tasks an evalua- | 
tion of the fourth recommendation of the report of the Panel of Consultants con- 7 
cerning “Armaments and American Policy” which recommends a gradual disen- 
gagement from disarmament discussions in the United Nations. [Footnote in the 

| source text. | |
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3 extent necessary to expose the Soviet disarmament position and to 
: counteract Soviet use of the Disarmament Commission as a forum 
! for their propaganda. . Sent adh SP. 
| 8. The recent change in Soviet tactics manifested in the so-called 
, “peace offensive’ embraced the field of disarmament, among 

others. In the debates of the 7th Session of the United Nations _ 
i General Assembly, during recent weeks, the Soviet Union has at- | 
| tempted to create the impression that it has shifted its position in 
: an effort to narrow the differences with the West, thus to permit 
| genuine negotiation on disarmament problems in the forthcoming 

meetings of the Disarmament Commission. These changes may be 
| _ summarized in substance as suggesting a willingness on the part of 
| the USSR to drop its former insistence on a flat 1/3 reduction of 

armed forces and armaments by the 5 Great Powers, to abandon — 
) insistence on a “paper” declaration by the General Assembly ban- 

ning atomic weapons without safeguards, to indicate a readiness to 
consider detailed proposals for an international control organ _ 
which would put into effect and supervise a comprehensive disar- 
mament program, and to admit the program should be carried out 
in such a way that no state would have cause to fear its security _ 
was endangered (possibly by stages). The true significance of these 
Soviet moves in the field of disarmament is not clear. They are at . 
present so vague and contradictory in nature that they cannot be 
accepted as demonstrating Soviet desire to negotiate logically and 
honestly on the substance of disarmament. They are certain, how- 
ever, to lead to extended discussion in the Disarmament Commis- 

sion with attendant international publicity, and this may be the 
| chief purpose of the USSR in this field. In fact, it appears logical to 

accept the estimate of the Intelligence Advisory Committee on this 
subject contained in SE-42: Current Communist Tactics. ® Para-. 
graph 7 of this estimate, dated April 16 [24], 1953, states that “The 

_ Kremlin will probably continue to make proposals for general dis- 
armament, but we believe that these will be made for propaganda 
effect and not in the expectation that they would be accepted by 

4. The meaning of all the various conciliatory gestures and state- 
ments of the Soviet Union and Satellites which have been issued in | 
recent weeks is equally vague. The Soviets may have decided to : 
make real concessions and to introduce an era of “peaceful co-exist- ; 
ence”, or they may intend no real concessions, but are merely | 
launching new tactics in pursuit of their longstanding policy of di- | 
viding and confusing the West. In any event, it is believed that the | 

6 Scheduled for publication in volume vit. a | |
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following thesis should serve as principal guide for United States 
activities concerning disarmament activities in the United Nations: 

a. If the United States now presses for extensive negotiations on 
disarmament in the United Nations and, as seems likely, there are 
no basic Soviet concessions, there is danger that this would offer 
the USSR propaganda benefits and might seriously complicate set- 
tling major political issues where a greater opportunity exists for 
immediate progress since armaments are essentially symptoms of 
these political controversies although exacerbating them; 

b. Conversely, successfully settling or negotiating towards set- 
tling some of these other major political issues might improve the 
international climate and enable concurrent progress to be made in 
disarmament negotiations on substance; | 

c. Consequently, in the Disarmament Commission, the United 
States should, as far as possible, avoid utilizing disarmament dis- 
cussions aS a primary vehicle for exploring apparent changes in 
overall Soviet policy; - 

d. This would mean concentrating on exploring the Soviet posi- 
tions in such manner to force the USSR to disclose whether it is 
willing to negotiate genuinely on the subject of disarmament or 
whether the apparent change in the Soviet attitude is intended 
solely for propaganda and tactical purposes. 

5. On the other hand, it must be recognized that United States 
tactics in the Disarmament Commission cannot rely primarily on 

the past record of Soviet intransigence as an indication of the im- 

possibility of making progress toward an agreed disarmament pro- 

gram—which was essentially the policy suggested in the Annex to 

the Second Progress Report on NSC 112, Section 2, February 17, 
1953.4 Three factors render this approach unworkable: | 

a. The ostensible shift in the Soviet attitudes toward disarma- 
ment made during the 7th Regular Session of the General Assem- 
bly, and heralded by USSR Representatives as intended to narrow 
disagreements with the Western powers in order to permit progress 
in the Disarmament Commission. The Soviets have thus placed 
themselves in a far better tactical and propaganda position which 
cannot be adequately countered or exposed by the United States by 
merely harkening back to the USSR’s past record. 

b. President Eisenhower’s April 16, 1953 speech called on the 
Soviet leaders to demonstrate by deeds their desire for peace, de- 
claring the first step must be the conclusion of an honorable armi- 
stice in Korea, followed by an end to attacks in Indo-China and 
Malaya and the working out of just political settlements for other 
serious issues between the free world and the Soviet Union. There- 

+See Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, ‘Formulation of a United 

States Position with Respect to the Regulation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction : 
of Armed Forces and Armaments’, dated February 17, 1953. [Footnote in the source 

text. The Feb. 17 memorandum of transmittal is not printed. (Disarmament files, lot 
58 D 133, “NSC Papers, 1953-1955’). For text of the Annex to the Second Progress 

Report on NSC 112, see p. 1103.]
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: upon, “As progress in all these areas strengthens world trust, we 
: could proceed concurrently with the next great work—the reduc- 
| tion of the burden of arms now weighing upon the world. To this 
| end we would welcome and enter into the most solemn agree- 
3 ments.” These agreements could include limitation of the size of 
| the military and security forces of all nations, agreed limits on that 
| proportion of total production of certain strategic materials to be 
7 devoted to military purposes, atomic energy control, limitation or 
2 prohibition of other weapons of great destructiveness, and a system 
, of adequate safeguards including a practical system of inspection 

under the United Nations. The position taken by the President in 
2 his speech reaffirms the general validity of the holding operation 
| concept in the Disarmament Commission advocated in the Recom- 
| mendations above, in that it calls for simultaneous progress on 
| many fronts in our attempts to diminish world tensions. The very 

fact that the President has again raised the question of disarma- 
ment and made proposals, however, indicates the necessity for 
doing something more in the Commission than merely to rely on 

| the past Soviet record of intransigence as an indication of the im- | 
possibility of progress. . 

c. The membership of the Disarmament Commission, consisting 
| of the Members of the Security Council plus Canada, makes it 

almost inevitable that moves will be made by some nations on the 
Commission to bridge the gap between Soviet and United States po- 
sitions under the stimulus of the recent apparent Soviet conces- 
sions to the Western position on disarmament. It may be recalled 
that the Representative of Pakistan confidentially submitted a 
draft proposal to the United States Representative on May 9, 1952, 
suggesting means of tying together general principles for a disar- 
mament program, disclosure and verification, control of atomic 
energy, and reduction of armaments and armed forces. The Repre- 
sentative of France twice confidentially submitted a draft disarma- 
ment treaty, seeking to accomplish these ends, and even after the 
United States twice informally detailed its objections to the treaty 
the Representative of France outlined these concepts in a public 
statement to the Disarmament Commission. As recently as April 8, 
19538, the French Government again evinced interest in these pro- 
posals. In the recent General Assembly discussions, the French 

_ Representative suggested that the Commission work out a system __ 
for “dovetailing” the primary elements of a disarmament program. 
Lebanon, Colombia and Chile are other countries which might be 
tempted to introduce proposals seeking to bridge the gap between 
the East and the West. | , 

6. Consequently, while following the policy that the United | 
States should not initiate major substantive action in the Commis- 
sion until such time as settlement of some of the major political 
issues between the USSR and the West is achieved, the United | | 
States should employ the following tactics: a ! 

a. Endeavor to induce other Commission Members to join the | 
United States in pressing the USSR to explain and elaborate the | 
apparent change in Soviet views.



1168 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

b. Reiterate before the Commission the basic principles and con- 
cepts which must underlie any program for safeguarded disarma- 

| ment and ascertain the degree to which the USSR is willing to ~ 
accept as a basis for discussion proposals which have already been 
introduced in the Commission by the United States, individually or 
joined by the United Kingdom and France. In concrete proposals 
tabled before the Disarmament Commission, the United States has 
submitted or reaffirmed the broad outlines of a plan for the inter- 
national control of atomic energy; a system of continuing safe- 
guarded disclosure and verification; proposals for fixing numerical 
limitations on the armed forces of all states, and proposals for prac- 
tical procedures to. limit armaments and work out the details of a 

| disarmament program. In making these proposals, the United 
| States had emphasized that they were not definitive in terms or ex- 

haustive in details, but were made only to provide a basis for dis- 
cussion and to open avenues to agreement and understanding. Nev- 
ertheless, all of these proposals have been thus far rejected by the 
Soviet Union. The frustrating history of these negotiations charac- 
terized by Soviet intransigence emphasizes the wisdom of concen- 
trating continuing attention on broad principles, and avoiding im- 
mersion in details until agreement has been reached on the basic 
premises outlined in these proposals. a 

c. Recognize that certain affirmative action to avoid the appear- 
ance of intransigence and rigidity may be forced on the United 
States by the Soviet overtures in the disarmament field, by the 
probability these overtures will motivate other members of the Dis- 
armament Commission to make proposals designed to bridge the 
gap between Soviet and U.S. positions, and by the possibility the 
Soviets may actually make concessions. Consequently, the United 
States Government should have ready for use, when deemed appro- 
priate, working papers on the international control organ, limita- 
tion of strategic materials, and co-relationship issues. These papers 
should confine themselves insofar as possible to a brief and general 
discussion of these subjects and a detailed provision of the plans 
should be avoided. The purpose of such action would be to develop 
fully the U.S. position, thus retaining the tactical initiative, while 
at the same time presenting as small a target as possible for Soviet 
counter-action. With the submission of these papers, it should be 
made abundantly clear that the United States has no intention of 
submitting new proposals or additional details unless there is a 
marked change in the situation in the Commission. Such an ap- 
proach would be in general consonance with the statement of the 
Panel of Consultants on Disarmament in their report on “Arma- 
ments and American Policy”, to the effect that “in the context of 
the existing world situation, the drafting of detailed blueprints for 
general arms regulation has seemed to us a dangerous and mislead- 
ing exercise.” | | 

7. In the event that negotiations of other outstanding major polit- | 
7 ical issues is progressing successfully and demonstrates the possi- 

bility of agreement, or if the Soviet Union indicates a willingness 

to make concrete concessions in the debates of the Disarmament 
Commission, so that a new situation is created, the United States
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Delegation should be prepared in the Disarmament Commission to 
: elaborate the disarmament program. The procedures for so doing 
, should be determined by subsequent policy directives, but conceiv- 
: ably could include elaboration, in either the Disarmament Commis- 
| sion or in private Great Power conferences with possible adjourn- | 
: ment of Commission deliberations, of a comprehensive, coordinated _ 
: and safeguarded program for balanced reduction of all armed 
| _ forces and non-atomic armaments and the international control of 
2 atomic energy, based on the United Nations plan or a no less effec- 

tive plan. This program would be developed in accordance with ex- 
isting policy directives or those directives may be modified as a 

| result of certain pending long-range studies by the NSC. These 
studies include: a review of United States policy towards regula- 
tion, limitation, and balanced reduction of armed forces and arma- | 
ments established by NSC 112; exploration of the possibility of a | 

| - new United States proposal on disarmament between now and the | 
| next session of the United Nations General Assembly in September 
| 1958 (NSC Action No. 717 of February 20 [78], 1953); and in con- 

junction with the two previous tasks an evaluation of the fourth 
recommendation of the Report of the Panel of Consultants concern- 

| ing “Armaments and American Policy” which recommends a grad- 
ual disengagement from disarmament discussions in the United 

Nations. , a - | 

_ Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 146th Meeting of the National | 
_ Security Council, Wednesday, May 27, 1953) — | | 

| ) _ | [Extracts] Pe : 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY _ 8 PU ah Sr | 
Present at the 146th meeting of the National Security Council — | 

were the President of the United States, presiding; the Vice Presi- | 
dent of the United States; the Acting Secretary of State; the Secre- | 
tary of Defense; and the Acting Director for Mutual Security. Also | 
present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Secretary of the _ ! 
Interior; the Secretary of Commerce; the Director of Defense Mobi- 
lization; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (for Item 3); 
Dr. Vannevar Bush (for Item 3); Dr. Robert Oppenheimer (for Item 
3); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central In- : 
telligence; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; C. D. 3 
Jackson, Special Assistant to the President; the Secretary of the 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on May 30. |
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Navy (for Item 2); J. Ed Warren, Deputy Administrator for Petrole- 
um Administration (for Item 2); W. Y. Elliott, ODM Planning 
Board Member (for Item 2); Earl W. Clark, Deputy Maritime Ad-_ 
ministrator (for Item 2); Robert B. Murray, Jr., Under Secretary of 
Commerce for Transportation (for Item 2); Charles J. Hedlund, Di- | 
rector, Program Division, Petroleum Administration (for Item 2); 

Robert L. Finley, Office of Defense Mobilization (for Item 2); W. G. 
Donley, Petroleum Administration for Defense (for Item 2); Brig. 

General A. H. Johnson, Chairman, Joint Petroleum Committee, 

Munitions Board (for Item 2); the Military Liaison Officer; the Ex- 
ecutive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 
the chief points taken. 

| 3. Armaments and American Policy (NSC 151; NSC Action No. 725; 

Memo for Senior NSC Staff from Executive Secretary, same 
subject, dated February 4, 1953) 2 

At the invitation of Mr. Cutler, Dr. Oppenheimer made a brief 

statement to the Council as to how the original panel of consult- 

ants, of which he, Dr. Bush and Mr. Allen Dulles had been mem- 

bers, had reached the conclusions which were now set forth in NSC 

151. They had concluded in favor of the policy of candor to the 
American people regarding the atomic equation, in view of their 

feeling that the public must be made to understand the grim situa- 

tion with which they were now faced. There was very little likeli- 
hood that the Soviets would change their spots, and not much hope 

that a really adequate defense against surprise atomic attack could 

be developed. It would be agreeable if we could discount these grim 

facts, continued Dr. Oppenheimer, but we simply could not. As in 

other areas, the Russians were behind us in the development of 

atomic weapons, but they will soon be pressing us hard. In 1945 the 
United States had made four atomic bombs. Today we could make 
a thousand. In 1945 these A-bombs were comparatively small, the 

equivalent of 20,000 tons of HE. Now they were enormously more 

powerful, and every year and a half or so the destructive power 

doubled. Dr. Oppenheimer professed to see no reason why the Sovi- 

ets could not approach this achievement, although he admitted 

they would do so more slowly. Our only hope in facing this situa- 

tion was an informed and steady public. Whatever steps we took to 

create a defense against this threat would still leave us vulnerable. 

2 For text of NSC 151, May 8, see p. 1150. For N SC Action No. 725, see footnote 6, 

p. 1114. The memorandum of Feb. 4, transmitting the Report of the Panel of Con- 
sultants, is not printed. (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 112) For the text of the 

Report, see p. 1056.
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! The public does not realize the true facts of the situation, and it 
| was crucially important to enlighten them. In addition, we ought to 
2 provide appropriate information to our allies, who are faced with 
: an even more immediate danger. Finally, the policy of candor, 
| which the report advocated, would have an important effect in se- 
! curing support from the Congress and people for taking whatever 

: practical steps we could to build a defense of the continent. Such a 
: defense would never remove the atomic threat wholly, but it would 

at least palliate this threat. To explain to the people the nature of 
| their dilemma it was necessary for the highest voice in the land to 
| speak. Only a wise and informed people, concluded Dr. Oppen- 
: heimer, could be expected to act wisely. | 
| The President replied to Dr. Oppenheimer’s statement by indicat- 

ing his great concern over the fact that the Russians were in so 
much more favorable a position in using atomic weapons. The Sovi- 

| ets would not hesitate to use them on the territories of our West- 
ern European allies, where, of course, we ourselves could not use 

| the bomb. We were hamstrung, and could only bomb Soviet terri- 
| tory. | 

| Asked for his views of the report, Dr. Bush said he had little to 
add to the statement of Dr. Oppenheimer. We were facing very 

| grim times. If the American people were to go along with their 

Government, they must know the worst and what the Government : 
can do about it. Otherwise the day might soon approach when, in- 

stead of being obliged to attack us with atomic weapons, the Rus- 

sians would merely confront us with the necessity of agreeing to a 

_ vast Munich appeasement. To counteract this it was vital to create 
the best possible defensive system. 

The President observed that he certainly agreed in principle 

with Dr. Oppenheimer’s recommendation in favor of candor. He 

was concerned, however, about the security aspect of the release. | 

What facts could safely be revealed to the public? Much too much 
classified information was already being dished up. How, inquired 

the President, can we distinguish the kind of information on this | 

problem that it is safe and wise to release? | | 
In response to this query Dr. Oppenheimer noted the suggestions | 

in the report with respect to the type of information that could be 
released. It was obvious, he added, that we must avoid releasing : 
any information as to know-how and technical construction of war- 
heads, and the like. But a release on the general problem of the , 
atomic race and the atomic equation, far from inciting the Rus- 
sians, might even deter them by bringing home to them the fact of 
our enormous atomic power. - | 

The President then said he had another thought on this subject | 
which he wanted to try on Dr. Oppenheimer. If he was to go to talk . 

:
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to 160 million people on this tremendous subject, he thought it was 

unwise to make any distinction between fission and fusion weap- 

ons. Indeed, he thought we should suppress in all future official 

statements any reference to the term “thermonuclear”. It was 
quite possible that omission of this term would add to Russian con- 
fusion and ignorance of the status of our program. Dr. Oppen- 

heimer expressed agreement with the President’s view. 

Secretary Wilson stated that, as he had said previously, he 
feared that the proposal was more likely to frighten people than to 
reassure them, and Secretary Humphrey said that the same prob- 

lem bothered him. __ 
The President, however, stated his own conviction that instead of 

trying to raise vague hopes in the minds of the American people, it 
should be our job to attempt to inspire some really energetic 

action. In order to avoid the worst effects of bombing in great met- 
ropolitan areas, the first requisite was to assure firm discipline. De- 

spite this truism, people merely laughed at all our efforts to em- 

phasize discipline and control in our civilian defense exercises. As 
to the clamor for shelters, the President thought that they were far 

less significant than means to assure discipline. It was essential 

that more thought be given as to how to get this job done. It 

seemed apparent that civilian defense inspired no enthusiasm 

among most people. | 

At this point Mr. Cutler read to the Council Governor Peterson’s 

written statement approving the recommendations in NSC 151. 3 

The President expressed his agreement with the ideas of Gover- 
nor Peterson, but insisted that the Administration must do more to 

make people realize their own individual responsibility in facing up 

to this problem. The Government cannot simply do everything for 

them. People had been so used during the past twenty years to ex- 
pecting the Government to settle all their difficulties, that it was 

going to be extremely hard to inspire a new sense of individual re- 

sponsibility. | ae ee | 
Dr. Bush, referring to the discussion of possible defense meas- 

ures, expressed the view that it was plainly hopeless to expect any | 

complete defense against atomic attack. Nevertheless, he insisted 

that it was possible to construct a defense sufficient to postpone 

and deter the evil day. We should have commenced this task sever- 

al years ago. We have delayed almost too long the construction of a 

defense system for the North American Continent. Along with the 

facts of their grim situation, the American people must be told 7 

what the Government proposes to do to defend the continent. | 

3 The text of the statement has not been found. :
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| | Secretary Wilson observed that a trying part of the problem was 
: _ that we would never be the first to use the atomic bomb, whereas 
| the Russians obviously would use it when they were ready. oa 
: The President said he was not absolutely sure that Secretary 
7 Wilson was right. It seemed to him at least possible that some 
! action would occur which would force the Government’s hand and 

cause us to resort to atomic bombardment. He noted that popular 
| pressure had forced the Government’s hand in the Spanish-Ameri- | 
| can War. Accordingly, though Secretary Wilson was generally cor- 

: rect, he should not be so certain in view of the temper of the Amer- 
: ican people. an ee | 

? Secretary Smith said that he was concerned, as he had said to 
the Council before, about the increasing feeling among Western 
European peoples that anything was better than atomic warfare. | 

_ He wondered, therefore, whether, if the President agreed to speak | 
to the American people along the lines recommended in this 

_ report, he would not in fact intensify this sentiment of so many Eu- 
ropeans and thus jeopardize the objectives of our foreign policy. 

_ Dr. Oppenheimer replied that he did not think this a necessary | 
| corollary of a policy of candor if we stressed the deterrent power of 
| the bomb and also pointed out to our allies that we too were vul- 

nerable. — oe 
_ The President added that of course no one, he supposed, was sug- 
gesting that he go before the people with some kind of horror story. 
There were enough raw nerves in various parts of the world so 
that he did not wish to add to them. The emphasis should be on a 
vigilance and sobriety, not on panic. The President went on to say 
that perhaps in this case, as in others, he was too pragmatic in his : 
approach, but he was convinced that he must see the text of what __ 
he was expected to say to the American people before deciding to 

support the recommendation in favor of candor, it 
Secretary Humphrey reverted to his own anxiety as to the 

wisdom of telling the American people these grim facts before we _ 
were in a position to state concretely what steps the Government 
would take in building a defense against atomic attack. = | 

The President said that that might be the case, but if free gov- 
ernment were going to work, it was necessary to have an informed 
people. So tp : 

‘Secretary Humphrey said he obviously could not deny this state- - | 
ment, but he was merely concerned with the matter of timing. In 
short, we should be ready to talk with the American people about 
the defense system at the same time that we informed them of 
their extreme vulnerability.
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Secretary Wilson added that he was far from certain that this | 
was the right moment to acquaint the American people with the 

facts. | | 

Dr. Oppenheimer replied that the precise question of timing was 
beyond his knowledge, but he was sure that in general the policy of 
candor was several years overdue. | | 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that the question of timing the release of 
the information was discussed very carefully in NSC 151. 

The President reiterated his desire to see a draft of the speech 

before he agreed to the policy, at which point Mr. Jackson suggest- 
ed that he or someone else be directed to outline the draft of an 
opening-gun speech. The President thought this a sensible proposal, 

and further indicated that the subject of the atomic threat ought to 
be fitted into a speech which had a larger umbrella than the A- 
bomb and atomic warfare. 

General Bradley commented that while the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

favored the policy of candor, they were uncertain of the wisdom of 
acting on this first of the four recommendations in the report of 

the panel of Consultants until we were ready to go ahead with the 

other three recommendations. _ | 
The National Security Council: + 

| a. Discussed the reference report on the subject in the light of 
oral remarks by Dr. Oppenheimer and Dr. Bush and a memoran- 
dum from the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. 

b. Noted the President’s desire that reference in official state- 
ments to “thermonuclear” weapons be discontinued for security 
reasons, and that such weapons be included within the term 
“atomic” weapons. | 

c. Noted that the President directed Mr. C. D. Jackson to prepare 
a draft of a Presidential address which might initiate the recom- 
mended policy of candor toward the American people. 

d. Directed the Psychological Strategy Board to prepare for Coun- 
cil consideration an outline plan of the specific steps, including 
speeches by Government officials, which should be taken to carry 
out the recommendations contained in NSC 151. 

Note: The action in c above subsequently transmitted to Mr. C. 

D. Jackson for implementation. The action in d above subsequently 

| transmitted to the Psychological Strategy Board for implementa- 

tion. Oo | 

S. EVERETT GLEASON 

4 Paragraphs a-d constitute NSC Action No. 799, May 27, 1953. (S/ S-NSC files, lot 

66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) 7 |
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: 330.13/6-453 

| The Secretary of State to the United States Representative at the 
, United Nations (Lodge) } 

| SECRET [WASHINGTON,] June 4, 1953. 

: DEAR CasorT: I understand you have inquired whether the re- 
, sumption of discussions in the United Nations Disarmament Com- 

mission at this time would conflict with the priorities assigned to 

other US-USSR issues in testing the Soviet desire to reach a peace- 
ful accommodation with the West. | 

We have reached the conclusion that extensive negotiations with 
the USSR on the subject of disarmament would at the moment be 
inappropriate to probe Soviet intentions and that bilateral or mul- 

: tilateral discussions with the Soviet Union could more profitably 
concentrate at the outset on other major international problems. 
Only after considerable progress towards adjusting these other 
problems has been achieved would there appear to be any likeli- 

| hood of securing an agreed disarmament program which would 
| safeguard our interests. | 

Despite this U.S. policy, it would be neither possible nor desira- 

ble to avoid United Nations discussion of disarmament. The recent 
General Assembly resolution on this subject, which we sponsored, ) 
requests the Disarmament Commission to continue its work and re- 
quires the Commission to report by September 1, 1953 to the Gen- 

eral Assembly and Security Council. 2 In view of this situation, and 

because of the pressure of international public and governmental 
opinion, the United States should use the Disarmament Commis- 

sion primarily to explore the weakness of the Soviet disarmament | 

position and to determine how far the USSR will go, at least in 
public utterances, toward support of a sound disarmament pro- _ 

gram. In other words, the United States should concentrate, so far 

as feasible, on pressing the USSR to explain in detail its concepts 
of an acceptable disarmament program, rather than bringing for- 
ward new United States positions. We should seek to avoid creating 
confusion between this type of operation and genuine progress | 

toward disarmament, which could arise only as a result of a major | | 
change in Soviet attitude. ) a : 

Therefore, the United States should consider the proceedings in | 

the Disarmament Commission as in the nature of a “holding oper- | 
ation”. A more precise definition of what is meant by this phrase is | 
set forth in the paper approved by the Executive Committee on : 
Regulation of Armaments (RAC) on May 11, 1953 entitled ‘Policy | 

1 Drafted by Bechhoefer and Meyers of UNP. 
2 Regarding Resolution 704 (VID, Apr. 8, see the editorial note, p. 1140. |
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Guidance Governing United States Activities in the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission for the Period May through September, | 
1958.” 8 a | 
You will recall that the President, in his speech of April 16, 1953, 

placed major emphasis on disarmament, while at the same time 
making it clear that agreement on this important problem would 
come only as progress towards settlement of certain other political 

issues strengthens world trust. The “holding operation” in the Dis- 
armament Commission, of the nature described in the RAC paper 

to which I referred, follows this approach. 

I suggest, therefore, that you may wish to communicate with 
your friendly colleagues on the Disarmament Commission, explain- 
ing our views as generally outlined in the reference paper, and as- 

certaining their reaction to this line. I believe that it would be ad- 
visable to resume deliberations in the Disarmament Commission 

within the fairly near future, probably before the middle of June, 

and assure you that the Department will do everything possible to 
ensure you are provided with all the necessary support for this op- 

eration. ne 
Sincerely yours, | | | 

JOHN Foster DULLES 

3 For text, see Attachment B to the memorandum of May 26, p. 1162. 

330.13/6-553 

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 
the Secretary of State 

) SECRET New York, June 5, 1953. 

Dear Foster: This acknowledges yours of June 4 concerning the 

Disarmament Commission. ! _— 

Your letter is dated on the day that I had my conference with 
you, and the fact that you did not mention the subject to me at the 

time, led me to believe that you agreed with my telegram No. 757 
of June 3. 2 | | 

In this telegram I opposed taking the initiative in reconvening 

the Disarmament Commission at present, because of my belief that 

the Soviets could put us in an extremely embarrassing situation by _ 

challenging us to adopt the Baruch Plan for International Inspec- | 

tion of Atomic Facilities. This, of course, is something which would 

1 Supra. 7 | 

2 Not printed. (810.2/6-3538) |
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2 be totally unacceptable to the Senate, and which we probably 

: would not even want to present tothe Senate. = = Las 
: | thoroughly agree with what you say in your letter about it 
: being “neither possible nor desirable to avoid U.N. discussion of 
: Disarmament”, and I would not want to do so. In fact, if any other 
! nation raises the question I would of course want to take part in 

| the most effective way. oe - 
| But I do wonder about the political cleverness of taking the initi- 
! ative on disarmament in order to “exploit the weakness of the 
| Soviet disarmament position” when they can keep us on the end of 
2 the harpoon concerning our own willingness to accept inspection of 

atomic facilities. Ca eee | 

| For this reason, I am rather inclined to doubt the advisability of 
: initiating discussions on this question with our friendly colleagues 
| on the Disarmament Commission. _ oo | 

_ Sincerely yours, Boe ee | a 
| a a CasotL. | 

Eisenhower Library, ‘‘Project Clean Up, AEC—General”’ _ . - a 

Thomas E. Murray, Member of the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission, to Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs | | | 

SECRET | 7 | ‘WASHINGTON, June 5, 1958. 

| DEAR Bossy: I didn’t think it appropriate to join in the discus- 
sion of NSC 140/1 at the Council meeting on June 4th since the 
Commission was not represented on the Subcommittee which pre- 

pared the document. 1 However, I thought it might be useful if I 
passed on to you a few thoughts which struck me in going over the 
basic paper and listening to the Council discussion. ss 

- I think it is agreed that enemy attack capabilities are largely de- | 

pendent on atomic energy considerations. So, it worries me to see 
the Administration apparently relying on analyses prepared with- 

out any responsible Atomic Energy Commission participation. Ob- 

server status or ad hoc participation by Atomic Energy Commis- 

sioners is a far cry from responsible sharing by technically compe- 
tent Atomic Energy Commission people in the staff work leading to 3 

Presidential review and perhaps decision of matters which have 
direct atomic energy bearing. Present Atomic Energy Commission 
observation of the Planning Board sessions does not answer this 

1 For the text of NSC 140/ 1, May 18, see p. 328. For the pertinent portion of the 
memorandum of discussion at the 148th meeting of the National Security Council, 
June 4, see p. 367. |
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problem, if for no other reason, because of the statutory prohibition 
against discussion of restricted data with non-Q cleared people. 

A few instances of atomic energy items which bear on NSC 140/1 — 
may highlight the point. The only reference to Russian thermonu- 
clear capacity appearing in any papers which I saw in connection 

with the NSC discussion was the Subcommittee opinion that the 
Russians would not have a thermonuclear weapon delivery capabil- 
ity by mid 1955. It strikes me that the validity of the conclusions of 

the basic paper depend in no small degree upon the accuracy of 

this assumption. To my mind the assumption is not justified in 
fact. Less than three years ago we were being told that the United 

States might be able to develop a successful thermonuclear device 

in ten to fifteen years. Yet it was only a little more than a year 
after the conceptual development that the ‘‘Mike”’ device was suc- 

cessfully detonated at Eniwetok. The Russians have the materials 
| necessary for a thermonuclear device and I think it would be very 

dangerous to assume anything but that they also have the informa- 

tion contained in the lost Joint Committee document. And it should 
_ be remembered that the Russian’s idea of a delivery capability for 

thermonuclear weapons may differ entirely from our idea of a de- 

livery capability. | | 

On the score of vulnerability of atomic energy production instal- 
lations to sabotage, not enough recognition seems to have been 

given to the fact that all U-2385 is now processed through one part 
of the Oak Ridge complex which is most vulnerable to sabotage and 
this will be the case until the completion of the Portsmouth plant. 

The basic paper refers to the time requirement for SAC to mount 

a retaliatory strike. It should be clearly understood that this delay 
is in no manner attributable to civilian custody of atomic weapons. 

On a number of occasions the Commission has pointed out to the 

Department of Defense the possibilities of improved readiness if | 
further nuclear deployments to the military were effected. | 

I hope that these few examples provide some justification for con- 

cern about the relegation of the Atomic Energy Commission to a 
secondary role in the top Executive Branch decisional machinery. 

| Beria’s 2? assignment to manage the Russian program indicates 

their appreciation of the need for atomic energy representation at 

| the highest level. Since the national security is so closely tied up 

with atomic energy considerations, it would seem to me only the 

part of prudence to bring men with atomic energy backgrounds 

and understanding directly into the work of the Security Council 

| 2 Lavrentiy Pavlovich Beriya, Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers and : 
Minister of Internal Affairs of the Soviet Union. |
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: which under your good guidance has become such an important 

. part of the Executive process. | | | 
| Sincerely, 
, | THOMAS E. Murray 

; 330.13/6-553 a | 

: The Secretary of State to the United States Representative at the 
United Nations (Lodge) } 

SECRET | [WASHINGTON,] June 24, 1953. 

DEAR Casot: Thank you for your letter of June 5? about disar- 
| mament. 

I believe that we are in substantial agreement on the desirability 
of minimizing emphasis on the forthcoming Disarmament Commis- 

sion discussions. When we speak of taking initiative in discussions 
with friendly delegations, we merely intend to assure that, before 
the Disarmament Commission convenes, we should make sure that 

‘we and our friends see eye to eye on the most important issues. 

I suggest that it would be helpful for you to discuss this with Mr. . 

| Gordon Arneson, my Adviser on Atomic Energy matters, and an of- 
ficer from UNA, either in Washington or New York at your con- 
venience. | 

Sincerely yours, | 
JOHN FosTER DULLES 

1 Drafted by Meyers of UNA and Secretary Dulles. 
| 2 Ante, p. 1176. : 

| Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | | 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 151st Meeting of the National 
| Security Council, Thursday, June 25, 1953 } | 

| [Extract] : | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | | | | 

The following were present at the 15lst meeting of the Council: | 

The President of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of | 

the United States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; ) 
the Director for Mutual Security; the Director, Office of Defense : 

Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the : 
Director, Bureau of the Budget; Admiral Fechteler for the Chair- | 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on June 26. |
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man, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of. Central Intelligence; 

Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; Lewis L. Strauss, 

Special Assistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, Special Assistant 
to the President; the Military Liaison Officer; the Executive Secre- 

tary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. | 
There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

the main points taken. | 

1. Military Requirements for Atomic Weapons (NSC Action No. 768- 
f) ? ae 

The National Security Council: 3 
Noted a report by the Secretary of Defense, as read by Mr. 

Cutler, that, pursuant to NSC Action No. 768-f, the Secretary of 

Defense: | 

a. Had concluded, after review with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
that the assumptions and calculations used in arriving at military 
requirements for atomic weapons are not significantly changed by 
the force requirements envisaged in the FY 1954 budget. 

b. Intends to ask the new Joint Chiefs of Staff to review the 
entire program for military weapons, and presumes that the new | 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission will likewise review 
the production and development of atomic weapons by the Commis- 

: sion. | - 
c. Considers that these two actions should provide the guidelines 

for future determinations in this field and that it is not prudent to 
alter our military requirements pending the completion of these ac- 
tions. 

. S. EVERETT GLEASON 

2 For NSC Action No. 768, see footnote 7, p. 300. | | 
3 The paragraphs below constitute NSC Action No. 820, June 25, 1953. (S/S-NSC 

files, “NSC Records of Action’’) 

711.5611/11-2053 , ee — 

Statement by the Under Secretary of State (Smith) } | . 

| [WASHINGTON, June 25, 1953.] 
STATEMENT BY THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE CONCERNING LEGIS- 

| LATION DESIGNED To FOSTER THE DEVELOPMENT OF ATOMIC POWER 

JUNE 25, 1953 | 

As a general proposition, the Department of State believes that 
atomic energy should, as rapidly as, and to the extent that, securi- _ 

1 The unsigned source text constitutes the statement delivered by the Under Sec- 
retary before the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy on June 25, 

. . Continued
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: — ty considerations permit, become integrated into the national econ- 

! omy. | - | oe | 
| Since legislation designed to promote the development of nuclear 
; power in the United States concerns domestic matters primarily, 
| the Department does not consider that it should comment on the | 

details of such legislation. Legislation to this end, however, does 
| have important implications for our relationships with other na- ) 

tions and I welcome the opportunity to comment on these implica- 

tions. © | | eo 

It is of paramount importance to our international relationships _ 
- generally that the United States maintain and improve its leader- 

ship in atomic energy development. It is important, therefore, that 
--we press ahead with the development of nuclear power. There is 

every reason to believe we will be the first to have nuclear power if 
we are prepared to move with vigor in this direction. It would be 

very damaging to the position of the United States if another coun- 
try were to be first in this field of endeavor. It would be especially 
damaging if the Soviet Union were to precede us in the develop- 
ment of atomic power. If this were to happen, the Soviet Union | 
would cite their achievement as proof of their propaganda line that 
the United States is interested in atomic energy only for destruc- _ 
tive purposes while the Soviets are interested in developing it for 

peaceful purposes. =| 
On the positive side, by being first to develop nuclear power we 

will have further demonstrated to all the world that we are in- 
| tensely interested in the peaceful aspects of atomic energy with all 

its implications for the future of mankind. This achievement would © 
| provide additional and positive evidence of the humanitarian polli- 

cies of this Government, and its desire to further the economic 
well-being of the free world. Me 

This Government has long and vigorously supported the United — 

Nations plan or any other no less effective plan for the internation- 
al control of atomic energy. President Eisenhower, in his speech of _ 
April 16, re-emphasized the willingness of the United States to 
enter, at an appropriate time, into solemn agreements in the field 
of disarmament providing for effective safeguards, including “the | ) 
international control of atomic energy to promote its use for peace- | 
ful purposes only, and to ensure the prohibition of atomic weap- | 

ons”. - - ee ee 

1958, during exploratory hearings on problems of nuclear power development. It is | , 
accompanied in the files by a similar draft dated June 4. An additional expression 
of the views of Under Secretary Smith regarding the international implications of 
nuclear power development is contained in his letter to Senator Alexander Wiley, 
Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Aug. 18, 1953; for text, see 
Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 7, 1953, pp. 330-332. co |
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The United Nations plan, as you know, has a two-fold purpose. __ 
On the one hand, it would promote and foster the development of 

atomic energy for peaceful purposes only. Efforts to hasten the day 

when atomic power will be economically feasible are consistent 
with this purpose. ee 

On the other hand, in order to ensure against the misuse of 
| atomic energy, the United Nations plan provides for safeguards 

which would effectively prohibit the manufacture, possession, or 

use of atomic weapons, by nations. In considering legislation de- 
signed to foster the development of nuclear power, it would be well 
to recall the nature of the principal safeguards against violations 
and evasions provided in the United Nations plan. 

The United Nations plan provides for an international system of 
inspection designed primarily to prevent and detect clandestine op- 

erations in the field of atomic energy. This inspection system would 

guard against the possibility of an atomic energy program being de- 

veloped outside the international control system. 
The other major safeguards are designed to meet the danger of 

diversion of fissionable materials from known plants. This is a very 
real danger and a difficult problem to cope with because, starting 

with the mines, the processes and facilities involved in developing 

atomic energy for peaceful or for military uses are identical and 
similar up to a very advanced stage. To guard against the danger 

of diversion of materials from these facilities, the United Nations 

plan provides for the international ownership of source and fission- 

able materials, and international ownership, operation and man- 

agement of facilities making or using these materials in dangerous 

quantities. 
Because the technology of atomic energy is a changing art, dan- 

gerous facilities were not precisely defined in the United Nations 
plan, but were defined as those which, if misused, would be a 

threat to international security. In the United Nations plan, the in- 
ternational control agency would determine, in the light of the 
state of knowledge at the time, which facilities are dangerous and, 

accordingly, what kinds of controls are required. | 

The safeguards of the United Nations plan closely parallel those | 
provided in our existing domestic legislation. To the extent that 

new legislation results in some relaxation or modification of domes- 

tic controls and safeguards, questions will arise as to whether we 

should modify our position on international control of atomic 
energy. 
We are continually examining new developments in the field of 

atomic energy that might have a bearing on the problem of inter- 

national control. If, in the course of developing a domestic program 

of nuclear power, we acquire experience which would call for modi-
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, fications in our position on international control of atomic energy, 
: we would not hesitate to modify our position accordingly. Such ex- 
, perience may well provide useful guidance if and when a system of 
| effective international control can one day be negotiated. | 

: Because of Soviet intransigence, present prospects for interna- 
tional control of atomic energy are dim. However, we must at all 
times be prepared to enter into an arrangement, no less effective 
than the United Nations plan, for the international control of 
atomic energy. Therefore, I would strongly urge that any legisla- 
tion that is considered should take account of this Government’s | 
continuing interest in bringing about effective international con- 

trol. Not to do so would, in our view, be a mistake. 

It is well known that an important part of the uranium ore 

2 needed for the United States atomic energy program is derived 

| from foreign sources. This ore has been made available to the 

United States as a part of the common defense effort. The growing 

need of the United States for uranium to supply and expand our 
atomic weapons program is well understood and appreciated. 

There has always been a natural and understandable interest on 
the part of foreign governments supplying uranium ore to the 

United States to assure that they will be able to enjoy the peaceful 

| uses of atomic energy when the state of world conditions and 
atomic technology permit. _ 

| Enactment by the United States Congress of legislation designed 

to promote the development of atomic power will tend to increase 

the natural interest of all foreign countries in participating in this 

development and in the many benefits which are hoped for from it. 

This will be especially true in the case of nations which produce 

uranium ore. 

We believe that legislation designed to foster the development of 
atomic power in the United States should include provisions 
which—recognizing this natural aspiration of foreign countries— 

would enable the United States to make available, in appropriate 

cases and under suitable safeguards, information and material to 

assist them in making progress in this field. | 
In summary, the Department of State favors legislation which 

would hasten the day that atomic power can be made a reality. 

Such legislation would re-affirm our leadership in this field and i 
our desire to develop this source of energy for the greater well- | 
being of mankind. Development of atomic power is consistent with | 

this Government’s support for an effective system of international - | 
control which would prohibit atomic weapons by ensuring and pro- | 

- moting the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only. | 

I
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file Oe 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 157th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, July 30, 1953 3 | 

[Extract] | | : | a | | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY _ | | | 

The following were present at the 157th meeting of the National 

Security Council: The President of the United States, presiding 
(except for the first part of Item 1, which was presided over by the 

Vice President); the Vice President of the United States; the Secre- 

tary of State; the Secretary of Defense; the Director for Mutual Se- 
curity; the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present 
were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Sec- 

retary of Commerce (for Item 1); the Assistant Secretary of Com- 
merce (for Item 1); the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chair- 

man, Atomic Energy Commission (for Item 5); the Federal Civil De- 

| fense Administrator (for Item 5); Robert R. Bowie, Department of 
State (for Item 5); Walter S. Delany, Office of the Director for 
Mutual Security (for Item 1); Kenneth R. Hansen, Economic De- 
fense Advisory Committee (for Item 1); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs 
of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; Robert Cutler, Special 

Assistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, Special Assistant to the 
President; Col. Paul T. Carroll, Acting White House Staff Secreta- 
ry; the Executive Secretary, NSC; Marion W. Boggs, Coordinator, 
NSC Planning Board Assistants. | | | 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

the chief points taken. 

6. Armaments and American Policy (NSC 151; NSC Action No. 799- 
c and -d; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same sub- 

ject, dated July 28, 1958) 2 ; : 

Mr. Cutler noted that at its 146th meeting the Council had di- 
rected the Psychological Strategy Board to prepare an outline of 

specific steps, including speeches by Government officials, to carry 
out the recommendations in NSC 151. The reference memorandum 
of July 28 was the response to this directive. — , 

1 Prepared by Marion W. Boggs on July 31. 
2 For NSC 151, May 8, see p. 1150. For NSC Action No. 799, see footnote 4, p. 

1174. The memorandum by Lay of July 28, not printed, transmitted to the NSC a 
memorandum dated July 23 from C. D. Jackson (acting in his capacity as Chairman 
of the PSB) which outlined a plan of specific steps, including speeches by the Presi- 
dent, Secretary Dulles, and others, which would fulfill the recommendations con- 

cerning atomic “candor” contained in NSC 151. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC 

151 Memos”) |
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| The President said that if the ‘“Candor Project” were to be under- 
: taken at all it should be undertaken soon. He added that the 
: speeches listed in the enclosure to the reference memorandum 

: were not exclusive; all speeches by Cabinet members should be re- 

po lated to “Project Candor’’. oe lea - 
| Mr. C. D. Jackson felt that the opening speech by the President _ 
: might be an atomic “candor” speech. Se - 

2 The President said that a variety of presentation was necessary. 
Members of the Administration gave the people guides as to policy 
every time they appeared in public. The Administration should 
take the public into its confidence where the public has to make 
decisions or form public opinion. However, we did not have to tell 

everything. Ca | | . | 
Admiral Strauss objected to the connotations of the word 

“candor”. He felt that if you said, “Now we are going to be 
candid”, this implied deception up to now. | a 
The President said that we could say, ‘Now we are being com- 

pletely frank.” He agreed that we should not beat our breasts and | 
say, “Look, we are candid.” The President also suggested that the 

; phrase ‘age of peril” should be deleted in connection with ‘Project — 

Candor’”’. | | ; ae — Mae 
The National Security Council:? OS 

a. Approved in principle the proposed program for informing the 
American people, contained in the reference memorandum, to in- 
clude follow-up addresses by Government officials. 

| b. Directed the Psychological Strategy Board to coordinate the 
development and implementation of the program, reporting back to _ 
the Council on progress made. | oe ae 

| Note: The above actions referred to the Psychological Strategy 

Board for implementation. — | | ee 

| | | ~ Marion W. Boccs 

8 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 869, July 30, 1958. (S/S-NSC files, lot | 
66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’) . | vd ate ha 

S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC 151 Memos” | Rs 

The Chairman of the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic 
. _ Energy (Cole) to the President | - | 

[WasHINGTON,]| August 21, 1953. 

| DEAR Mr. Presipent: No American of this generation has spoken 
more eloquently than you on the folly of hoping to maintain last- | 

ing peace solely through material might. Yet no American has
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been more insistent in calling for all the weapons required for the 
defense of freedom and liberty. coe 

I am therefore sure you will be the first to agree that the test of 
a thermonuclear device by the Soviet government on August 121 

_ now imposes a twin obligation upon our nation—maintaining and 

increasing our existing lead in fission weapons and the develop- 
ment of hydrogen energy and, side by side with this, re-exploring 
old ways and searching out new ways of bringing about effective 

control of nuclear armaments and all other instruments of war. 

This letter is written to assure you that the members of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy will lend their support to all meas- 
ures intended to enlarge still further our present advantage in 

_ atomic and hydrogen developments, and to all proposals designed 
to bring real and lasting peace to the world. 

After Hiroshima, it was the deepest desire of our Government 
| and our people that the output of all weapons, including nuclear 

weapons, be regulated through workable international arrange- 

ments. This remains our deepest desire, even though our strivings 

for such a plan—strivings extending over the past eight years— 

have met only with rebuffs from the Kremlin. 
| As you know, President Truman’s decision of January 31, 1950 to 

step-up the tempo of our thermonuclear program was made with 

heavy heart. He issued his directive only after the evidences of 
Soviet intransigence and hostility had become so overwhelming as 
to leave us no alternative but to proceed with the development of 

these dreadful armaments. This committee not only supported your 
predecessor’s decision, but it independently made positive and vig- 

orous representations in support of an enlarged hydrogen program. 
We have long been on record as urging that no effort be spared in 

developing hydrogen energy to the extent required for the defense 

of this and like-minded nations. 

Because of the requirements for security, few Americans can 
know of the devotion, skill, and sheer hard work which the pioneer 

researchers in thermonuclear energy have brought to our program 

1QOn Aug. 8, Soviet Premier Malenkov told the Supreme Soviet that the United 
States no longer possessed a monopoly on the hydrogen bomb. At his press confer- 
ence of Aug. 12, Secretary of State Dulles indicated that there was no independent 

evidence to support Malenkov’s contention. For the text of Dulles’ press conference | 
statement on the Malenkov speech, see Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 24, 1953, 
pp. 236-237. On Aug. 20, AEC Chairman Strauss issued the following statement: : 

“The Soviet Union conducted an atomic test on the morning of August 12. Certain 
information to this effect came into our hands that night. Subsequent information 
on the subject indicates that this test involved both fission and thermonuclear reac- 

wt will be recalled that more than 3 years ago the United States decided to accel- 
erate work on all forms of atomic weapons. Both the 1951 and the 1952 Eniwetok 

test series included tests involving similar reactions.” (bid., p. 237) | 
|
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: over the past three and a half years. Some day, I hope that the 
: American people can come to appreciate more fully the immense 

: contributions these men and women have made to our national se- 
: curity. “ oe 

. Thanks to their work, we are now well ahead of the Soviets— — 

: both in fission weapons and in thermonuclear developments. Yet, 

| in this dynamic and fast-evolving science, what is adequate today 
, may be inadequate tomorrow. I therefore believe that our thermo- 
! nuclear program should henceforth be characterized by even great- 
: er vigor, imagination, and boldness—toward the end of making hy- 

drogen energy play, as rapidly and fully as possible, its appropriate 
role in the defense of the free world. Fundamentally, I believe this 
means that more men and more resources should be devoted to this 

| phase of the activities of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Yet no sensible person could imagine for an instant that acceler- 
2 ating the rate and scale of our hydrogen work, vital though this is, 

in itself represents a complete answer to the Soviet test of August 

12. . | 

I presume that this latest sign of Soviet atomic progress will be 

: reflected in the plans you and your advisers are formulating for 
more effective defenses against nuclear attack from land or sea. I 

presume also that the Soviet test will have a bearing on our policy 
toward releasing more information on the effects of atomic weap- 
ons. 

| Above all, I earnestly hope we will not let feelings of hopeless- 

: ness dissuade us from continuing to press for international control 

over nuclear and conventional armaments. — 

My own hope, in addition, is that we will seize every opportunity 
to assure the world that we stand ready to share the benefits of 
peacetime atomic energy with decent people everywhere. It is, I 

think, most urgent that we construct as quickly as possible a reac- 

| tor turning out large amounts of useful power, and then aid our 
allies in the construction of similar machines—always subject, of 
course, to necessary security safeguards. | . 

As Chairman of the Joint Committee, I am now framing for Com- 

mittee consideration, proposals which aim at enabling us and our 

allies to pool our resources and talents more effectively in develop- 
ing peacetime applications of the atom. I look forward to transmit-' | 

ting the Committee’s considered recommendations on this subject 
for your study soon after the Congress reconvenes in January. | 

I cannot close without recalling your address of last April 16—_ | 

which I deem to be one of the great state papers of our era—in | 

which you declared that, if effective and worldwide disarmament 

could be achieved, you would ask our people to join with all other
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nations in devoting a substantial portion of the defense monies 
thereby saved to a fund for world reconstruction. 

The goal of our people has been and ever will be a just and last- 
ing peace for all men of good will. The members of this Committee | 
stand behind you in your efforts to lead us toward that goal. ” 

Sincerely yours, | : 
STERLING COLE 

2On Aug. 25, President Eisenhower sent the following reply to Representative 
Cole: | 7 

“Dear Mr. Chairman: My grateful thanks for your very thoughtful letter of the 
twenty-first. You will be interested to know that in recent days I have been working 
on a talk, to be delivered early this fall, on some of the subjects that you discuss in 
your letter. I find that our thoughts are almost identical on these vital matters. 

“T am sending your letter on for study by the National Security Council and by 
the Head of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

“With warm personal regard, 

“Sincerely, Dwight D. Eisenhower.” | 
By memorandum of Sept. 8, Executive Secretary Lay transmitted Representative 

Cole’s letter and the President’s reply to the members of the National Security 
Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, and the Director of Central Intelligence. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC 

151 Memos’”’) | 

761.5611/8-2453 | | | 

Memorandum by the Deputy Director of the Office of Western Euro- 

pean Affairs (Knight) to the Assistant Secretary of State for Euro- 
pean Affairs (Merchant) 3 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,| August 24, 1953. 

Subject: Effect on the French of Soviet possession of the H Bomb 

In my judgment the public knowledge that the Soviets are in pos- 
session of the H-bomb does not (repeat not) add a new factor of any 

significance to either the state of mind of the French public and 

Government or to French policies. — | | 

I believe, in view of the horror of the atom bomb which the 

imagination of the average Frenchman portrays as absolute, that 

the additional horror represented in the H-bomb has no effective- 

ness. 

Furthermore and most important, I am reasonably sure that the 
average Frenchman believes the Soviet bombs, be they A-bombs or 
H-bombs, are largely reserved for US targets and only very second- 
arily for target in Western Europe. He feels that the Soviets in 
their own interest would wish to avoid unnecessary destruction on 

1 A marginal notation by Merchant on the source text indicates agreement with 
the substance of this memorandum. |
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: the continent. Unfortunately, the average Frenchman is equally 
, _ positive that the American A-bombs and H-bombs would be exten- 
3 sively dropped in Western Europe—perhaps in larger numbers 

: -than on the USSR. Being very unsure as to where the holding line 
: in Western Europe may be, he rather expects that many of these | 
, American bombs would fall on French territory. Therefore, I very 
: much fear and actually believe that the average Frenchman in his 
. thinking and reaction is more concerned with American H-bombs 

} than he is with Soviet H-bombs. _ | | 
| I have checked the above opinion from the European point of 
| view with the senior officers now on duty in WE and they general- 
| ly concur. | 

Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “Chron File” . | 

| Memorandum of Conversation, by Howard Meyers of the Office of 
7 | United Nations Political and Security Affairs 1 

| SECRET oe _ [WASHINGTON, September 1, 1953.] 
| 

| | DISARMAMENT a 

! The Secretary agreed the US should not introduce new substan- 
: tive proposals in the Assembly but should co-sponsor a resolution 

| reaffirming appropriate sections of the President’s April 16, 1953 

: _ address concerned with disarmament. If the Soviets suggest 4- 
Power talks on disarmament, the US will point out that the Disar- 
mament Commission exists to deal with this problem and such dis- 

cussions are always possible within the Commission’s framework. 
The Secretary also agreed that an important section of his opening 
speech in the General Assembly should be devoted to disarmament. 

1 According to Secretary Dulles’ appointment book, he met with Robert D. 
Murphy, Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs, and two aides at 
4:30 p. m., Aug. 31. (Princeton University Library, Dulles papers, ‘Daily Appoint- | 
ments”) This memorandum, drafted on Sept. 1 and bearing a handwritten date, 31 
Aug. 1953, is presumably based on a portion of the discussion at that meeting. 

. | | 

| | | | | 

| |
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Disarmament files, lot 58 D 133, “NSC Papers 1953-1955” oe 

Report to the National Security Council by the NSC Planning 
| Board! — 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, September 1, 1953. 
NSC 112/1 a 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
COUNCIL ON PossIBILITY OF A NEw UNITED STATES DISARMAMENT 

PROPOSAL IN THE EIGHTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY | 

References: ae a 

A. NSC 112 2 | 

B. NSC Action Nos. 717 and 725 3 | 
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, ‘“For- 

mulation of a United States Position with Respect to the Regu- 

lation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces 

and Armaments’, dated June 3, 1953 # os 

D. Memo for Senior NSC Staff from Executive Secretary, 
subject, “Armaments and American Policy”, dated February 4, 
1953 5 

The enclosed draft report on the subject, adopted by the NSC 
Planning Board as a response to NSC Action No. 717-b, on the 
basis of a draft prepared by a working group of the Executive Com- 

mittee on the Regulation of Armaments, is transmitted herewith 

for consideration by the National Security Council of the Recom- 
mendations in paragraphs 7 and 8 thereof at the meeting on 

Wednesday, September 9, 1958. 
It is recommended that, if the Council adopts the enclosed Rec- 

ommendations, they be submitted to the President with the recom- 
mendation that he approve them and direct their implementation 
by all appropriate executive departments and agencies of the U.S. 

Government under the coordination of the Secretary of State. __ 
| JAMES 9S. Lay, JR. 

1 Copies were also sent to the Secretary of the | Treasury; the Chairman, Atomic 
Energy Commission; the Federal Civil Defense Administrator; the Chairman, Joint 

Chiefs of Staff; and the Director of Central Intelligence. 
2 For text of NSC 112, “Formulation of a United States Position With Respect to 

. the Regulation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Arma- 

ments’, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. | 
3 For NSC Action No. 717, see footnote 6, p. 1108. For NSC Action No. 725, see 

footnote 6, p. 1114. 
4 This was a covering memorandum to the May 26 memo of the Executive Com- 

mittee on Regulation of Armaments, p. 1160. 
5 This memorandum, not printed, transmitted the Report of the Panel of Consult- 

ants to the Senior Staff of the NSC. For the text of the Report, see p. 1056. 
6 At its 161st meeting, Sept. 9, the NSC adopted the recommendations contained 

' in paragraphs 7-b and 8 of this report; for the pertinent portion of the memo- 
randum of discussion at that meeting, see p. 1210.
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| | | [Enclosure] 

: REPORT BY THE NSC PLANNING BOARD ON POSSIBILITY OF A NEW 
2 UNITED STATES DISARMAMENT PROPOSAL IN THE EIGHTH GENERAL 
; ASSEMBLY | 

| | | | THE PROBLEM : 

| 1. Pursuant to NSC Action No. 717 of February 18, 1953, to ex- 
. plore the possibility of new disarmament proposals by the United 
; States in the Eighth General Assembly. 

| | | -CONCLUSIONS | 

: 2. Since past experience has indicated that efforts to achieve any 
: limitation of armaments do little good unless they are closely inte- 

grated with the adjustment of other major international problems, 
: we can expect little progress toward genuine disarmament until 
2 measurable progress is made toward the solution of other political 

, questions, such as the German and Austrian problem and Korea. 
2 3. Because of the complexity and nature of the problem, disarma- 

ment is peculiarly ill-suited to provide a real test of Soviet inten- 
| tions to negotiate genuinely on political differences between the 
: USSR and the free world. It is relatively easy for the USSR in the 
2 disarmament field to prolong negotiation by equivocal statement or 

2 involvement in details and by making illusory “concessions” which 
, could confuse public opinion and create an unwarranted climate of 

| hopefulness, with serious consequent damage. | 

: 4. Any serious negotiations with the Soviet Union on the subject 
of disarmament would probably take place in bilateral or multilat- 

| eral discussions outside United Nations organs even though such 

discussions probably would have the previous approval of the 

United Nations and might be influenced by the United Nations dis- 
cussions, both public and private.* — : Lene ee 

5. The working papers which the United States, either unilater- 

ally, or in conjunction with the United Kingdom and France, has 
already submitted to the Disarmament Commission, taken togeth- 
er, represent a sufficiently comprehensive approach to make possi- 

ble genuine negotiations leading to a safe-guarded disarmament 

program. | 

| 6. Despite the difficulties outlined above, it is advisable that the 

United States continue to demonstrate to the world its abiding 

! *This paper does not deal with the problem of how to meet a Soviet proposal in 

the General Assembly for immediate Great Power discussions on disarmament, 

except to indicate that specific substantive proposals on disarmament in the Gener- 
al Assembly would not be the best method of dealing with the situation. [Footnote 
in the source text. | 

|
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desire for comprehensive and safe-guarded disarmament. The gen- | 
eral desirability of such posture is heightened by the probability 

that the interest of our Allies in lessening international tensions _ 
and reducing armaments has been augmented by their hopes aris- 

ing from the Soviet peace offensive and their fears derived from 
the announcement that the Soviets had exploded a hydrogen bomb 

or device on August 12, 1953. Such posture would also improve our _ 

ability to meet any Soviet moves in the General Assembly. Conse- 
quently, it is desirable for the United States to introduce in the 
General Assembly a proposal affirming the principles regarding 
world peace contained in the President’s speech of April 16, 1953. 7 

, | RECOMMENDATIONS | 

7. a. In the Eighth General Assembly, the United States should 

review the record of its efforts in the United Nations to achieve 

agreement on disarmament, and forcefully emphasize that the pro- | 

posals which the United States has already submitted in the Disar- 
‘mament Commission, either unilaterally or in conjunction with the 

United Kingdom and France, provide a comprehensive approach to 
genuine disarmament negotiations which treats all elements of the 
problem. | | 

7. b. The United States should not initiate any new major sub- 
stantive proposals on disarmament in the Eighth General Assem- 
bly, nor elaborate the existing substantive proposals already intro- 

duced in the United Nations by the United States, individually or 
joined by the United Kingdom and France. 

8. To maintain United States initiative in the disarmament field, 

to demonstrate to the world our continued desire to achieve com- 

prehensive and safe-guarded disarmament, and to anticipate Soviet 
proposals, the United States should introduce a proposal along the | 

lines of paragraph 6 above, reaffirming the sections of the Presi- 
dent’s speech dealing with the problem of disarmament and, in 
particular, the statement in that speech that as progress in the set- 

tlement of certain other political problems “strengthens world 
trust, we could proceed concurrently with the next great work—the 

reduction of the burden of armaments now weighing upon the 

world.” 

| COMMENT 

9. NSC Action No. 717 of February 18, 1953, calls for exploration 

prior to the Eighth General Assembly of the possibility of a new 
United States proposal in the field of disarmament. 

7 See the editorial note, p. 1144.
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, 10. In considering this question, the most important basic factor 
| confronting us is that there is no anticipation that serious negotia- 

: _ tions on disarmament will take place in a United Nations organ, at 
: least in the foreseeable future, although the United Nations would 

: _ doubtless approve the agreed framework for such discussions. This 
, evaluation is based on two general lines of reasoning. | a 

a. The President stated in his speech of April 16 that as progress 
: in certain other areas of political differences ‘strengthens world — 
| trust we could proceed concurrently with the next great work—the 

reduction of the burden of armaments now weighing upon the 
world.” This is part of the United States policy that a precondition 
for serious detailed negotiations on disarmament would logically be 
progress toward the settlement of such political questions as Korea, 

| Austria, and Germany. © a oe 

2 b. Any serious negotiations on the subject of disarmament would 
7 undoubtedly be more fruitful if they take place in bilateral or mul- 

tilateral discussion outside United Nations organs, even though 
: such discussions probably would have the previous approval of the 
: United Nations and might even be influenced by United Nations | 
| discussions, both public and private. es ee 

| In the light of this situation, United States policy in the field of 

| disarmament now rests on the premise that in the Disarmament 
Commission, and presumably in the General Assembly, we should 

, conduct a holding operation, as outlined in the RAC Policy Paper 
|. _ RAC (NS) D-da.t we | | . 

11. However, the above factor does not necessarily eliminate the 

| possibility of certain types of new United States proposals to the 

Kighth General Assembly in the field of disarmament. Such propos- 

| als might become desirable because of the following considerations. | 

| a. We may be faced with the necessity of fairly extensive disar- | 
| mament talks, either inside or outside the United Nations, even — 
, _ though the record of the past years indicates there is no likelihood 
2 of genuine negotiations at present with the USSR because of pro- 
| posals and pressures from the Soviet Union, from France, or from 
fo certain of the smaller states which are members of the Disarma- 
| ment Commission. In this connection, it should be emphasized that | 
| under Articles 11 and 26 the United Nations is charged with the 
3 mandate of seeking to reduce armaments. ~ tats, | 
, _ b. It must be recognized that, regardless of the nature of the par- 
| ticular proposal, the mere fact that the United States makes a pro- 
, posal has an important effect upon world opinion, as exemplified 
| by the reaction of Indian officials to our past disarmament efforts 

; and the favorable world reaction to the President’s April 16 speech | 
placing disarmament in perspective to other problems. 

| ~ +Attachment B to Memorandum for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject “Ror. | 
mulation of a United States Position with Respect to the Regulation, Limitation and a 
Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments,” June 3, 1953. [Footnote in 

| the source text. RAC (NS) D-5a is printed under the date of May 26, p. 1160.] 

!
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c. Proposals submitted to the United Nations by the United 
| States could conceivably set the stage for subsequent Great Power 

negotiations. | : . 

12. When considered in the light of the many outstanding politi- 

cal questions dividing the Soviet Union and the United States, the __ 
past United States proposals submitted to the Disarmament Com- 
mission, and the failure up to the present time of the Soviet Union 
to offer any suggestions of its own that might serve as the basis for 

serious negotiations, it would seem that any proposals we might 
submit to the General Assembly would have as their primary objec- 
tives either: | 

a. A serious attempt to break the present disarmament deadlock 
by presenting new and revised United States positions likely to be 
more acceptable to the Soviet Union; or 

b. Proposals primarily calculated at least to maintain and possi- 
bly to advance our present advantageous political position in the — 
disarmament field and to give support to the general effort to 
maintain free world initiative. 

13. Any revision and elaboration of existing United States posi- 
tions with the aim of breaking the present deadlock would neces- 

sarily be drastic. (e.g., it could conceivably be along the lines sug- 
gested in the Annex of “Armaments and American Policy”, Report 

of the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament of the Department of | 

State:t—a disarmament scheme with a relatively simple system of 
inspection designed merely to prevent any major violations from , 
going unnoticed and including a revision of the present United Na- 
tions plan for the control of atomic energy.) Aside from the ques- 
tion of the merits of any major revision of United States policy, 
there are basic reasons which weigh against any serious attempt to 
break the disarmament deadlock through proposals in the Eighth © 

General Assembly. The extreme unlikelihood that serious negotia- 

tions on disarmament can take place in a United Nations organ 
would make it unwise to present any major revision in the General 
Assembly, particularly when such proposals would constitute uni- 

lateral disclosure of our minimum positions before agreement has 
been reached on any of the East-West political differences and 
before entering into serious disarmament negotiations. 

14. The question thus arises as to what proposals we might make 

in the General Assembly to accomplish the other objective, namely, 

the maintenance and possibly the advancement of our political po- 
sition in the disarmament field. It should be noted that to advance 

£Transmitted to the NSC Senior Staff by memorandum from the Executive Secre- 
tary, subject “Armaments and American Policy,” dated February 4, 1953. [Footnote 

in the source text. For text of the Report and its Annex, see p. 1056.]
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2 a proposal solely for this reason is not equivalent to relegating our 

3 interest in disarmament purely to the field of propaganda. The 

: United States had consistently taken the position that it must be 
| ready to carry out any proposals which it makes in the field of dis- 
, armament. In other words, all such proposals must be basically 
: - gound and capable of development into a workable program in the 
: event of a change in the international climate. Our past adherence 
| to such a course of action has convinced most of the world of our 
: sincerity and has therefore been the best possible form of propa- 

: ganda. Such proposals have the additional advantage of creating a 

: foundation which would facilitate genuine negotiations in the event 

| of a lessening of international tension. | | 
, 15. In the light of the above, it is clear that any proposals con- 

| cerned solely with disarmament which we might make in the Gen- 
: eral Assembly must have three characteristics. 

| a. The proposals must be such that we could carry them out if 
| they were accepted. _ | - | 

| b. The proposals must be relatively understandable and capable 
| of reduction to simple terms, in order to have the necessary popu- 

| lar appeal. 
| c. The proposals must be of such a nature that their discussion in 

: the General Assembly will not raise unjustified hopes which might 
2 interfere with the essential program of developing sufficient 

strength among the Western Powers to resist Soviet imperialism. 

1 Possible proposals concerned solely with disarmament are set forth 

| in Annex A, together with their advantages and disadvantages 

? from the standpoint of these criteria. The general conclusion re- 
| garding these possible proposals is that the United States would | 

: probably not be justified in submitting any of them to the Eighth 
| General Assembly. In connection with some of them, the disadvan- 

tages of their submission outweigh the advantages. Others lack suf- 

! ficient popular appeal to justify their submission. _ | 
| 16. A general factor affecting any presentation in the General 

| Assembly might be the status of US-USSR relations. Now that an | 
| armistice has been achieved in Korea, if Four-Power talks on disar- 

mament seem imminent, it is doubtful that new substantive pro- 

posals on disarmament will be submitted to the General Assembly, 
and, in fact, will be considered by many states as inappropriate due 

| to the expectation of discussion of this subject in Four-Power talks. 
It is possible, however, that the General Assembly might consider a | 

resolution on the disarmament item urging the Great Powers to | 

: confer and seek to reach an agreement upon a program of safe- 
guarded disarmament. In this event, it would be difficult and prob- 
ably inadvisable to restrain the General Assembly from passing 

such a resolution. | | | | 

: |
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17. Even if there is no prospect of Four-Power talks, it seems 

likely that the pressures in the General Assembly will be in the 
direction of securing Four-Power talks which would include the 
subject of disarmament. Under these circumstances, (despite the 
fact that the disadvantages appear to outweigh the advantages for | 

the United States, in general, as indicated in paragraph 15 above) a 

disarmament proposal by the United States might serve the dual 
purpose of giving further assurance to the world that peace and a 
disarmed world are our ultimate goal and of lessening General As- 
sembly pressures for Four-Power talks. | | 

The chief advantages which might be derived from the submis- 

sion of such a proposal might be obtained if the United States were 

to submit to the General Assembly an item dealing broadly with 
the entire problem of international peace and the courses of action 

necessary to secure that objective. The basis for that item could be 
the President’s speech of April 16 which indicates in outline the 
general problem of relaxation of international tensions and of en- | 
suring peace. Disarmament plays a large role in this program, the _— 

chief stress being on the relationship of disarmament to settlement 
of other outstanding political issues. : | 

18. From the standpoint of the United Nations disarmament dis- 

cussions, the chief advantage of focusing the attention of the Gen- 

eral Assembly on the problem of relating disarmament to relax- 

ation of international tensions is that it touches on the large gap in 

the work of the Disarmament Commission. The serious discussions 

of the Disarmament Commission—in accordance with its terms of _ 
reference—have been devoted almost exclusively to the compara- 
tively technical side of securing safe-guarded disarmament rather 
than to the broad relationship of disarmament to other world prob- 
lems. | 

Another advantage of such an approach is that it conforms to the 

objectives emphasized in NSC 112 of avoiding proposals which _ 

would immerse the United Nations in a mass of details prior to | 
7 strong indications of a possibility of securing genuine progress in 

achieving the programs. | | 7 | ne 
_ Another important advantage of this type of proposal is that it, 

like our other disarmament proposals, would result in a favorable 
reaction throughout the world to the United States, through show- 

ing our continued interest in disarmament. 

19. It must be recognized that the decision as to whether the 

United States should present to the General Assembly an omnibus | 

item of this nature dealing in broad general terms with the causes 
of international tension will depend upon political considerations 

extending considerably beyond the field of disarmament. It should 
be noted that the United States in the past has criticized the USSR
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2 for introducing proposals of an omnibus type and has successfully _ 
: contended that such proposals be placed at the bottom of the 
2 -agenda after General Assembly consideration of the individual ele- | 
3 ments of the omnibus proposals. Also, it would be easy for other 
. states to add their own ideas, possibly hostile to our position, to — 
2 _ such omnibus proposals. For example, the Arab states might pro- 

: pose that a solution of the Palestine and North African problems 
: in accordance with their ideas was essential to world peace. This 

| process of political logrolling could result in General Assembly ap- 
, _proval of a resolution completely objectionable to the United 
: States. | | | 

Despite these and other dangers, it would be desirable for the 

| United States to go ahead with an omnibus proposal, principally | 

: because our political position would suffer at this time by any indi- 

| cation that the United States lacks interest in disarmament or does 
7 not wish to take any initiative in this regard. The announcement 
| that the USSR had exploded a hydrogen bomb or device on August 
| 12, 1953 undoubtedly has stimulated our Allies’ interest in this sub- 
| ject, already great. In the past, the clearly expressed United States 

_ desire to obtain agreement on a comprehensive disarmament pro- _ 
| gram, plus the broad proposals which the United States has made 

|. on this subject and Allied participation in or support of these ef- 

: forts, has been helpful in securing popular support for necessary 

7 rearmament efforts by demonstrating that Western desire for dis- 
: armament was rejected by the Soviets and left no alternative for 
2 the present but to maintain armed strength to insure security. 
; Moreover, United States interest in disarmament has favorable 
| impact on the so-called ‘‘neutralist” powers in counter-acting Soviet 
! propaganda that the United States seeks war. ee - 
| 20. The proposal would, in effect, ask the General Assembly to 

endorse the principles contained in the President’s speech. The sec- | 

_tions of the President’s speech most relevant to such an item in the 
General Assembly (and some or all of which might be utilized) are | 
set forth in Annex B. We could not, of course, expect the General | 

Assembly to accept a wording even closely akin to the text of a — 

2 speech by the head of government of one of the Great Powers. 
However, to indicate through reference to the President’s text the | 
principles which might be developed in the General Assembly 

| amply serves the limited purposes of this paper. — re 

21. With regard to the question of preparations within the 

: United States Government, it is probable that the United States 
| could present in the General Assembly without extensive study a 

generalized proposal along the lines suggested in the previous para- 

graph. It would even be possible, without extensive studies, to 

elaborate somewhat on the various points of the disarmament sug-
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gestions contained in the President’s speech or to go forward with 

proposals along the lines dealt with in Annex A. It must be pointed 
out emphatically, however, that while such extensive studies would 
not be a prerequisite to proposals in the General Assembly they 

undoubtedly would be a prerequisite to the determination of | 
United States positions in connection with Four-Power discussions. 

Considerable additional machinery would have to be set up within 
the United States Government on an urgent basis in order to carry 
out such studies. 

Annex A 

POSSIBLE PROPOSALS CONCERNED SOLELY WITH DISARMAMENT THAT 
| MIGHT BE PRESENTED TO THE EIGHTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

1. Proposals or comments, following up the President’s April 16 
speech, concerning the devotion of a “substantial percentage of 
the savings achieved by disarmament to a fund for world aid 
and reconstruction. ”’ | | 

This might take the form of one or a combination of the follow- 
ing: , | 

(i) Illustrations of the type of program the United States would 
support, and some illustration of just what this would mean for the 
various countries now in need of such aid; © 

(ii) An indication of the probable or possible amounts that would 
be available and some illustration of just what this would mean for 
the various countries now in need of such aid; 

(iii) A suggestion that a United Nations study committee be set 
up to survey the means and methods of establishing and carrying 
out such a program. | | 

Advantages | a | 

a. Such action would enable the United States to further drama- 
tize and elaborate on the President’s suggestion regarding use of 

disarmament savings. General Assembly discussion of a United 
States proposal on this subject would have a powerful appeal to the 

peoples on both sides of the Iron Curtain. The resulting increased 

pressure on the Soviet leaders, possibly even from some of the sat- 

ellite officials, to take action to permit such a program to come into 
being would serve greatly the interest of the United States and 
would help forge another bond of common interest between the 
Western nations and the rest of the free world. 

b. Some initiative on our part indicating a desire to develop fur- 

ther this aspect of the President’s “peace program’ would serve to 
counter the arguments advanced in some quarters that the “peace
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2 program” is just words for propaganda purposes and that the 

, United States does not intend to press for its implementation. | 

: Disadvantages | 
7 a. Increased attention in the General Assembly to the benefits 
: that would accrue from disarmament, and particularly any Gener- 
| al Assembly involvement in actual planning of a program to ad- 
| minister such benefits, might well divert attention from the 
| __- present obstructionist position of the Soviet Union and might cause 
! some governments to press for a rapid “compromise”, unacceptable 
: to us but economically and financially profitable to them, in order 

3 to initiate the program. In addition, such a result, through by-pass- 

ing problems and concentrating attention on the benefits of disar- 
: mament, might hinder our present policy of encouraging the rear- 

mament efforts of the free world until we secure genuinely safe- 

: guarded disarmament. | 

| b. It is entirely possible that proposals on the utilization of disar- 
| mament savings at the Eighth General Assembly might lessen 
| chances of Soviet agreement not only on disarmament but also on 

other political issues. In the first place, if the Soviets were to par- 
ticipate in such a program as a contributing nation, it would make 

. it more difficult for them to utilize the savings resulting from dis- 

: armament to increase the standard of living for their own people. 

: One of the most likely motivations for any sincere Soviet effort to 
! achieve a political modus vivendi would be the desire of the new 

, regime to strengthen its popular support by finally delivering the 

| long promised increased standard of living. Thus the strength of 
the above motivation for agreement would be reduced to the degree 

that Soviet leaders felt they would be forced to divert savings to 
other countries. Furthermore, if the Soviets were convinced that 

the United States actually planned to carry out its share of such a 
| program, either with or without Soviet participation, such convic- 

| tion might weigh against chances for agreement on disarmament. 

United States participation would, in Soviet eyes, not only cushion 
| the domestic and world-wide disruptive effects of a reduction of 

| United States armament production but would also increase the 
7 likelihood that the economies of various countries which the Sovi- 

ets would hope to see disrupted during a period of reduced tensions 

| could instead be strengthened. : a 

| c. A proposal of this sort might cause pressures on the United 

: States to accept inadequately safeguarded Soviet proposals which | 

| might unless we are alert lead to unilateral disarmament by the 
| United States. 

|
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2. New proposals for international control machinery. . 

A working paper presently contemplated for possible future sub- 
mission by the United States to the Disarmament Commission is 
one concerning the nature and functions of an international con- 
trol organ which would supervise the carrying into effect and oper- 
ation of a comprehensive disarmament program. (A preliminary 

draft paper on this subject has been prepared and circulated to the 
French and British for their comments, which have not yet been 
forthcoming.) If, however, it were deemed desirable, submission of a 

paper on this subject could be made to the Eighth General Assem- 

bly. In order to ensure the maximum propaganda appeal, a propos- 

al on this subject submitted to the General Assembly as opposed to 

the Disarmament Commission should place greatest emphasis on 

the general concept of international control and fill in the details 
only to the extent necessary to impress the world with the funda- 
mental importance of the concept. | 

Advantages | a 

a. Such a paper would have considerable propaganda value, 
whether presented alone or in conjunction with other aspects of a 

disarmament program. A control organ proposal presents to the 

public, and even to some officials, an image that is simple and con- 

crete in nature and thus more easily understood and remembered 

than proposals, however significant, on types of limitations, corre- 

lationships, modification of the United Nations atomic energy plan 
or modification of the disclosure and verification proposals. If it 

were decided to achieve the maximum propaganda effect for such a 

proposal, the General Assembly offers a much better platform for 
dramatizing it than the Disarmament Commission. Similarly, if it 
were decided to dramatize any general presentation to the General. 

Assembly, a control organ proposal could be of great value. 

b. The proposal would dramatize the strongest United States and 

the weakest USSR positions, i.e., the necessity of breaking through 

the Iron Curtain as one essential element in achieving internation- 

al security. | 

c. The Soviet Representative on March 21, 1953 in the Political 

Committee of the General Assembly in effect invited the United 
States to introduce a paper concerning the nature and functions of 

an international control organ and we must expect to be under | 

_ considerable pressure to respond with a paper on the subject. This 

situation not only enhances the propaganda value of a General As- | 

sembly proposal on this subject, but adds to the effect it would 

| have on other governmental representatives. 

_ Disadvantages |



| | ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION — 1201 

a. A proposal of this nature might launch the General Assembly 
| into a fruitless discussion of minute details, thus obscuring the 

basic differences with the USSR. PES Tag 
: -b. Such a proposal could easily become a central target of anti- 
: United Nations groups for attacking the United Nations as a 
| “world government.” | | 

| 3. Presentation of a Paper correlating the principal aspects of a 
: comprehensive disarmament program. | - 

| _ The problem of correlationship—the indication in broad general 
| terms of the way in which the principal aspects of disarmament, 

such as disclosure and verification, international control of atomic 

energy, and regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all 

: armed forces and non-atomic armaments, would dovetail in a co- 
2 ordinate fashion in putting into effect a disarmament program— 

C has been the subject which has most troubled the other non-Soviet 
: members of the Disarmament Commission. At the present time, 

fo however, it is United States policy to introduce a paper on this sub- 

| ject into the Commission only if absolutely necessary to preserve 
| the United States tactical position in the Disarmament Commis- 
| sion:—for example, if non-Soviet members of the Commission were 

| about to secure strong support for proposals which would be dam- 

| aging to our position. There is no possibility that such a paper will 

be introduced into the Disarmament Commission before the next 
General Assembly and therefore the presentation of a proposal on 

: this subject can be considered as a possibility for the Eighth Gener- 
| al Assembly. | | 

Advantages ———™S 
2 a. Such a proposal would add to whatever other action we might 

| take in the General Assembly in strengthening our effort to con- 
! vince the world that we are pressing forward in our efforts to 

. achieve an effective disarmament program. This effort would have | 
2 more effect on governments than on public opinion in general, for 

| the subject is necessarily a complex one. . 

7 b. The pressures from such countries as France and Pakistan for 

a correlationship paper could be met partially by a proposal on this — 
subject during the next General Assembly. It must be recognized, 
however, that any proposal we might submit—particularly our ini- 

tial position—probably would not satisfy all the interested non- | 
) Soviet representatives and we would thus still face pressures in 
| this regard. Furthermore, if the Soviet Union, during the Commis- | 

sion meetings or during the Eighth General Assembly, makes some 

gestures that convince others that they are making substantive 

concessions, the present pressures for a correlationship paper will 

| |
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be increased considerably and probably will necessitate some re- 
sponse on our part. | - 

c. Until the position is clarified, the Soviet Union can claim that 
the unrevealed aspects of the United States position on the correla- 
tionship problem are the legitimate concern of Soviet policy 
makers, even though from the standpoint of negotiations, Soviet 

failure to present proposals that could serve as even a possible 

basis for negotiations relieves the United States of any obligation 
to indicate our positions on this subject. Therefore, if there are any 
forces within the Soviet Government that look with some favor on 
possible disarmament agreements, presentation of our views on cor- 

relationship might advance the possibility of substantive progress. 
Disadvantages 
a. There would be little if any mass appeal in any proposals we 

might make on the correlationship question for it is too involved 

and intangible a subject for such treatment. 

b. Once our views on this subject had been presented, either as a 
United States or as a tripartite paper, there might well be consid- 

erable pressure from other countries, and possibly from such indi- 

viduals within the French Government as Jules Moch, to press for 
further concessions by the West and thus divert attention from 

other aspects of the disarmament discussions. | 
c. Questions concerning correlationship are the type that should 

be saved for serious discussions, since there is considerable room 

for negotiation in this field. Furthermore, discussion of the basic 
points of conflict in the correlationship question would have an.-es- 

sentially ethereal quality unless accompanied by simultaneous dis- 
cussion of the specifics of the political solutions, i.e., in Great 

Power talks. 

4. Modification of the United Nations Atomic Energy Plan. 

The question of a proposed major revision of the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Plan has already been alluded to and the subse- 

quent consideration of this paper has been based on the premise 

that such a revision was not a possibility for the Eighth General 
Assembly. However, consideration might be given to the desirabil- 
ity of proposing in the Eighth General Assembly some revisions to 
the United Nations Plan. The two most probable such revisions 

would be: | 

(i) Some diminution of the areas connected with fissionable mate- 
rial which would be subject to international ownership, operation 
and management. An example of this would be a provision which 
would specifically permit private ownership and/or operational 
control of reactor plants in non-Socialist states and national owner- 
ship and/or operational control of such plants in socialist econo- 
mies; |
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(i) Modification of the present provisions of the United Nations 
| Plan with respect to the veto and the application of sanctions. 

, Advantages 7 | 

| a. Modification proposals, even though minor in nature, would be 
| useful in conveying the impression that the United States was con- 

tinuing to review the United Nations Plan, which many non-Com- 
munists believe to be “dated”, with a view to improving it and 

2 making it more acceptable to the Soviet Union. Thus to those indi- 

: viduals somewhat more familiar with the problem, modification 

, proposals could be presented basically as an indication that we 
| were willing to take a new look at the United Nations Plan, and to 

the foreign public in general they could be presented as yet an- 
| other United States proposal made in the interest of promoting 

| agreement. | | 

| b. Proposals for modification would help to meet Soviet charges 
that our insincerity regarding the United Nations Plan as a whole 

| is revealed by our “turning atomic energy over to private individ- 
| uals”, which they may claim will make any form of international 
| ownership and control more difficult if not impossible in the 
| future. 
| c. Modification of the veto provisions would meet one of the criti- 

| cisms of the United Nations Plan, a critcism which while it has not 

received too much attention lately is one which the Soviets are in- 

creasingly able to support with the writings of non-Communists. 

, Disadvantages | 
a. The suggestion for some diminution of the areas connected 

: with fissionable materials which would be subject to international 
| ownership, operation and management is not and could not be a 

| “minor” modification. A major change at this time in the United 
States position toward the United Nations Atomic Energy Plan is . 

fe precluded not only because of the general considerations set forth 

| in paragraph 5 of the “Comment” but also because of a number of 
| considerations related specially to the problem of the control of 

atomic energy, which may be briefly stated as follows: a 

(1) Any United States suggestions for modification would intensi- 
3 fy pressures from governmental and private sources for further 
: changes of a more significant type at a time when we have not es- 

tablished whether any concessions are possible or, if they are possi- 
| ble, the maximum limits of those concessions. | 
| (2) The resulting pressures for further modifications of the 
: United Nations Plan would tend to divert attention from Soviet ob- 
| structionism on atomic energy control to United States refusal to 

go further with modification. 
(3) The USSR will contend that the United States suggestions for 

modification establish the fact that we have been wrong in continu-
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ing to adhere to the United Nations Plan and, conversely, that the 
Soviets have been right in demanding a new approach. | 

(4) Any suggestion for a major change in the United Nations 
Atomic Energy Plan, because of its importance in relation to the 
entire problem of negotiations with the Soviet Union, might well — 
be reserved for bilateral or multilateral negotiations rather than | 
for presentation in the United Nations. | 

It is entirely clear that this disadvantage of a proposal at this 
time to diminish the areas connected with fissionable material 

which would be subject to international ownership, operation and 
management is of such consequence that any such proposal must 

be eliminated as a possibility. : 
- b. A modification of the veto provisions at this time would not be 

of sufficient consequence to permit us to secure the hypothetical 

advantages as set forth above of a modification of the United Na- | 

tions Atomic Energy Plan. | 
c. Any suggestion for modification of the United Nations Plan 

might subject the United States Government to considerable criti- 

cism from Congressional and private sources for having made “con- 
cessions’ without receiving any quid pro quo from the Soviets. 

Annex B | : 

SECTIONS OF THE PRESIDENT’S APRIL 16TH SPEECH RELATING TO A 
PossIBLE U.S. PROPOSAL FOR THE EIGHTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

“The Road Followed by the United States”’ a 

| The way chosen by the United States was plainly marked by a 
few clear precepts, which govern its conduct in world affairs. 

First: No people on earth can be held, as a people, to be an 
enemy, for all humanity shares common hunger for peace and fel- 
lowship and justice. | | | 

Second: No nation’s security and well-being can be lastingly | 
achieved in isolation but only in effective cooperation with fellow- 
nations. 7 

_ Third: Any nation’s right to a form of government and an eco- 
nomic system of its own choosing is inalienable. 

Fourth: Any nation’s attempt to dictate to other nations their 
form of government is indefensible. 

And Fifth: A nation’s hope of lasting peace cannot be firmly 
based upon any race in armaments but rather upon just relations 
and honest understanding with all other nations. : 

In the light of these principles the citizens of the United States | | 
| defined the way they proposed to follow, through the aftermath of 

war, toward true peace... & oe 

8 Ellipses in this Annex are in the source text.
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_ “Working for Peace” a os 

- This we do know: a world that begins to witness the rebirth of 
| trust among nations can find its way to a peace that is neither par- 

tial nor punitive .. . Sk On 
The first great step along this way must be the conclusion of an 

honorable armistice in Korea. a | - 
This means the immediate cessation of hostilities and the prompt 

_ initiation of political discussions leading to the holding of free elec- 

tions in a united Korea. - hae | 
It should mean, no less importantly, an end to the direct and in- 

direct attacks upon the security of Indochina and Malaya. For any oe 
armistice in Korea that ‘merely released aggressive armies to 
attack elsewhere would be a fraud. : | 

We seek, throughout Asia as throughout the world, a peace that 

istrueandtotalh = © coca 
- Out of this can grow a still wider task—the achieving of just po- 

litical settlements for the other serious and specific issues between 
the free world and the Soviet Union. 2 isis 

None of these issues, great or small, is insoluble—given only the 

_ will to respect the rights of all nations... | | | 

We have already done all within our power to speed conclusion - 

of a treaty with Austria, which will free that country from econom- 
ic exploitation and from occupation by foreign troops. 

We are ready not only to press forward with the present plans 
for closer unity of the nations of Western Europe but also, upon 
the foundation, to strive to foster a broader European community, 

conducive to the free movement of persons, of trade, and of ideas. 

This community would include a free and ‘united Germany, with 
a government based upon free and secret elections. 

This free community and the full independence of the East Euro- 
pean nations could mean the end of the present unnatural division 
of Europe. a , 

“Reduction of Armaments” —_ | | | 
As progress in all these areas strengthens world trust, we could 

proceed concurrently with the next great work—the reduction of © 
the burden of armaments now weighing upon the world. To this 

| end we would welcome and enter into the most solemn agreements. 
These could properly include:  — © ihe es 

1. The limitation, by absolute numbers or by an agreed interna- 
tional ratio, of the sizes of the military and security forces of all . 
nations. _ - | | | 

2. A commitment by all nations to set an agreed limit upon that 
proportion of total production of certain strategic materials to be 
devoted to military purposes. | | |
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3. International control of atomic energy to promote its use for — 
peaceful purposes only and to insure the prohibition of atomic 
weapons. i OS 

4. A limitation or prohibition of other categories of weapons of 
great destructiveness. | 

5. The enforcement of all these agreed limitations and prohibi- 
tions by adequate safeguards, including a practical system of in- 
spection under the United Nations. | 

The details of such disarmament programs are manifestly criti- 

cal and complex. Neither the United States nor any other nation 
can properly claim to possess a perfect, immutable formula. But 
the formula matters less than the faith—the good faith without 
which no formula can work justly and effectively. 

“A New Kind of War”’ 

The fruit of success in all these tasks would present the world 

with the greatest task, and the greatest opportunity, of all. It is | 

this: the dedication of the energies, the resources, and the imagina- 

tions of all peaceful nations to a new kind of war. This would be a 

declared total war, not upon any human enemy but upon the brute 
forces of poverty and need... So 

This Government is ready to ask its people to join with all na- 

tions in devoting a substantial percentage of the savings achieved 

by disarmament to a fund for world aid and reconstruction. The 
purposes of this great work would be to help other peoples to devel- 

op the undeveloped areas of the world, to stimulate profitable and 

fair world trade, to assist all peoples to know the blessings of pro- ~ 

ductive freedom . . .” | 

330.13/9-453: Telegram - a | 

The Secretary of State to the United States Mission at the United 
— Nations! | 

SECRET WASHINGTON, September 4, 1953—6:12 p.m. 

93. Re Disarmament. | 

I. Following position has been approved by Secretary and should 

be discussed now with friendly members Disarmament Commission 

in anticipation GA debates this subject. While contents draft reso- 

lution should be indicated text should not be transmitted. __ 

1. US should not introduce any substantive proposals in GA, nor 

elaborate existing substantive proposals previously introduced in | 

UN by US, individually or jointly with UK and France. 

1 Drafted by Meyers of UNA. Repeated for information (by air) to Moscow, Paris, 

and London.
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2. US will in debate: | 

| (a) Point up US and Western allies unilateral disarmament after 
World War II and fact free-world rearmament program forced by 
aggressive Soviet efforts seeking world-domination; 

(b) Review record its efforts in UN to achieve agreed disarma- 
ment and emphasize proposals US already submitted in Disarma- 
ment Commission, unilaterally or with UK and France, provide 
comprehensive approach to genuine disarmament negotiations 
treating all elements this problem; a 

(c) Emphasize deep and abiding interest US Government and 
people in achieving comprehensive, balanced and safeguarded dis- 
armament, as evidenced by President’s statements and Congres- | 

| sional expressions, 2 and point out USSR largely responsible for 
lack of progress attaining this goal; 

(d) Note that, although substantial progress cannot be expected 
in UN on disarmament program until international tensions re- 
laxed through settling some of the major political issues, we are 
prepared continue our efforts obtain from Soviets concrete indica- 
tion they will sincerely cooperate in necessary exploratory work to 
establish technical bases of disarmament. This would facilitate 
final agreement when propitious international atmosphere 

| achieved; | | | | | 
(e) Propose any specific disarmament proposals, if made in GA, 

be referred to Disarmament Commission. 

3. US will co-sponsor resolution along general lines set forth 

below. | | | 
4. If Soviet bloc introduces resolution calling on Great Powers to 

confer and agree upon disarmament program, which Department 

estimates most likely Soviet gambit although they may make spe- 

cific proposals similar to past efforts in GA, US should in addition 

to action outlined under paragraphs 2 and 3: 

(a) Point out that because of complexity disarmament problem, it 
is much more difficult item than other USSR-free-world issues on 
which ascertain Soviet sincerity in allegedly seeking general peace- 
ful settlements. Nevertheless, it would be helpful and useful con- 
tinue explore technical bases disarmament program in anticipation 
being able both reach final agreement on and implement agreed 
disarmament program because of progress on settlement other 
issues. Parenthetically, should be noted that, while Foreign Minis- 
ters of Great Powers might conceivably agree on broad avenues of 
approach, development of comprehensive program would still have 
to be delegated to experts either in Disarmament Commission or in 
Great Powers conference; | 

2On July 29, 1953, the Senate, in Resolution 150, had declared the continued pur- 

pose of the United States to be the pursuit of conditions for a durable peace includ- 
ing agreements by all nations for enforceable limitations on armaments through the 
medium of the United Nations in accordance with the principles set forth by Presi- 

- dent Eisenhower in his “Chance for Peace” address of Apr. 16, 1953. For text of 
senate Resolution 150, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1999, vol. I, pp. 387-
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(b) Indicate that while US is ready at appropriate time to pro- 
ceed with substantive disarmament discussions in Great Powers 
Talks, the work of Great Powers Representatives convened to deal 
with this problem can be more fruitful should progress be made __ 
toward solution outstanding political problems facing world; | 

(c) Point out that, meanwhile, Disarmament Commission should 
continue to deal with problem; that the Great Powers are repre- 
sented on the Commission and it is always possible, within Com- 
mission’s framework, to arrange for specific Great Power discus- 
sions of subject. | 

o. If Soviet bloc raises issue including Communist China among 
Great Powers, the US should: | 

(a) state that essential problems are whether Soviet Union sin- 
cerely desires negotiate on disarmament problem, and how agreed 
disarmament program can best be achieved. | | 

(b) Question of Chinese participation in disarmament negotia- 
tions not fundamental these problems at this time. It is question 
which must be considered when there is evidence of progress in dis- 
armament discussions, since obviously all states or authorities with 
major military strength must be included in agreed disarmament 
program. As is well-known, US recognizes National Government as 
Government of China. However, as pointed out in Disarmament 
Commission at time Tripartite Working Paper concerning numeri- 
cal limitation of armed forces was introduced in May 1952, * agreed 
disarmament program would have apply to all armed forces every- 
where, including all Chinese forces; the word “China” in proposals 
to limit armed forces indicated country and not government; and is 
premature consider what authorities which might have substantial _ 

_ military power must be consulted at later date in order bring them 
into effective disarmament system. 

II. We anticipate Secretary will also devote section his statement 
| in general debate to disarmament problems. 

Ill. Verbatim text of possible draft resolution | 

The General Assembly ~ 

Mindful of the international tensions which grip the world, of 
which the burden of armaments is evidence, and believing that 
lasting peace can be firmly based only upon just relations and — 
honest understanding between all nations, 
Reaffirming its responsibility for considering the principles gov- 

erning disarmament, | 
Believing that progress toward agreement on the principal issues 

which heighten international tension would facilitate achieving 
concurrent progress on an agreed disarmament program, 
Mindful that the aim of a system of world wide disarmament is 

to prevent war and to release the world’s human and economic re- 
sources for the purposes of peace. | 

3 Reference is to UN doc. DC/10, May 28, 1952; for text, see Documents on Disar- 
mament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 365-369.
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1. Takes note of the Third Report of the Disarmament Commis- 
sion of August 20, 1953 4+ and, particularly the Commission’s hope 

- that recent international events will create a more propitious at- 
mosphere for the reconsideration of the disarmament question, 
whose capital importance in conjunction with other questions af-— | 
fecting the maintenance of peace is recognized by all. | 

2. Declares its belief that | 

(a) All States should contribute to that rebirth of trust vital 
| to the attainment of peace and disarmament, by seeking to 

achieve just settlements of their international disputes in ac- 
| cordance with the obligations set forth in the Charter of the 

United Nations; = ~—. | Bn 
| - (b) Concurrently with these attempts to settle existing inter- 

national disputes, progress on which would materially 
strengthen that world trust essential to disarmament, all 

_ Member States and in particular the major Powers among _ 
_ them should intensify their efforts to agree on a comprehen- 

sive and coordinated program of disarmament with adequate 
- safeguards; jg =|. ee 

- . (ce) Agreement on and implementation of such a disarma- 
ment program should enable all nations to devote a substantial 
percentage of the savings achieved through disarmament to 
joint and separate efforts to aid the underdeveloped areas of — 
the world, stimulate mutually beneficial world trade, and help 

| build a world in which all peoples will know the blessings of 
productive freedom. | 

3. Reaffirms General Assembly Resolution 704 (VII) of 8 April 
| 1958, > and requests the Disarmament Commission to continue its 

efforts to develop agreement on proposals for a comprehensive and 
| coordinated system of disarmament, as defined in that resolution. 

| 4. Requests the Commission to report to the General Assembly 
and to the Security Council not later than September 1, 1954. 

_ 8. Calls on all Member states to cooperate in aiding the Disarma- 
ment Commission reach agreement on the problems with which it 
is concerned. ee 7 oO POSES 

See - By | : DULLES 

For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 388. A copy of State 
Department position paper SD/A/C.1, “Report of the Disarmament Commission,” 
Aug. 29, 1953, drafted in preparation for the Eighth Session of the General Assembly, _ 
is in Disarmament files, lot 58 D 138, “Disarmament-General”. | | 7 | 

_ 5 See the editorial note, p. 1140. _ on | | | ,
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 161st Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Wednesday, September 9, 1958 3 

[Extract] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 161st Council meeting were the following: The 

Vice President of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of 
State; the Secretary of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations 
Administration; the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also 

present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Acting Director, 
Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; 

the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; Robert R. Bowie, Department 

of State; Douglas MacArthur, II, Department of State; Elbert P. 
Tuttle, Department of the Treasury; the Director of Central Intelli- | 
gence; the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence; the Assistant to 

the President; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; 

the Acting White House Staff Secretary; Gerald D. Morgan and 
Bryce Harlow, White House Staff; the Executive Secretary, NSC; 

and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 
Following is a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 

chief points taken. Z = | 

3. Possibility of a New United States Disarmament Proposal in the 
kighth General Assembly (NSC 112 and NSC 112/1; NSC —— 
Action No. 717) 2 . 

Mr. Cutler summarized the background on this problem, and 

read the conclusions and recommendations in the Planning Board’s 
report to the Council. The substance of the present report, he 

added, was that the UN General Assembly was no place in which 

to seek a genuine disarmament. On the other hand, the United 

States did not want to lose the initiative which it had previously 

taken in the field of disarmament. | a | 
The Vice President inquired whether it would not be possible to 

dress up the proposed position of the United States on this subject 

so that it at least would look like a “new story”. He pointed out 
that the President’s April 16 speech had had very great impact, but 

many believed that our follow-up to this speech had been insuffi- 

cient. What with recent developments in the sphere of fusion weap- 

- ons, it might be desirable, thought the Vice President, to heighten — 

| 1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Sept. 10. 
2 For NSC 112/1, Sept. 1, 1958, see p. 1190. For NSC Action No. 717, see footnote 

. 6, p. 1108. For NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477.
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the psychological repercussions of any position we took on disarma- 

ment in the forthcoming General Assembly. 
Mr. Bowie replied that the feeling behind the present report was 

that the General Assembly was simply not a feasible forum in 

which to put forward disarmament plans with any expectation that | 

they would be seriously treated. Moreover, Mr. Bowie expressed 

the view that the United States should not put forward any posi- 
tion on this important subject which we were not fully prepared to 

follow up on, even though we recognized the propaganda value of 

such moves. The thought behind the present paper was rather to 

| reaffirm in the General Assembly the desire of the United States 

| to proceed with disarmament, but to transfer consideration of the 

problem from the General Assembly to the UN Disarmament Com- 

mission, which would be a much more effective forum for getting 

ahead. | | | | | 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that the proposal under consideration 

really constituted a reaffirmation of the past position of the United 

States on the disarmament problem, with the addition of certain 

thoughts taken from the President’s April 16 speech. He also point- 

ed out that the President might conceivably desire to change the 

position set forth in this report, but meanwhile, if the Council 

would approve the report, it would provide us with the necessary 

start. 

Mr. Strauss then informed the Council that his consideration of 

the present report had given rise to a number of questions in his 

own mind. Does the United States have at present an effective dis- 

armament plan? Is the so-called Baruch Plan still our only posi- 

tion, or do we have others in reserve? Does the Baruch Plan still 

make sense in the light of developments in the field of thermonu- 

clear weapons? Inspection and verification, said Mr. Strauss, now 

seemed to him the only sensible criteria for achieving disarma- _ 

| ment. The criteria of ownership and control of atomic materials 

have probably ceased to be important. Accordingly, was not a new 

look at our situation needed? 
Mr. Bowie agreed with Mr. Strauss that this Government pos- 

sessed no plan which took account of the developments Mr. Strauss 

mentioned, and very obviously needed one. The present paper, 
which dealt merely with a position to be taken by this Government 
in the UN General Assembly, was of course no substitute for an 
adequate and detailed disarmament plan to meet the new situa- 

tion. Mr. Bowie thought that a group had been set up some time in 

August to study the situation and to come up with the desired new 

plan. | 
The members of the Council were unaware of the existence of 

any such group as that mentioned by Mr. Bowie. Accordingly, Mr.
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Strauss suggested, and the Vice President agreed, that our disar- 
mament position needed reexamination as a matter of urgency. | 

Thereafter, Mr. Cutler read to the members of the Council the | 
bases on which our present disarmament plan had been established __ 
in NSC 112, noting that the problem had not been thoroughly stud- 
ied since July 1951. | 

It was the view of several members of the Council, particularly 
Mr. Flemming, that Council action on the present paper should in 
no wise seem to reaffirm and reemphasize the Baruch Plan, in 
view of developments which cast doubt on its validity. It was ac- 
cordingly agreed to make certain changes in the text of the report 
designed to avoid such an implication. 

Thereafter, the Vice President expressed the view that the Presi- 
dent should be requested to set up a new committee, consisting of 
the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, to work out a revision of our present _ 
disarmament plans in the light of what had occurred since July | 
1951. | | | | | 

The National Security Council: > 

_ a. Adopted the recommendations contained in paragraphs 7-b 
and 8 of NSC 112/1. | 

b. Did not adopt paragraph 7-a of NSC 112/1; but agreed that 
action under paragraph 8 could include a review of U.S. efforts in 
the United Nations to achieve agreement on disarmament. 

c. Agreed to recommend to the President that the Secretaries of 
State and Defense and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission be appointed a special committee to review, as a matter of 
urgency, the current policy contained in NSC 112, with particular 
reference to the international control of atomic energy, and to 
report back to the Council their findings and recommendations. 

Note: The above actions, as subsequently approved by the Presi- 
dent, transmitted to the Secretaries of State and Defense and the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission for implementation. 

| S. EVERETT GLEASON 

8 Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 899, Sept. 9, 1953. (S/S-NSC files, lot 
66 D 95, “NSC Actions’)
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file a : OB 

Memorandum by Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President | 
oo _ for National Security Affairs * _ we es 

‘TOP SECRET | _ [Wasuincton,] September 10, 1953. 

In discussing with the President this morning the action taken at 

the Council yesterday ? relative to the review of NSC 112 (Policy on | 
_ Limitations, Regulation, and Control of Armaments), the President 

suggested that you might consider the following proposal, which he | 
did not think anyone had yet thought of§ = 

Suppose the United States and the Soviets were each to turn 
over to the United Nations, for peaceful use, X kilograms of fission- 

able material. ES Ea ge - 
The amount X could be fixed at a figure which we could handle 
from our stockpile, but which it would be difficult for the Soviets to 

match. 3. — ee | - eS 
: a oe | “ * ROBERT CUTLER 

a This memorandum was directed to Lewis L. Strauss, Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and C. D. Jackson, Special Assistant to the President. | 

2 See the memorandum of discussion at the 161st meeting of the National Securi- 

ty Council, Sept. 9, supra. __ , | | 
3In his memoirs, Admiral Strauss, after quoting this memorandum, comments as 

follows: | TS | 
'. “This was the seed from which the Atoms for Peace program was to grow. Though : 
sown upon the rocky soil of political querulousness and international suspicions, it 
did germinate and in the course of time struck root. 

“On reading the President’s suggestion, my imagination was slow to take fire, but 
the more I thought about it in the following days, the more promising it began to | 
appear.” (Lewis L. Strauss, Men and Decisions (London, Macmillan and Company, 

| 1963), p. 357). oo | a 
For a chronology of the development of the Atoms for Peace speech, see the 

memorandum for the files, dated Sept. 30, 1954, p. 1526. - | 

. Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file. | ae . | 

Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President for National 
_ Security Affairs (Cutler) to the Chairman of the United States 

Atomic Energy Commission (Strauss) 1 | | 

TOP SECRET BO [WASHINGTON,] September 10, 1953. 

_ Thad a talk this morning with the President about various mat- 
ters brought up at the Council Meeting yesterday.* His mind 
turned again, as it has very frequently, to the thermonuclear 
device explosion on August 12. | eg, 

1The source text bears the following handwritten notation: “Talked to Lewis 
Strauss Sept 11.” . | | : | 

2 For the memorandum of discussion, see p. 1210.
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He said that he would like you to estimate in your opinion what 
this explosion might mean in the capability of the Soviets to | 
produce such devices in the next two or three years, assuming that 
they have a capability as good as our best capability. | 

) ROBERT CUTLER 

330.13/9-1453 | 

Memorandum by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for United 
Nations Affairs (Sandifer) to the Under Secretary of State (Smith) } 

TOP SECRET | _ [WAsHINGTON,] September 14, 1953. 

Subject: Urgent Interpretation of NSC Decision on NSC 112/1,?2 
‘Possibility of a New U.S. Disarmament Proposal in the 8th 
General Assembly.” 

Discussion: | - 

_ 1. The NSC on September 9, with the President and Mr. Dulles 
absent, approved the subject paper. This recommended that the 
U.S. introduce in this General Assembly a resolution generally 
reaffirming appropriate sections concerning disarmament from the 
President’s April 16 speech, particularly the relationship between 
progress in political settlements and progress toward disarmament. 

2. Believing that the UN atomic energy control plan needed 
review, the NSC objected to voicing public U.S. support for it. Con- 
sequently, the NSC deleted paragraph 7 (a) (See attached paper). ° 
This issue was raised by AEC Chairman Strauss, who apparently 
was unaware his Agency is currently conducting a basic technical | 
review of the UN plan at your request made in August. | 

3. The NSC action will prevent us from reaffirming past General 

Assembly resolutions referring to the UN atomic energy control 

plan as the basis for control in that field until a better or no less | 
effective system is devised. This concept is in the UN Disarmament 
Commission’s terms of reference, which the U.S. sponsored. Such 
omission will immediately be noted by the USSR and our allies, 
and we can expect public and private queries whether we have 

changed our support of this concept. 

4. In such event, the U.S. Delegation can reply either that the 
U.S. adheres to the past position or that it has changed its views. 
The latter reply, indicated as correct by the NSC action, cannot be 

supported by any new U.S. views since the AEC has not completed _ 

its review. | 

1 Drafted by Meyers of UNA. 
2 Dated Sept. 1, p. 1190. 

3 A notation on the source text indicates that the attached paper was a copy of NSC 
112/1.
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Recommendations: | | | 

1. You should urgently see Mr. Strauss and explain the unten- 

able position in which we are left by the NSC decision of Septem- 

ber 9, as described above. oo | 

2. You should suggest Mr. Strauss may have misunderstood the 

past U.S. public position, namely: oe | 

a. Any acceptable disarmament system must meet one test, that 

of effective safeguards to ensure the compliance of all nations and 
to give adequate warning of possible evasions and violations. | 

b. We continue to support our past proposals as sound and effec- 
tive, but are not inflexible in believing they are necessarily the 

only ones that would meet these criteria. _ 
c. We are constantly reviewing the disarmament problem; hope 

others will do likewise; and will seriously examine any promising 
new proposals made by others or will put forward new ideas as we 
develop them. | 

3. You should explain we are recommending the Secretary in- 

clude these concepts in his speech, and ask Mr. Strauss’ concur- 

rence. - | 

4. If Mr. Strauss concurs in these concepts, you should also tell 

him we will inform the NSC of this language, and of the Depart- 

ment’s belief it is consistent with the NSC action on September 9. 

5. If Mr. Strauss does not agree, we should take the matter up 
urgently with the President at Denver, because of its importance 

and because the U.S. Delegation undoubtedly will be queried on 

this matter before the President’s return. We would expect JCS 

- support of our position. 

Concurrence: | | | 

S/AE—Mr. Arneson | 
Defense—Adm. H. P. Smith ~~. . 

_ Non-concurrence: ER | | oe 

S/P—Mr. Bowie believes that paragraph 2b should read: “Our 

past proposals have been designed to meet this test but we are not 

inflexible in believing they are necessarily the only ones that 

would meet these criteria.’ He also suggests the Department 

should state its interpretation to the NSC without first securing 

Mr. Strauss’ agreement. a 

| oy Editorial Note 

On September 17, Secretary Dulles addressed the Eighth Session 
of the United Nations General Assembly on “Easing International 
Tensions: The Role of the UN’’. During the course of his remarks, 

the Secretary noted that “the United States has already put for-
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ward a series of’ disarmament proposals at the United Nations 
“which have attracted widespread support” and he added: “We 
have faith that the time may come—it might come quickly and ~ 
suddenly—when political leaders would be prepared to put into 
effect international agreements limiting armaments.” In the inter- 
im, he believed that the United Nations should continue to make 
studies to lay the foundation for quick action once the general at- 
mosphere made such action possible. “But”, he added, “‘these stud- 
ies need to be carried on to a still higher state of completion.” Sec- 

| retary Dulles’ address is printed in Department. of State Bulletin, 
September 28, 1958, pages 403-408. 7 | | 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 162d Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, September 17, 1953 } 

[Extract] ae a 7 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY ay Mes a | 
_ Present at the 162nd meeting of the Council were the Vice Presi- 

dent of the United States, presiding; the Acting Secretary of State; 
the Secretary of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations Admin- 
istration; the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present __ 
were the Acting Secretary of the Treasury; the Acting Attorney 
General (for Items 4 and 5); the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (for Items 2, 3 and 6); the 
Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secreta- 
ry of the Air Force (all for Item 2); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff; The Chief of Staff, U.S. Army (for Item 2); the Chief of Naval 
Operations (for Item 2); the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force (for Item 
2); the Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps (for Item 2); Capt. C. C. 

Kirkpatrick, USN, Col. D. O. Monteith, USAF, and Carroll 
Hinman, Foreign Operations Administration (all for Item 2); the 

- Director of Central Intelligence; The Assistant to the President; 
Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, 
Special Assistant to the President; the NSC Representative on In- 
ternal Security (for Item 4); the Acting White House Staff Secreta- 
ry; the Executive Secretary, NSC; Hugh D. Farley, NSC Special 
Staff Member; and George Weber, NSC Special Staff Member (for 
Item 2). | | a 

1 Prepared by Hugh D. Farley, NSC Special Staff Member, on Sept. 17. ,
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There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

the chief points taken. | | | | 

3. Position of the United States on Disarmament in the kighth 
General Assembly (NSC 112 and NSC 112/1; NSC Action No. 

B99) 2 | | oe oo 

Secretary Smith introduced this item, which had been scheduled 
| on the agenda as an urgent matter in view of Secretary Dulles’ 

speech at the UN the following day. * He referred to the Council 
action at its last meeting and said that the Department of State | 
had assumed that the Council had not meant to repudiate our past 
positions while the new review was pending, even though the Coun- 

cil had not approved paragraph 7-a of NSC 112/1. 
, Mr. Cutler said his understanding was that the Council did not 

wish to reaffirm or push our previous disarmament proposals until 

the new review had been completed. _ | a 
Vice President Nixon asked if Secretary Dulles wanted to reaf- | 

firm our position. ae we 
Secretary Smith then said that the Department of State was pro- 

posing that Secretary Dulles reaffirm the basic principle, that any 

disarmament system must meet the basic test of effective safe- 

guards, but added that our past proposals were designed to meet 

this basic requirement and were not inflexible as the only propos- 

als that could meet such a test. Secretary Smith felt that the Coun- 
cil could agree on language which would state that our past propos- 

als had been designed to meet this test, but we are not inflexible in 
believing they are necessarily the only ones that would meet these | 
criteria. — | oa 

_ The Vice President, Secretary Wilson and Mr. Cutler all felt that 

_ the Council would support the latter language, but did not intend 

_ to reaffirm our past proposals. > - 
, _ Secretary Smith said there was a chance that Secretary Dulles 

might be asked categorically if we still stand by our former propos- | 

als. In this event, he felt the answer must be yes, subject to review. 
At Mr. Stassen’s suggestion, Mr. Strauss expressed his view, 

namely, that the language proposed, to the effect that our past pro- 

posals had been designed to meet this test but that we are not in- 

flexible, was satisfactory. He remarked that the control aspects for 
fissionable material did not apply to fusionable material. The latter 

is much more plentiful, harder to inspect and easier to produce. Ac- 

cordingly, Mr. Strauss said his understanding was that the NSC in- 

2 For NSC 112/1, Sept. 1, see p. 1190. For NSC Action No. 899, see footnote 3, p. 1212. 

For NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol.1, p. 477. | 
3 See the editorial note, supra. |
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tended the whole disarmament problem to be reviewed in the light 
of new developments. 

Admiral Radford suggested that if Secretary Dulles were asked 
the direct question, he might say that technical developments had 
outmoded the details of our previous disarmament proposals. 

Secretary Smith said that Secretary Dulles could not decline to 
answer where we stood on such a basic UN resolution, and suggest- 
ed that Secretary Dulles could say that we supported our previous 
UN resolutions, subject, of course, to such review as new develop- 
ments require. 

The National Security Council: 4 

Agreed that the following U.S. position on disarmament at the 
eighth General Assembly, as proposed orally by the Acting Secreta- 
ry of State, would be consistent with NSC Action No. 899: 

a. Any acceptable disarmament system must meet one test, that 
of effective safeguards to ensure the compliance of all nations and 
to give adequate warning of possible evasions and violations. 

b. Our past proposals have been designed to meet this test, but 
we are not inflexible in believing that they are necessarily the only 
ones that would meet these criteria. — | | 

c. We are constantly reviewing the disarmament problem; hope 
others will do likewise; and will seriously examine any promising 
new proposals made by others or will put forward new ideas as we 
develop them. | : , 

d. If required during the course of the eighth General Assembly, 
we might take the position that we still support the basic princi- 
ples of our past proposals, subject to review of the details of these 
proposals in the light of recent developments. | 

Huau D. FARLEY 

* The paragraphs which follow constitute the operative portion of NSC Action No. 
909. The action also includes a concluding note which reads as follows: “Note: The 
above action, as subsequently approved by the President, [was] transmitted to the 

| Secretary of State for appropriate implementation.” (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, 
“NSC Actions”) On Sept. 17, General Cutler informed President Eisenhower, who 

was in Colorado, of the action taken by the Council at this meeting. (Message Cap- 
ital 187, Eisenhower Library, Whitman file, Administration series, ““Cutler’”) 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file . 

Memorandum for the President by the Chairman of the United 

States Atomic Energy Commission (Strauss) 

: TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, 17 September 1953. 

General Cutler has given me two memoranda embodying ques- 
tions from you. ! Here are my replies. | 

Respectfully, Lewis L. STRAUSS 

1 The two memoranda, both dated Sept. 10, are printed on p. 1213.
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Question A: 2 “Suppose the United States and the Soviets were 
each to turn over to the United Nations, for peaceful use, X kilo- 

grams of fissionable material. The amount X could be fixed at a 
figure which we could handle from our stockpile, but which would 
be difficult for the Soviets to match.” (This question was addressed _j. 
to C. D. Jackson also and he concurs in the following:) | 

Reply: The proposal is novel and might have value for propagan- 
da purposes. It has doubtful value as a practical move for the fol- 
lowing reasons: | 

(a) Our intelligence ... is not sufficiently firm as to the differ- 
ence in size between U.S. and Soviet stockpiles, and we are igno- 
rant of their current production rates and the extent of their raw 
material development. Our own experience on the Colorado Pla- 
teau from which only a trickle of uranium was being received five 
years ago would sustain the supposition that the Russians have 
also located and developed important ore bodies. 

~ (b) One of our main advantages is our stockpile whereas, presum- 
ably, one of the Soviet main advantages is their apparent rapid ex- 
pansion. Under this assumption, the proposal might operate in 
their interest rather than in ours. 

(c) With the advent of the thermonuclear development (i.e., when 
a small number of thermonuclear bombs can produce the equiva- 
lent damage area of a much larger number of conventional atomic 
bombs), the relative importance of a stockpile of fissionable materi- 
al is reduced since it is only required as a primer while quite differ- 
ent substances, not fissionable, support the thermonuclear explo- 
sion. 

Recommendation: The proposal ought to be carefully explored, 

nevertheless, by the group which the National Security Council has 

appointed with the approval of the President to study atomic disar- 
mament [State, Defense, and the Atomic Energy Commission] . 3 

Question B: “The President said that he would like you to esti- 
mate in your opinion what this explosion might mean in the capa- 

bility of the Soviets to produce such devices in the next two or | 

three years, assuming that they have a capability as good as our 
best capability.” | 

Reply: .... | 
(b) Even when considered at its upper limit of estimated TNT | 

equivalent, the Soviet thermonuclear test appears to have had 

somewhat less than one-third the yield of the Mike shot. However, 

2 A handwritten marginal notation on the source text next to “Question A’’ reads 
as follows: “do it annually [President] interested. Passed this on to L{ewis] L. 
S[trauss].” 

3 Brackets in the source text.
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their shot may well have been to prove principle and there is no 
reason to think that they were necessarily trying for size. For that 
reason, I assume for the purpose of the following estimate that 

their weapons can be equal in magnitude to ours. 

(c) We have absolutely no intelligence as to whether their 
weapon is deliverable. Their test shot was in all likelihood not an | 
air-drop to judge from sonic and seismic evidence. The following es- 
timate assumes no engineering delays in designing a delivery-size 

weapon. | 

(d) The materials in their weapon are all relatively plentiful 
except for U-235 and Lithium 6, and the limiting factor in our 
opinion would be the supply of Lithium 6. Therefore, on the basis 
of the assumption in your question, we estimate a possible Soviet 

production capability of thermonuclear weapons of 10 weapons in 
1954, 30 in 1955, and 119 in 1956. ek ES 

Note: There have now been four shots in the current Soviet 
series. Only the first appears to have had any thermonuclear char- 
acteristics. | | oe 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic Energy-Armaments 1952-1953” 

Memorandum by Charles C. Stelle to the Director of the Policy 

Planning Staff (Bowie) 
| 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| September 238, 1953. 

Subject: An “Eisenhower Plan” for the Atom? 

The recent evidences of Russian nuclear advances confront us 
| with the problems of atomic plenty in the foreseeable and fairly 

immediate future. They also, however, add a new element to the 

possibilities of our dealing with these problems by indicating a con- | 
siderable degree of Russian knowledge and competence in many — 

sectors of nuclear development and by thus decreasing the value of | 

U.S. security controls in these sectors. _ | 
Assuming atomic plenty, the stark elements of the situation will 

be that both we and the Russians will have the power to destroy 
the other but not the power to destroy the other’s retaliatory ca- 

pacity so that both will encounter destruction in case of atomic 
war. This may quite possibly lead to what has been generally de- 
scribed as atomic stalemate, with neither side capable of the act of 

will to undertake an atomic attack because such an attack will 

lead to its own destruction. | 

The extent to which atomic stalemate will lead to an increase of 

Russian capabilities for atomic blackmail will depend on the confi- 

dence third countries have that the U.S. is willing to retaliate atom-
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ically in their behalf, and that this U.S. will is sufficiently evi- 

dent to the Russians so as to deter attack. To build this confidence 

or to provide an equally valuable substitute for it is the primary 
problem of U.S. foreign policy in this field. RRL Ek 

On the assumption that the requirements of U.S. security con- 
trols in the nuclear field are now considerably lessened, there | 
would seem to be a potential substitute at hand. The U.S. can have 
confidence in its own will to use atomic weapons in case it is at- 
tacked by atomic weapons because it possesses the weapons. The 

U.S. thus controls the deterrent. The Allies of the U.S., or for that 
matter other third countries can have confidence in their own will 

to use atomic weapons in case they are attacked and thus have con- | 
_ fidence in their control of the deterrent—if they have atomic capa- 

__ pilities. The substitute for confidence in the U.S. would be self-con- 
_ fidence, which would be contingent, however, on possession of 

atomic capabilities. The U.S., therefore, should seriously consider 
_ whether it is not now in the national interest to assist in the devel- 

opment of atomic capabilities in the other countries of the Free — 
World. Certain questions arise immediately. All of them require — 

the most careful examination.  —s_—© oe - 
In the first place is the assumption valid that the dangers of Rus- 

sian gain through the inevitable leakages which would be involved - 
in U.S. sharing of nuclear weapons, knowledge, and techniques has — 

been materially lessened by Russian progress? Would Russian ac- 
quisition of substantial information on U.S. nuclear knowledge and 
techniques significantly increase Russian capabilities, or lead to 

danger of a Russian technological breakthrough which would pose 
even more drastic threats to U.S. security? The answers here are 

technological but there is perhaps enough basis for a layman to 

hazard that there are some grounds for the conclusion that U.S. se-. 
_ curity would not now be materially endangered by an increase of 

Russian possibilities of acquiring U.S. nuclear knowledge and 

know-how. _ BE 
_ In the second place would it be the part of wisdom for the U.S. to _ 
assist in the development of atomic capabilities in the hands of , 

Allies or third countries who, in the very nature of the history of _ 
sovereign states, must be assumed to be not completely reliable 

friends of the U.S. The offhand answer might be made that the ca- 

pability of complete destruction of the U.S. will be in the hands of 

an implacable foe of the U.S. in any event; that the U.S. can only _ 
be destroyed once; and that the gamble of spreading among friends 
the capability, eventually, of complete destructiveness, is not mate- 
rially greater than the gamble involved in having this capability 

already in the hands of our worst enemy. It can also be answered | 

that in the nature of things sovereign states of the requisite indus-
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trial capacity will in any event arrive at atomic capabilities and a | 
USS. initiative would affect only the timing and not the end result 
of the inevitable decentralization of atomic capacities. But the , 
question must be searchingly examined. Other questions must be. 
equally exhaustively explored. Taking it as axiomatic that the U'S. 
must always possess a retaliatory capacity to inflict destruction on | 

the U.S.S.R., or for that matter any other state which might be or 
turn hostile, at what point and when will the U.S. be in a position 

to share its weapons without undue sacrifice to its retaliatory ca- 
pacity? What would be the order of magnitudes of the costs in- 

volved in sharing atomic weapons with other countries or in assist- - 

_ ing the development of nuclear programs? What countries would 

have the capability for either using the weapons or developing full 
scale nuclear programs? | - os 

Should exploration of the numerous questions involved lead to 

the conclusion that a sharing of atomic capabilities with other 

countries of the Free World was in the interest of the United | 
States, it would seem possible to devise a program which would not 

only remove the potential of Russian atomic blackmail, but might 

conceivably have real potency in increasing pressures on the Rus- 

sians for accession to a system of international control of all types | 

of armaments. The U.S. could announce that the atom, under | 

present conditions is a menace to mankind. International control of 

atomic developments as well as conventional weapons is the only 
long term method of warding off this menace. But in the short 

| term the possession of retaliatory capabilities is the only reason- 
ably sure protection against the menace. Therefore to all nations 

_ who will guarantee accession to a system of international control, 
when by reason of the accession of all states such a system becomes 

possible, the United States will, in the interests of humanity, 

extend assistance in the development of atomic capabilities either 

in the form of weapons or in the form of technical assistance. The 

U.S. will not urge the development of atomic capabilities upon any 

other country, but stands ready to assist those who wish assistance 
and who will join in the agreement for eventual control. The 
impact of such a program on the Free World would be great. The 
political implications would be manifold. The possession by the 
U.S. of considerable temporary control over the rate of develop- 

ment of atomic capabilities in other countries would give it very 
considerable political leverage on such varied things as for example 
Franco-German relations, the nature of Swedish neutrality, Japa- 

nese rearmament, and ROK impatience for Korean unification. | 

The self confidence of major partners of the U.S. might be revived 
and fortified. And the Soviets might be presented with a united 

front of countries with atomic capacities which at the least would
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give it pause in undertaking further aggressions and which might 

just conceivably eventually lead it to acceptance of reasonable limi- 
tations on the quantity and character of conventional and uncon- | 
ventional armaments. | 

| I recommend that we give careful thought to the possibility of a 
program of spreading the responsibilities, burdens, and benefits of 
nuclear capabilities. 

600.0012/9-2553 | | 

The Special Assistant to the President (Jackson) to the Under | 
| Secretary of State (Smith) } ! 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY WASHINGTON, September 25, 1953. 

Dear Beebe: During a discussion with the President on the | 
Candor speech, an idea came up about which he asked me to write | 

you. , | | | | 
The general concept of a speech by the President on atomic war- : 

fare and the atomic age has been, as you know, batting around for 

quite some time—as I recall it, since February or March. At that 
time all those involved—that is, the members of NSC and the high | 
command of AEC—were very much in favor of such a speech being | 
made, and at that time they had definite and fairly simple reasons : 
for feeling as they did. 7 

Now, quite a few months have passed, and an absolute rash of : 

material on the subject has been in the press and on the radio. 
The question is, has this taken the edge off the idea? In other : 

words, are we for candor out of habit, or do we still really think it 

is a good idea? — - . | : 
The President wanted me to put the question to you personally, | 

and ask you for an early reply which would be your personal views, | 
uninfluenced by any indians. oS - | | | 

If your reply is affirmative, then there are a few other questions _ | 
the President would like to ask you on the same basis. They are: | 

1. Is it possible to make a “hydrogen bomb” speech without some | 
kind of equally significant hopeful alternative? 2 | ! 

2. If such a counterbalance is essential, should both be in the 
same speech, or should we be thinking in terms of two speeches by | 
the President fairly close together, one exclusively destruction and 
the other hope and reconstruction? | 

’ A copy of this letter in the C. D. Jackson papers at the Eisenhower Library indi- 
cates that the same communication was also sent to Secretary of Defense Wilson, | 
Secretary of State Dulles, Admiral Strauss, Governor Stassen, and Admiral Radford. 

2 A handwritten notation to subparagraph 1 on the source text reads: ‘‘Answered 
by phone.” | | |
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3. If you think that two speeches would be better, which should 
be the first one? And should the first one, whichever it is, include — - 
some reference to the second one? le - 

Many thanks for your trouble. 
Sincerely yours, a | 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum to the President, by the Special Assistant to the 
| President (Jackson) } | 

TOP SECRET ) WASHINGTON, October 2, 1953. 

Subject: Briefing memo for Saturday’s ‘“Candor” breakfast.2. __ 

After last week’s conversation with you on the “Candor” speech, 
I got in touch with Messrs. J. F. Dulles, Wilson, W. B. Smith, 
Strauss, Radford and Stassen ? and asked them the questions you 
suggested. I also asked that they give me their own personal re- 
plies, and not something cooked up by their staffs. = 

The returns are now all in. ee 
This memo does not attempt to represent the consensus or a 

compromise between different viewpoints. It does, however, repre- 
sent my personal point of view, with which I believe the majority 
would concur, except on some matters of detail. I am sending it to 

you in that form in order to serve as a springboard for the Satur- 
day’s discussion. ee 

The need for a frank speech on the atomic age and Continental 
Defense is, if anything, greater than ever. The speech should be 

televised, and the fact that you read it will add rather than detract 
from its importance and solemnity. Other personalities or the use 
of props would detract. cee 

The speech should be given as soon as possible—certainly before 
Congress reconvenes, and preferably during October or not later 

than the first week in November. | 
As you said yourself, the speech must contain more than just 

“attack” and “retaliation”, which is what a speech dealing only 

1 The handwritten notation by the President, “file/DE”, appears on the source 

 F According to the President’s appointment book, he held an off-the-record break- | | 
| fast meeting at 8 a.m., Saturday, Oct. 3. The following were present: Secretary 

Dulles, C. D. Jackson, Admiral Strauss, Admiral Radford, Governor Stassen, Allen 
Dulles (Director of Central Intelligence), Emmet John Hughes (Administrative As- 

sistant to the President), and Maj. John Eisenhower (the President’s son). (Kisen- 
hower Library, Eisenhower records, “President—Daily Appointments’’) 

3 See the letter of Sept. 25, supra. |
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with The Bomb and Continental Defense would be. It must besides | 
contain a tremendous lift for the world—for the hopes of men ev- a | 

erywhere. | | | 
That lift has got to be something much more than what is at the | 

end of the current draft, namely, the withdrawal of Russian and 

Allied forces from Germany. It has got to be a packaged concept | | 
which will fulfill the three requirements Foster Dulles has in mind: | 

1. It should contain new and fresh proposals which could be ac- 7 
ceptable to the Russians if they possess a shred of co-existential © 
reasonableness or desire. 7 | | 

2. If it is accepted in whole or in part by the Russians, the West- : 
ern position must not be seriously impaired or jeopardized thereby. : 

3. It must be of such a nature that its rejection by the Russians, : 
or even prolonged foot-dragging on their part, will make it clear to | 
the people of the world, not just to the Governments, that we must 
all prepare for the worst, and that the moral blame for the arma- : 
ments race, and possibly war, is clearly on the Russians. : 

_ Some of the group feel that you should do this in two bites, sepa- 
| rated by not more than a week; the first bite taking care of the | 

atomic aspects, the second bite, the lift. Personally, I feel it should | | 
be done all at once, otherwise it will lose impact, if for no other : 

reason than that the audiences will not be the same each time, and | i 

therefore a lot of people will only hear first-hand part of the story. 

The script which you now have covers The Bomb and Continen- 

tal Defense pretty well, and those sections almost intact could be 

adapted to a new draft. — | | 
What is missing is the “package”. _ os | 

I suggest, if you can get broad policy agreement in Saturday’s | | 
meeting, that Foster Dulles be given the responsibility for produc- 

ing the contents of the package. He has already given this much - 
thought. To Emmet Hughes would go the responsibility for the pro- 

duction of the whole speech. a | | 

I would also suggest that for the time being, conversation on the © 

subject of this speech be restricted to the present group, corre- . 

spondence likewise, on an “Eyes Only’ basis, and that possible co-— | 
ordination with our allies be conducted through personal Presiden- 
tial courier instead of by code through the Embassy machinery. 
When you have an acceptable, or nearly acceptable, draft it will be 

time enough for the staffs at State, Defense, and AEC to pick over 

This can not only be the most important pronouncement ever | 

made by any President of the United States, it could also save : 

ee
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mankind. It therefore rates the concentrated attention of the Gov- 
ernment’s top brains. 4 | 

C. D. JACKSON 

* For a chronology of events in the drafting of the Atoms for Peace speech, see the 
memorandum for the files, dated Sept. 30, 1954, p. 1526. Certain preliminary drafts 
and other related documentation are contained in the Eisenhower Library, C. D. 
Jack son papers, ‘‘Atoms for Peace Evoulution”’. 

Eisenhower Library, Dulles papers, “Atomic Weapons” 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the Soviet Union 
| | (Bohlen) 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY Tj. WASHINGTON, October 9, 1953. | 
PERSONAL AND PRIVATE 

Dear Cup: It is possible that the President may be making a 
speech toward the end of this month which will point out the rising 
threat of atomic warfare and urge the importance of | 

| (1) eliminating by reduction and controls the present destructive 
| capacity of armament; and | 

(2) eliminating the immediate sore spots which could bring ar- 
maments into play. 

With respect to (2) the speech might develop somewhat the lines 

of thought contained in my United Nations speech of September 1 
with respect to Germany, Austria, satellites, Korea and Indochina. 

With respect to (1) it might emphasize that while we cannot now 
end “distrust” between the two worlds, this does not preclude a 
downward movement in terms of weapons and armament, conven- 

tional and unconventional, so long as this does not appreciably 
alter the existing balance of power. | 

The speech as now forecast would be sober, non-provocative and 
not designed to be a “propagandish” speech. It will probably be 
made before the General Assembly. 

| I cannot, of course, guarantee, particularly after the speech writ- 

ers have had their day, that it will not seem somewhat propagan- 

dish to the Russians but this is not the present intention. 

This whole program is subject to modification in the light of 
ideas of Churchill and the French, which are not yet fully devel- 
oped. We have not yet indicated to them in any way what the 
President has in mind. We would, however presumably do so before 

he speaks. 

In order that the speech may have the best chance of producing 
a positive result from the Soviet Union I ask you to be prepared, 

1 See the editorial note, p. 1215.
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upon receipt of a cable from me, (a) to call upon Mr. Molotov and 

advise him of the President’s intention to make this address and (b) 
_ his purpose in doing so and (c) as much of the substance of (1) and 

(2) as I will indicate in my cable. | | 
You will urge an affirmative reaction and indicate our willing- | 

ness to proceed with diplomatic channel talks if they so desire 
either (x) alone or (y) with UK and France. | oo 

You may point out that a negative reaction or one which was af- 

firmative only in words but without rapid follow-up would leave a 
state of tension even greater than that which exists today. The ar- | 
mament race might then mount. a | | 

You will please not communicate the contents of this letter to | 
anyone. In cabling you I may refer to this letter as “Frank’s” letter | 
and refer to the numbered lines. 2 Please acknowledge receipt of | 

this letter by an “eyes only” cable to me. ® | 
_ Sincerely yours, a . ! 

. | | a JOHN Foster DULLES . 

2 Each line of this letter is numbered in the left margin of the source text. , | 
3 Not found. | | | | 

Eisenhower Library, C. D. Jackson papers 

Memorandum of Discussion at the Planning Board of the National | 
Security Council } | ! 

| 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 19, 1953. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION OF STATE DRAFT OF PART TWO OF 

| PRESIDENTIAL SPEECH 2 

The State draft for the second part of the Presidential speech 
was discussed by the Planning Board members and advisers as in- 

dividuals, rather than as representatives of their agencies. The 

need for the utmost security was emphasized by General Cutler. 

1. Mr. Bowie made the following points concerning the draft: | 

a. The draft was prepared on the assumption that a speech has 
to be made, and that there is a conceivable settlement which can 
be offered to the USSR without endangering U.S. security inter- 
ests. a | 

1 Drafting information and distribution are not indicated on the source text. For 
information on the origins of and the major decisions stemming from this discus- 

sion, as interpreted by Robert Cutler, see Cutler’s memorandum to the Secretary of 
State, Oct. 19, infra. | | 

2 The specific draft under reference has not been identified. For information on | 
the development of the Atoms for Peace speech, see the memorandum for the files, 
Sept. 30, 1954, p. 1526.
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b. The draft is not primarily a propaganda speech. It is a serious 
proposal which the Russians might accept. It contains the maxi- 
mum concessions consistent with U.S. security interests. oa 

c. It is doubtful whether a speech is the proper way to initiate 
any serious negotiations with the USSR. The State Department 
would prefer not to have a speech and not to try to explore Soviet 
views ® in public concerning a possible settlement. Its preference 
would be for quiet talks. The objectives of explaining our position 
to the public and testing Soviet intentions concerning a settlement 
may be so incompatible as to prevent their being achieved in a 

| Presidential speech. | . 
| d. Assuming that a Presidential speech is necessary, then a dis- 

cussion of the dangers of the H-bomb and of our intention to pro- 
tect ourselves against H-bomb destruction must be combined with a 
statement of our desire to reach an agreement which would pre- 
vent general hostilities. | | 

e. The President’s April speech was acclaimed by the public, but 
it was not helpful as an indication to the Russians of those matters 

| on which we would be prepared to negotiate. It is not possible to 
write a speech which states specifically what the United States is | 
prepared to offer and expect to get any discussions with the Rus- 

| sians as a result. The speech is purposefully vague and does not 
put all our cards on the table, since it is not made on a take-it-or- 
leave-it basis. The objective is to make it as a “come on” to the 
Russians, but not give away one’s negotiating hand. | 

f. If the Russians refuse a serious offer which honestly tests their 
willingness to negotiate, then we must draw the appropriate con- 
clusions. | Ee | 

g. The proposal in the draft seeks: | a 
| 

: (1) Control of nuclear weapons. 
(2) Reduction of conventional weapons in some equal way. 

This is admittedly difficult but will have to be done if any dis- 
armament is undertaken. | . 

(3) Clarification for the Russians of those points on which we 
are not prepared to make a deal, for example, EDC, since this — 
is the best way to handle German rearmament. 

(4) Assurance to the Soviets that Western power will not be 
used against them unless they initiate aggression. 

7 h. The withdrawal of U.S. troops is linked to control of nuclear 
weapons, because we cannot withdraw our forces at the same time 
the Russians do without abandoning our bases. Obviously we 
cannot abandon forward bases until nuclear weapons are con- 
trolled. 

i. The reference to Asia in the draft is intentionally fuzzy be- 
cause this question contains so much Congressional political dyna- 
mite. It is believed that concessions on Asia would be accepted by 
Congress if they were part of an over-all settlement. However, if 
specific offers were made, and not tied into a “package’’,, consider- 
able domestic opposition might develop. 

3 The rest of this sentence was corrected by hand in the source text. It formerly 
ended: “Soviet views concerning possible public settlement.”
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_j. Distrust may not be dissipated by disarmament, but unless 
there is an attempt to seek a settlement of some kind involving dis- © 
armament, then it must be admitted that there is no prospect of 
any improvement in relations between the U.S. and the USSR. | 

k. Criticism of the draft on the grounds that it is not dramatical- 
ly expressed is unimportant, since the purpose was to present the 
substance and, if agreement was reached on the content, the | 
speech writers could write an appropriate speech. = — ee 

1. Criticism of the content of this draft means in effect that no 
speech can be made which is not damaging to our security inter- 
ests. oe | * 

m. The draft does not seek effective abolition of nuclear bombs, 
but rather their reduction and control. No control is foolproof. 
Fewer nuclear weapons will decrease the possibility of their use. | 2 
-n. The draft is aimed at the American people and would make 

clear to them why the budget cannot be balanced. It is also aimed 
| at our Allies in an attempt to convince them of our serious inten- : 

_ tion of seeking a settlement. | She | 
o. The draft clearly explains the proposals and was understood 2 

by the President when Secretary Dulles read it to him. Attempts to | 
make it clearer and easily understood by the uninformed citizen 2 
make it less useful as a device to test Soviet intentions.  —|/ | 

2. Colonel Bonesteel stated that he, Mr. Nash and Admiral Page | 
Smith were very concerned about the draft for the following rea- | 
‘sons: | | - | 

a. Disarmament does not reduce the risk of war, nor does the ex- ! 
| istence of nuclear weapons necessarily increase the likelihood of ! 

war. : : | 
b. The draft is unclear as to whether we are proposing propor- 

tional or quantitative disarmament. 
c. The draft goes very far toward offering to withdraw our troops, 

but does not stress the mutuality of withdrawal. | 
d. Only secretly and through diplomatic channels can we test : 

Soviet willingness to negotiate. _ a - ws | 
e. Everyone is concerned about how to work out a settlement | 

with the USSR but an offer of disarmament is not the proper pos- 
ture for the U.S. to take in seeking peace. This is proved by all of — 
our knowledge of how the Russians operate. os | 

f. There is an implication in the draft that Germany is the coun- 
try to fear—that the U.S. and the USSR can work out a deal to- 
gether to hold down the Germans. The effect of this position in 
Germany would be very serious. , | 
_g. The long range effect of an offer of a settlement to withdraw a 
made in this form would be to blow up NATO. | | | 

h. The draft touches on the five points which have constituted 
for several years Vishinsky’s position in the United Nations. 

i. The effect on our Allies and the free world would be disastrous. 
An offer of this kind made as the second part of a speech describ- 
ing the horrors of the H-bomb would be interpreted as evidence of 
basic fear and a desire to reach a settlement, rather than stand up 
to the increased Soviet military capability. |
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Jj. The position of the United States would be that of offering to 
disarm even though we agree there has been no basic change in 
Soviet intentions, but merely because they have the H-bomb. This 
is not the way to deal with a tyrant. Such an offer would make the 
Russians highly suspicious at the same time that it would confuse 
the free world. 

3. General Gerhart asked what thought was behind this draft. He 
saw it as containing an offer of concessions of unknown magnitude 

in an attempt to get “peace’’. He cited the difficulties of proportion- 
al disarmament and pointed out that if the Planning Board mem- 
bers could not understand exactly what was involved, the Soviets 
could twist the offer to their own ends. He accepted the description 
of the proposal made by General Cutler in his memorandum. He 
foresaw serious consequences if the offer were misunderstood. In 

the United States he said it might slow down the whole productive 

effort if the average man concluded that we were beginning to 

disarm immediately. Abroad, he saw a very serious effect in those 
countries where we now have bases, if we offered now to negotiate 

with the Russians about whether we would leave these forward 
bases. He said that the proposal as now stated would be inimical to 

the national interest. This defect would continue until specific de- 

tails of the proposal were stated without vagueness. He did not 
know how to answer the question as to whether the proposal would 

be acceptable if it were taken as a package by the Russians, be- 
cause he did not understand what the package involved. He agreed 

_ with Colonel Bonesteel as to the undesirability of linking in the 
same offer to negotiate, a description of the potentiality of nuclear 

weapons. | | 

4. Mr. Amory agreed with General Cutler’s summary of the pro- 

posal. He said that the reduction of armaments maintaining the 

same balance of military power was not achievable, since balancing 
of armaments of military power could not be made precise. He 

doubted that “proportional” disarmament was possible. He said 
that a speech could be made, but it should not be this one which is 
too vague. He suggested that the speech contain specific illustra- 

tions as to how we disarm. He felt that if the speech contained no 

more than this draft it would be a “turkey” and the reaction would _ 
be that it was no more than a restatement of the same generalities. 

5. General Porter * said he felt the draft was fuzzy on the ques- 

tion of how we achieve disarmament, and that the references to 

neutralized areas were unclear. He believed that the speech should 

not be based on disarmament and suggested that the draft say we 

4 Brig. Gen. E. H. Porter, USAF, Deputy Director for Intelligence, Joint Staff, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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wanted to spend our money developing peaceful uses for atomic 
energy, but that we were prevented from doing so because of the | 

Soviet threat to our security. He suggested that the speech be built 
around our efforts to arrive at a settlement which would permit us 
to use atomic energy to benefit mankind, rather than for destruc- 
tive purposes. He urged that no attempt be made to deal with “rel- | 
ative” or “balanced” disarmament, which he felt was an impossible | | 
task. | | : 

6. Mr. Tuttle > pointed out that the draft would change existing : 
policy by reopening a discussion of disarmament in the United Na- : 
tions forum, which the Council had decided not to do, and by _ | 
easing existing pressures on the USSR. He added that his reading | 
of the speech led him to believe its purpose was to reassure the | 

free world that the United States was not intransigent. He won- | 

dered whether we have not committed ourselves in the draft ! 
beyond the point where we could negotiate a settlement which | 

- would not be harmful. He feared that an attempt to state our posi- | 
tion clearly would be harmful. He said that our Allies might be led : 
to believe that we were determined to balance the budget at all | 

costs, even to the extent of the compromises listed in the draft. He | 
feared that the Allies would say we were making this proposal in | 

an attempt to save money or to deal with a U.S. recession. | 

7. Mr. Finley ® said he believed the draft could be understood | 
completely by the average man. He indicated that his impression | 

was that we were asking for a one-sided withdrawal of Soviet : 
troops. | 

8. General Cutler read a memorandum stating his initial views, ” : 
and emphasized the vagueness of the proposals, especially the last | 

paragraph, as well as the danger of the Soviets accepting the pack- 

age and then attaching conditions which we could not accept. In | 

the discussion he made clear that in his view the disarmament 

would be “proportional” and that we would get from the Russians 
a quid pro quo for our withdrawal from forward bases and posi- 
tions. He pointed out that theoretically, acceptance of a package 

proposal would not harm the national interest, but that great diffi- 

culty arose in stating the package in such a way as to be under- 
stood by the average man and yet be foolproof as far as Russian 
attempts to misuse it for their own purposes. He said that the 

President’s present thinking concerned a statement of our position, 

sufficiently clear but not damaging to U.S. security interests which 

would be accepted or turned down by the Russians. If turned down, | 

5 Presumably Elbert P. Tuttle, Treasury Representative on the Planning Board. 
6 Presumably Robert L. Finley, ODM Representative on the Planning Board. 
7 See the annex to the memorandum by Cutler, infra.
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this offer would be our last hope and we would reconcile ourselves . 
to life in an atomic world in which the Soviet threat would be ever 

| present. . 

600.0012/10-1953 | - | 

Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President (Cutler) to 
| _ the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 19, 1953. 

| 1. Pursuant to your memorandum of October 13, 1953, 1 certain | 
pages suggested for inclusion in a forthcoming Presidential speech 
on means for reducing the atomic threat: (1) were submitted to 
Planning Board members and advisers on October 14, (2) under spe- 
cial security precautions, limiting consideration to themselves as 
individuals without consultation with their Chiefs, (3) for an ex- 

_ pression of views as to the consistency of the proposals set forth in _ 
the pages with U:S. security interests. The pages so distributed are 
being returned to the Council office for impounding. | | 

| 2. The proposals in question apparently seek: (1) a reduction in 
military strengths by the Soviet bloc and by the free world, through 
control of atomic weapons and through limitation of conventional 
weapons, to be proportionally similar on each side and to be effec- 
tively safeguarded; (2) a removal of the specific causes of instability a 
through mutual withdrawal of troops from key danger areas now — 
occupied and by limitation by the U.S. of bases overseas. 

3. It was the opinion of the Planning Board members and advis- 
ers that | 

a. (preponderant view) the proposals were not sufficiently clearly 
expressed to be fully understood by them on careful reading; 

b. (preponderant view) if the proposals mean what is stated in 
| par. 2 above and could be effectively implemented as a total and 

nonseparable program, which is highly theoretical—their carrying 
out would not prejudice U.S. security interests; | | 

c. (majority view) serious doubt that the proposals could be stated 
with sufficient clarity in one form or another so as to be readily 
understood, without danger to the U.S. security; 

d. (strong minority) the proposal of disarmament to a tyrant so 
soon after his having exploded a thermonuclear device would be 

| widely interpreted as defeatism on part of U.S.; and making the 
package proposals at this time would not help our cause. ns 

1 Not printed. (Eisenhower Library, C. D. Jackson papers, “Atoms for Peace Evo- _ 
lution’’) | Ot
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4, For what it may be worth, I attach a memo of additional views 
of my own which I read to the Planning Board and as to which sev- 
eral expressed agreement. | oe 

| | ROBERT CUTLER 
, iL 

| | | 
 fAmmexP | | 

Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President (Cutler) — | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 19, 1953. 

CoMMENTS By RC on Drart, Datep Oct. 13/53, or PAGES FOR 

| - Proposep SPEECH — — | 

1. The virtue of making the proposals lies not so much in the | 

likelihood of their acceptability by the other side, but in the oppor- | 
tunity provided to the U.S.—once the proposals have been made | 
and not accepted—to put into effect a new and better (for the long | 

run) basic policy than that we now have. | rie Tg | | 
2. Pursuit of our existing basic policy over a long period is likely | 

to break down the free world’s economy, dislocate its individual lib- | 

erties and free institutions, and provoke it through frustration into | 

armed conflict. The new proposals offer the opportunity for a new ! 
road more safely to travel over many years to come. | | 

3. There are, however, serious difficulties in the statement of the | 
proposals as written: __ | 

a. They are not sufficiently clearly expressed to be understood, : 
even as a diplomatic message. | 

b. As a speech by the President, the audience of world peoples ! 
would be unable to grasp what he was talking about; and hence the | 

_ speech would fail of its great purpose. | aa | | 
c. If this great proposal is to be made as a last best hope of the — | 

world, its message must be clear beyond a doubt to John Q. Citizen. | 
__d. The proposals are not sufficiently expressed as an indivisible — 
package, so that there is danger that the USSR might accept one 
part (e.g. the limitation of US bases overseas), to the prejudice of 7 
our security. | Po % 

e. Specifically— | ; | 

(1) the language in par. 7 (“restricting the military strength | 
equally on both sides’’) is capable of a dangerous quantitative | 
interpretation, not intended or acceptable. as oe | 

(2) query if the last sentence of par. 9 is not so general that 
it might be accepted by the USSR—, but the USSR would then 
make unacceptable specifications which, when not accepted by 
the free world, would lead to charges of bad faith, ——. 

(3) the mutual withdrawal of forces (and reduction of over- | 
seas air bases) is so diffused and glancingly expressed in pars. 

|
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15-18 as to miss fire. In par. 19, the Asian proposal rests en- 
tirely on the earlier paragraphs so that if they are not clear 
the Asian proposal cannot be understood either. _ 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

| Memorandum for the President by the Secretary of State 1 , 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 23, 1953. 

Subject: Atomic Speech 

| I 

Talks at the London Conference, and with Hallstein (Germany) 
and Alphand (France) here, and the probable action on EDC in 
France by January, all lead me to the conclusion that we ought not 
seriously to seek discussions with the Soviets until decisions have 
been taken on EDC. 2 If U.S.-Soviet discussions were started or im- 
pending before then— . 

(1) Their pendency would almost surely arrest any positive 
action on EDC or possible alternatives. | 

(2) The Soviets would concentrate on breaking up Western de- 
fense arrangements rather than on trying to reach a constructive 
settlement. | oe 

I think there may be a fair chance of some settlement with the 
Russians if we have a firm foundation in Western Europe—but not 
before. 

II 

If this view is accepted, it means that we should not at this time 

make publicly or privately the far-reaching proposals which were 
envisaged by the State Department draft paper, but that these 

moves should be held back until after the first of the year. | 

Soviet propaganda at the present time is emphasizing and cou- 

pling the two subjects of atomic weapons and bases and we should 

avoid presently creating a situation where we might have to accept 

1 The source text bears the following handwritten notation: “C.D. is taking up 
with Sec. Dulles’, and is initialed by the President. It is accompanied by a note from 

| Ann Whitman, Presidential secretary, to Robert Cutler, dated Oct. 24, which reads: 
“General Cutler: C.D. Jackson asked me to send this to you. Will you please return 

| for my files?” | 
7 _ 2 Regarding the Tripartite Foreign Ministers meetings at London, October-No- 
| vember 1953, see the editorial note, vol. v, Part 2, p. 1709. For documentation on 

USS. interest in the establishment of a European Defense Community, see ibid., Part 
1, pp. 571 ff. Walter Hallstein was Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of the 
German Federal Republic. Hervé Alphand was French Representative on the North 
Atlantic Council. |
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or refuse an invitation to discuss these two topics. Acceptance : 

would have the paralyzing effect on Western European plans above 

referred to. Refusal might seriously hurt our standing and influ- 
ence in friendly countries. 

III ! 

I submitted the State Department paper to the Planning Board, i 
as you requested. ? Their cogent comments compel me to conclude | 

that it is probably a mistake to try to make serious proposals by : 
means of a public speech. The specific and simple terms desirable : 
for a speech are not a good basis for beginning negotiations. Either | 

they seem to give away too much of our case or else they seem to | 
be primarily propaganda, which would be likely to provoke only a | 

propaganda response. I think, therefore, that when the time comes, : 

the approaches should be primarily private. | 

I can visualize as acceptable, and perhaps desirable, at this time 2 
a Presidential speech which would (1) describe the atomic danger; | 
(2) make clear our determination, so long as this danger exists, to 1 

take the necessary steps to deter attack, through possession of re- ! 

taliatory power and the development of continental defense; and (3) | 
° e . e e . ° ° e 

reemphasize in general terms our willingness to discuss limitation : 

and control of armaments, both conventional and atomic, in the 

U.N. machinery, and the present sore spots such as Korea, Indo- 

china, Germany, and Austria. 

JOHN FOSTER DULLES 

3 See the summary of the Planning Board discussion, Oct. 19, p. 1227. 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic Energy-Armaments”’ | . 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Bowie) 
| to the Secretary of State ! | 

SECRET | WASHINGTON, October 30, 1953. 

Subject: Conversation with Admiral Strauss 

Admiral Strauss wishes to discuss with you the possibilities of a 
new approach to the international control of atomic energy. The at- 

tached memorandum briefly reviews: | 

1 The source text is accompanied by a typed, unsigned, and undated note, which 
reads: “Mr. Bowie says this just hits the ‘high spots’ but might be helpful before you 
see Admiral Strauss this morning. Admiral Strauss’ proposal is at Page 6.” Accord- 
ing to the Secretary’s appointment book, he met with Bowie and Strauss at 10:10 
a.m., Oct. 31. (Princeton University Library, Dulles papers, “Daily Appointments’)



1236 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

a. The problem; | 
b. The plan endorsed by the U.S. for dealing with it; 
c. The Russian position; and 
d. A suggestion for a new approach which Admiral Strauss has 

privately put forward. 

RoBert R. BowIE 

[Annex] 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY 

I. The Problem 

A plan for the international control of atomic energy must deal 
with: nuclear raw materials, installations for producing nuclear 
fuels (1.e., the explosives themselves minus the bomb containers), 

nuclear fuels and installations for producing power. From the point 

of view of international security these materials and installations 

are all dangerous, though in varying degrees. The problem of deal- 
ing with them has five components: : 

1. How to achieve disclosure of materials and installations. 
- 2. What system to devise for the control or disposal of the mate- | 

rials and installations disclosed by each nation so as to prevent 
their use in war and yet not defeat legitimate expectations for 
peacetime uses. 

3. How to police the arrangements made for the control or dispo- 
sition of disclosed materials and installations so as to ensure com- 
pliance while they are in effect. 

4. How to ensure that activities in installations and with materi- 
als other than those disclosed by the nations are not carried on se- 
cretly. | 

5. How to protect the national interest against the event of open 
repudiation by the other side of the entire control agreement and 
resumption of the atomic armaments race. | 

Il. The U.S. Plan 

The plan to which the U.S. adheres—that is, the Baruch plan as 
modified somewhat and overwhelmingly endorsed by the United 
Nations—proposes that existing materials and installations remain 

available for peaceful development. It proposes that a strategic bal- 

ance be maintained in stockpiling fuels in Russia and in the United 
States. At the time it was under active consideration, its adoption 
would very likely have resulted in the distribution to the Soviet 
Union of some part of the U.S. stockpile. Further production of nu- 
clear fuels—that is, further refining and separation of uranium 

and production of plutonium—would be restricted and might even 

be stopped completely if an international agency found that it was 

unnecessary for peaceful purposes. Should any new production go
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forward, it would be carried on by the international agency itself 

on the territories both of the U.S. and of the Soviet Union. All 
| fuels and large installations everywhere in the world—that is, piles 

and plants other than small power plants, perhaps, and the small 
piles used for research and medical purposes—would be interna- 
tionally owned and for all intents and purposes always in the pos- 
session of the international agency. | 

International ownership and management of all sizeable installa- 

tions and international ownership and possession of all nuclear 

fuels ensure that no warlike use can be made of them without im- | 
mediate notice to the world. But the striking fact is that any 
nation could at any time and with ease take possession of fuels and | 
installations found within its territory. Such a nation could then | 
convert the fuels into weapons and resume further weapons pro- ! 

duction. It is estimated that within three months to one year after 
seizure, stockpiles of weapons capable of doing serious damage 
could again be in existence. There is no safeguard against such an 

eventuality. But the strategic balance which is to be maintained in 

the management of peacetime operations is intended to ensure that 

neither the U.S. nor Soviet Russia could seize a preponderance of 

the world’s fuels and facilities, placing the other country at a disad- 
vantage; a disadvantage, however, as of the time of seizure, not 

necessarily in relation to the position held at the time the plan : 

| went into operation. _ | 
The U.N. plan thus attempts to ensure against surprise atomic | 

attack; it makes no pretense of ensuring against eventual atomic | 

warfare. At the time of breakdown of the plan through seizure, ! 

there would be a heavy premium upon the speed with which each | 

nation could reconvert to war production. There would also be a | 
heavy premium upon striking the first blow, if possible, simulta- | 

neously with seizure. Consequently, there is initially a premium on 

secretly withholding as much material and fuel as possible as well 

as any facilities that can be kept secret, and, while the plan is in | 

operation, there is a premium on secretly manufacturing weapons : 

and fuels. A nation which has kept back or secretly manufactured | 
enough weapons for a fairly heavy initial blow and enough weap- 

ons containers to enable it to follow up the initial blow fairly | 
promptly with seized fuels will be more likely to risk seizure. The | 

efficacy of the plan’s assurance against sudden atomic attack de- 
pends, therefore, in large measure on its provisions for early notice 

of clandestine activities outside known installations and on accu- 
rate verification of initial disclosures of fuels, materials and instal- 

lations. | | | 

The problem of initial disclosure of Russian capabilities hardly 

existed at the time the U.N. plan was under active consideration. It
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is acute now, and, in the Disarmament Commission last year, we 
proposed disclosure by stages over a period of time. But the fact is | 
that our means of verifying what the Russians have are not such 
that we can ever be certain that they haven’t kept back sufficient 
fuel to make at least a small number of bombs and perhaps a ther- 
monuclear weapon. Non-disclosure to this extent must therefore be 
assumed. 

Clandestine activities are guarded against in the U.N. plan by 
regular inspections of danger spots on each nation’s territory, by 
spot aerial surveys and by inspections for cause, on warrant from 
an international court. 

Ill. The Russian Position | 

The Russians, of course, have never accepted any part of the 
U.N. plan. They have proposed that everyone solemnly sign a con- | 
vention agreeing never to produce another atomic weapon and 
never to use one. They have proposed further that existing weap- 
ons be destroyed. This however means merely destruction of 
weapon containers, which are quickly and easily produced. The 
Russians do not propose destroying nuclear fuels or the installa- 
tions required for refining, separating and producing them, for 
they lay quite a bit of emphasis on peaceful development of atomic 
energy. They propose that each nation go on at will producing and 
stockpiling nuclear fuels, which are the explosive without the con- 
tainer, and that a system of inspection ensure that no finished 
weapons are manufactured. The inspection they would allow is 

such as will not interfere with what they term the internal affairs 
of a nation, and they propose to retain authority to exclude inspec- 

tors from their territory and from parts of their territory. This 
plan, of course, offers no security whatsoever. 

IV. Admiral Strauss’ Suggestion | 

Admiral Strauss’ suggestion is that existing fuels be delivered by 

each nation, at semi-annual periods, into the hands of an interna- 

tional agency for storage in a remote insular or mainland place. 

The fuels would be stored in liquid form so that their recovery 
would be time-consuming and cumbersome. A sea-going tanker of 

the largest present size could carry only the equivalent of less than 

one critical mass of fuel in solution. Production in each country— 
both refining and separation of uranium and production of plutoni- 

um—would cease. 
This disposition of the fuels—when final delivery in escrow is 

made—solves the problem which arises under our existing plan 

when a nation seizes the fuels found within its borders. If we main- 

tain adequate conventional forces, it is exceedingly unlikely that 
the Russians could effect a seizure and then move back to the
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homeland the gigantic fleet of tankers or tank cars necessary to | 

transport large amounts of fuel. There is, however, the risk that if : 
Russian seizure should succeed it would be seizure of the prepon- 
derance of fuels existing in the world rather than of a strategically 
balanced portion of them. Before it is fully operative, the Strauss 
suggestion would have the effect of continually reducing U.S. and 
Russian stockpiles, thus, at a given time, perhaps increasing the 

risk of local aggressions. It may do so ultimately as well, but so 
might atomic plenty and stalemate. | 

The Strauss proposal thus offers assurance that existing nuclear 
fuels will not be used against us in quantity either suddenly or, : 
unless we lose a conventional war, at all. As under the U.N. plan, 
however, an inspection mechanism would be necessary to ensure 

that, having placed existing fuels in escrow, the Russians do not 

simply proceed to build up a new stockpile with which, when they ! 
are ready, they could deliver a surprise attack. But immediate | 
notice of use of disclosed facilities for warlike purposes would as | 

easily be forthcoming under the Strauss proposal as under the U.N. | 

_ plan. For Admiral Strauss would stop all further production of nu- 

clear fuels. Resuming production, once stopped, is not a simple | 

matter and is easily noted. Inspection for activities carried on se- — | 
cretly in new or undisclosed installations presents the same prob- 
lem as under the U.N. plan. But the fact that a surprise attack | 

with secretly manufactured fuels could not be followed up or ac- | 
companied, as under the U.N. plan, by seizure and quick use of ex- | 
isting stockpiles would put less of a premium on carrying on secret i 

activities. | 
Nuclear fuels needed for power production would be released | 

from the place of deposit as and when needed. Existing supplies are | 
amply sufficient to serve peaceful purposes for the foreseeable | 

future. There is, of course, a danger that some fuels will be mis- | ! 

used when released. Inspection to guard against diversion in small | 

quantities would admittedly be more difficult than under our exist- | 

ing plan, which would keep the fuels nearly always in internation- | 

al hands. But the danger is largely one of diversion of small quanti- | 

ties of fuels for purposes of secret weapons manufacture. It has : 

been pointed out that this is a considerably less profitable venture 

under the Strauss proposal than under the U.N. plan. So is a size- | 
able diversion of fuels, against which there are a number of other : 

deterrents as well. : | 
| Facilities for the production of power are, at least at present, ex- ! 

ceedingly costly (a single installation of 100,000 kw. capacity runs 
to about a hundred million dollars). The fuels used quickly become | | 
contaminated, requiring time to reconvert them into explosives, | 

and the installations once in operation become, of course, an inte-
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gral part of the economy, which would suffer some disruption if 

power production were stopped entirely. Also, sizeable diversion 

could not easily be carried out secretly, for the stoppage of power 

production in an area is noticeable. 

In sum, unlike the U.N. plan, the Strauss proposal, once fully op- 
erative, offers fairly safe assurance that currently existing fuels 
will not be used in war, and it does so without preventing the 

peaceful development of atomic energy. It offers no more and no 

less assurance against surprise attack in relatively small force than 

does the U.N. plan. Some small secret diversion of fuels released 

for power production, some initial withholding of fuels and some 

clandestine manufacture are not definitely excluded by either plan. 
But the Strauss proposal does make all these operations less profit- 

able by making it impossible for them to be followed up quickly 
with use of existing stockpiles. 

| RosBert R. Bowle 

Eisenhower Library, Staff Secretary records, “NSC” 

The Secretary of Defense (Wilson) to C.D. Jackson, Special Assistant 

to the President 

SECRET WASHINGTON, October 30, 1953. 

DEAR Mr. JACKSON: Pursuant to NSC 1511 and in accordance 
with your request for assistance from various governmental depart- 

ments and agencies in the preparation of a draft Presidential 

speech on atomic energy, the Department of Defense has partici- 
pated in the efforts of the Ad Hoc Committee on Armaments which 

were directed toward this end. Early in September, the Ad Hoc 

Committee submitted to you what it considered its final substan- 

tive draft of such a speech reflecting the consensus of the views of 

the departments and agencies concerned. _ | 
At that time, I sent the Joint Chiefs of Staff a copy of the Ad 

Hoc Committee’s draft for their formal consideration and comment. 
Having now had an opportunity to study their comments, I am 
passing them on to you with my concurrence for whatever use they 

may be in drafting any subsequent Presidential address on the sub- 

ject of atomic energy. I suggest that you may wish to bring the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff comments to the attention of the President. 

Sincerely yours, | | 
: C.E. WILSON 

1 Dated May 8, p. 1150.
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[Enclosure] | | 

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of | 
| | Defense (Wilson) © | | 

SECRET WASHINGTON, 16 September 1953. 

Subject: Draft Presidential Speech on Atomic Energy. | | 

1. In response to the request contained in a memorandum by the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) dated 3 September 1958, sub- 
ject as above, the Joint Chiefs of Staff submit herewith their com- | 
ments concerning the draft Presidential speech which accompanied 
that memorandum. ? (For ready reference, the paragraphs in the 
draft Presidential speech and the draft Appendix thereto have been 

numbered.) — | 
2. While it is recognized that the President’s speech on this sub- 

ject will be directed primarily to the American public, it is consid- 
ered to be important, when analyzing the subject matter of the 
speech from the military point of view, to take into account the 
effect which the speech is likely to have upon our Allies and upon 
the government of the USSR. | : 

8. The proposed Presidential address stems from the recommend- 
ed policy of candor toward the American people, the basic objective 

of which is to apprise them of the realities of the atomic arms race. , 
In light of this fact and the probability that the speech will be | 
widely referred to in the press by its title, it would appear desira- | 

ble to give the speech a title more directly associated with its main 
topic, such as “The Realities of the Atomic Arms Race” or, on a | 

broader basis, “The Safety of the Republic” (see paragraphs 3 and | 
75). a | | | 

4. NSC 151, which is as yet not approved but which is the genesis | 

of NSC Action No. 799 ? leading to the preparation of this speech, . | 
states in paragraph 3b under Recommendations: “It should be rec- | 
ognized that the degree to which the objective of such a policy [of | | 
candor] * will be achieved in the initial stages will be affected by _ : 
the Government’s ability to inform the public of its views on the | 
programs required to deal with the dangers involved in the atomic | 

equation.” The proposed Presidential speech, as now drafted, force- | 

fully describes the grave threat involved in the continued build-up 

of Soviet atomic capability, but does not adequately set forth the 
government’s views as to the course along which we should proceed 

in seeking the ultimate reduction of that threat by peaceful means. 

2 The memorandum of Sept. 3 and the attached draft have not been found. | 
8 For NSC Action No. 799, see footnote 4, p. 1174. | : 
* Brackets in the source text. , |
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Thus the speech may leave the American public with a sense of 
endless burden, fear, and hopelessness. It is suggested that the 
speech should: 

a. Stress more pointedly the fact that merely “keeping ahead of 
the Russians” in the atomic arms race is not regarded as an ulti- 
mate solution to the problem; and 

b. Outline in broad terms the measures which are essential to 
safeguard the security of the nation in the face of the Soviet 
threat, and the means by which the ultimate reduction of that 
threat will be sought while keeping to a minimum the danger of a 
catastrophic resort to atomic weapons on both sides. 

(See paragraphs 7, 8, 15, 16, and 35.) 

d. In considering the probable effect of the speech upon our 
Allies, two points suggest themselves: 

a. Our Allies may feel that the role of the United States is over- 
stated, almost to the exclusion of credit to our Allies for their con- 
tribution to the over-all defense. It is suggested that the interde- 
pendence of all nations of the free world be given prominent recog- 
nition early in the speech, before turning to remarks intended pri- 
arly for the people of the United States (see paragraphs 12 and 

> an | 
b. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are of the opinion that the proposed 

remarks concerning an exchange of atomic information with our 
Allies might be interpreted as an announcement of intent to liber- 
alize United States policy in this matter. Were a relaxation of con- 
trols not to follow in the near future, a deep disappointment and — 
resentment on the part of our Allies might well result. Since au- 
thorization for exchange of atomic information will require Con- 
gressional action, it is assumed that assurance of early and favor- 
able Congressional action will be obtained before such a change in 
United States policy is publicly implied. In this connection, it is 
recommended that the statement concerning the TNT equivalent of 
bombs in our stockpile be cleared with the Joint Congressional 
Committee on Atomic Energy prior to release, since this informa- 
tion may be regarded as Restricted Data (see paragraphs 61, 62, 
and 68). 

6. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that there are certain as- 
pects of the draft speech which might leave an erroneous impres- 

sion with the Soviets. While it is stated that the power of the 

United States to wreak destruction upon an enemy is greater than 

that of the USSR, the draft speech leaves the impression that the 

inevitable results to the United States and the USSR of war in the 
atomic age would be equally disastrous. There is the implication 

that the results of atomic war would be so catastrophic that the 

United States could not be provoked into a war in which atomic 

weapons might be used, or that the United States would not initi- 

ate the use of atomic weapons in the event of war. Any such im- 
pression in the minds of the Soviet leaders might lead them to be-
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lieve that further local aggressions could be undertaken without | 

risk of provoking atomic war. It is suggested that the draft speech 

be modified to eliminate the possibility of such an interpretation 

(see paragraphs 15, 16, 20, and 76). 

7. In addition to the foregoing general comments, the following 

comments of a more specific nature are submitted: | 

a. The first sentence of paragraph 39 conveys the impression that | 

our atomic delivery capability is limited to the Air Force. It is sug- 
gested that this sentence be amended to read “Our own atomic 

striking power ...”; 
b. Regarding paragraph 48, the extensive early warning net now 

under development will serve to detect the approach of aggressor 

submarines as well as aircraft; 
c. The use of the word “prohibitive” in paragraphs 49 and 77 car- 

ries the fallacious connotation that a continental defense can be 

had which will in itself dissuade the enemy from attempting an 

atomic attack against the United States; such a belief could result 

in pressure to allocate a disproportionate amount of the total avail- 

able resources to a static continental defense; and 
d. It is recommended that the paragraphs set forth in the draft 

paragraphs prepared by Admiral Parker > be adopted in lieu of 
paragraph 35, with the following modification to the first para- 

graph (changes indicated in the usual manner): | 

‘In our stockpile today are bombs which release energy | 

equivalent to thet ef 666,000 more than 500,000 tons of TNT— 

which is more than 30 times the power of the [bombs dropped 
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.]* This larger bemb A bomb of this i 

size, if burst above a city such as Washington, would totally ! 

destroy an area of 2 square miles and heavily damage build- | 

ings within an area of 14 square miles. Lighter damage would | 

extend the casualty area even further.” | 

Reason: To be less specific in revealing the power of bombs | 

now in our atomic stockpile, and to remove the inference that | 

the quoted equivalent TNT value represents the largest bomb | 

in our stockpile. Note: This change was suggested by the Chief, | 

Armed Forces Special Weapons Project. | 

8. Subject to the foregoing comments and recommendations, the | 

Joint Chiefs of Staff are of the opinion that the draft Presidential | 

speech is satisfactory for the purpose intended. | 

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: | 
ARTHUR RADFORD : 

Chairman : 

5 The draft paragraphs have not been identified. | | 

*First atomic bombs exploded. (possible substitute) C.E.W. [Brackets and footnote | 

added by hand in the source text by Charles E. Wilson.] | 

| :
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | 

Memorandum for the President, Prepared in the United States 
Atomic Energy Commission 1 

WASHINGTON, November 10, 1953. 
The atomic energy relationships between the United States and 

Canada, if they come up during your visit, 2 should be currently 
benefited as we will be informing the Canadians today of the ar- 
rangement for more extensive technical cooperation under the 
Modus Vivendi.* This will give them information on effects of 
atomic weapons to assist them in defense preparations. 

Suggested points that might be made if occasion arises: 

1. Express appreciation of the American people for the Canadian 
contribution to the common defense effort by the production and 
sale of uranium to the United States—stressing particularly the 
sympathetic and understanding cooperation of C.D. Howe. 

2. Express hope that continued vigorous search for uranium will | 
result in greater production. ee at 

3. State that you have directed the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission to recommend amendments to the Atomic 
Energy Act at next session of Congress to provide for broader coop- 
eration with Canada and friendly nations. 

1 The source text is unsigned but was prepared on AEC stationery. It was initialed 
“D.E.” by President Eisenhower. 

2 The President visited Canada Nov. 13-14. No record of discussions on atomic 
energy has been found. 

3 The Modus Vivendi is recorded in the minutes of the Combined Policy Commit- 
tee, Jan. 7, 1948; for text, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 679. 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 170th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, November 12, 1953 } 

[Extract] | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 170th meeting of the Council were the President 
of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secreta- 
ry of Defense; the Acting Director, Foreign Operations Administra- 
tion; and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. The Vice 
President was out of the country and so did not attend this meet- 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Nov. 13.
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ing. Also present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Acting | 

Secretary of the Interior (for Item 1); the Secretary of Commerce 

(for Item 1); the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, 

Atomic Energy Commission (for Items 2, 4 and 5); the Secretary of 

the Navy (for Item 1); Robert Murray and Louis Rothschild, of the | 

Department of Commerce (for Item 1); Robert Finley, Office of De- 

fense Mobilization (for Item 1); General Ridgway for the Chairman, 

Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; The As- 

sistant to the President; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the 

President; C. D. Jackson, Special Assistant to the President; the | 

Acting White House Staff Secretary; the Executive Secretary, NSC; | 

and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. | . 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

the chief points taken. | : 

4, U.S. Position With Respect to the Regulation, Limitation, and 

Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments (NSC 

Actions Nos. 899 and 909; NSC 112 and NSC 112/1) 2. i 

Following a brief introduction by Mr. Cutler, Mr. Strauss stated | 

that before making his report in response to NSC Action No. 899-c, | 

there were one or two other points about which he wished to speak. | 

He reminded the Council that at a recent meeting regret had been ( 

expressed that the terms of the existing atomic energy law so dras- | 

tically limited the exchange of information on atomic energy with | 

our British and Canadian allies. He was therefore glad to be able | 

to inform the Council that ways and means had been found within 

the existing statute to effect an exchange of data with the govern- : 

ments of these two countries on the effects of atomic weapons. Ac- 

cordingly, and if the President agreed, Mr. Strauss said that discus- | 

sions would be arranged with the British and the Canadians which | 

would prove especially helpful in the area of civilian defense. 

Secretary Dulles commented that while he was uncertain as yet | | 

what precisely. would be discussed at the forthcoming Bermuda 

Conference, there was a strong possibility that exchange of infor- 

mation between the British and U.S. Governments on atomic : 

energy matters would be raised. Accordingly, he was anxious to 

know what the prospects were that the Congress would act favor- 

ably in amending the Act of 1946 to permit more latitude on the 

exchange of information => a Os 

Mr. Strauss replied that if nothing unforeseen occurred, he an- 

ticipated favorable action by the Congress. Congress had been on | 

2 For NSC 112/1, Sept. 1, see p. 1190. For NSC Action No. 899, see footnote 3, p. 1212. | 

For Action No. 909, see footnote 4, p. 1218. For NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign i 
Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. |
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the point of doing this earlier, when the Fuchs case intervened to 
prevent further consideration. A prerequisite, however, to favor- 
able Congressional action would be the completion by the British of 
improvements in their security system for safeguarding atomic 
energy information. This process had been started but was not yet 
complete. Canadian security in this field was as effective as our 
own. 

Mr. Strauss then said he had one more matter before beginning 
to make his report. This was to tell the Council that the Atomic 
Energy Commission was announcing at twelve noon today that it 
would be unnecessary to build an additional facility in Illinois, 
with a consequent saving of $30 million in capital outlay and $3 
million of annual expenditure for operations. Nearly everybody, 
thought Mr. Strauss, would be cheered by this news, although he 
was apprehensive of the reaction of Senators Dirksen and Doug- 
las, 3? in whose jurisdiction the facility would have been built. 

The President said he doubted if there would be much trouble 
from these two Senators. 

Mr. Strauss then launched into a discussion of his disarmament 
plan. He noted that thus far the Departments of State and Defense 
have not sponsored this plan, although it was quite possible that 
they would do so shortly. The germ of the idea, continued Mr. 
Strauss, derived from a conversation with the President in which 
the latter had suggested the possibility of creating a stockpile, or 

— “bank’’, containing fissionable material. 

At this point the Secretary of State inquired whether it was nec- 
essary that Mr. Strauss’ proposal be kept secret if it were to have 

any hope of adoption. 

Mr. Strauss replied that secrecy was absolutely vital, and that if 
news of the proposal leaked out prior to its consideration in the 

UN, there would be no hope of success. 

In that case, said Mr. Cutler, it might be better to postpone Mr. 

Strauss’ briefing and Council discussion of the matter until the Sec- 
retaries of State and Defense had had an opportunity to study and 

concur in the proposal being presented by Mr. Strauss. 

The National Security Council: 4 

a. Deferred discussion on the above subject pending study by the 
Secretaries of State and Defense of the tentative proposals by the 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission. 

b. Noted an oral report by the Chairman, Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, that a method has been developed, within the terms of the 

3 Everett McKinley Dirksen and Paul H. Douglas of Illinois. 
| * Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 959, Nov. 12, 1953. (S/S-NSC files, lot 

. 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’)
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effective international control can one day be negotiated.” A copy 
of the June 4 testimony is attached (Tab C). 4 

The preparation of a substantive reply to Mr. Cole is difficult, if 
not impossible, pending completion of the review and report called 
for by NSC Action 899 of September 9, 1953.5 Under NSC Action 
899, you, the Secretary of Defense, and the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission are to review current policy as contained in 
NSC 112 with particular reference to the international control of 
atomic energy. 

I have received reports, which I am unable to verify, that Chair- 
man Strauss believes the United States should announce withdraw- 
al of support for any international control plan because of Soviet 
intransigence and, to demonstrate its interest in the peaceful appli- 
cation of atomic energy, should set up atomic power reactors in 
various countries as well as expand the export of radioactive iso- 
topes. Should a report along the foregoing lines be made to the Na- 
tional Security Council, as envisaged by Action 899, and approved, 
an answer to Mr. Cole’s inquiry would be of academic interest only. 

However, without knowing what might be contained in the forth- 
coming report, it is not possible, at this juncture, to prepare a 
meaningful reply to Mr. Cole. . | | 

In a news account of Mr. Cole’s speech of November 19 at a con- 
ference on industrial use of atomic energy at Buffalo, New York, 
he is reported to have said that “outright ownership of fissionable 
materials might not be desirable or necessary to a private program. 
A leasing arrangement might be more satisfactory. .. .” 

The receipt of Mr. Cole’s letter has been acknowledged (Tab D). 4 

Recommendation | 

That a substantive reply be deferred until such time as the 
report and recommendations envisaged by NSC Action 899 have 
been acted upon by the NSC. 7 

R. GORDON ARNESON 

[Tab A] 

The Chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (Cole) to 

the Secretary of State 

[WASHINGTON,] November 17, 1953. 

DEAR Mr. SEcRETARY: On June 25, the Under Secretary of State, 

Mr. Smith, in testimony before the Joint Committee indicated that 

4 Not printed. 
5 For NSC Action No. 899, see footnote 3, p. 1212.
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the Secretary of State—as a member of the National Security | 

Council—had approved the statement of policy on the development 

of nuclear power made public that same day by the Atomic Energy | 

Commission. One part of that policy statement is as follows: ® 

“. . 4. We recognize the need for reasonable incentives to en- | 

courage wider participation in power reactor development and pro- 
pose the following moves to attain this end: mo 

| | 

(a) Interim legislation to permit ownership and operation of 
nuclear power facilities by groups other than the Commission. 

(b) Interim legislation to permit lease or sale of fissionable 

material under safeguards adequate to assure national securi- 

This statement of policy clearly advocates private ownership of : 

nuclear power facilities which Under Secretary Smith described 

earlier in his testimony as “. . . making or using these (fissionable) | 

materials in dangerous quantities. .. .” The full quotation from 

which this excerpt is drawn reads thusly: a | | 

“_. To guard against the danger of diversion of materials from | 
these facilities, the United Nations plan provides for the interna- 

tional ownership of source and fissionable materials, and interna- 

tional ownership, operation, and management of facilities making 
or using these materials in dangerous quantities. .. .” | 

The Joint Committee would undoubtedly find your personal | 

advice on domestic nuclear power legislation helpful in resolution | 

of any possible conflict between Administration recommendations | 

for private ownership and continued support of the proposal to the | 

United Nations calling for international ownership. It is now an- | 

ticipated that the Joint Committee will hold hearings on specific | 

legislation starting in next January. Your advices as long in ad- | 

vance of that time as possible would assist us in avoiding any ex- 

| tensive public discussion of this conflict in the event that it proves 
irreconcilable and should require a modification of position in | 

either domestic or international proposals. a | 

A copy of this letter is being sent to Chairman Strauss of the | 

Atomic Energy Commission. | 

Thank you for your attention to this matter of such broad conse- . 

quence. | a | 

Sincerely yours, | 

STERLING COLE 

6 Ellipses in this document are in the source text. 7 | | 

: 

| 
|
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Editorial Note 

The Disarmament Commission met on August 20, 1953 (for the 
first time since April), and adopted a report which merely ex- 
pressed the expectation of continuing its work. For text of the 
report, UN doc. DC/32, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, 
volume I, page 388. | 

The report was considered by Committee I of the General Assem- 
bly November 6-18, 1953. The committee approved a resolution on 
the subject of disarmament which was passed in plenary session of 
the Assembly on November 28 by vote of 54-0-5 (the Soviet bloc 
abstaining) as Resolution 715 (VIII. The resolution requested the 
Disarmament Commission to continue its efforts and to consider es- 
tablishing a subcommittee consisting of representatives of the 
powers principally concerned, which would meet privately to seek a 
solution. For text of Resolution 715 (VIID, see ibid., pages 391-393. 

For additional information on consideration of disarmament by 
the General Assembly at its Eighth Session, see Yearbook of the 
United Nations, 1953, pages 262-269; U.S. Participation in the UN 
1953, pages 56-60; Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume 
I, pages 389-407; and Bechhoefer, Postwar Negotiations for Arms 
Control, pages 207-210. For additional unpublished material, see 
Department of State files 330.13 and 600.0012, and Disarmament 
files, lot 58 D 133, “Chron File—Disarmament’’. 

Eisenhower Library, Dulles papers, “Telephone Conversations” 

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation 1 | 

| [WASHINGTON,] December 1, 1953. 
The Secretary telephoned Mr. Bowie and said he thought the 

Candor Speech was likely to see the light of day, at least to the 
point of bringing it up as a proposal at Bermuda. 2 The President 
went over it last night and marked it up. He did quite a bit in the 
direction of cutting out some of the stuff that could be offensive to 
the Soviet Union, although he didn’t believe he did a great deal of 
toning down in other respects. Bowie wanted to know how we 

would get our oar in and the Secretary said he would call the 
White House and ask for a copy of the draft as soon as it is re- 
typed. | 

[Here follows discussion of other subjects.] 

1 The identity of the drafting officer is not indicated on the source text. 
* Regarding the Bermuda Conference, Dec. 4-8, see the editorial note, p. 1285. :
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Atomic 
Energy” 

| 

Memorandum 

by the Special 
Assistant 

to the Secretary 
of State 

for | 

Atomic 
Energy 

Affairs 
(Arneson)1 

| | 
fF 

TOP SECRET 
WASHINGTON, 

December 
3, 1953. 

BACKGROUND 

INFORMATION 

RE UNITED 
STATES-UNITED 

KINGDOM 
| 

ATOMIC 
ENERGY 

RELATIONS 

WITH 
PARTICULAR 

REGARD 
TO THE 

SHARING 
OF ATOMIC 

ENERGY 
INFORMATION 

| 

1. The Quebec 
Agreement, 

signed 
by President 

Roosevelt 
and | 

Prime 
Minister 

Churchill 

on August 
19, 19438, 

which 
established 

! 

the basis 
for wartime 

collaboration, 

provided, 
among 

other 
things, “that 

in view of the heavy 
burden 

of production 

falling 
upon 

the | 
United 

States 
as the result 

of a wise division 
of war effort, 

the Brit- 
ish Government 

recognize 
that any post-war 

advantages 

of an in- 
dustrial 

or commercial 

character 
shall 

be dealt 
with as between 

: 
the United 

States 
and Great 

Britain 
on terms 

to be specified 
by the : 

President 

of the United 
States 

to the Prime 
Minister 

of Great 
Brit- ! 

ain. The Prime 
Minister 

expressly 

disclaims 
any interest 

in these 
! 

industrial 
and commercial 

aspects 
beyond 

what 
may be considered by the President 

of the United 
States 

to be fair and just and in | 
harmony 

with the economic 
welfare 

of the world.” 
More 

specifical- 
| 

ly, as regards 
exchange 

of information, 

the Quebec 
Agreement 

also | 

provided: 
| ! 

“There 
shall 

be complete 
interchange 

of information 

and ideas 
| 

on all sections 
of the project 

between 
members 

of the Policy 
Com- 

: 
mittee 

and their 
immediate 

technical 
advisers. “In the field of scientific 

research 
and development 

there 
shall 

| 
be full and effective 

interchange 

of information 

and ideas 
between 

: 
those 

in the two countries 
engaged 

in the same 
sections 

of the field. 
! 

“Tn the field 
of design, 

construction, 

and operation 

of largescale 

| 
plants, 

interchange 

of information 

and ideas 
shall 

be regulated 

by | 
such 

ad hoc arrangements 

as may, 
in each 

section 
of the field, 

| 
appear 

to be necessary 

or desirable 
if the project 

is to be brought 
to | 

fruition 
at the earliest 

moment. 
Such 

ad hoc arrangements 

shall 
be | 

- gubject 
to the approval 

of the Policy 
Committee.”’ 

f 

1 A covering 
memorandum 

from 
Arneson 

to Douglas 
MacArthur 

II, Counselor 
of : 

the Department 

of State, 
reads: 

“Herewith 

are two copies 
of ‘Background 

Informa- 
| 

tion re United 
States-United 

Kingdom 
Atomic 

Energy 
Relations 

with Particular 

: 
Regard 

to the Sharing 
of Atomic 

Energy 
Information’ 

which 
you asked 

me to pre- | 
pare this morning.” 

The covering 
memorandum 

indicates 
that copies 

were 
also sent : 

to Bowie 
and Merchant. 

This paper 
was presumably 

prepared 
for the Bermuda 

Con- : 
ference. 

| | 

|
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2. An Aide-Memoire of conversation between the President and 
the Prime Minister at Hyde Park, September 19, 1944, 2 stated, 

among other things, “full collaboration between the United States 
and the British Government in developing tube alloys [atomic 
energy]* for military and commercial purposes should continue 
after the defeat of Japan unless and until terminated by joint 
agreement.” 

3. The successful use of the atomic bomb against the Japanese 

and the subsequent surrender in early September 1945 caused a 

new orientation in Anglo-American atomic relationships. The basic 

document—the Quebec Agreement—on which these relations 
rested had as its sole object the fruition of the atomic weapon 
project at the earliest possible moment as a measure of common 
safety during the war then being waged. The shift from a war to 
peace-time basis introduced a number of factors which had to be 

considered in the reorientation of Anglo-American atomic relation- | 

ships. These were: | 

(1) The decision of the British to embark upon an atomic produc- 
tion program of their own in the United Kingdom for which they 
would need to obtain raw materials and industrial know-how. 

(2) The realization of the impact of atomic weapon development 
on international relations and the urgent need to obtain security 
through international control of the destructive potentialities of 
the atom. 

(3) Consideration of American legislation aimed at domestic con- 
trol and development of atomic energy. 

4. In the course of the Truman-Attlee-King conversations in No- 

vember 1945, Sir John Anderson, who had accompanied the Prime 

Minister, met with Secretary of War Patterson and their respective 
assistants to discuss revision of existing agreements. From these 

discussions emerged a Memorandum of Intent which was signed by 
President Truman and Prime Ministers Attlee and King on No- 

vember 16, 1945, stating: | 

“(1) The signatories desire there should be full and effective coop- 
eration in the field of atomic energy between the United States, 
the United Kingdom, and Canada; | 

“(2) They agreed that CPC and CDT should continue in a suitable 
form; and 

“(8) They requested CPC to consider and recommend to them ap- 
propriate arrangements for this purpose.’’* 

2 For text, see Foreign Relations, The Conference at Quebec, 1944, pp. 492-493. 

3 Brackets in the source text. 7 
*The Combined Policy Committee (CPC) was originally established under the 

Quebec Agreement to supervise the agreed arrangements for cooperation. The Com- 
bined Development Trust (CDT), a body subsidiary to the CPC, was established on 
June 13, 1944, as a combined ore procurement body. [Footnote in the source text.]
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5. At subsequent meetings of the Combined Policy Committee ef- | 

forts were made to work out a new agreement to supersede the 
Quebec Agreement and an exchange of letters between the Presi- 
dent and the Prime Minister to the effect it was considered just ! 
and fair, and in harmony with the economic welfare of the world, 
that there should be no restrictions placed on the Government of 
the United Kingdom in the nature of development and use of | : 
atomic energy for industrial or commercial purposes. The Ameri- | 
can draft of the proposed new agreement provided that there | 
should be full and effective cooperation between the three govern- | 
ments in regard to the exchange of information required for their | 

respective programs of atomic development. As this draft was being | 
considered by the CPC the American members raised the question | 

of whether under Article 102 of the United Nations Charter it | 
| would be necessary to register the revised agreement with the | 

United Nations Secretariat and also the effect the new arrange- | 

ment, if made public, would have on United Nations negotiations | 
for international control. | | ae os | | 

6. Meanwhile, the United Kingdom announced that it had decid- 

ed to construct large-scale reactors for plutonium production in | 

order to provide adequate supplies of fissionable material for use in : 
research and for eventual industrial or military application. This | 
development raised very sharply in the minds of the American rep- : 
resentatives the question whether any new arrangement should 

permit the exchange of information which would facilitate the con- 
struction of plutonium producing reactors in a country as exposed 

as the United Kingdom would be in the event of future hostilities. | 

7. In order to bring the negotiations to an interim conclusion, the | 

_ British proposed in April of 1946 that cooperation between the 
three governments, pending the outcome of the United Nations 

atomic discussions, should be based on conclusions recorded in the 

Minutes of the CPC. 4 The United States members of the Commit- 
tee, supported by the Canadian member, stated that the United | 
Kingdom proposal did not surmount the difficulty presented by Ar- 
ticle 102 of the Charter, since its effect was to change the basis of | 
cooperation established by the Quebec Agreement and, as such, | 
would have to be reported. The United Kingdom members pointed 
out that this left the Memorandum of Intent, agreed upon by the 
President and the Prime Ministers on November 16, 1945, without 

effect. Cooperation was neither full nor effective, and, in particu- 

lar, the United Kingdom was not receiving the information from : 

4For documentation on discussions between the United States and the United 
eum on atomic energy during 1946, see Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 1197 

|
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the United States it required for the execution of its atomic energy 
program. The American rejoinder was that nothing should be done 
which would in any way compromise the success of the discussions 
within the United Nations. At this juncture negotiations in the 
CPC were terminated and the matter was referred back to the re- 
spective governments. 

8. There ensued a lengthy exchange of telegrams between Prime 
Minister Attlee and President Truman. The Prime Minister took 

the view that the British, having voluntarily given up work on 
atomic energy projects in the British Isles during the war, were 

now entitled to information which would assist them in solving 
more expeditiously problems impeding the development of the pro- 

gram they had initiated following the conclusion of hostilities. He 

complained that the Americans appeared willing to cooperate in 

the raw materials field where substantial benefits accrued to the 
United States, but that they were far less willing to cooperate in 

fields where it was felt primarily benefits for the time being would 

flow from the United States to the United Kingdom. President 
Truman said he did not understand that the proposal set forth in 
the November 16 Memorandum of Intent that there should be full 
and effective cooperation in the field of atomic energy between the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada was intended to 

mean that the United States was obligated to furnish to the United 

Kingdom in the post-war period the designs and assistance in con- 

struction and operation of plants necessary to building of a plutoni- 

um producing reactor. He said that no one had informed him that 
this was the intent and he had not signed the memorandum with 

this understanding. He stated that the words “full and effective co- 
| operation” applied only to the field of basic scientific information 

and were not intended to require the giving of information as to 

construction and operation of plants whenever it was requested. 

9. While the situation remained in this stalemate, the raw mate- 

rials supply situation was becoming acute. An interim allocation 

arrangement arrived at in July of 1946 provided that all new ore 

as it became available for allocation should be split 50-50 between 
the United States and the United Kingdon, this allocation being 
made without prejudice to establishing a different basis for alloca- 

tion in subsequent years. As a result of this, interim allocation 

stocks were accumulating in the United Kingdom far in excess of 
current needs, whereas the United States program requirements 

were not being fully met. 

10. In November of 1947 it was decided, after full consultation 

with the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, to reopen negotia- 
tions with the United Kingdom, the objectives being the following:



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1255 

(1) Tidy up the war-time agreements. | 
(2) Secure a disposal of the stockpile in the United Kingdom. 
(8) Secure a satisfactory share of Belgian Congo production. 
(4) Restrict storage in Britain to the amount which could be used 

in current projects. 
(5) Obtain British support in negotiations for uranium with 

South Africa. 

11. The results of the negotiations are embodied in an agreed 7 

Minute of the Combined Policy Committee termed a Modus Vi- : 

vendi, dated January 7, 1948. The Modus Vivendi has governed ! 
United States-United Kingdom-Canadian relations in the atomic : 
energy field from that date to the present. Its principal provisions | 

are: | i | 

(1) The Quebec Agreement was superseded. | 
(2) The Combined Policy Committee was continued as the body 

for dealing with atomic energy problems of common concern, its 
powers being as follows: | 

(a) To allocate raw materials in accordance with such princi- | 
| ples as may be determined from time to time by the Commit- | 

tee taking into account all supplies available to any of the | 
three governments. | 7 | 

(b) To consider general questions arising with respect to co- | 
operation among the three governments. | 

(c) To supervise the operations and policies of the Combined 
Development Agency (formerly known as the Combined Devel- 
opment Trust). | 

(3) It was recognized that there were areas of information and | 
experience in which cooperation would be mutually beneficial to | 
the three countries and it was therefore agreed that cooperation | 
should continue in respect of such areas as may from time to time 
be agreed upon by the CPC and insofar as this is permitted by the 
laws of the respective countries. | | 

12. Under the Modus Vivendi satisfactory allocations have been | 

made from time to time under which the United States consistent- — | 

ly obtains most of the uranium ore available for allocation. British 

stocks have been reduced to current operating needs and the com- 

bined efforts of the two countries in securing additional sources of 
supply have greatly increased the tonnages available to both the | 

United States and the United Kingdom programs. With respect to 
exchange of information, 9 areas of cooperation were agreed upon 

in which exchange of information continues. In practice, the 

United States has been more restrictive in this exchange than the 
United Kingdom would like. The inhibiting factor, of course, as far 

as the United States is concerned is the Atomic Energy Act of 1946.
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S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 151 Series . 

Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 

(Lay) } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, December 4, 1953. 
NSC 151/2 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 

COUNCIL ON DISCLOSURE OF ATOMIC INFORMATION TO ALLIED 

COUNTRIES 2 

References: 

A. NSC 151 and 151/1 3 

B. NSC Action Nos 725, 799, 869, 895, 912 and 974 4 

C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, ““Arma- 
ments and American Policy,” dated July 28, 1953 5 

D. Memo for Senior NSC Staff from Executive Secretary, 
— subject, “Armaments and American Policy,” dated February 4, 
1953 § | | , | 

The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman, Atomic Energy 

Commission, and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator at the 

173rd Council meeting on December 3, 1953 adopted the statement 

of policy contained in NSC 151/1, subject to the changes which are 

set forth in NSC Action No. 974-a. | 

The President has this date approved the statement of policy 

contained in NSC 151/1, as amended and adopted by the Council 
and enclosed herewith, and directs its implementation by all appro- 
priate executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Government 

under the coordination of the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion. | 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Directors of the Bureau of the 
Budget and Central Intelligence, the Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 

Atomic Energy Commission, and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. 

2 For related documentation, see pp. 1 ff. | 
3 NSC-151, May 8, is printed on p. 1150. NSC 151/1, Nov. 23, 1953, is not printed. 

(S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 151 Series) | 

4For NSC Action No. 725, see footnote 6, p. 1114; for NSC Action No. 799, see 

footnote 4, p. 1174; for NSC Action No. 869, see footnote 3, p. 1185. NSC Action No. 
: 895, Aug. 27, and Action No. 912, Sept. 17, 1958, neither printed, merely noted oral 

| reports to the NSC by C. D. Jackson. NSC Action No. 974, taken at the 173d meet- 
ing of the NSC on Dec. 3, 1953, constituted adoption of NSC 151/1, with amend- 

| ments, as NSC 151/2. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) 

5 See footnote 2, p. 1184. 

6 This memorandum transmitted the Report of the Panel of Consultants, p. 1056.
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Also enclosed for Council information is the Second Report of the | 
Ad Hoc Committee on Armaments and American Policy of the 

NSC Planning Board, as amended by the Planning Board.*’ =—— 
oe JAMES S. LAY, JR. | 

[Enclosure 1] | | | , : 

STATEMENT OF POLICY BY THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON > ! 
DISCLOSURE OF ATOMIC INFORMATION TO ALLIED COUNTRIES | 

1. Subject to appropriate revision of existing legislation, and to | 
the extent consistent with security considerations, the United | 
States should increase its disclosure to selected allied governments | 

of information in the atomic energy field. | | 

2. The objectives of greater disclosure to our allies are to: : 

a. Enable them to participate intelligently in military planning : 
for their own defenses and in combined operations with the United : 

_ States. _ | | | | 
b. Inspire them to act with the United States in crises and thus | 

give the United States greater freedom of action to use atomic | 
weapons aS required. — | ! 

c. Enable them to provide more effective non-military defense, | 
such as continuity of government and civil defense, and thus de- | 
crease the military and industrial burdens on the United States in | 
the event of war. | 

d. Continue their cooperation in U.S. atomic energy programs, 
particularly uranium ore procurement. 

e. Continue and if possible increase their nuclear research and 
development and their contribution to free world development vis- | 
a-vis the Soviet bloc. | 

_3. The information to be made available through appropriate 

U.S. governmental channels, to the extent required to achieve the 

above objectives, should include but not be limited to the following 
categories, provided disclosure is consonant in each case with con- , 

* ° . | 

siderations of security. | - 

7 Regarding the establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee, see the memorandum by 
Lay, Mar. 12, p. 1134. The Ad Hoc Committee forwarded its Second Report to the 
NSC on Oct. 27, 1953 (memorandum by Lay to the NSC, Oct. 27, and enclosure). On | 
Nov. 18, Lay transmitted to the NSC Planning Board a draft statement of policy on 
“Armaments and American Policy—Disclosure of Atomic Information to Allied 
Countries”, which had been prepared by the Senior Staff on the basis of the Ad Hoc | 
Committee’s Second Report. This draft statement, along with the Second Report 
itself, were then transmitted by Lay to the NSC on Nov. 23, as NSC 151/1 and sub- | 

sequently amended by NSC Action No. 974, as noted in footnote 4, above. Copies of 
the Lay memoranda of Oct. 27 and Nov. 18, with enclosures, are in S/P-NSC files, 

lot 62 D1, “Armament (NSC 151)”.
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a. Weapons Effects. Such information should no longer be limited 
to the unrealistic nominal weapon concept (the 20 KT bomb) but 
should reflect the existence of a family of weapons ranging from 
relatively small yields to the very large. It need not be directly re- 
lated to existing stockpile weapons, but should clearly reflect a 
range of yields available to different delivery systems. 

b. Tactical and Strategic Use of Atomic Weapons. NATO coun- 
tries should be given an approximation of the kilotonnage and the 
numbers of weapons within various yield ranges which will be 
available for tactical support of NATO forces in the event of war; 
the tactical use to which the United States would put atomic weap- 
ons; the estimated military results from such use; and, in broad 
terms, those expected results from strategic atomic operations 
which should influence NATO planning. 

c. Soviet Atomic Capabilities Including Stockpile and Delivery. 
Such information should include estimates of the total kilotonnage 
available to the Soviet Union as well as the concept of the wide 
range of yield of varying types of atomic weapons. These data 
should be as precise as intelligence considerations permit. 

d. Military and Non-Military Defense Techniques Related Specifi- 
cally to Atomic Weapons. Such information should include military 
defense practices, techniques and capabilities against atomic attack 
as well as complete interchange of information on civil defense. 

e. Scientific and Technical Atomic Energy Information. Such in- 
formation, materials and equipment should be made available on a 
classified basis to selected allied countries, particularly to facilitate 
the procurement of uranium ore. Unclassified information, materi- 
als and equipment should be made available to friendly countries 
to maintain Free World leadership in basic scientific research and 
development. : 

4. a. It must be assumed that the rate of leakage to the Soviet 
Union of atomic information disclosed to allied nations would be 
very high. This factor has an important bearing on the precise 
nature of the information to be made available under paragraph 3 

above. 

b. Because information on the tactical and strategic use of atomic 

weapons is of relatively high sensitivity, the appropriate U.S. gov- 

ernmental channel for making it available, referred to in para- 

graph 3 above, is specifically designated as the mechanisms estab- 

lished under the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and such information should 

be kept strictly in military channels. Once removed from the Re- 
stricted Data category, this information would appropriately 

become subject to the procedures, practices, and regulations of the 

State—Defense Military Information Control Committee. 

5. Except as may subsequently be determined to be in the nation- 

al interest, information in the following categories should not be 

made available to any foreign governments:



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1259 

a. Manufacture and Design of Atomic Weapons. Detailed scientif- 
ic and technical information concerning the manufacture and 
design of atomic weapons. Oo | 

b. Numbers of Atomic Weapons. Figures relating to the existing 
or past U.S. stockpile of weapons. 

c. Total Atomic Capability. Information in precise terms respect- 
ing the total capability of the United States. | 

d. Deployment. Details as to the deployment of atomic weapons, 
except as required to obtain the consent of a country to deployment 
within that country. : 

6. Appropriate legislation to carry this policy into effect should | 
be sought. - | : 

_ [Enclosure 2] | ! 

SECOND REPORT OF THE AD Hoc COMMITTEE ON ARMAMENTS AND | 
AMERICAN Po.icy (AS AMENDED BY THE NSC PLANNING BOARD) | 
ON DISCLOSURE OF ATOMIC INFORMATION TO ALLIED COUNTRIES | 

Present Practices — | | | 

1. In examining whether the United States should increasingly | 
share atomic information with our allies it is necessary first to de- | 
scribe the nature and extent of such sharing at the present time. : 

Five general categories of information can be identified and are | 
discussed below. | 

a. Consultation on the use of atomic weapons and on the use of 
allied bases for atomic operations. 

b. Atomic weapons information. 

(1) Restricted Data information on atomic weapons is specifically | 
excluded from the purview of the State-Defense Military Informa- 
tion Control Committee (SD-MICC) which is the agency of this 
Government having cognizance over the disclosure of military secu- 
rity information to foreign countries. (The terms of reference and 
the operations of this Committee are set forth in Annex A, paras. 
6-22, and in the Appendix thereto.) Steps have recently been taken | 
to make available to NATO a modicum of information concerning 
atomic weapons. By authority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the infor- 
mation cited below is released to allied commanders and certain 
key staff officers in SHAPE on a strictly need-to-know basis and 
under the security classification of Top Secret. Data as to numbers _ 
are defined as being purely planning assumptions and not as repre- 
senting stockpile capabilities or actual United States planning allo- 
cations. The following types of information are furnished: | 

(a) As of——-——-—there are——-—-—-—-atomic weapons avail- 
able for tactical use in defense of Western Eurasia. 

(b) All weapons are assumed to be air burst.



1260 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

(c) Weapons will be retained in custody of U.S. commands. 
(d) There is flexibility as to type of weapon (air-artillery) 

within the number allotted. 
(e) The nominal weapon yield is 20 KT. 
(f) Various means of delivery available to NATO during FY 

1954 (Air Force-Navy-Army) giving specific numbers of each 
and type of delivery they can accomplish. _ 

(g) Responsibility for determining military significance of 
target, target approval, and weapon expenditure rests with 
SACEUR. 

| (h) Type of tactical support which could be expected from 
SAC on call. | 

(i) Instruction in the defense against atomic weapons. 

(2) There was recently instituted a NATO special weapons school 
for senior NATO officers at Oberammergau, Germany, the purpose 
of which was to give such officers a basic orientation on the princi- 
ples of employment of atomic weapons in support of land oper- 
ations. A summary of the subject matter contained in the course is 

-attached as Annex B. 
(83) None of the information mentioned above is deemed to in- 

clude Restricted Data and, accordingly, the sharing of it with 
NATO allies has not required amendment to the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946. | eo | 

c. Scientific and technical atomic energy information. The extent 

to which scientific and technical atomic energy information is 

shared with other countries at the present time is set forth in 
Annex A, paras. 46-75. 

d. Civil defense. The extent of cooperation with other countries in 
the civil defense field where information concerning atomic weap- 

ons is involved is severely limited. A brief summary of the present 
situation is set forth in Annex C. 

e. Atomic energy intelligence cooperation... . 

Objectives To Be Sought in a Program of Greater Disclosure of 

Atomic Information to Allied Countries , 

2. To the extent consistent with security considerations, to com- 
municate to selected allied governments knowledge of atomic mat- 

ters, excluding detailed scientific and technical information con- 

cerning the fabrication and design of atomic weapons, sufficient to: 

a. Enable them to participate intelligently in the military plan- | 
ning required for their own defenses and in the conduct of com- 
bined operations in which those governments serve as active and 
important allies of the United States. 

b. Inspire them to act in concert with the United States in the 
po event of crises, thus tending to permit freedom of action for the © 

United States to employ atomic weapons as the over-all situation 
may dictate. | 

c. Enable them to provide an effective program of non-military 
defensive measures, such as continuity of civil government and
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adequate civil defense to minimize the effects of enemy attacks on | 
lives, property and industrial production, thus decreasing the mili- 
tary and industrial burdens on the United States in the event of 
war. | 

d. Continue their cooperation in programs relating to atomic 
energy, particularly uranium ore procurement. 

e. Continue and if possible increase their nuclear research and | 
development, and their contribution to aggregate free world devel- 
opment vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc. 

Categories of Information Relevant to These Objectives : 

3. Introduction. The list which follows is not intended to be ex- | 
haustive but indicative of categories of classified information which 

it is thought necessary to make available to selected allied govern- | 

ments in order to carry out the objectives stated above. : 

a. Additional information in connection with diplomatic consul-— | 
tations on the use of atomic weapons. It is not believed that there ! 
are any specific categories of information which are required pri- | 
marily to alleviate difficulties in this aspect of the problem. Infor- 2 
mation as may be disclosed in the atomic weapons field in connec- | 
tion with NATO planning could be drawn upon. | , | 

b. Additional information in the military field. | 

| (1) Weapons effects. Information in this category should not be | 
tied to the now unrealistic nominal weapon concept but should re- | 
flect the existence of a family of weapons ranging from the rela- | 
tively small yields to the very large. Such information need not be | 
directly related to existing stockpile weapons but should clearly re- | 
flect the weapons family concept, and a range of yields available to 
each delivery system. | | 

(2) Numbers of atomic weapons. Apart from the fact that num- . 
bers per se are not very meaningful any longer in view of the di- 
versity of size and yield of weapons now in the stockpile, there 
would seem to be no need for NATO members or other countries to 
be informed of the extent of our total atomic capability in precise : 
terms. NATO countries should, however, be given an approxima- : 
tion of the kilotonnage and the numbers of weapons within various 
yield ranges which would be committed to support of NATO in the : 
event of war for tactical use and the estimated military results to 
be expected from such tactical use, and also from strategic use. 

(3) Tactical and strategic use of atomic weapons. In order to have | 
an integrated picture of the full effect of planned NATO operations 2 
in the event of war, NATO countries should be given information | 
concerning both the tactical use to which the United States would : 
put atomic weapons and, in broad terms, the estimated results de- 
sired from strategic atomic operations. Oo : 

(4) Soviet atomic capabilities including stockpile and delivery. In- 
formation in this category should include estimates of total kiloton- 
nage available to the Soviet Union as well as the concept of the 
wide range of yield of varying types of atomic weapons. These data | 
should be as precise as intelligence considerations will permit. |
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(5) Military and non-military defense techniques related specifi- 
cally to atomic weapons. This category should include information 
on military defense practices, techniques, and capabilities against 
atomic attack as well as complete interchange of information on 
civil defense. | 

c. Additional scientific and technical atomic energy information. 
The United States should make scientific and technical informa- 
tion, material assistance, and equipment available on a classified 
basis to selected allied countries (particularly to facilitate uranium 
ore procurement). The United States should make similar unclassi- 
fied items available to friendly countries to maintain Western lead- 
ership in basic scientific research and development. 

d. Additional atomic energy information for civil defense. It is not 
believed that additional atomic information specifically designed 
for civil defense purposes is required provided the kinds of informa- 

tion listed in b and c are made available. 
e. Additional atomic energy information for intelligence purposes. 

It is not believed necessary that additional atomic energy informa- 

tion be disclosed to other nations primarily for intelligence pur- 
poses provided the kinds of information listed in b and c above are 
made available. 

Security Problem | | 

4. A program of disclosure of the types of information outlined 
above gives rise immediately to a number of security problems. 

a. Should it be assumed that any and all of the foregoing infor- 
mation if disclosed to a number of friendly countries would in a rel- 
atively short period of time become known to the Soviet Union? 

(1) It must be assumed as a practical matter that the rate of 
leakage to the Soviet Union of atomic information disclosed to 
allied nations would be very high. If this is so, it seems clear that 
this factor has an important bearing on the precise nature of the 
information that should be permitted in the above listed categories. 

b. How sensitive is the information involved? 

(1) By excluding at the outset detailed scientific and technical in- 
formation concerning the fabrication and design of atomic weap- 
ons, it would appear that the types of information indicated above 
in the military field would not constitute information of very high 
sensitivity. Information on tactical and strategic use of atomic 
weapons, however, is of relatively high sensitivity and should be 
handled under appropriate military security classifications and 
under security procedures consonant with such classification in- 
cluding a rigid application of the criterion of need-to-know. 

(2) With regard to scientific and technical information in the 
general field of atomic energy, it is not likely that any of the types 
of information suggested above would carry a very high classifica- 
tion. As information concerning nuclear power reactors becomes
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more widely disseminated, particularly to industry in this country, 
it is highly unlikely that it will be advisable to assign any great 
sensitivity to, or controls over, such information. Certain research 
reactor designs have already been declassified and are available to 
the public. A general trend toward more openness is clearly dis- 
cernible in the nuclear power reactor field. As to sensitivity of ma- 
terials and equipment which it is suggested should be made avail- 
able to other countries for research reactors and reactors designed 
for power production, it would be necessary to insure that these 
materials and equipment were not transshipped behind the Iron 
Curtain. Control of material and equipment, however, are rather 
more readily devised and more dependable than controls over infor- 
mation and ideas. | 

c. What channels of communication should be used in exchanging | 

these various categories of information? | 

(1) Information on tactical and strategic use of atomic weapons _ 
should be handled through mechanisms established under the Joint | 

- Chiefs of Staff and kept strictly in military channels. Once re- | 
moved from the Restricted Data category this information would | 
appropriately become subject to the procedures, practices, and reg- 
ulations of the State-Defense Military Information Control Com- 
mittee which is the agency of this Government having cognizance | 
over the control of military security information to foreign coun- | 
tries. 

(2) Programs for technical cooperation with other countries in | 
the atomic energy field generally should be handled by the Atomic | 
Energy Commission. 7 | 

' (8) Civil defense interchange should be handled by the FCDA. | 
(4) Non-military information such as decrease of urban vulner- 2 

ability, continuity of government, etc., should be handled by ODM. 
(5) Intelligence cooperation would continue to be handled by the 

CIA. | 
(6) Weapons-effect information should be handled through the 

above channels as appropriate in each case. | | 
_ (7) Diplomatic consultations with other governments concerning 
the use of atomic weapons and the use of bases for atomic oper- 
ations should continue to be handled, as in the past, by the Depart- ! 
ment of State in consultation with the Department of Defense. i 

d. What security standards should be required of recipient na- 

tions? With respect to military information concerning atomic | 

weapons, the security standards and practices applicable to other 

fields of classified military information should apply (SD-MICC). | 

With respect to information involved in a program of cooperation 

in the general atomic energy field, the Atomic Energy Commission 
should establish security requirements consonant with the sensitiv- 
ity of the information involved. | 

| 
| 

| ! 
|
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Legal Obstacles to a Policy of Greater Disclosure 

). With respect to non-atomic information, statutory protection 

of security information is provided by certain sections of the Espio- 
nage Act and the Internal Security Act. These statutes impose pen- 
alties on the wrongful disclosure of information to foreign coun- 
tries. Except in the case of atomic energy information, administra- 
tive discretion is exercised by executive agencies with respect to 
the substance of communication with foreign countries and the pro- 
cedures involved. With regard to atomic energy information, an ad- 
ditional barrier, the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, exists. The effect 
of the provisions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 is set forth in 
Annex A, paras 23-45 and 60-70. 

6. It seems clear that some amendment of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1946 will be necessary if the objectives set forth above are to be 
achieved. | 

Recommendations | | 

7. It is recommended that: , | 

a. To the extent consistent with security considerations, a policy 
of greater disclosure of information in the atomic energy field, ex- 

. Cluding detailed scientific and technical information concerning the 
fabrication and design of atomic weapons, to selected allied govern- 
ments be adopted which would achieve the following objectives: 

(1) Enable them to participate intelligently in the military 
planning required for their own defenses and in the conduct of 
combined operations in which those governments serve as 
active and important allies of the United States. 

(2) Inspire them to act in concert with the United States in 
the event of crises, thus tending to permit freedom of action 
for the United States to employ atomic weapons as the over-all 
situation may dictate. 

(3) Enable them to provide an effective program of non-mili- 
tary defensive measures, such as continuity of civil govern- 
ment and adequate civil defense to minimize the effects of 
enemy attacks on lives, property and industrial production, 
thus decreasing the military and industrial burdens on the 
United States in the event of war. 

(4) Continue their cooperation in programs relating to 
atomic energy, particularly uranium ore procurement. 

(5) Continue and if possible increase their nuclear research 
and development, and their contribution to aggregate free 
world development vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc. 

b. The categories of information listed in 3 above be accepted as 
indicative of the types of information to be made available in order 
to carry out the policy and objectives stated in 7-a. 

c. In proposing legislation in this field, the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission and the Department of Defense should ensure that it is 

| consistent with the policy and the objectives set forth in 7-a.



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1265 

| | Ad Hoc Committee: ea 8s 
State—R. Gordon Arneson (Chairman), Edmund A. 

: Gullion = | 
Defense—Lt. Col. Edwin F. Black : 
AEC—Roy B. Snapp | 

| CIA—Dr. Ralph Clark : 

PSB—Dr. Horace S. Craig _ | 

FCDA—John DeChant | 
Executive Secretary Carlton Savage (Acting) | 

| Annex A 

Paper Prepared by the Ad Hoc Committee on Armaments and 
| | American Policy | 

SECRET | [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

EXCHANGE OF ATOMIC ENERGY INFORMATION WITH FOREIGN 
oe COUNTRIES | : | 

| SCOPE OF PAPER 

1. Purpose and Limits. The purpose of this paper is to examine 
statutory provisions governing the communication of classified in- 
formation by the Atomic Energy Commission and the Department 
of Defense to foreign countries, current programs concerned with 
the communication of such information, and the relationships 

| among present laws and programs respecting this matter. Special | 
consideration will be given to barriers to further communication 
under present arrangements. 

_ 2. The desirability of modifying existing arrangements to permit 
increased communication with foreign countries will not be as- 
sessed in the present paper. | - 

3. Outline. Arrangements in the field of military security infor- 
mation will be discussed first, then arrangements respecting re- 
stricted data atomic energy information. A summary comparison of 

| both fields and their relationships will be presented at the conclu- 
| sion of this paper. | | 

PERTINENT STATUTES | 

4. Penalties and Restrictions. Statutory protection of security in- 
formation is provided by certain sections of the Espionage Act, the 
Internal Security Act, and the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. All of 
these statutes impose penalties on the wrongful disclosure of infor- 
mation to foreign countries. In addition, the Atomic Energy Act
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raises special procedural barriers to communication with foreign 
countries in the atomic energy field and entirely excludes particu- 
lar categories of information in that field from such communica- 

5. Except in the case of atomic energy information respecting 
which statutory barriers have been imposed, full administrative 
discretion is exercised by executive agencies with respect to the i 
substance of communication with foreign countries and the proce- 

dures involved. Existing arrangements for the exchange of military 
security information are outlined in the sections immediately fol- 
lowing. : 

STATE-DEFENSE MILITARY INFORMATION CONTROL COMMITTEE : 

6. Extent of Authority. The State-Defense Military Information — | 
Control Committee (SD-MIC), established in 1948 as successor to a ; 

similar State-War-Navy Information Control Committee, is the : 

agency of this Government having cognizance over the disclosure of ' 

military security information to foreign countries. In March 1951, F 

the Secretaries of State and Defense established in Washington a t 
permanent joint secretariat for the SD-MIC. This secretariat is the | 
focal point in the United States for receiving and processing all re- 
quests from United States agencies and activities for authority to & 
release military security information to NATO countries and other ; 
countries receiving United States military aid. F 

7. Under the policies established by SD-MIC, the JCS retain con- : 
trol of strategic planning and guidance information, and specified F 

categories of information may be released through military attaché E 
channels as authorized by the chief of intelligence of the service | 

concerned. : 

8. Functions. The SD-MIC and its secretariat provide guidance to 
United States agencies and activities by the issuance or approval of 

directives which specify in detail what categories of information | 
and what degree of classification within those categories may be re- 

leased to each specific foreign country. Procedures, delegations of _ 

authority, channels for such releases, and the conditions under | 

which releases may be made under existing agreements or treaties 

between the United States and the nation concerned are prescribed 

in detail. 

9. Procedures and restrictions are designed to insure that no 
military security information is released to any country until it has 

been determined that the release conforms to existing authoriza- 
tions approved by SD-MIC. These authorizations are established | 
only after careful consideration by the various Government agen- 
cies concerned. Delegations of authority are limited to specified cat-
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egories or areas of information and include provisions for referring 
doubtful questions to higher authority. | 

10. Restricted data as defined in the Atomic Energy Act are ex- 
cluded from all such releases by established regulations. 

- 11. Basic Principles. The SD-MIC and the agencies concerned op- 
erate on the general principle that military security information 
will not be disclosed until a number of conditions have been met. 
Disclosure must be consistent with laws and policies of this Gov- 
ernment with regard to atomic energy information and other infor- 
mation to which special restrictions or procedures apply. Military 
security of the United States must permit disclosure, and disclo- i 
sure must be consistent with the foreign policy of this country | 
toward the foreign country concerned. The foreign country in- 

volved must have a definite need-to-know the information request- 
ed, and the information disclosed must be limited to that necessary 
to accomplish the purpose of the release. a : 

12. Benefits for U.S. It is also necessary that disclosure of the in- 

formation result in benefit for the United States. Benefits may be 
in the nature of a specific quid-pro-quo, such as the disclosure to 

this country of information held by the foreign country. They may 
also be of a more general nature, such as the furthering of United 
States military policy for defense of the Western Hemisphere, the | 

North Atlantic area, or other strategic areas, or such as the in- 

| crease or maintenance of the military potential of the country re- : 

ceiving the information, where this is advantageous to the United 
States. (See Appendix for examples of permitted disclosures of mili- 
tary weapons information.) | : 

| TEMPLER-BURNS AGREEMENT | 

13. Basic Policy. The Templer-Burns Agreement is an under- | 
standing reached in 1950 in meetings between a British delegation | 
headed by General Templer and a United States group composed of 

representatives of the Departments of State and Defense and chair- | 

manned by General Burns to the effect that the two countries 
should adopt substantially identical policies in regard to the ex- 
change of classified military information between each other and 

disclosure of such information to other countries. 

14. The following basic policy is stated in this agreement: 

“The United States and the United Kingdom are agreed that it is 
in the interests of both countries that there should be a full and | 
frank interchange to the greatest practicable degree of all classified | 
military information and intelligence, except in a limited number | 
of already declared fields, it being understood that either Govern- 
ment may subsequently declare any newly-developed fields or | 

| 
I
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projects as excepted upon due notification to the other Govern- 
ment.” - | | . 

_ SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENTS aS 

18. Security. A security agreement between the United States — 
and United Kingdom chiefs of staff provides that the chief of staff 
of each country will make every effort to maintain the military se- | 
curity classification established by the authorities of the other os 
country with regard to military information originating in that 
country or established jointly by the two countries, and that such 
information will not be disclosed to a third country without mutual 

| consent. | 

19. Commonwealth Countries. Agreed policy with respect to the _ 
release of military information to British Commonwealth countries 

relaxes provisions of the security agreement to meet the special | 

needs of the United Kingdom with respect to such countries. Spe- | 

cial arrangements are set up for a very free exchange of informa- __ 

tion among the United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada, _—T/ 

_ with the areas of information carefully indicated. Somewhat more —s_— 
restricted agreements are provided with regard to other Common- 
wealth countries, and drastic restrictions are imposed with respect 

to a few Commonwealth countries. | 
20. Joint Board. A United States, United Kingdom, Canadian | 

Military Information Board has been established to resolve prob- 
lems arising in connection with the disclosure to fourth countries 

and to NATO of “combined military information,’ which term is 
. defined in the agreement establishing the Board. The agreement 

deals only with combined information and does not prevent any 
one of the three countries from releasing to NATO its own classi- 
fied military information. 7 | 

| 21. Other Agreements. There are in existence a number of other _ 
agreements and treaty arrangements involving the release or ex- 

change of specific categories of classified military information with 

other countries. These include security agreements between the 
United States and Australian departments of defense, the United 

States and Canadian departments of defense, and among the par- 

ties to NATO. Restricted data atomic energy information are ex- 
cluded from these arrangements. | | 

22. Relation to Atomic Energy Act. Any proposed revision of the | 

Atomic Energy Act to modify present provisions in regard to the — 
classification and handling of atomic energy information should be 
examined in terms of the extent to which the atomic energy infor- 

| mation involved could, or would have to, be released to foreign



| | | | : 

| a | 

/ ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1269 | 

countries under the agreements outlined above. Adjustment of 
these agreements might be necessary in some cases. _ | 

_ PROVISIONS OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY ACT LE | 

23. Restricted Data. The enactment of the Atomic Energy Act of | 
1946 created a special category of security information—“Restrict- | 
ed Data”—to provide additional protection for information in the | 
atomic field, which was thought to be especially sensitive and vital | 
to the national security. Section 10(b) (1) defines this special catego- 
ry as follows: | Bc Oo 

_ “The term ‘restricted data’. . . . means all data concerning the | 
manufacture or utilization of atomic weapons, the production of fis- 
sionable material, or the use of fissionable material in the produc- 
tion of power but shall not include any data which the Commission 
from time to time determines may be published without adversely | 
affecting the common defense and security.” 

24. In contrast with other laws concerned with the security of 
information, the Atomic Energy Act imposes special limitations on 
communication with foreign countries and specifies in detail proce- 
dures that must be followed in certain cases. Relevant provisions of | 
the Act are quoted in the following paragraphs. | 

25. Policy and Principles. Provisions of the Act establishing the | 
framework for communicating atomic energy information to for- | 
eign countries are as follows: | 

“Sec. 10. (a) Policy.—It shall be the policy of the Commission to | 
control the dissemination of restricted data in such a manner as to | 
assure the common defense and security. Consistent with such | 
policy, the Commission shall be guided by the following principles: : 

~ “(1) That until Congress declares by joint resolution that ef- — | 
, fective and enforceable international safeguards against the | 

use of atomic energy for destructive purposes have been estab- | 
| lished, there shall be no exchange of information with other | 

-. nations with respect to the use of atomic energy for industrial ! 
purposes; and _ | | Bok | 

‘“(2) That the dissemination of scientific and technical infor- 
mation relating to atomic energy should be permitted and en- 

~ couraged so as to provide that free interchange of ideas and 
criticisms which is essential to scientific progress.” : | . 

26. To the foregoing ‘principles,’ which were included in the 
Act as originally enacted, a third was added by amendment of the | 

Act in October 1951: | 

_. (3) Nothing contained in this section shall prohibit the Com- 
mission, when in its unanimous judgment the common defense a 
and security would be substantially promoted and would not be 
endangered, subject to the limitations hereinafter set out, from 
entering into specific arrangements involving the communica- _
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tion to another nation of restricted data on refining, purifica- 
tion, and subsequent treatment of source materials; reactor de- 
velopment; production of fissionable materials; and research | 
and development relating to the foregoing: Provided: | 

“(1) that no such arrangement shall involve the communica- | 
tion of restricted data on design and fabrication of atomic 
weapons; | 

“(2) that no such arrangement shall be entered into with any 
nation threatening the security of the United States; 

“(3) that the restricted data involved shall be limited and 
circumscribed to the maximum degree consistent with the 
common defense and security objective in view, and that in 
the judgment of the Commission the recipient nation’s secu- 

| rity standards applicable to such data are adequate; 
“(4) that the President, after securing the written recommen- 

dation of the National Security Council, has determined in 
writing (incorporating the National Security Council recom- 
mendation) that the arrangement would substantially pro- 
mote and would not endanger the common defense and secu- 
rity of the United States, giving specific consideration to the 
security sensitivity of the restricted data involved and the 
adequacy and sufficiency of the security safeguards under- 
taken to be maintained by the recipient nation; and 

| (5) that before the arrangement is consummated by the Com- 
_ mission the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy has been 

fully informed for a period of thirty days in which the Con- 
gress was in session (in computing such thirty days, there 
shall be excluded the days on which either House is not in 
session because of an adjournment of more than three 
days).” 

_ 21. Unauthorized Disclosures. The provisions of sections 10(b) (2), 
(3), and (4) prohibit and impose special penalties respecting espio- 

nage and sabotage involving restricted data and with respect to dis- 

closure of restricted data “to any individual or person .... with 
intent to injure the United States or with intent to secure an ad- 

vantage to any foreign nation.” The term “person” is defined in 
sec. 18 (c) to include “any individual, corporation, partnership, 

firm, trust, estate, public or private institution, group, the United 

States or any agency thereof, any government other than the 

United States, any political subdivision or any such government, | 

and any legal successor, representative, agent or agency of the fore- 
going, or other entity but shall not include the Commission or offi- 
cers or employees of the Commission in the exercise of duly author- 

ized functions.” : 
28. Relation to Other Laws. The relation of sec. 10 to the provi- | 

sions of other laws is stated in sec. 10 (b) (6) as follows: 

“This section shall not exclude the applicable provisions of any 
other laws, except that no government agency shall take any
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action under such other laws not consistent with the provisions of : 
this section.” | ! 

| COMMUNICATION WITH FOREIGN COUNTRIES — 

29. Barriers. It is apparent, from review of the pertinent provi- i 

sions of the Act quoted above, that the Act in itself establishes for- | 
midable barriers to the exchange of atomic energy information | 
with other countries. It can also be seen that there are provisions 
in the Act which make the administration of the intended controls | 

over restricted data quite difficult in practice. These matters will | 
be noted in succeeding sections. | 

30. Basic Policy. The basic policy and intent of the Act with 
regard to dissemination of atomic energy information are quite | 
clear. Sec. 10(a) states that: “It shall be the policy of the Commis- . 
sion to control the dissemination of restricted data in such a | 

-manner as to assure the common defense and security.’ This policy | 
is, in effect, a restatement with respect to control of restricted data | 

of the “paramount objective” of the Act, which, as stated in sec. ; 

l(a), is also that of “assuring the common defense and security.” 
31. Principles. Although the basic statement of policy is clear, | 

the Act amplifies this policy statement with a number of overlap- : 
ping principles having a bearing on exchange of information with | 

_ foreign countries. | | 
32. Section 10(a) (3) (1) expressly bars discussion with foreign ! 

countries of data on the design and fabrication of atomic weapons; i 

this appears to be the only absolute prohibition in the Act with re- | 

- gpect to any area of information. Section 10(a) (1) prohibits ex- 
changes on information relating to use of atomic energy for “indus- ! 
trial purposes,’ but such information may be included in ex- : 

- changes made under the special procedure established in sec. 10(a) ! 

(3), which under specified conditions, permits exchanges involving | 

data on “refining, purification, and subsequent treatment of source | 
materials; reactor development; production of fissionable materials; | 

and research and development relating to the foregoing.” | 
33. The dissemination of scientific and technical information, ac- | 

cording to sec. 10(a) (2), should be “permitted and encouraged,” but | 
presumably not if it reveals information that is otherwise barred. | 
Scientific and technical information may be transmitted to foreign 
countries under sec. 10(a) (8) procedure, but in the case of the 

United Kingdom and Canada, it may also be exchanged to some 
extent under an existing technical cooperation program consistent 

with provisions of the Act and established prior to the enactment | 

of the Section 10(a) (3) amendment. | 
34. The Act is silent on the specific question of communicating | 

data on the utilization of atomic weapons to foreign countries, but : 

;
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as is the case with scientific and technical data, communication of 

weapons data appears to be limited to that information that does 

not reveal data, such as weapons design and fabrication data, oth- | 

erwise prohibited. | 
35. Declassification. Although declassification procedure theo- 

retically offers a means for communicating data to foreign coun- 
tries, the Commission must be able to determine that the informa- 

tion removed from the restricted data category ‘may be published 
without adversely affecting the common defense and security.” 
While this determination does not necessarily mean that declas- 
sifed data will be published, it does means of course, that they are 
removed from statutory protection. Furthermore, declassification of 
data amounts to giving to allied countries no more preference than 

to unfriendly ones. 

36. Ambiguity of Principles. Much of the difficulty in administer- 
ing requirements of the Act respecting communication of informa- 
tion to other countries has arisen from the basic ambiguity and in- 
ternal conflicts of the “principles” discussed above. This difficulty 
was explained by the Senate report on the Act, which stated: 

“The problems are especially difficult because vital objectives in | 
a sense compete with or are in direct conflict with one another. 
The common defense and security require control over information 

| which might help other nations to build atomic weapons or power 
plants (until effective international safeguards are established) and, 
at the same time, sufficient interchange between scientists to 
assure the Nation of continued scientific progress. Section 10 ex- 
pressly states these policy considerations of opposite tendency and 

| attempts to frame a program that will reconcile their apparent di- 
vergence.” 

37. Existing programs involving the exchange of scientific and | 
technical data will be discussed in succeeding sections of this 
paper. The problem of communicating restricted data on atomic 

weapons to foreign countries will be discussed briefly at this point 

since such data are not included in existing programs either of the 
DOD or the Commission. The issues that arise in the case of weap- 

ons data are similar in a number of respects to those arising gener- 

ally in communicating restricted data to foreign countries. | 

ATOMIC WEAPONS DATA | | 

38. Interpretation of “restricted data.” The restricted data catego- > 
ry established by the Act includes all data falling within the statu- 

tory definition regardless of whether the data be originated by the 
Commission, by other Government agencies, or even privately. The 
Act states that the term “restricted data” means ‘all data concern- 
ing the manufacture or utilization of atomic weapons, the produc-
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tion of fissionable material, or the use of fissionable material in the 
production of power.” Interpretation of this definition and its appli- 
cation in specific cases have been the source of continuing disagree- | 
ment between the DOD and the Commission. The two agencies | 
have attempted to draw a mutually satisfactory line of demarca- | 
tion consistent with the Act between restricted data and military 
security information. However, disagreement persists in a few im- 

portant areas, such as weapons effects information. OS 

39. In general, the Commission has maintained that the defini- | 

tion is clearly a broad one and was intended to include all data 

concerning atomic weapons if such data have security significance. 
The DOD maintains that the phrase “manufacture or utilization of : 
atomic weapons” was surely intended to protect information con- : 
cerning design and fabrication of such weapons but was not neces- : 
sarily intended to bring under the restricted data classification as | 
much classified military information concerning the military use of 
atomic weapons in connection with military operations as the Com- | 

mission believes is demanded by the statute. 8 —™ | 
40. Lack of Flexibility. Whatever the exact limits of the restrict- ! 

ed data category, the Act places under the exclusive jurisdiction of | 
the Commission the control of the dissemination of some informa- 

tion in which the DOD, as the agency having basic responsibility | 

for the national defense, has primary interest. This difficulty is in- | 
tensified by the fact that the Act does not give the Commission any | 
flexibility with respect to classification of restricted data other | 
than to declassify them (and the Commission can declassify only | 

those data that it determines may be published without adversely 

affecting the common defense and security). The Commission may 

~ not transfer information from the restricted data category to any , 
other category of security information. Furthermore, sec. 10(b) (6) is | 

intended, in the words of the Senate report on the Act, to prohibit 

“any agency from placing information in a restricted category .. . 

once such information has been released from the category by offi- 
cial action of the . . . Commission.” § | non o 

41. The interest of the DOD in the control of restricted data is | 
reflected in sec. 2(c) of the Act, which requires the Commission to 

keep the Military Liaison Committee (with the DOD) fully in- | 
formed concerning a number of matters including “the control of 

information relating to the manufacture or utilization of atomic | 
weapons.” Furthermore, the Act specifically provides for appeal by | 
the Secretary of Defense to the President in the event that “any 
action, proposed action, or failure to act of the Commission on such 

matters is adverse to the responsibilities of the Department of De- | 

8 Ellipses are in the source text. |
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fense.” However, while providing some recognition of the responsi- 
bilities of the DOD, such an appeals procedure is clearly no remedy _ 
for problems arising from the Act itself. 

42. Barrier to Communication. Although there is no provision in 
the Act which in so many words prohibits the communication to 
foreign countries of restricted data concerning the utilization of _ 
atomic weapons, it appears, as noted above, that communication of 
such data is barred to the extent that the data are revelatory of 
other information that may not be communicated. For example, 
since sec. 10(a) (8) (1) bars discussion of data on weapons design and 

_ fabrication, data on utilization of weapons that reveals information 
on their design and fabrication may presumably not be made avail- 
able even to allied countries. | 

43. While there is possibly an area of restricted data concerning 
the utilization of atomic weapons that does not reveal information 
in prohibited areas and that might be communicated to allies 
under present provisions of the Act, it is likely that such an area 
would at best be limited, and certainly it would by no means ap- 
proach the extensive collaboration with allied countries permissible 

: in other areas of military information. 

44. Effects. The inhibiting effects of the Act on communication of 
information to foreign countries extend into existing arrangements 
for the exchange of military information with the United Kingdom, 
Canada, and other allied countries. With considerable uncertainty 

existing as to the extent of authority to communicate data in the 
atomic weapons field, atomic energy restricted data have been ex- 
cluded from existing arrangements for exchanges of military infor- 

7 mation with other countries. At the same time, the increasing 

impact of atomic weapons on military weapons systems and mili- 
tary operations is leading to a situation wherein atomic weapons 

activities and military operational activities are becoming practi- 

cally inseparable. 

45. Should it be considered desirable to seek revision of the Act 
to clarify authority respecting communication of atomic weapons 

_ data to foreign countries, any proposed amendment should be ex- 

amined in terms of its relationships with other provisions of the 

Act to assure that such relationships would not prove to be contin- 

ued barriers. For example, if the restricted data category were 

abandoned completely but there remained in the Act a bar to the 

communication to foreign countries of information on the design 

and fabrication of atomic weapons, such a prohibition might still 

operate as a barrier to communication on utilization of weapons. 

|
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TECHNICAL COOPERATION WITH U.K. AND CANADA | 7 

46. Modus Vivendi. The existing Technical Cooperation Program | 
for exchanging scientific and technical information with the | 
United Kingdom and Canada is based on the modus vivendi agreed 
to by those countries and the United States January 7, 1948. This | | 
agreement, which superseded wartime agreements, provided for | 
the continuation of the tripartite Combined Policy Committee as : 
the instrument of the three countries “for dealing with atomic | 
energy problems of common concern”; laid the basis for continued : 
collaboration in the raw materials field; and stated: : 

| “It is recognized that there are areas of information and experi- © : 
ence in which cooperation would be mutually beneficial to the | 
three countries. They will therefore cooperate in respect to such | 
areas as may from time to time be agreed upon by the CPC insofar | 
as this is permitted by the laws of the respective countries.” 

It was also agreed that classified information in the atomic 
energy field would not be disclosed “to other governments or au- | 
thorities or persons in other countries without prior due consulta- 

tion.” | | | 
47. An annex to the modus vivendi recognized special arrange- _ | 

ments for cooperation among the United Kingdom and other Com- | 

monwealth countries in a limited number of areas of research and | 
of raw materials development. Recognition of these areas of Com- | 

: monwealth cooperation did not involve agreement to the release by 
the United Kingdom and Canada to other Commonwealth coun- 7 
tries of information furnished by the United States under the : 
modus vivendi. | 

_ 48. Base for Program. The modus vivendi was entered into on | 
the basis of agreement within the executive branch of this Govern- 7 
ment, and after consultation with the legislative branch, that the | 
United States could properly enter into such an undertaking pro- | 
vided that this Government was satisfied that it would be in the ! 

interest of the national security to do so. The program of technical : 
cooperation entered into under the modus vivendi was also based , 
on the Governmental decision that such a program was justified by | 
and consistent with the paramount objective of the Atomic Energy | 
Act and the basic policy of the Act relating to control of informa- | 

tion. : - | ! 
49. Areas of Cooperation. The Technical Cooperation Program | 

has from the beginning been limited in its scope. When the modus | 
vivendi was entered into by the three countries, they also agreed 

on the following nine areas in which it appeared at the time that : 

cooperation would be mutually beneficial: (1) declassifiable subject — | 
matter; (2) health and safety; (8) isotopes; (4) nuclear and extra-nu- : 

| |
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clear properties of the elements; (5) detection of distant nuclear ex- 

plosions; (6) reactor materials; (7) extraction chemistry; (8) design of 
power reactors; and (9) low-power reactors. General definitions 

were agreed to for these areas. 

00. No new areas have been added since the original agreement, 
and at the present time, only six of the areas under the original 
arrangement are active. | 

d1. Active Areas. The six active areas are health and safety, iso- 
topes, detection of distant nuclear explosions, reactor materials, ex- 

traction chemistry, and low-power reactors. Area (1) has never been 
utilized since it pertains to information that has largely been de- 

classified. The opening of area (4)—properties of the elements—has 

been a topic of almost continuous discussion over the last five 

years, but agreement has not been reached as to opening this area 
to active cooperation. Cooperation was initiated but has been aban- 

doned in area (8), power reactors. Activity in area (5), detection of 

distant nuclear explosions, is very limited since little can be done 
without involving matters relating primarily to weapons. 

52. Topics Within Areas. The nine areas of cooperation have 
been considered by this Government to be general areas, and ac- 
ceptance of them was not considered to constitute a commitment to 
exchange any particular information within any of the areas. In 

_ the implementation of the program, the active general areas have 

been further defined to include specific topic for cooperation. 
03. Particular proposals for exchange are reviewed to assure 

that they fall within these topics and that they conform to an ad- 
| ministratively established criterion that has been stated as follows: 

“While recognizing that a distinction between atomic energy 
matters of military significance and of non-military significance 
cannot be clearly made, all exchanges under this program shall be 
governed by the general criterion that information directly and pri- 
marily related to weapons or to the design or operation of plants 
for the production of weapons materials or weapons parts is not 
subject for discussion.”’ | a | | 

Basic metallurgy of plutonium is also excluded from discussion. 

54. Since the policy has been to exclude exchanges of informa- 
tion in the production field, exchanges have been confined to the 

fields of research and development. | | 

55. Activities Under Program. The principal activities under the | 

program fall into the following categories: visits by official scientif-_ 
ic representatives of the cooperating countries for classified discus- 
sions with the scope of the active areas of the established program; | 

irradiations of special materials and equipment in reactors; the 

transfer of classified research and development reports; and the 

making available of isotopes and instruments.
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_ 56. Administration. General supervision of the program is the oo 
responsibility of a subgroup of the CPC known as the Sub-group of | 
Scientific Advisers on Technical Cooperation. United States mem- 
bership on this body includes representatives of the AEC and the 

_ DOD. With respect to day-to-day activities under the program, the 
DOD has primary responsibility for cooperation under the area re- 
lating to detection of distant nuclear explosions, and the Commis- 

sion has primary responsibility for the remainder of the program. 

In practice, both AEC and the DOD must agree as to the propriety 
| of specific exchanges. The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy is 

kept fully informed on activities under the program. _ 
_ 57. Limitations on Program. In recommending amendment of the 
Atomic Energy Act to provide, in the section 10 amendment, a pro- 

cedure for exchanging information with foreign countries under 
special circumstances, Joint Committee stated in its report: | 

| “The committee of course intends that the section 10 amendment 
have no retroactive but only prospective application . . . . In par- 
ticular, the existing technical cooperation arrangement of the 
United States with Great Britain and Canada, which has its roots 
in the War-time partnership between the three countries, remains | 
unaffected.” _ . 

58. This statement provides clear Congressional endorsement for 

continuation of the Technical Cooperation Program at least in the 
limited areas covered by the existing agreement with the United 

Kingdom and Canada. However, there may be some disagreement 

as to whether specific activities should be undertaken under the 
_ Technical Cooperation Program or under the procedure established | | 

by the section 10 amendment. BER eas 
_ 59. Expansion of the program, should such be considered desira- 

ble, would not only raise a further question as to the relationship | 

of the program to the sec. 10 amendment but would also involve a 

previous commitment to the Joint Committee. In 1949, when the 
program was under discussion by the three countries, the Secretary ! 
of State advised the Joint Committee that “continuation would not 
involve any expansion of the present nine areas of cooperation.” In 

view of this statement, the addition of new areas to the program © 

would require full prior consultation with the Joint Committee. As 

a practical matter, justification for such an expansion would prob- 

ably have to be based on findings similar to those required by the 

sec.10 amendment. | # | 

a a SECTION 10 AMENDMENT es | 

60. Background. In 1951 there arose the need to exchange infor- 
mation with the Canadians in the field of feed materials process- 
ing. This information could not be exchanged under the Technical
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Cooperation Program, and in view of the prohibition of sec. 10(a) (1) 
of the Atomic Energy Act on exchange of information with respect 
to use of atomic energy for industrial purposes, there was doubt as 
to the authority of the Commission to enter into a new arrange- 
ment covering this matter. The Commission placed the problem 
before the Joint Committee, and a Committee-sponsored amend- 
ment was enacted in October 1951. 

: 61. The section 10 amendment authorizes exchanges of informa- 
tion in all fields of the Commission’s operations from the refining 
of feed materials through the production of fissionable materials 
but expressly prohibits exchanges of information on the design and 
fabrication of weapons. Information concerning the utilization of 
weapons is not mentioned in the amendment. | 

62. Exchanges Under Amendment. Two exchanges have been un- 
dertaken under the sec. 10 amendment, one with Canada and one 
with the United Kingdom. A third exchange is expected to be com- 
pleted in the near future. . | | | 

63. Practical Difficulties. While the amendment establishes a 
legal basis for exchanges of information with any country except, 
of course, one threatening the security of the United States, it in- 
terposes a number of obstacles in the way of such exchanges. 

64. In the first place, the amendment establishes a cumbersome 
procedure involving review by the National Security Council, ap- 
proval by the President, and submission to the Joint Committee for 
a 30-day waiting period. This procedure not only creates a consider- 
able administrative burden but also makes the authority under the 
amendment unavailable for emergency use. 7 

65. Secondly, the information to be exchanged must be “limited 
and circumscribed to the maximum degree consistent with the 
common defense and security objective in view.” The meaning of | 
this requirement will, of course, have to be ascertained in individ- 
ual cases. However, in view of this requirement it is not clear that 
the sec. 10 amendment would be useful for establishing areas of 
continuing cooperation with other countries or that it would be 
useful for conducting exploratory discussions with other countries. 

66. Thirdly, the Commission must be able to make the finding 
that the recipient nation’s security standards applicable to the data 
communicated to that nation are adequate. While this finding can 
be made with respect to exchanges susceptible to narrow compart- 

mentalization, it would probably be very difficult at the present 
time to make such a finding with respect to a foreign country’s se- 
curity standards over-all. © 

| 67. Comparability of security standards has been the subject of a 
_ series of conferences and exchanges of visits among the United
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States, the United Kingdom, and Canada. This country has also un- 

dertaken to assist Belgium in security matters. 

68. Unresolved Problem. An unresolved problem confronting the | 

Commission having a bearing on the sec. 10 amendment is that 
raised by countries supplying source materials to the United _ 
States. The desire of such countries to participate in possible indus- 

trial benefits of atomic energy is reflected in contractual arrange- | 
ments. For example, the agreement with Belgium states: 

“9, As regards the use of the above mentioned ores as a source of 
energy the following arrangements shall apply: 

(a) In the event of the Governments of the United States of 
America and of the United Kingdom deciding to utilize as a 
source of energy for commercial purpose ores obtained under 
this agreement the said Governments will admit the Belgian 
Government to participation in such utilization on equitable 
terms.” 3 

Whether communication of information necessary in connection 

with achieving “equitable participation” can be accomplished 

under present provisions of the Act is not yet resolved. | | 

| DATA IN RAW MATERIALS FIELD : 

69. Programs. Cooperation in the raw materials field with the 

United Kingdom and Canada, which is carried on under the modus 
vivendi with those countries but not as part of the Technical Coop- 

eration Program, includes exchange of certain information relating 

to exploration for and beneficiation of ore. In addition, in order to 
make possible explorations for source materials by other countries 
and to facilitate the extraction and processing of materials by coun- 

tries involved in the supply program, the Commission communi- 

cates to such countries information in the raw materials field, such 
as geological and mineralogical data and information respecting 

the extraction, recovery, and beneficiation of materials. Furnishing 
such information is essential to assure an adequate raw materials 
supply. Restricted data are involved in certain of these exchanges. 

70. Protection of Information. When security information is 
transmitted, it is with the understanding that the recipient country 

will accord it adequate protection. The Commission has helped cer- a 

tain countries develop appropriate personnel security, document se- 

curity, and physical security arrangements. It should be noted that 
where information on processing is involved, the information ex- 

changed relates only to that process suitable to the kind and grade 
of ore to be processed; general access to processing data is not per- 

mitted. , | |
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JOINT DECLASSIFICATION PROGRAM 

71. Purpose. Since 1947, the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and Canada have cooperated in a program for controlling the de- 
classification of commonly held information in the atomic energy 
field. The program was undertaken in order to assure comparabil- 
ity of treatment of such information by the three countries with a | 
view to forestalling the declassification by one of the countries of 
information considered sensitive by another. This program does not 
serve as a medium for exchange of information among the coun- 
tries. | | 

12. Conferences. The joint declassification program has been im- 
plemented through a series of annual joint conferences, the last of 
which took place at Chalk River, Canada, in April 1953. United 
States representatives at the conferences generally include the Di- 
rector and Deputy Director of Classification of the Commission and 
members of the Committee of Senior Responsible Reviewers. 

73. As a result of these conferences, a Joint Declassification 
Guide has been established and is kept up-to-date. The conferences 
provide an opportunity for mutual consideration by the three coun- 

| tries regarding interpretations of the declassification guide and 
proposals for its revision. 

14. Limitations. The standard terms of reference for the confer- 
ences state: “No classified information not already known to all 
parties concerned will be discussed.”’ The commonly held informa- 
tion which can be discussed is largely that remaining from the | 
period of wartime cooperation and that shared under the Technical 

Cooperation Program. | 

| 75. As the pool of joint wartime information diminishes and as 
advances are made in areas in which there is now no communica- 
tion among the three countries, the usefulness of the joint declassi- 
fication program is being seriously restricted, and the assurance of 

comparable treatment of information by the three countries is 

being reduced. Under these circumstances there is a real possibility 
that one nation may reveal information without fully realizing its 
significance. - 

SUMMARY _- 

76. Statutory protection of security information is provided by 
certain provisions of the Espionage Act, the Internal Security Act, 

and the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. In according special treatment 
to atomic energy information, the Atomic Energy Act created the 
restricted data category and imposed a number of barriers on com- 
munication with foreign countries. Except in the case of atomic 
energy information respecting which such barriers have been im-
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| posed, full administrative discretion is exercised by executive agen- 
cies both with respect to the substance of communication with for- 
eign countries and the procedures involved. Information may not — 
be transferred from the restricted data category to any other cate- | 
gory of security information. oe | 

| 77. Consistent with the provisions of the Internal Security Act, 
an extensive system for exchange of military security information | 
with other countries is in effect. The Departments of State and De- 
fense, through the State-Defense Military Information Control 
Committee, exercise primary control over such exchanges. The 
degree of disclosure permitted respecting military security informa- 

| tion under existing arrangements varies from almost unrestricted 
| _ disclosures to the United Kingdom and Canada to practically no 

disclosure except as specifically authorized in the case of countries 
not allied to the United States by mutual defense or military as- | 

sistance agreements. = = was | 
78. Separated from other security information by the Atomic | 

Energy Act, restricted data are defined by the Act to include “all 
| data concerning the manufacture or utilization of atomic weapons, | 

| the production of fissionable material, or the use of fissionable ma- 
terial in the production of power.” The Act establishes the basic 

| policy that dissemination of restricted data shall be controlled by | 
the Atomic Energy Commission in such a manner as to assure the ! 
common defense and security. The Commission may declassify re- | 
stricted data the publication of which it determines would not ad- | 
versely affect the common defense and security. Cs | 

, 79. With respect to communication of restricted data to foreign | 
countries, the Act completely excludes disclosure only in one area, | 

design and fabrication of atomic weapons. However, this prohibi- 

tion together with other provisions, which are to some extent am- 
biguous and conflicting, have the effect of greatly restricting com- — 

munications in other areas as well. | | | 

80. The Commission and the DOD have attempted to draw a mu- | 
tually satisfactory line of demarcation consistent with the Act be- | 
tween restricted data and military security information, but dis- | 
agreement persists in a few areas as to what specific information | 

falls into the restricted data category. As a result of uncertainty as | 
to the extent to which the Act permits communication to foreign | 
countries of such information as restricted data on utilization of | 
atomic weapons, the inhibiting effects of the Act on interchange of | 
information extend into agreement for exchange of military infor- ! 
mation with the United Kingdom, Canada, and other allies, and re- 

stricted data are excluded from the approved areas of exchange 

under such agreements. | 

|
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81. The principal continuing program for exchange of classified 
scientific and technical data in the atomic energy field is the Tech- 7 
nical Cooperation Program with the United Kingdom and Canada, 
which was established under the modus vivendi with those coun- 
tries and which permits exchanges only within strictly delimited 
areas. Activities in this program are carried on under the general 

supervision of the Subgroup of Scientific Advisers (which includes | 
representatives of the DOD and the Commission) of the tripartite 

Combined Policy Committee. Not as part of the Technical Coopera- 
tion Program but also under the modus vivendi, data in the raw 

| materials field are exchanged with the United Kingdom and 

Canada. Under the Commission’s raw materials program, special- | 
ized data in the raw materials field are also communicated from 
time to time to other countries involved in the supply program. 

82. Other exchanges of information are permissible under the 

Act through a cumbersome procedure involving review by the Na- _ 

tional Security Council, the President, and the Joint Committee on 

Atomic Energy. However, even after review and approval by these 
parties, exchanges under this procedure may be made only on a 

limited and circumscribed basis. | : 

_ 83. Examination of the need for communication of information 
to foreign countries, a matter not within the scope of this paper, is 

also important in identifying problems in this area. The statutory 
barriers and the programs discussed in this paper do, however, in- 

dicate the present limits within which such needs as may arise 
must be met. | 

Appendix to Annex “A” 

MILITARY WEAPONS INFORMATION | 

1. Disclosure to Foreign Nations. Under the cognizance of SD-MIC 
permitted disclosures of military weapons information to foreign 
nations follow the general pattern shown in succeeding paragraphs. 
It must be remembered that these permitted disclosures are not 
automatic. Each disclosure must conform to all the policies, proce- 
dures, conditions and limitations established or approved by SD- 
MIC. Except for the routine disclosure of information of low sensi- | 

tivity which clearly falls within the scope of delegated authority, 
each disclosure must be approved by SD-MIC after having been co- 

ordinated with and approved by interested agencies. Further limi- 

tations are indicated in the following paragraphs.
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2. United Kingdom and Canada. Disclosure of military weapons 
information of all classifications through Top Secret including 

| weapons research and development information is permitted. 

_ Note: British Commonwealth Nations are considered as separate 
nations. United States information disclosed to either United King- 
dom or Canada will not be passed on to other Commonwealth na- 

tions except as agreed by the United States pursuant to policies es- 

tablished by the Templer-Burns Agreement and the United States- | 

United Kingdom and United States-Canada security agreements. 

3. NATO Nations. Any disclosure made must be determined to be 
essential to the achievement of North Atlantic Treaty defense ob- 
jectives. When determined to be essential to NATO defense objec- 
tives, disclosure of military weapons information of all classifica- | 

_ tions through top secret is permitted. Weapons research and devel- | 

opment information is excluded except information pertaining to 
new equipment which has reached the engineering test (pilot | 

model) stage of development. : | 

Note: Military information in certain categories of higher sensi- 
tivity is not released to NATO nations but is made available to 
non-United States members of SHAPE and its major commands on | 
a strict need-to-know, highly restrictive, and compartmentalized 

basis. Restricted data atomic energy information can be made 
available only to United States members of these headquarters. | 

4. Australia and New Zealand. United States disclosure of mili- i 
tary weapons information classified no higher than secret is per- 

mitted. Weapons research and development information is ex- 

cluded. 

Note: Specific agreements with United Kingdom and Canada con- 
cerning United Kingdom or Canadian release of information of | 
United States origin to Commonwealth nations permit release by 

United Kingdom or Canada to Commonwealth nations of certain | 

United States research and development information. For example: | 

The United Kingdom may release to Australia such United States | 
: research and development information on guided missiles as is nec- 

essary for the development of United Kingdom-Australian guided 

missile program. | | 7 

5. Other Allied Nations. Disclosure of military weapons informa- | 
tion to other nations allied to the United States through specific | 
mutual defense, military assistance or Western Hemisphere de- | 

_ fense arrangements is limited to information classified no higher 
than confidential which pertains to weapons already furnished or 
programmed to be furnished these nations individually and which 
is deemed necessary for the adequate use or production of the | 

weapons. | | 

;
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6. All Other Nations. No disclosure of classified military informa- 
tion is permitted unless its release is approved by SD-MIC. 

[Here follow Appendixes “B” and “C’’, a description of the Senior 
Officers’ Course at the NATO Special Weapons School (Oberam- — 
mergau, Germany), and a paper discussing “The Foreign Civil De- 
fense Relations’’.] | 

: Annex D : 

| Aucust 7, 1953. 

COLLABORATION WITH THE UK ON ATOMIC ENERGY INTELLIGENCE 

1. Close collaboration is maintained with the UK Atomic Energy 
Intelligence Organization on intelligence against the common ~ 

enemy, i.e. the Soviet Bloc. Interchange in this field is reasonably 
complete for both raw intelligence information and finished intelli- 

gence reports, including a copy of the periodic JAEIC report, | 
“Status of the Soviet Atomic Energy Program” with required secu- 
rity deletions (latest issue NSIE 1-B). In addition an extensive in- 
terchange of semi-finished intelligence (working papers and evalua- 
tion and interpretation of bits of evidence) is carried out through | 
the medium of memoranda and personal contacts. The usual re- 

strictions on source and operational information, of course, apply. 

2. The legal restrictions of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 as 
amended are encountered only when the analysis or interpretation 
of the intelligence information is made in terms of U.S. practices. 
Section 10 of the Act was amended in October 1951 to allow the 
communication of certain categories of Restricted Data to foreign 

governments when the common defense and security would be pro- 

moted. Elaborate and cumbersome procedures were established for 

obtaining authorization for the transmission of this material. The 

law specifically forbids the communication of Restricted Data on 
the design and fabrication of atomic weapons. When an urgent in- 
telligence requirement has existed, the provisions of the law have 

been utilized to obtain the necessary authorization for the trans- 
mission of the Restricted Data. Oo 

3. Two points are most important in considering this matter. 

a. Atomic Energy intelligence information on the Soviet Bloc is | 
not Restricted Data. Only when U:S. practices are introduced in 
processing or interpreting the data does it become Restricted Data. 

b. The requirement for the transmission of Restricted Data for 
| atomic energy intelligence purposes must not be confused with the 

question of the technical interchange of atomic energy information 
between the U.S. and UK Atomic Energy Programs. The intelli- 
gence requirement for the communication of Restricted Data is rel-
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atively small and occurs mostly in the area of collaboration on sci- 
entific methods of intelligence collection. ee 

4, While the full and free collaboration in atomic energy intelli- 

gence is handicapped to some extent by the restrictions of the 

Atomic Energy Act, in most cases satisfactory collaboration could 
be obtained within its framework.... | 

. _ Editorial Note | | 

President Eisenhower met with French Premier Joseph Laniel 
and British Prime Minister Winston Churchill at Bermuda Decem- 
ber 4-8, 1953, for high-level talks on a wide range of subjects | 

including atomic energy. Churchill voiced his continuing concern at 
the limited degree of cooperation on atomic matters between the 

United States and the United Kingdom and argued forcefully for the 
return to the full-scale cooperation he said was envisaged in the 
wartime agreements. = |. | | a 

At the first restricted tripartite meeting of the Heads of Govern- | 

ment on the afternoon of December 4, President Eisenhower in- | 

formed Laniel and Churchill that he had been invited to make a | 

speech before the General Assembly of the United Nations before it 

adjourned on approximately December 8. The President added that | | 
he would not address the United Nations “just for the sound and 
fury but would have a serious proposal to make.” While this pro- | 
posal “was still only a draft” the President proceeded to outline his 

_ ideas for a diminution of existing atomic stockpiles through dona- | 
tion to the United Nations. Laniel “said he approved entirely what 
the President had proposed.” Churchill “said he would like to think 
this over before making an answer” and expressed a concern over 
the “great difficulty in drawing a line between atomic energy com- | 
mercial information and atomic energy military information.” | 

_ After further discussion, Eisenhower “concluded by saying he 
would like to ask those present to consider this as very secret. He | 

had not yet even made a definite decision as to whether the talk | 
would be given.” | : 

For documentation on the Bermuda Conference, see volume V, | 

Part 2, pages 1710 ff ; | : 

|



1286 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file . 

Prime Minister Churchill to President Eisenhower 

PRIVATE Mip-OcEAN CLuB, BERMUDA, 6 December 1953. 

My Dear Ike: I think it is a very fine speech ! and tackles the 
terrible problems which confront us with your usual courage and . 
candour. I think it will help towards the “easement” of which I 
have sometimes spoken and it may well be that the contacts which 

may develop will be useful. It is a great pronouncement and will 

resound through the anxious and bewildered world. 
| Naturally I do not like what appears on page 11. ? History will, I 

am sure, make a different appraisement. 

About page 7.2? I hope we may have some further talk, for I 
know you understand the reservations I have to make in the light 
of our exposed position. Circumstances, proportion and the fate of | 

friends and allies would never, I am sure, be absent from your 
mind. 

_ Tam sending you privately a short note about the proposed inter- 
national Atomic Energy Administration which Cherwell prepared 

for my eye. 3 | | 
Yours sincerely, | 

| WINSTON S.C. 

P.S. (longhand) It is nice to see you and talk freely, amid all our 
terrible problems. 4 

1 See the editorial note, supra. 7 
2 Reference is presumably to pagination in an unidentified draft. 
3 The attached memorandum by Cherwell, dated Dec. 6, commenting on the Presi- 

dent’s proposal, is not printed. | 
* The source text is a copy on which this postscript was typed. 

600.0012/12-658: Telegram : : 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the Soviet Union! _ | 

TOP SECRET NIACT _ BermupaA, December 6, 1953. 

Dulte 5. Eyes only Bohlen from Secretary. Supplemental to my 6 
replying to your 663. 2 | 

1 Repeated to the Department of State as Dulte 5. | 
2In telegram 5 to Moscow niact, eyes only for Bohlen, Dec. 5 (repeated for infor- 

mation to the Department of State as Dulte 2), Dulles had informed the Ambassador 
that he was to “stand ready to advise Molotov orally in re Frank’s letter confirming 
lines one and two December 8.” The reference is to a letter which Dulles sent to 
Moscow on Oct. 9; see p. 1226. In telegram 663 from Moscow (niact, pass Bermuda 

eyes only for Secretary), Dec. 6, Bohlen asked for clarification as to the precise pro- 
| cedures for contacting Molotov. Dulles replied in telegram 6 from Bermuda, Dec. 6 

Continued
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1. President has accepted UN Secretary General invitation ad- 
dress General Assembly 1600 hours Tuesday New York time. _ 

2. President’s acceptance based on three points: | 

(a) He has been committed for some time to discuss publicly | 
atomic warfare danger; ee 

(b) He considers General Assembly excellent forum to make an 
address which will be neither boastful nor truculent in tone; SO 

(c) He is anxious to use international forum as basis for suggest- 
ing serious private talks with Russians on whole atomic arma- | 
ments problems. | | 

3. His talk will analyze present atomic threat to civilization and | 
will specifically state US willingness to talk privately with Rus- | 
sians and others interested. These talks can proceed under UN aus- | 
pices or in regular diplomatic channels. | 

4. President will also propose a method of allocating from US | 
and Soviet stockpiles atomic material for peacetime purposes and ! 
as means of starting total atomic disarming. 

| 5. Stress to Molotov that purpose of speech is to initiate serious | 

talks, if possible, and not merely to propagandize. You may urge | 
him make positive response, if you think useful. : : 

oe DULLES | : 

(niact, eyes only from Secretary to Bohlen, repeated to the Department as telegram | 
Dulte 4), that Molotov was to be contacted immediately, and also clarified the lan- | 
guage to be employed. The three telegrams are in file 600.0012/12-553 and 12-653. | 
ee ! | 

600.0012/12-758: Telegram tS 

| The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to the Department of | 
oe State } | : | 

TOP SECRET NIACT © Moscow, December 7, 1953—6 p.m. ! 

669. Eyes only Secretary; pass Bermuda if necessary. I saw Molo- | 
tov 3 o'clock this afternoon and made following oral statement to | 
him as instructed (reference 5, 6 and 9 from Bermuda). 2 | 

_I opened by telling Molotov that perhaps he had heard President | 

Eisenhower would be addressing UNGA tomorrow afternoon at in- ! 
vitation of Secretary General and that as had already been an- | 
nounced speech was to be devoted to dangers of atomic age. I said | 
chief purpose of speech was specifically to state US willingness to | 

talk privately on whole atomic armaments problem with Soviet | 

‘ Relayed to the U.S. Delegation at Bermuda Dec. 7 at 12:45 p.m. as telegram 
Tedul 14. | | 

* For information on Dulles’ telegrams 5 and 6 to Moscow, see footnote 2, supra. 
Telegram 9 has not been found. | 

| 

| |
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Government and others interested either through diplomatic chan- - 
nels or under UN auspices. This was an important offer to initiate 
serious talks and was not to make propaganda on this most serious _ 

subject. The purpose of my visit to him was to draw the attention 
of Soviet Government in advance to great importance which my 
government attached to this speech which would contain a sincere 
and serious offer by President and to express the hope that the sug- 
gestion would be received by Soviet Government in same spirit. If, 
as we hoped, Soviet reaction was affirmative the exact form of 

talks could be worked out subsequently. I concluded by saying 
there was no need to stress to him (Molotov) the immense impor- 
tance of whole question of atomic weapons and repeated the hope 
that Soviet Government would receive this suggestion as seriously 

as it was made. 
Molotov listened attentively and said of course he could not ex- 

press any view on a speech or proposal which he had not yet seen. 

I told him that I did not have the text but if I should receive it or _— 
any parts thereof tomorrow I would send him a copy for his person- 
al confidential information. Molotov said that Soviet Government 

attached greatest importance to question of atomic weapons and | 

would await with great interest President’s speech and suggestion 

on this subject. He asked me whether President would make a 
“new” proposal on question of atomic weapons to which I replied 
that I did not have text of President’s speech and was unable to 
give him any details but according to information I had received I 
believed President’s suggestion was designed to initiate serious dis- 
cussions with Soviet Union and others interested on this subject 
rather than attempt in public speech to set forth detailed proposals 

on substance of the question. 

I told Molotov that when he had had time to study the speech 
carefully, I hoped he would give me his government’s reaction to 

President’s suggestion. He promised me that he would do so. I did 

this deliberately in order (a) to underline seriousness of suggestion 

and (b) also as a possible additional inhibition to any premature 
propaganda response in Soviet press. - | 

I told Molotov that I would not inform correspondents even of 
fact of my visit, but if it should become known I would say it was 
routine. He said that was entirely up to me. While speculations as 
to Soviet response risky, there is good possibility Molotov may pose _ 
number of questions re proposed talks—particularly, character of | 

discussions, and especially what proposals, if any, US would have | 

in mind on substance reduction and control atomic weapons. 

In any event, I believe Soviet interest and curiosity has been 

| definitely aroused. | 
| BOHLEN
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| Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 8 . 7 | ONE 

Prime Minister Churchill to President Eisenhower 

TOP SECRET Mip-OcEaANn Cius, BERMuDA, 7 December 1953. 

We agreed, did we not, that Admiral Strauss and Lord Cherwell 

should compile a White Paper of the documents, and their linking 
together, which constitute the story of Anglo-American relations 
about the Atomic Bomb. You and I will then consider and discuss 
whether it will be helpful or not to publish. Personally I think it | 
will be. We both desire a fuller interchange of intelligence 1 and 

the fact that secrecy is evaporating through growth of knowledge 
between us, and alas between both of us and Soviet Russia, makes 

it desirable that we two should make the best joint progress we 
can. Your speech will, I think, encourage the new atmosphere. 
Cherwell and Strauss, I understand, take it that they should pre- 
pare the White Paper. | : se | 

1QOn the morning of Dec. 7, Churchill had handed to Eisenhower a memorandum 
by Lord Cherwell expressing the British desire to extend the interchange of intelli- 
gence regarding Soviet nuclear tests. The memorandum, which is attached to the 
source text, is not printed. _ | 

600.0012/12-853: Circular telegram | 

- The Acting Secretary of State to All Diplomatic Posts (Except 
| Es Moscow) 1 | - 

CONFIDENTIAL _ WASHINGTON, December 8, 1953—4:02 p. m. 
_ NIACT. : a | | woe oe 

| 225. Address of President before UNGA, Dec. 8, 4:00 p. m. EST 
_ being transmitted by Wireless Bulletin ? and cabled to missions not 

serviced by Bulletin. Should be made occasion exceptional effort to _ 
assure its importance recognized and intent correctly interpreted. _ 

1 Drafted by. Phillips and Huyler of P. The same message, with certain modifica- | | 
tions, was sent simultaneously to Moscow as telegram 354. The first paragraph of _ , 
telegram 354 reads: “Address of the President before UNGA, Dec. 8, 4 p.m. EST will 

be cabled immediately thereafter. In presenting to FonOff (and in discussion with 
your diplomatic colleagues friendly and unfriendly) you may wish to make following | 
points as appropriate.” A new paragraph 6 in telegram 354 reads: “Stress offer 
made in speech of ‘private conversations’ making clear to Foreign Minister that this 
is bona fide.” Also, this telegram’s paragraph dealing with USIS assistance is delet- 
ed in telegram 354. (600.0012/12-853) | | Pes, 

-? The Wireless Bulletin was a news roundup including texts of official statements, 
transmitted regularly by the Department of State to many U‘S. posts abroad. 

|
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Therefore, in your discretion present copy of speech promptly as. 

possible to Foreign Minister making following points as appropri- 
ate: 

1. This is further to President’s April 16 ASNE speech wherein 
he declared U.S. determination to seek peace and “international 
control of atomic energy to promote its use for peaceful purposes 
only and to insure prohibition of atomic weapons;” and U.S. “firm 
faith that God created man to enjoy, not destroy, the fruits of the 
earth and of their own toil.” } 

2. Supporting fully UN disarmament commission, and in line 
: with General Assembly resolution on Disarmament of November 

18, 1958, United States is instantly prepared to meet privately with 
other countries as may be “principally involved” to seek an accept- 
able solution to atomic armament race (“in order that this greatest 
of destructive forces can be developed into a great constructive 
force for the benefit of all mankind.’’) 

3. Atomic sharing concept is product of maturing plans reflecting 
U.S. determination that mankind shall benefit from this knowledge 
and reflects U.S. view that such benefits can be shared in foreseea- 
ble future. 

However, President’s statement not to be construed as an immu- _ 
table proposal, but rather as basis for consideration and develop- 
ment by interested Governments in private conversations. 

4. President’s suggestion is offer to take tangible first step to- 
wards international use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes : 
which will strike massive blow against root causes of war and in- 
ternational tension. 

5. In case any implication is made that speech largely intended 
as psychological warfare move, you should point out that text par- 
ticularly in context April 16 speech makes amply clear U.S. seek- 
ing every practicable means toward peaceful settlement interna- 
tional differences and has sincerely invited USSR to join in private 
conversations as one of principal parties to discuss means of estab- 
lishing joint pool of fissionable material and of technical skills for 
betterment of mankind. 

6. Obviously, at present stage no reason to believe EDC less es- 
sential to defense and security free world. You should discourage 
any premature stimulation of false optimism regarding immediate- 
ly realizable substantive disarmament. : 

| 7. President’s suggestion does not imply abandonment of U.S. po- 
sition supporting UN plan for international control of atomic 
energy unless a better or equally effective plan is developed, but is 
aimed at breaking international log-jam on disarmament proposals. 

You are requested to assist USIS in assuring that speech and 
relay commentary along lines of foregoing are given widest possible 

dissemination. Appropriate follow-up should be planned and exe- 

cuted to assure continuing understanding and impact. 

Report soonest summary reaction and follow with detailed des- 
patch covering mission handling. |
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_ Note: London and Paris: In view of fact speech discussed at Ber- 
muda with British and French doubt necessity special FonOff rep- 
resentation. | | 

SMITH 

—_____ 
| 

Editorial Note | 

As indicated in circular telegram 225, supra, President Eisenhow- 
er delivered his “Atoms for Peace” speech—as press accounts 
quickly named it—before the General Assembly of the United Na- 
tions late on the afternoon of December 8, 1953. 
Work on the speech had proceeded nearly to the moment of de- 

livery. A draft had been transmitted from the Bermuda Conference | 
_ to Ambassador Lodge on the evening of December 7 in telegram | 

Gadel 121 (600.0012/12-753), but according to Lewis L. Strauss, the | 

President made major revisions in it on the Presidential airplane 
Columbine en route from Bermuda to New York. (Strauss, Men and 

Decisions, page 359) Eisenhower, without going into details, merely 
stated: “Finally, only minutes before delivery of the speech, the | 
work was done.” (Eisenhower, Mandate for Change, page 253) 
President Eisenhower’s “Address Before the General Assembly of 
the United Nations on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy, New York 
City, December 8, 1953,” is printed in Public Papers of the Presi- 
dents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pages 813- | 

822. | 

The President’s speech generated a significant amount of com- ! 
ment and reaction. In telegram 2223 from Paris, December 9, Min- | 

ister Achilles reported that he had sought to impress upon French 

officials, including Bidault, the “importance of France’s quickly — | 
picking up President’s initiative on atomic energy.” French reac- | 
tion was favorable, “Bidault mentioning that he had already com- | 

mented favorably to press on getting off plane and that he still had 

time to get ahead of Churchill before latter’s return. Bidault’s com- | 
ment to press, however, was largely lost among his other remarks | 

on Bermuda.” (600.0012/12-953) In telegram Delga 393 from New : 
York, December 9, Lodge reported that Indian Ambassador V. K. 

Krishna Menon “called on me late last night urging desirability of : 
a resolution following up President’s speech. I sought to discourage ! 

him in view need for reflection by various powers concerned. Today | 

before plenary meeting he informed me that he had asked Malik | 

(USSR) whether latter had any objections. Malik said he had no ob- | 
jection but that his delegation was without instructions.” 

(600.0012/12-953). In priority telegram 691 from Moscow, December | 

10, Bohlen reported, eyes only for the Secretary, that only a factual © |
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| summary of the President's speech had so far appeared in the 

Soviet press. “It is possible that Molotov may send for me in next 
day or so to give privately Soviet reaction to President’s speech. If 
there are any particular points you would like stressed in event ad- 
verse Soviet reaction, this might be good opportunity. I would ap- 

preciate your advice.” (600.0012/12-1058) Dulles replied personally 
to Bohlen in priority telegram 362, December 10, that “if you have 
not gotten any official reaction from Molotov within 10 days’ time, 

you should approach him and inquire further. We will send you 

further instructions at that time but would like your suggestions. | 

In reference to your question as to what points you might stress, I 

believe that the principal point to underscore is that this is an en- 
tirely sincere and serious proposal which we should like to develop 
as soon as possible.” (600.0012/12-1053) Bohlen acknowledged 
Dulles’ comments with thanks in priority telegram 693 from 

Moscow, December 11, adding: “I would imagine Molotov will send 

for me before too long since failure to do so would in effect be 
- equivalent to blanket rejection without attempt to justify such 

action. Soviet press this morning by selecting excerpts from foreign 

press, especially Communist, continues to reflect cool and skeptical 

attitude towards President’s proposal.’’ (600.0012/12-1153) The tele- 
grams to the Department commenting upon foreign reaction to the 
President’s ““Atoms for Peace’ proposal are in file 600.0012. 

Editorial Note | 

On December 8, at the Bermuda Conference, Jean-Marc Boegner 

of the French Delegation transmitted to Douglas MacArthur II of 

the United States Delegation a memorandum in which the French 
Government expressed interest in cooperation with the United | 

States, the United Kingdom, and Canada in the field of atomic 

energy, particularly with regard to the exchange of information. 
For a memorandum of the MacArthur-Boegner conversation of De- 

cember 8, see volume V, Part 2, page 1845. A translation of the 
| French memorandum is in file 600.0012/12-853.
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OCB files, lot 62 D 430, “President's UN Speech” oe a 

_ Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President (Jackson) to 
| the Operations Coordinating Board} — | 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] December 9, 1953. 

Subject: Follow-up Exploitation of the President’s U.N. Address | 

| The main points of the President’s U.N. address of December 8, 
1953, particularly those dealing with the sharing of the peaceful 
benefits of atomic energy with the entire world, can be expected to 
raise the most searching domestic and international questions both | 

as to conditions which will have to be met and as to the specific 
_ safeguards and procedures which remain to be established. 

| _ To ensure that the resultant statements and actions in the public 
_ opinion field will be in support of current U.S. national security | 

policies, I believe that the OCB should undertake to coordinate the | 
various follow-up activities which may be expected to take place. 

It will be particularly important to impress upon world opinion | 
the sincerity with which the United States seeks international se- a 
curity through the reduction of the arms burden, while at the same 
time avoiding any premature stimulation of false optimism regard- 
ing immediately realizable disarmament, which cannot be fulfilled 
under present conditions of international tensions. : | 

Furthermore, since the President’s proposals constitute a direct | 
challenge to the Soviets near monopoly of “peace” propaganda, it | 
will be of the utmost importance to develop an integrated national 
program designed to achieve a world climate of opinion in which | 

| the proposals set forth by the President can be accepted and ad- 
_hered to. — | ee’ a eres Oo a 

| ‘Since exploitation of the initial delivery of the speech has al- 
ready been planned and implemented by an informal working 
group composed of the Department of State, USIA, and OCB staff | 
representatives, I recommend: - | : 

(a) that the Board direct its Executive Officer to establish an in- ; 
terdepartmental working group to be chaired by a member of the | 
OCB staff, in which the Atomic Energy Commission and the Feder- ! 
al Civil Defense Administration will be invited to participate; _ | 

(b) that the working group note the actions already taken or | 
under way, including the carrying out of recommendations under | 
NSC 151 ? and, as a matter of urgency, develop for the Board’s ap- | 

1 Copies to Elmer Staats and George A. Morgan, Executive Officer and Deputy : 
Executive Officer, respectively, of the Operations Coordinating Board. Source text is _ | 
accompanied by a memorandum of transmittal “for action” from the Director of the 
Executive Secretariat Walter K. Scott to the Operations Coordinator Walter Radius, 
dated Dec. 10, 1953. | | | | | 

2 Dated May 8, p. 1150. 

|
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proval specific programs for follow-up exploitation of the Presi- 
dent’s U.N. speech in both the domestic and international public 
opinion fields. 7 

| | C. D. | 

600.0012/12-1153: Circular telegram | . 

The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Missions } 

SECRET - WASHINGTON, December 11, 1953—5:39 p. m. 

Usito 173. InfoGuide: President’s UN Speech. This is joint State- 
Defense-USIA message. Further to Usito 164, December 8. 7 

In follow up exploitation of President’s speech it should be kept a 
in mind that definitive answers to detailed questions will only be 

reached through the private conversations which the speech invit- 

- ed. Consequently, speculation on such points is to be avoided. - 

Following is guidance on some general points which may be 

useful in follow-up of speech: 7 | 

1. Relations of President’s Proposal to UN (Baruch) International 
Atomic Energy Control Plan: * | | 

President’s proposal is major effort to break impasse on disarma- 
ment; a practical proposal which U.S. determined to explore 
through UN and elsewhere as appropriate. In no way is it to be 
construed as negating or replacing other plans or programs toward 
this end, but shld help give new life to UN Disarmament Commis- 
sion’s efforts, and serves to reaffirm U.S. determination to explore 
every possible solution of present impasse. 

(FYI: As President’s proposal is flexible and subject to develop- 
ment and modification during “private conversations’ not to U.S. 
interests to develop, or comment on, comparisons with other plans 

at this time). | 

2. Re USSR Participation in Plan: : | 

a. As one of states “principally involved”, USSR must participate 
in “private conversations’ re development of plans to expedite 
peaceful use of atomic energy if any real progress to be made in 
breaking log-jam on international control of atomic energy by con- 
centrating on potentialities in peaceful uses fissionable material. 

b. Whether or not USSR participation in the plan itself is alsoa | 
prerequisite to plans further development and implementation will 
largely be resolved after “private conversations” with states “prin- 
cipally involved’ have taken place. | 

| 1 Drafted by Phillips of P and Meyers of UNA; sent to 67 missions. | 
2 Not printed. | 
3 Documentation on the “Baruch Plan” is in Foreign Relations, 1946, vol. 1, pp. 

757-1106 passim.
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(FYI: The question of practicability of proceeding without the 

USSR in implementation of plan for peaceful use atomic energy 
cannot be decided by the U.S. alone, but will depend in part upon 
the result of discussions and attendant exchange of views with 
other governments. For present, U.S. position is open, hence, it is 

important to avoid use of material speculating whether or not im- 
plementation of President’s conception is contingent upon Soviet 

ee ° ° , ; | 

| participation in plan development.) | 

3. Re USSR Acceptance or Rejection of Invitation to Participate 
in “Private Conversations’: | 

a. Recognize it may take considerable time for USSR to seriously __ 
consider and reply. This regard, follow White House statement De- | 
cember 9. 4 | ! 

b. It could be tempting to enter into polemics replying to current | 
comment Soviet and satellite press and other similar semi-official | 
or official comments. This not to our interests as it might give sup- | 
port to assertion that primary motivation President’s offer is psy- | 
chological warfare. Hence, this regard confine comment to official | 
statement of U.S. or other friendly Governments. | | , | 

_c. In event USSR accepts invitation to discussions, U.S. will be | 
pleased and is as Pres said prepared to meet instantly. _ | 

d. In event Soviets reject invitation, follow official statements, | 
further guidance will be upcoming. | | 

| (FYI: Bohlen has made most serious representations to USSR in- | 
dicating U.S. grave concern and steadfast hope that USSR can see 2 
why clear to join us in this major effort.) | 

SMITH | 
ee — | 1 

4 Reference is presumably to a White House press release of Dec. 10 containing a : 
| brief statement by Presidential Press Secretary James C. Hagerty. On Dec. 9, a | 

Moscow radio political commentator had said: “It is clear that the United States | 
does not want to bring about an international détente. The warmongering speech of 
President Eisenhower and the attitude adopted in the United Nations by the United | 
States delegation proves this sufficiently.” In partial response to this comment, Ha- | 
gerty stated: “We do not believe that immediate reactions to President Eisenhower’s | 
atomic proposal necessarily represent the considered decision of the Soviet Govern- Oo | 
ment. After all, the President always recognized that his suggestion would require 
thoughtful study. Therefore any 24-hour reactions by Soviet officials or by Soviet 2 
propaganda media cannot be accepted as anything more than stopgap interim state- | 
ments. We are still very hopeful that the Soviet leaders will recognize the Presi- | 
dent’s proposal for what it is—a serious and feasible first step toward atomic peace.” 
Both the Hagerty statement and the Soviet comment are printed in the Department ! 
of State Bulletin, Dec. 21, 1953, p. 851. | | | 

|
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S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, “Atomic Energy—Peaceful Uses” 

Memorandum for the National Security Council, by the Special 
| Assistant to the President (Cutler) } 

CONFIDENTIAL | : WASHINGTON, December 11, 1953. 

Subject: Development of Nuclear Power 

References: | | 
A. NSC 149/2, paragraph 7 2 | 
B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 

dated October 20, 1953 3 | 

| 1. On April 29, 1958, the President approved NSC 149/2, which 
included as paragraph 7 the attached statement of policy on the 

“Development of Nuclear Power”. (See Annex A) 4 | 
2. It is desirable that the Council at this time make clear that 

the attached statement of policy has not been superseded by the 

subsequent approval of the policy statements contained in NSC 
1538/1 and 162/2. 5 | | : 

: 3. The national security is affected by a policy looking toward the 

development of nuclear power for: peaceful use in the following 

principal ways: | | - | 

a. The extent to which U.S. military capabilities might be affect- _ 
ed by the diversion of some fissionable material for peaceful pur- 
oses. | | 

P b. The security of the diverted fissionable material to prevent its 
military use by enemies. 

c. The requirement that all fissionable material be available to 
the U.S. Government for military purposes in the event of war. 

d. The impact which the development of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes, rather than for war, may have upon the foreign 
policy and world leadership of the United States. | 

4. Programs for the development of nuclear power for peaceful 
use involve other policy issues, particularly of an economic nature, | 

| which are not the direct concern of the National Security Council. — 
5. On October 5, 1953, the Secretary of Commerce, by the at- 

tached letter (Annex B) © raised a question with respect to the at- 

| tached policy for the development of nuclear power. He requested 

that the economic factors involved in the development of nuclear 

power by private industry be given additional study, prior to final 

1 Copies to the Secretaries of Commerce and of the Treasury, to the Directors of 
the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence, and to the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

2 For text of NSC 149/2, Apr. 29, see p. 305. | 
3 Not printed. 
4 Annex A is not printed. | 
5 Dated June 10 and Oct. 30, pp. 378 and 577, respectively. 
6 Annex B is not printed. |
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approval of the national policy, since he is of the opinion that the 7 
present tight control should be relaxed in limited steps. 

6. A Special Committee composed of representatives of the 
a Atomic Energy Commission, Department of Defense, Department 

of Commerce, and the Office of Defense Mobilization, was constitut- 
ed to examine into the question raised by the Secretary of Com- 
merce. Although the Planning Board has not had opportunity as 
yet to consider certain recommendations by this Committee, the ur- 

- gency in connection with the 1954 Legislative Program makes it 
necessary for the Council to consider at its meeting on Tuesday, 
December 15, 1953, one aspect of this issue: 

. . 7 | ar . . | 
Should the legislation to be proposed in conformity with the at- 

| tached policy, which provides for sale or lease of fissionable materi- 
al, be modified so as to provide solely for the lease of fissionable 
material? 7 ee : | Slee 

| | eee aren ~ Ropert CuTLER 

| 7 Following discussion of this topic at its 17 5th meeting on Dec. 15, 1953, the Na- 
tional Security Council in NSC Action No. 985: | Oe 

“a, Agreed that the statement of policy on the subject contained in paragraph 7 of 2 
NSC 149/2 (Annex A to the reference memorandum of December 11) has not been | 
superseded by the subsequent approval of policy statements contained in NSC 153/1 ! 
and NSC 162/2. a | : 

“bh. Agreed that the legislation to be proposed in conformity with this policy : 
should provide for either the sale or lease of fissionable material. | | 

“Note: The action in b above subsequently transmitted to the Chairman, Atomic | 
Energy Commission, for implementation.” (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D | 
95, “NSC Records of Decision, 1953”’) | : 

600.0012/12-1653 . — Dos oe 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Howard Meyers of the Office of 
United Nations Political and Security Affairs - 

SECRET _-——: [WasHincron,] December 16, 1953. 
Subject: Implementing the President’s December 8 Speech on 

_ Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy. 7 | 
Participants: | 7 | | - 

G—Mr. Murphy _ | UNP—Mr. Wainhouse | 
S/P—Mr. Bowie oe SE Rs UNP—Mr. Bechhoefer — 7 

S/AE—Mr. Arneson UNP—Mr. Meyers 
U/OC—Mr. Radius G—Mr. Goodyear — a 

| UNA—Mr. Phillips P—Mr. Huyler | 

Mr. Bowie explained that Under Secretary Smith had asked him 

to head the State Department’s Working Group to implement the 

President’s proposals. Mr. Bowie had discussed with Mr. Duncan of 

| ,
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the AEC the problems which should be examined, and they had 
tentatively agreed on the following series of studies to be developed 
as foundations for specific U.S. proposals, if such proposals proved 
desirable: 

(a) The structure, powers and functions of an International 
Atomic Energy Agency (to be developed by the State Department); 

(b) Problems involved in the custody of the fissionable material 
(AEC responsibility); | 

(c) Problems raised in utilizing the fissionable material (AEC re- 
sponsibility); | | , @) Question of contributions to the IAE Agency (AEC responsibil- | ity): | 

*e) The effect on the United States, and in particular on U‘'S. se- 
curity, of different levels of contributions to the IAE Agency 
(State-AEC responsibility; probably Defense participation as well); 

(f) Problems involved in exchanging information, particularly 
concerning power reactors and research (AEC responsibility). | 

Mr. Duncan and Mr. Bowie had agreed to leave untouched for 

the present the problems of the interrelationship between these 

studies and other aspects of the U.S. position on disarmament. 

They further agreed that these studies must be carried out on an 
urgent basis. | 

_ Mr. Arneson raised the question of the forum in which these dis- 

cussions would take place, after Mr. Bowie had remarked that the 

President’s speech indicated U.S. willingness to engage in private 
conversations both in the Disarmament Commission subcommittee 

or elsewhere on a bilateral basis. He thought that if we engaged in 

the private talks in the Disarmament Commission framework, as 

called for by the General Assembly Resolution, ! the Soviets might 
have better reason to insist that the subcommittee should concern 
itself with disarmament problems as well as the President’s propos- 

al for utilizing atomic energy for peaceful purposes. If we desired to 
avoid at present discussing disarmament problems, it might be ad- 

visable to engage in these private conversations on a bilateral 

basis. | 

Mr. Wainhouse noted that the General Assembly Resolution by 
its terms did not exclude bilateral discussions. Mr. Murphy thought 
that the President’s reference to this resolution supported Mr. 

Wainhouse’s interpretation, since necessary bilateral conversations 
might well be carried out within the framework of the Disarma- 
ment Commission. So 

Mr. Arneson believed it was useful to think of the topics tenta- 

| tively agreed upon by Messrs. Bowie and Duncan in terms of (a) 

what we might do if the Soviets agreed to participate in the oper- 

1 See the editorial note, p. 1250.
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| 

ations of the IAE Agency, (b) what we would do if they would not 
so cooperate and the U.S. should proceed with these plans in coop- 

eration with other members of the free world. Mr. Bowie agreed 
with these remarks. . 

Mr. Bowie then turned to the question of the relationship be- 
tween the President’s December 8 proposals and other aspects of 
the United States position on the disarmament program. He sug- 2 
gested that the present U.S. policy of, in general, not initiating 
major new substantive disarmament proposals was modified by the 
President’s proposals. He tentatively agreed with the UNP view | 
that if the tactical situation in the Disarmament Commission war- | | 

ranted, the United States might introduce working papers on cer- 
tain topics, including a control organ paper, proposals limiting the | 

production of strategic materials devoted to military purposes, or a 7 
paper correlating the principal aspects of a comprehensive disar- 

mament program. He also agreed that the review of basic disarma- | 
ment policy established by NSC 112 should continue to be carried | 
out, and the conclusions reached should be subject to revision if re- | 
quired by new views reached by the Special Committee set up by | 
NSC Action 899 2 to re-examine disarmament policy with particu- | 
lar attention to atomic energy control. In Mr. Bowie’s opinion, the | 

question of the relationship between the President’s December 8 | 
proposals and the other aspects of a disarmament program should : 

be examined on a priority basis simultaneously with the studies re- 
quired in order to implement the President’s December 8 proposals. | 

Howard Meyers explained that the UNP views were based upon . 

the practical consideration that there was not enough time or per- | 

sonnel to enable both jobs to be done simultaneously; that the first | 

priority was to fill out the details of the President’s December 8 | 
proposals; and that we could rely meanwhile in the disarmament | 

field on the rather extensive proposals which had been made in | 

1952 in the Disarmament Commission, concerning which the Sovi- | 
ets had not really expressed their views. It was this thinking which | 

motivated the UNP suggestions. ! 

Mr. Wainhouse and Mr. Arneson both agreed that the concerned | 

officials in the United States Government would only be able to do | 
a limited amount in the short period of time available before the | 

_ Disarmament Commission would meet, probably in January 1954, | 
so that it was most feasible to concentrate on developing the Presi- 

dent’s December 8 proposals. They believed it would be exceedingly | 

difficult for the U.S. Government to make up its collective mind on | 
the shape of any new disarmament proposals or a review of present 

disarmament positions within this period. | 

2 For NSC Action No. 899, see footnote 3, p. 1212.
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The views expressed by Messrs. Meyers, Wainhouse and Arneson 
were accepted by the other participants in the meeting. 

It was agreed also that Messrs. Bechhoefer and Meyers (UNP) | 
and Meeker (L/UNA) ? would form a team to develop a study on 
the problems involved in establishing an IAE Agency, its structure, 
powers and functions; that draft proposals might also be framed as 
part of this study. This study was to be completed by December 23, 
as the item of first priority. 

Mr. Wainhouse returned to the question of the forum for these 

discussions with the Soviets, asking if it was advisable to use a sub- 
committee composed of the U.S., USSR, UK, France and possibly 
Canada (as proposed in a telegram sent to New York requesting 
the U.S. Delegation to the UN to discuss this suggestion with the 
British, French and Canadian delegations), or whether the same 

| states should meet outside of the Disarmament Commission con- 

text. Mr. Bowie believed that we were really at the mercy of the 

Soviet Union on this, since the President indicated in his speech | 

that the United States was prepared to carry out these private con- 

versations in almost any way acceptable to the Soviets. 
Mr. Murphy decided that it would be advisable to start these con- 

versations in the Disarmament Commission subcommittee and see 
how the Soviet Union reacted. 

Mr. Bechhoefer suggested that, in addition to the control organ 

paper, another study was needed regarding the broad question of 

presenting in the UN the United States views on the President’s 
proposals in relation to the United States positions on disarma- 

ment. He proposed, and it was agreed, that he would develop a 

paper on the subject. 
Mr. Arneson suggested, and it was agreed, that technically com- 

petent people should be available in New York to support the 
United States representative in these discussions, particularly from 
the Atomic Energy Commission and probably also from the State 
Department. : | 

5 Leonard C. Meeker, Assistant Legal Adviser for United Nations Affairs.
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Presidential Correspondence files, lot 66 D 204, “Churchill Correspondence” _ | 

| Prime Minister Churchill to President Eisenhower! —— 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, December 16, 1953. a 
PERSONAL AND PRIVATE : | 

I have to tell the House of Commons tomorrow about our meet- 
ing ? and I send you a draft of what I have prepared on atomic af- 
fairs. I hope that you only need to send me an O.K. as time is so 
very short before I speak at 3:30 p. m. G. M. T. tomorrow Thurs- 
day. ae Bal, 

I have included nothing of what I shall say about our talks and 
interchanges upon your U.N. speech as I am giving full support to 

your inspiring lead and trying to persuade the bear to stop growl- 

ing. I shall make it clear that I no more write your speeches than 
you write mine and I expect to stave off questions about the un- 
truthful press, rumours of which there have certainly been no lack. 

I shall defend Foster for speaking frankly to the French in Paris | 
about EDC. * Anthony and I both believe the secondary reaction 
may be favourable. | | | : 

- Kindest regards, _ | 

| a | WINSTON 

| | 
[Enclosure] 

DRAFT OF PRIME MINISTER’S SPEECH ON ATOMIC AFFAIRS 

I discussed with the President a number of points affecting our 

two countries about the atomic problem. Lord Cherwell had al- 
ready made some progress in the autumn when the Americans © 

agreed to exchange some information with us about the effect on 
| various targets of atomic explosions. As they have made . . . bomb 

tests as against our three, they have a great deal of knowledge on 

these matters, so that this agreement is of considerable value. At 

Bermuda it was clinched, and I hope it will soon be put into effect. 

The other important matter we discussed was the exchange of in- 
formation on intelligence matters. We hope to enlarge the area | 

| 1 A covering “Memorandum for the Acting Secretary of State” from Presidential 
Secretary Ann C. Whitman reads: ‘‘Attached is copy of a message the President just 
received from the Prime Minister.” 

2 Prime Minister Churchill’s remarks to the House of Commons on his meeting 
with President Eisenhower and Premier Laniel at Bermuda are printed in Hansard, 
Parliamentary Debates, 5th Series, vol. 522, pp. 578-586. | 

’ Regarding Secretary Dulles’ comments at Paris in December 1953 regarding an > 
“agonizing reappraisal” of U.S. commitments to European defense should the EDC 
treaty not be ratified, see the editorial note, vol. v, Part 1, p. 868.
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over which these exchanges can take place without in any way in- 
fringing the McMahon Act which has so often prevented coopera- 
tion between our two countries. It is this Act of course which sets 

limits to the exchange of technical information. But this is all get- 
ting into an easier atmosphere. 

We in Britain, thanks to the secret exertions of the leader of the 

Opposition in bygone years, already know almost as much as our 
American allies, and it is probably true that our Russian fellow 
mortals (because that is what they are) may well know almost as 
much as either of us. At any rate, I hope results will in due course 
become apparent which will bring Britain and the United States 
into closer, more agreeable and more fertile relationship upon 
atomic knowledge. Secondly, the President and I have asked Lord — 
Cherwell and Admiral Strauss, who are very good friends, to pre- 

pare a record of the history of Anglo-American cooperation in the 

atomic field since the subject first cropped up during the war. | 

When this compilation is complete the President and I will consult 

together about publication. 4 

* Eisenhower replied in niact telegram 3214 to London, Dec. 16, 1953, “eyes only 
Chargé to be delivered to the Prime Minister,” as follows: ‘Dear Sir Winston: Just 

this minute I received your cable and immediately consulted with Admiral Strauss. 
He points out that the last sentence of your first paragraph is somewhat in error 
because the agreement on this point was firmed and announced here several weeks | 
before the Bermuda talks took place. 

“Admiral Strauss also suggests that before you make your talk you consult again 
— with Lord Cherwell about the final two sentences. He feels that Lord Cherwell 
| might want you to be very general and indefinite in talking about a possible white 
| paper. Having said all the above, I assure you that we have no objection to the 
| paper. With warm regard, Ike’. At the bottom of this telegram, Under Secretary of 

: State Walter Bedell Smith had written: “Deliver immediately to Chargé or highest 
ranking political officer.’’ (Disarmament files, lot 57 D 688, “Eisenhower Corr. with 

Churchill’’) | 

600 .0012/12-2153: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to the Department of 

State } 

SECRET NIACT Moscow, December 21, 19538—7 p.m. 

745. For the Secretary. Reference: Embtel 743.2 Molotov said 

that he had asked me to call in relation to our conversation of De- 

1 A handwritten notation on the source text indicates this telegram was repeated 
unnumbered to Paris and London. 

2 In niact telegram 742, Dec. 21, Bohlen had reported that Molotov had “asked me 

to call at 6 p.m. Moscow time undoubtedly for purpose receiving Soviet reaction to 
President’s proposal.’ (600.0012/12-2153) Telegram 748, niact from Moscow, Dec. 21, 
“for the Secretary” reads: “I have just heard that Foreign Ministry has called press 

Continued
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cember 7? concerning President’s speech on atomic armaments 
and he then handed me an 11 page document. He also told me that 
this document was being released to press at 7 o’clock and would | 
be on the Moscow radio this evening to be published in Soviet press 
tomorrow along with President’s speech. + | 

Operating portions follow in immediately following telegram. 5 

In essence they constitute Soviet acceptance President’s proposal 
for talks, expectation Soviet Government for further clarification 
substantive proposals, statement that during discussion Soviet Gov- 
ernment will make proposal for commitment participants not to 
use atomic and other weapons mass destruction which could be 
first important step towards abolition atomic weapons with estab- 
lishment strict international control. 

In body of document, however, President’s substantive proposal 
receives negative response on grounds that (1) only small portion of 

material would be turned over to proposed body; (2) does not limit 

use of atomic weapons and therefore will not halt atomic arms 

race. | | 

BOHLEN 

conference for 7 p.m. Moscow time. In all probability it is to announce publicly 
Soviet reaction to President’s proposal which I assume Molotov will give me at 6 , 
(Embassy’s telegram. 742).” (600.0012/12-2153) | 

3 See telegram 669 from Moscow, Dec. 7, p. 1287. | 

4The text of Soviet statement of Dec. 21, responding to President Eisenhower’s ; 
“Atoms for Peace’’ proposal, is printed in the Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 18, | 
1954, pp. 80-82, and also in Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 401- 2 

407. Secretary Dulles publicly acknowledged the Soviet reply in press release 666, : 
Dec. 21, in which he stated, inter alia, “It has long been evident, and the tone of the 

Soviet response makes it even clearer, that little can be achieved by the continuance 2 
of public debate. The United States will, through the new channels which the Soviet 
Union now accepts, explore every possibility of securing agreement and bringing 
President Eisenhower’s historic proposal into the realm of creative action.” (Depart- | 
ment of State Bulletin, Jan. 4, 1954, p. 9) 

5 Telegram 746, niact from Moscow, “for the Secretary”, Dec. 21, not printed. 
(600.0012/12-2153) 

| 

600.0012/12-2253: Telegram | 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to the Department of 

State 

SECRET PRIORITY Moscow, December 22, 1958—1 p.m. 

750. For the Secretary. Due to mechanical difficulty code ma- 
- chine immediately after dispatch Embtel 745, 1 could not complete | 
detailed report interview with Molotov. | 

1 Supra.
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Molotov had nothing to add orally to text he handed me 2 but 

drew my attention to concluding paragraphs, in particular Soviet 
willingness to take part in conversations suggested by President 
and announcement Soviet intention to propose in such conversa- 

tions fact renunciation use atomic weapons (both paragraphs of 
which are carried in black type in Soviet press today). Although 
text was clear on this point I thought it prudent to inquire of Molo- 

tov if Soviet proposal for renunciation use atomic weapons was in 

any way a precondition for talks to which he replied it was not and 
| Soviet Government was merely announcing that it intended to 

make this proposal during the talks and that it would be consid- 

ered along with and at same time with proposal of United States or 

any other participating country. I endeavored to ascertain from 

Molotov whether Soviet Government had any views as to how 
these private conversations could take place . . . ? whether through 

diplomatic channels or under aegis UN since President’s speech 
had offered both alternatives. Molotov said he had nothing to add 
to text of statement but left impression that this was not consid- 

ered a very important point. Text of statement, however, would in- 

dicate a preference for government-to-government conversations by 

reference to “the Soviet Government has always attached impor- 
tance to direct conversations between governments.” I believe, how- 
ever, they are awaiting specific suggestions from us as to place and 

manner of conversations. | 

Document as whole obviously was most carefully drawn up by | 
Soviet Government and as propaganda document is well-construct- 

ed with many points of appeal to world public opinion. While main- 

taining standard Soviet position concerning necessity abolition 

atomic weapons, etc., the declaration does, however, reflect a slight 

shift in Soviet proposal to this end. Previously they had insisted on 

abolition plus or followed by international inspection under SC 
veto whereas now, a step on that path, they propose Geneva-type 

renunciation of its use leaving governments still in possession of 

military stockpile atomic weapons. Declaration makes quite clear 

that Soviet Government will raise this proposal in conversations 

and will undoubtedly insist that it be discussed “simultaneously” 
along with President’s or other substantive proposal on this sub- 
ject. 

Reaction towards substantive part President’s proposal was to be 

anticipated in that in Soviet eyes it was probably regarded as 
means of maintaining superiority of US in military stockpile but 

arguments used against it are not unskillful from point of view of 

2 See footnote 4, supra. 
3 Ellipsis in the source text. |
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public opinion. In general statement is noticeably free from vitu- 
peration and makes serious response to President’s proposal. 

| Chief substantive element of Soviet position will be proposal for 

immediate conclusion agreement renunciation use atomic weapons 
without any safeguards such as inspection etc. I assume that this 
will be unacceptable to us. It would not appear to have much effect 
on global atomic war since any aggressor cold-bloodedly planning 

sneak attack would hardly be restrained by piece of paper. Its 
effect, however, would be extremely important on problem dealing 
with local aggression since inhibition on retaliation effect use of 

~ atomic weapon would remove what is clearly one of strongest de- 

terrents to use of conventional arms in local situation such as Chi- 
nese intervention Indochina. Perhaps chief problem we face in 

talks will therefore be to counter unacceptable Soviet proposal on 

this point without adverse propaganda effect. On procedure, state- 

ment puts next move up to us as to proposals on form, composition 

and place of conversations which President proposed and Soviets 

have now accepted. : | | . oP on) 

Incidentally, Soviet press does not carry full text President’s 

speech but only those parts (2 from New York repeated Depart- 

ment 284) 4 which I transmitted to him on December 9. 
| BOHLEN 

| 4 Not printed. | 

600.0012/12-2258 | | - 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 
| for European Affairs (Merchant) } = ran 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] December 22, 1953. | 

Participants: The Secretary . 
Sir Roger Makins, British Ambassador 

—_ Mr. Merchant—EUR Be OS 

As the British Ambassador was leaving the Secretary after a call 
on another subject, he raised the question of preparations for the 
impending talks with the Soviets on atomic matters arising from 

| the President’s December 8 speech before the United Nations Gen- 
eral Assembly. The Ambassador said that he assumed, as did 
London, that these talks would be conducted in the United Nations 

Subcommittee. | oe | 

1 Copies to the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, Minnich at the White House, S/S, G, C, S/P, UNA, and R. Gordon Arneson. |
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The Secretary pointed out the fact that the President gave alter- 
natives and did not stipulate the forum for such discussions. He 
went on to say that he was inclined to consider the UN Subcom- 
mittee less suitable due to the fact that it had a wider membership : 
than what might be described as the parties most directly con- 
cerned. He said he thought it might be wise to confine the talks to 
the British, the Soviets and ourselves although he recognized that 
Canada had a certain position in this regard. In any event the Sec- 
retary said that there was as yet no agreed US position in this 

matter. | 

The British Ambassador said that they would like to talk to us 
before the US puts in any papers on either substance or procedure 

and he asked whether Admiral Strauss were the proper individual 

to speak to in the US government on this subject. The Secretary 
replied that Admiral Strauss was the responsible official on mat- 

ters relating to nonmilitary uses of atomic energy but that of | 

course in the weapons field other Departments of the government 

had a direct interest. He added that he thought it would be desira- 
ble to set up within the US government a working party for the a 
purpose of preparing for these talks, among whose members would 

be representatives of the Department of Defense and the Atomic 
Energy Commission. 

The Secretary went on to say that as he had stated in reply to a 
question that noon at the National Press Club, 2 the United States 

Government was prepared, in accordance with the terms of the 

President’s December 8 speech, to accept a framework for the talks 
somewhat broader than mere discussion of the “World Bank”’ plan. 

2 Secretary Dulles addressed the National Press Club on Dec. 22, on the North 

Atlantic Council meeting at Paris, Dec. 14-16. His address is printed in Department 
of State Bulletin, Jan. 4, 1954, pp. 3-7. 

600.0012/12-2453 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Howard Meyers of the Office of 
United Nations Political and Security Affairs and the Acting 
Chief of Staff Operations (Gilman) } 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,| December 24, 1953. 

Subject: Procedures for Implementing the President’s December 8 
Proposals on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy | 

Participants: 7 

The Secretary S—Mr. Hanes | 

1 Of the participants listed below, John W. Hanes, Jr., was Special Assistant to 
the Secretary of State. |
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G—Mr. Murphy UNP—Mr. Bechhoefer _ 
UNA—Mr. Key ~ UNP—Mr. Meyers a 
S/P—Mr. Bowie | 

The Secretary wondered whether the private conversations with 
other states, to develop the President’s December 8 proposals, 
should take place in a United Nations framework or elsewhere. In 
this connection, he invited suggestions concerning the individuals 

| with whom discussions should be initiated. 

Mr. Murphy suggested the Secretary and Molotov should discuss | 

these questions. 7 — 

The Secretary agreed this was feasible if the Berlin meeting ? ac- 
tually were held on January 4 or thereabouts, but this arrange- 
ment might not be practical if the Berlin talks were held later. He 

asked what states should take part in the substantive discussions. 

Mr. Bowie thought that, ideally, the conference should be limited 

to the United States and the USSR. Mr. Murphy believed that the 
UK could not be kept out of these discussions, and suggested it 

- might be advisable for a discreet inquiry to be made of Vishinsky 
to see whether a private reaction could be obtained from him. 
Meanwhile, it would be perfectly possible to have a motion made in 

the United Nations Disarmament Commission to postpone the 

Commission’s deliberations pending further developments in the 
private diplomatic talks, with assurances to the Commission that it a 

would be kept advised of progress. | 
Mr. Bowie emphasized that the Secretary and Molotov could only 

discuss questions of procedure, since neither would have the time : 

to deal with the substance of the issue. A full-time U.S. representa- 

tive was needed, supported by an adequate staff. 
At the Secretary’s request, Mr. Bechhoefer explained the proce- 

dures which would be followed in the Disarmament Commission, 

which would probably meet some time in January under Ambassa- | 
dor Lodge’s chairmanship, to study pursuant to the GA Resolution | 

of November 28, 1953 * the advisability of establishing a subcom- 
mittee consisting of “representatives of the powers principally in- 
volved”. Under the resolution, the Subcommittee, if established, | 

would seek an acceptable solution and report back to the Commis- 
sion as soon as possible, so that in turn the Commission could | 
study and report on such solution to the General Assembly and Se- | 
curity Council not later than September 1, 1954. The Commission 
could establish such a subcommittee, presumably naming the 
states from among the members of the Commission (the 11 mem- | 

bers of the Security Council plus Canada). Or, the Commission 

2 See the editorial note, p. 1855. | 

8 See the editorial note, p. 1250. | :
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might merely take note of the fact that private diplomatic conver- 
sations were taking place between the U.S. and the USSR and any | 
other combination of states, and decide that this procedure was 

adequate and that there was no necessity for establishing a specific 

subcommittee. Mr. Bechhoefer suggested that, whether the private 

conversations took place within a UN framework or elsewhere, it 

was desirable at least to have the blessing of the UN through a 
motion in the Commission which would refer to any diplomatic 
conversations as in the spirit of the November 28 Resolution, and 

which could note any assurance that the Commission would be 
kept apprised of developments. 

Mr. Murphy believed that bilateral talks with the Soviets on the 
substance would be more effective in ascertaining if there were any 
real possibility of making progress, since otherwise we might go 

through the usual propaganda routine of the Disarmament Com- | 

mission with little progress. a | | 
| The Secretary doubted the Soviets would take the responsibility 

for this decision, thus enabling the United States to tell the UK 

and other powers that it was the Soviet Union which had desired 
that diplomatic conversations be limited to bilateral talks between , 
the U.S. and the USSR. He believed our contacting the USSR on 
these matters should await a Soviet answer whether or not they 
would accept January 4 or thereabouts for a meeting in Berlin in 

response to the Tripartite Notes.* If the Soviets agreed to this 

date, it would be best for the Secretary to ask Molotov the ques- 

tions concerning the participants and the meeting place for these 

| private discussions. If the date of the Berlin talks was postponed or 
there was no Soviet reply by the end of the month, the Secretary 
suggested it might be desirable for him to talk to Vishinsky in the 
latter’s capacity as a Deputy Foreign Minister. It could doubtless 

be arranged for Vishinsky to come to Washington to see the Secre- 
tary and pay his respects. In any event, it would probably be neces- 

sary to have UN blessing on these talks because of UN interest in 

the subject. The United States could say that it would keep the Dis- 
armament Commission informed from time to time of the progress 

of any private diplomatic talks. The Secretary was inclined to 

think the Disarmament Commission should not set up a subcom- 

mittee but should work through diplomatic channels, since he be- 
lieved it would be better to have a small group in which the U.S. 

| could keep the initiative on the procedures. He touched briefly on | 
the problem of carrying the burden of the substantive talks, noting | 

* Regarding notes exchanged by the Soviet Union and the Western Powers prior 
to the Berlin Conference, see documentation on preparations for that meeting, 
volume VII. |
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that this might well take the better part of a year, regardless of 
the nature and locale of the talks, and that it would be necessary 
to find an able man, devoting practically all his time to the work, 
who could be supported by an adequate staff. 

Eisenhower Library, Whitman files, “Name Series, Hazlett” | 

The President to Captain E. E. Hazlett, Jr, U.S.N. (Ret) 

[Extract] 

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] December 24, 1953. 

DEAR SWEDE: _ | ) 

I think I have digressed sufficiently far from Bermuda that I 
should come back there just long enough to say that I left the Is- 
lands one morning, flew to New York, and that afternoon made a 

talk tothe UN. ee | a 

That particular talk had been evolving in our minds and plans 
for many weeks. Quite a while ago I began to search around for 
any king of an idea that could bring the world to look at the 
atomic problem in a broad and intelligent way and still escape the 
impasse to action created by Russian intransigence in the matter of 
mutual or neutral inspection of resources. I wanted, additionally, to 
give our people and the world some faint idea of the size of the dis- 
tance already travelled by this new science—but to do it in such a 
way as not to create new alarm. | | 

One day I hit upon the idea of actual physical donations by 

Russia and the United States—with Britain also in the pictureina _ 
minor way—and to develop this thought in such a way as to pro- 

vide at the very least a calm and reasonable atmosphere in which 
the whole matter could again be jointly studied. Once the decision 

_ was taken to propose such a plan in some form, the whole problem 

became one of treatment, choice of time, place and circumstance, 

and the niceties of language. I had, of course, a lot of excellent 
help—but I personally put on the text a tremendous amount of time. rates : v1 

| Throughout the friendly world reactions have been good; our offi- 

cial messages have been much like the public statements you have 
seen in the press. The Soviets have now, at last, moved toward a 
meeting, though not without their customary grumbling, griping, 

and some sneering. We will see now what the next step brings 

1 Hazlett was a personal friend of the President, with whom he corresponded fre- 
quently. , | |
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forth! But all in all I believe that the effort up to this point has 
been well worth while, and has done something to create a some- 

what better atmosphere both at home and abroad. 

600.0012/12-2653: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to the Department of 
State 

, 

CONFIDENTIAL Moscow, December 26, 1953—midnight. 
774. Lead article in today’s Pravda entitled “New Proposal of 

Soviet Union.” Begins by saying Soviet statement on Eisenhower 
speech “brought forth everywhere wide response and many com- 

mentaries of leading state and public figures and also the press.” 
Soviets, “unfailingly following their peace-loving policy’ ex- 

pressed readiness for “confidential diplomatic negotiations”. _ 
“On its side Soviet Government advanced new important propos- 

al, directed to averting threat atomic war and lessening tension in 
international situation’. | 

Quotes from statement proposal for participating nations pledge 

not use weapons mass destruction. Claims this sympathetically ac- 

cepted by wide groups many countries, but that “in series of coun- 
tries, primarily in United States, attempts made to conceal, be 

silent about proposal Soviet Government, or misinterpret it’’. 
“Dulles, in clear contradiction to the facts’, said proposal only 

set forth “previous position taken by Soviet Union’. Quotes British 
statement that proposal only repetition previous Soviet stand, adds 
that after these statements “several other officials and also many 
bourgeois papers in United States and England are also giving such 

an incorrect interpretation”. | 
This silence or misinterpretation not accidental, apparently. _ | 

Asks what was Soviet’s “previous position”? Answers that Soviet 
“always considered and considers that most important and most 
urgent task is unconditional prohibition of atomic and hydrogen 

weapons as well as other types weapons mass destruction. Soviet 

Government repeatedly and unequivocally emphasized its desire es- 

tablish strict and effective international control of this ban. Soviet 
Government expressed again in its statement its readiness hence- 

forth as well to secure prohibition atomic, hydrogen and other 
weapons mass destruction. With such preciseness and clearness ~ 
Soviet Government repeated its intention secure strict internation- 

al control over prohibition” then claims Soviet Union not responsi- 
ble for failure up to now to achieve agreement. “Instead of busi-
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ness-like consideration this basic and decisive question representa- 

tives United States in United Nations Disarmament Commission 
attempted to tie in their plans of “registration” or “census” of vari- 
ous types weapons of ordinary type. These plans had no connection 
either with the prohibition atomic weapons or reduction ordinary 
weapons ’. 

Soviet Union “advances new proposal” ...1 “In attempt find 
way out of that impasse into which American diplomacy led prob- 
lem atomic weapons’. | 

Editorial then repeats argument in its statement on effectiveness 

Geneva protocol, and effect threat reprisals on Hitler. “This consid- 
eration applies fully also to atomic and hydrogen armament’. 
Signed agreement would be restraining factor as was Geneva proto- 
col in World War II. 

“Of course, an agreement on prohibition atomic weapons and on 
establishment effective international control over observance this 
ban would have still more significance than Geneva protocol. But 

even an agreement on refusal of use atomic weapons would have 
immense significance at present stage’. Proceeds repeat attacks on 
Eisenhower proposals: Provides for allocating only certain portions 

atomic materials to central control, no provision for limiting arms 

production, no guarantee not to use arms. 

Aim of removing threat atomic war, use atomic energy for peace- 

ful means “will be achieved faster as interested sides display more 
good will and desire to cooperate’. : 

Editorial concludes with usual words about Soviet people sup- 
porting Soviet Government’s action, and statement that “solution ! 
these questions will unquestionably contribute to strengthening 

peace and bettering international cooperation”’. 7 
Yesterday’s press continued carry long round-up International 

| Press coverage Soviet proposals. United States comments given 

largest coverage, with introductory remark that deep world-wide 

interest in Soviet proposals forced United States press to abandon | 

previous position silence. Includes quotes from Reston that “new 

American defense budget assigns greater place to atomic weapons 

than did last budget.” | | 

Comment: Extensive coverage Soviet press on foreign reactions to | 

Soviet atomic energy statement is undoubtedly measure impor- i 
tance subject in Soviet eyes. _ | 

Today’s Pravda editorial is noteworthy primarily for its plaintive ! 

tone and allegations Soviet proposal has been misunderstood | 

abroad. It re-emphasizes that Soviet Government’s proposal for | 
agreement on renunication use nuclear weapons represents new 

1 Ellipsis in the source text.
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element in Soviet position on atomic energy. However, editorial 
does not indicate whether there has been any change in Soviet 
Government’s thinking on method implementation any renunci- | 
ation or prohibition agreement, except perhaps in brief criticism of 

past American insistence on tie-in atomic controls with census con- | 

ventional weapons. 

BOHLEN 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, ‘Atomic Energy-Armaments” 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Bowie) 1 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,| December 28, 1953. 

ATOMIC CONTROL PLAN 

1. A complete control plan for atomic energy must provide for 
the control or supervision of three different aspects: 

(a) The production of atomic material, including mining of ore 
and its refining and the method for producing fissionable materi- 
als. ee 

(b) The storage and custody of atomic materials. — | 
(c) The use of atomic materials for military or peacetime pur- 

poses. an 

2. With respect to production of atomic materials, the safeguards 
must provide for two different kinds of risks: 

(a) The risk that such materials will be produced secretly and 
outside the known facilities. Safeguards against this require some 

| means for discovering or detecting the fact that such secret activi- 
ties are being carried on, and thus depend, in large part, on an ef- | 
fective system of inspection. - | 

(b) The risk that facilities which are known and in operation may 
be seized and converted to national use, especially for wartime or 
warlike purposes. Here the risk is dependent mainly on the fact ~ 
that facilities are in operation on the territory or of the member 
State or are within easy access to it for seizure. This risk would be 
removed by the stopping of production of all kinds or by any other 
method which eliminated the continuing output of atomic materi- 
als on the territory of the member States or accessible to them. 

3. With respect to storage, the risks are essentially those which 

arise from the possibility of seizure of existing inventory, if it is | 

held by some international agency or the risks from national con- | 
trol of such inventory if it is not under international control. Since | 

an existing stockpile is one of the actual problems in the present 

1The source text is copy 1 of 2 copies. The recipient of the second copy is not 
indicated.
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‘situation, this could best be removed as a risk by a series of meas- 

ures which are related to one another: OEE EER ee OSS 

(a) International control of substantially all of the stockpile. The 
difficulty here is in knowing whether or not the international 
agency has achieved exclusive control or whether the member 
States may have withheld some of their stockpile secretly. 

(b) The reduction of the stockpile to some form which would not 
be readily convertible to military use and would require substantial 
further processing for this purpose. Ideally this processing would 
be of a sort which would require substantial time and extensive fa- 
cilities ofa unique type. | | a - | 

(ec) The storing of the stockpile in some remote place which would 
be difficult of access by any person or state likely to try to seize the 
stockpile. Here again the objective should be to make it possible for 
other states to prevent the conversion to military uses by the of- 
fending nation before it could be a serious threat to other states. 

4. With respect to use, the risks involved differ somewhat accord- 

ing to the use: _ Be . | : : | | 

- (a) Use for research is likely to involve such small quantities as 
not to constitute a serious military risk. | | coe pe 

(b) Use for medical and similar purposes is likewise not likely to _ 
require such large amounts as to be a serious military threat. 

(c) Use for power purposes will present somewhat greater danger. 
If power facilities became common, there would be substantial 
amounts of fissionable material spread around in many areas of 

. the world. However, the cost of such facilities would be one factor 
limiting the total amount which could be made accessible. Also, the 
extent of risk would be somewhat dependent on the ease with 
which the material once inserted in the pile could be removed and 
converted into military uses. This would depend somewhat on the 
design of the piles and on the kinds of facilities which were avail- 

_ able for cleansing and other operations to the State which was 
seeking to divert the material. Finally, the extent to which the | 
economy of the State involved was dependent on the output of 

: power from the atomic source would be a limiting factor in any 
large-scale diversion. _ oe 

5. The relation of any plan for a peacetime atomic pool to the 

foregoing considerations is as follows: | ee 

(a) Such a pool need not affect in any way the production of 
atomic materials. In other words it would be entirely feasible to set 
up such a pool for peacetime purposes without stopping or inspect- 
ing the facilities for output in the various states. Of course, to this 
extent, the plan would not in any way reduce the continuing 
danger arising from known or secret output of atomic materials. In 

_ so far as it removed from national control some part of this output 
or earlier output, it would reduce the possible damage which could 
be done by any state through the use of such material. But this | 
could well be only a very small part of the total amount of output — 
and stockpile of the various states. / |
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(b) The storage problem for such a pool would present similar | 
problems to those under a full-scale control plan. There are major 
differences, however, so long as the amounts contributed to the 
pool would not be large compared to national stockpiles. In this sit- 
uation no state would feel the same degree of dependence on the 
safeguards for the U.N. pool because it would have its own stock- 
pile for use against any effort to seize the U.N. stockpile. On the 

| other hand, a full-scale transfer or large-scale transfer to the U.N. 
stockpile would present much more serious issues for member 
states in insuring that the stockpile was secure from seizure. But if 
one assumed that power production will become an important 
factor in the future, then this question of security of the material 
in the hands of the U.N. agency could be a more serious problem, 

. even if not arising in connection with full-scale control. 
(c) With respect to use of atomic materials, the problems under a 

pool plan would be much like those under any form of control. 
That is, the same kinds of safeguards and the same kinds of dan- 
gers would arise under both systems. Again, however, if the pool | 
plan represented only a small part of the total available stockpile 
of atomic material and if the member states retained a very large 
national stockpile they might feel that the dangers to them of any 
diversion from the power purposes would entail much smaller risks 
than under a full-scale control system. . 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file oo 

The Special Assistant to the President (Jackson) to the President } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, December 29, 1953. 

DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: This is an updater on your UN atomic pro- 
posal. 

Although I knew that State, Defense, and AEC had set up a> 
Working Group to iron out some of the practical details which we 
should have well in mind if we sat down with the Soviets on your 

proposal, ? I had begun to worry because the last impression left in 
the minds of the public on both sides of the Atlantic was the Soviet 

reply. And since that reply deliberately attempted to fuzz up the 
issues, I thought that clarifying action was needed from us soon. 

A meeting was arranged for Monday, December 28, for represent- 

atives of State, Defense, CIA, AEC, and OCB (working level), ? at 
which I distributed the attached memorandum. | 

1 This letter was addressed to President Eisenhower at Augusta, Georgia. | 
2 Summaries of working group meetings of Dec. 24 and 27 are in PPS files, lot 64 

D 563, “Atomic Energy-Armaments.” 

| 3 A memorandum for the record summarizing the meeting under reference is in 
Eisenhower Library, White House Central files, “Wheaties Exploitation”’. |



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1315 

There was immediate and unquestioned acceptance of the neces- 
sity of not allowing the Soviet note to crystallize in people’s minds, 
and therefore of the necessity for prompt action on our part. 

However, a major rhubarb developed between the State repre- 

sentative, Bob Bowie, and the Defense representative, Frank Nash, 

of which you should be aware not only because it will certainly be 
brought to your attention on your return, but also because it is 
rather basic. | 

Bowie took the position that the language of your speech, plus 
Foster Dulles’ personal impression in the two speech meetings 
prior to Bermuda, indicate that the U.S. is prepared to sit down 
with the Soviets to work out atomic disarmament without refer- 
ence to total disarmament, including conventional weapons. 

Nash took the position that State’s position is not only counter to | 
the consistent U.S. policy over the past seven years, confirmed by 
various NSC papers, but would amount to defense suicide, since the 
net result of exclusively atomic disarmament would reduce the 
U.S. defense position to a definite inferiority ratio in conventional 
weapons and manpower. Furthermore, it would completely reverse 

practically all of the current defense planning and expenditure 

which is calculated gradually to phase us into the new defense pos- 
ture of genuine reliance on atomic weapons, not only strategically 
but tactically. - | 

Defense and State had apparently been at each other on this for 
days, and what I caught at the meeting was simply the almost 

angry summary of previously taken positions. | 

I tried to resolve the argument, at least for the immediate 
-future—and the immediate future includes a press conference 

which Foster will be holding within a half hour *—by saying: 

(a) It was never your intention to embark on exclusively atomic 
- disarmament, to the exclusion of the overall arms situation. | 

(b) It was ridiculous to take a single phrase out of your speech > 
~ and build a whole atomic disarmament thesis on it. | 

(c) The important thing to state now, and to keep hammering at, 
was to remind everyone that your proposal was to initiate the pool- 
ing of fissionable material for peaceful purposes, no matter how 
small the beginning. Soviet participation might indicate the begin- 
ning of a new spirit on their part on which future arrangements 
might be built. . 

_ The Soviets had taken your simple, understandable, and doable 
proposal, and had surrounded it with a lot of old disarmament 
spinach, all of which had been proven unworkable in the past, and 

| we should not allow ourselves to be booby-trapped into allowing the 
two concepts to be merged. — | 

4 The Secretary of State’s remarks on this subject at his press conference of Dec. 
29 were not issued as a Department of State press release.
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However, our insistence upon “first things first’? did not mean 
that we would be unwilling to sit down to explore any workable 
plan of disarmament as we had already done for many months 
over many years. a 

I added that it had never been your thought, no matter what 
conversations were undertaken with the Soviets, to interfere with | 
the planned build-up of our military atomic situation to previously 
agreed-upon goals. | | 

Everyone seemed to be willing to accept this for the immediate 

future, but the difference between State and Defense lies very 
deep, and I do not think it can be satisfactorily or conclusively re- 
solved without your getting them together and personally present- 

ing your point of view. 

Meanwhile, several of the positive aspects outlined in the at- 

tached memo are moving ahead. 

- Happy New Year. 

Sincerely, 7 
| | | C.D. 

P.S. Last week when Roger Makins was seeing Foster on some 

matters, he brought up the matter of your atomic proposal, *> and 

expressed the hope that if private conversations were to be held on 

the subject, they would really be private and not handled by the 

UN Disarmament Committee or Sub-Committee. The Secretary 
told him that your proposal had deliberately left that point vague, 
and that no decision had yet been made. - . 

I personally think that Makins was quite right on this point, and 

that to have something as full of dynamite as this pawed over by 
several uninformed and emotionally opinionated “foreigners” 
would tend to confuse rather than clarify. This matter, without 

_ specific reference to the British Ambassador, also came up in our | 
meeting, and everyone agreed that “private” should be “private”. 

| a C.D.J. | 

[Attachment] | 

Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President (Jackson) 

SECRET | | _ [WASHINGTON,] December 28, 1958. 

THE PRESIDENT’S ATOMIC PROPOSAL BEFORE THE UN 

1. The Soviet reply has put the ball in our court—whence it 

| should be returned at the earliest possible moment. 

5 See the memorandum of conversation, by Merchant, Dec. 22, p. 1305.
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| 2. Returning the ball does not necessarily mean a single smash 
over the Kremlin wall. It does mean a series of actions —repeat ac- 
tions—on our part, each one of which may be small, but each one 
of which should be understandable by people as well as Govern- | 
ments everywhere. “ea, SP ess 

3. I have heard quite a few people in our Government describe 

the Soviet note as “very clever’—“diabolically clever’’—“danger- | 
ously smart”—etc. etc. Sure, the note is smart. Why shouldn’t it | 
be? However, its smartness was not revealed by the line they took, 
but rather by the way they took it. As a matter of fact, the line 
was exactly the line that we had anticipated weeks if not months 
ago when the proposal was first being worked on, and furthermore, 
was just about the only line they could possibly take short of ad- 
mitting that they had been hopelessly trapped. So for once let us 
feel that we have led the Soviets along the line anticipated by us, 
and let us move on from there, instead of granting the Soviets an- 
other victory which in fact they did not score. © Oo | 

4. Shouldn’t we concentrate our thinking and acting on not al- 
lowing the situation to crystallize in people’s minds the way the So- | 
viets want it to crystallize—namely, by making small potatoes out 
of the President’s feasible offer and big potatoes out of their global 
disarmament plan which has already been proved unworkable sev- 
eral times. We must not allow the peaceful image they have at- 

tempted to superimpose on ours to become fixed in people’s minds. 

5. Following are a few possible courses of action as a starter: 

(a) The appropriate American spokesman—maybe Chairman 
Strauss, maybe Secretary Dulles—should undertake a full-scale 
half-hour radio and television talk explaining in considerable detail 
what the President’s proposal was not, what it was, and the sorry 
history of the Soviet suggestion, winding up with a quick, hard-hit- | 
ting analysis and warning of the obvious Soviet tactic.  —{ | 
- This might be a good place to remind the American people of 
what the American press has completely overlooked—namely, that 
the President actually made two proposals, the first being to sit 
down privately in accordance with the General Assembly’s Resolu- 
tion “to seek an acceptable solution to the atomic armaments 
race’. The second proposal had to do with the pool of fissionable 
material, which was designed among other things as a device to 
give reality and substance to the first proposal. = © | 

This speech would be primarily for the American audience, but 
should be translated and redistributed abroad as widely as possible | 
through the regular channels of State, USIA, etc, | 

- (b) We must quickly find the appropriate United Nations diplo- 
mat—not American, and I have a hunch not British either—to 
take up the cudgels for us on this Soviet tactic of confusion. Speak- 
ing as a UN dignitary, he would express his heartfelt appreciation 
for what the President did before the UN, and he would go from 
there to an analysis of the Soviet tactic and urge all people to ap-
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preciate the American proposal for what it is and the Soviet pro- 
posal for what it is. | a a | 

This speech would be directed primarily toward Western Europe, 
possibly Asia. If French Ambassador Hoppenot © would be willing 
to do this, it would be very valuable, and even more valuable if he | 
were in France and the speech could originate there, and thereby 
guaranty much better Western European press coverage than if it 
had originated here. a 

(c) The Secretary of State should announce that Ambassador 
Bohlen has been instructed to resume conversations with Mr. Molo- 
tov and that his instructions are, ‘Never mind the ambiguities— 
let’s get down to cases’’. | 

(d) The news that a special task force of State and AEC has been 
at work on the implementing details of the Eisenhower proposal 
should be leaked without giving away any of the real details. 

(e) The appropriate U.S. legislator—for instance, Senator Hicken- 
looper—should state publicly that he is asking the Atomic Energy 
Commission to sit down with him to explore the possibility and ad- 
visability of unilateral U.S. action on the proposal. And in fact, 
such exploration, if it has not already begun, should be undertaken 
immediately. | 

(f) If the U.S. Government, private U.S. industry, and the Ade- 
nauer Government, could team up to furnish the funds for the in- 
stallation of a power pile in Berlin at a very early date, the effect 
would be absolutely electrifying. We would be furnishing power for 
an area that if cut off by a new blockade, would be unable to get its 
fuel except via airlift. And we would be matching words with 
action. | 

(g) The appropriate British spokesman, and possibly Canadian 
spokesman, should at a very early date announce publicly that 
whether or not the Soviets are really prepared to take up this pro- 
posal—“and the tone of their note indicates that all they intend to 
do is stall and haggle over commas’—the British and the Canadi- 
ans are prepared to join with the Americans to furnish the materi- 
al and help finance a power pile in a needed area—again Berlin 
might be the appropriate site. a 

(h) The appropriate representatives of the Joint Legislative Com- 
mittee should publicly restate their enthusiastic approval and 
pledge themselves to the enactment of the proper legislation to 
make this possible. - 

(i) All USIA Missions should keep at top pitch their efforts to 
have the right articles on this subject—and by “this subject’ I 
mean the Soviet tactic against the American proposal—written up 
by the best available intellectual in the best available intellectual 
publication. 

The above is all off the top of the head, and I am sure that much | 
if not all of it has already occurred to all of you. However, I wanted 
to get it on paper in order to try to generate the next item of 

action, which is essential, and very quickly. 

6 Henri Hoppenot, French Representative at the United Nations.



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1319 

600.0012/12-2953: Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the Soviet Union } 

| TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, December 29, 19538—7:24 p.m. 
PRIORITY | 

408. Eyes only for Ambassador from Secretary. Please call on 
Foreign Minister Molotov and orally tell him substance of follow- 
ing, unless you consider this action unwise: . 

“Secretary Dulles would welcome early exchange of views re- 
garding time, place and manner of conducting talks in relation to 
President Eisenhower’s proposal of December 8 and the response 
embodied in the statement which was delivered to Bohlen on De- 
cember 21. Dulles had thought you and he might discuss these pro- 

cedural matters early in January while both were at the Berlin 
meeting. Since Berlin meeting now postponed, Dulles will be glad 

explore these matters earlier at Washington through the Vice Min- 
ister of Foreign Affairs or the Soviet Ambassador, if Molotov de- 
sires. Otherwise, he will plan to discuss them with you at Berlin.” 

For your own information, we have in mind probable participa- 

tion also of UK and possibly France and Canada. We are open- 

minded as between UN and diplomatic channels. We have suggest- 

ed initial discussion, in which Secretary can personally participate, 

either Washington or Berlin, because there is great deal of back- 

ground about this sensitive subject which we cannot convey to you 
adequately. However, obviously, if Molotov proffers to you any 
ideas of his own regarding time, place and manner, we would be 

glad to receive them in this way. 
If your British and French colleagues know of and are curious 

about meeting, you should advise merely that you called at Secre- 
tary’s instructions to ask Molotov in due course to indicate his 

views about procedure. 2 

| 7 | DULLES 

1 According to a handwritten notation on a draft of this telegram filed in the 
John Foster Dulles papers at the Eisenhower Library, these instructions were 
cleared by the President in Augusta via telephone on Dec. 29. (Eisenhower Library, 
Dulles papers, “Atomic Weapons’) | 

2 In telegram 783 from Moscow, Dec. 30, Bohlen wrote that since it was impossible 
to send adequate background information by cable, it might be better if the Secreta- 
ry handled the entire matter himself in Washington through the Soviet Ambassa- 
dor. An alternative, suggested Bohlen, would be to provide him with sufficient infor- 
mation to deal with the initial problem of procedure. (600.0012/12-3053) Dulles re- 
sponded in telegram 413 to Moscow, also Dec. 30, instructing Bohlen to proceed in 
accordance with telegram 408. (600.0012/12-3053) In telegram 793, Dec. 31, Bohlen 
reported that he had delivered the oral statement contained in telegram 408 to 
Molotov. Molotov had refused to give an immediate reply, but Bohlen imagined that 
his preference would be to await a personal meeting with Dulles at Berlin to discuss 
the subject. (600.0012/12-3153)
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600.0012/12-3053 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Under Secretary of 
State (Murphy) | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,| December 30, 1953. 

_ Subject: International Atomic Agency | | 

Participants: Sir Roger Makins, British Ambassador 
The Secretary 
Mr. Robert Murphy 

Ambassador Makins called at his request and said that the 
thinking in London regarding the international atomic agency to 
be set up under the proposal contained in the President’s UN 
speech concerned three things: (1) procedure; (2) substance; and (3) 

relationship to disarmament. 

Ambassador Makins said that as regards procedure there is obvi- 
ously the question whether the matter should be treated within the | 

framework of the UN or in private, diplomatic channels, and that 

London seemed to have no fixed notions on this score. About sub- 
stance, he said that he had talked with Cockroft during his recent 

visit to England. The British apparently have been speculating on 

whether the international agency would actually stockpile atomic 
material or whether the agency would farm-out the actual custody 
to other agencies. British thinking also apparently contemplates. 
that the agency would indulge in extensive research, laboratories, 

construction of reactors, etc. On the subject of disarmament, 

Makins said that it is the view of his Government that we should 

- continue to retain the initiative and not allow the Soviet Union to 
take advantage of this opportunity to “run away with the ball.” 
London has been giving considerable study to the question of how 

the President’s proposal, which primarily relates to industrial 

power, should be linked to disarmament, and whether conventional 

and unconventional weapons should be treated jointly under the 
heading of disarmament with atomic energy. He inquired how far 

our thinking had got. —_ | 

The Secretary said that of course we were awaiting the return of 
the President to Washington next week before proceeding in this 

matter. Obviously, there are many features of the subject to be 

worked out and he did not pretend to have the answers. He said
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| that about procedure as between the UN approach, which would 
involve discussions with a considerable number of the representa- 
tives in the Disarmament Commission, he at this stage inclines to 
the view that it would be preferable to deal with the matter in pri- 

_ vate conversations. He said he had thought that if there were to be 
a Four-Power meeting in Berlin on January 4, that discussions, 

_ perhaps with Molotov in the margin of that meeting, would be the 
best approach. Now that that meeting has been postponed to Janu- 
ary 25, he was not quite sure how to approach the matter. | 

The Secretary also said that on substance, while decisions had 

not been taken by us, on balance he would imagine that the agency 
would deal with the custody of the atomic material directly rather 
than farming out projects. He could not answer, he said, on the 

technical side as to what, if anything, would be developed regard- 
ingresearchh = us | 

_ The Secretary also said that we are giving very active study to 
| the question of how to deal with the disarmament factor and its 

relationship to the President’s speech and he hoped shortly that we 
would be in a position to discuss this more effectively. _ | 

- Ambassador Makins said that he realized that we, like the Brit- 
ish, are only in the first stage of our thinking on this subject but 
that he wanted to give London the drift of our present thoughts. 
He said that incident to his visit to London there was a discussion 
whether Ascension Island in the South Atlantic might conceivably 
be a suitable place for the storage of the material, but after consid- 
eration of the volcanic structure of the island it was thought not 

suitable. oo oe ne 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum by the President to the Special Assistant to the 
Ce President (Jackson) EEE Sa a 

SECRET [AUGUSTA, GEORGIA,] December 31, 1953. 

I can think of no reason that would prevent us from beginning | | 

the implementation of the things suggested in your memorandum 

dated December 28th. 1 I assume that Secretary Dulles and Chair- 
man Strauss agree with the suggestions you have outlined. If they 
do, it would seem to me that something could be started instantly | 
onthe matter, = | AES | 

As for your letter to me dated December 29th, I cannot agree 
that the State-Defense quarrel makes much sense even though, as | 
you say, it may be both bitter and deep. | Re 

1 See the attachment to C. D. Jackson’s letter of Dec. 29 to the President, p. 1316. 

| |
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The question of total, as opposed to atomic, disarmament is large- 

ly academic. Neither can be accomplished without the most rigid 
and complete system of inspection—this we feel perfectly certain 
the Soviets would never allow. | 

Moreover, I should like to discuss with all the so-called “military 

experts” just what would be the effect on us and our position if 
atomic weapons could be wholly eliminated from the world’s arma- 
ments. 

The mere argument that because we are ahead of the Russians 

in atomic weapons that this one phase of our armament activity 
should be pushed to the limit, must be taken into account. 

Also we must consider the factor that atomic weapons strongly 
favor the side that attacks aggressively and by surprise. This the 
United States will never do; and let me point out that we never 
had any of this hysterical fear of any nation until atomic weapons 

appeared upon the scene and we knew that others had solved the 

secret. | | 

Here I am not arguing either side of the particular question that 

you mention. I am merely pointing out that there needs to be a bit 

of intellectual analysis of these grave problems rather than 
screaming support of a position already taken. 

At a reasonably convenient date, I hope you will arrange to have 

Secretary Dulles and Secretary Wilson, together with Chairman 
Strauss and yourself, meet with me to talk over this general 
matter. Each of the individuals just named can bring with him one 
assistant if he so desires. | 

DDE 

600.0012/ 1-554 . i 

Memorandum of Conversation With the President, by the Secretary 
| of State } | | 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, January 5, 1954. 

Subject: Atomic Proposal of President, Dec. 8 

The President agreed that we should be prepared to listen to 

talks going beyond the pool proposal and dealing with atomic weap- 

ons generally although he was skeptical as to the possibility of any 

grandiose proposal being acceptable because of mutual suspicions. 

1 Directed to Bowie, Murphy, and Arneson. The following handwritten notation 
by Dulles appears on the source text: “These Presidential positions on substance 
agree [in general?] with Defense presentation.” The annex (memorandum for the 
President), which is attached to the file copy, presumably provided the basis for the 
discussion between the Secretary of State and President Eisenhower.
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He indicated that he did not think it necessary to link atomic- 
_ weapon discussions to conventional weapons although there would 

be no objection to our doing so as a technical or precautionary 
measure. | 

The President agreed that it would be in order to ask Howard 
Peterson to represent the State Department on a team to deal with 
this problem. | | 

[Annex] | 

Memorandum for the President 

SECRET | | | [WASHINGTON,] January 5, 1954. 

In preparation for possible talks with the Soviet Union on the 
atomic armaments race resulting from your speech of December 8, 

it will be necessary to settle the following points: | 

1. Does the United States prefer that the talks be held in the 

U.N. Disarmament Commission or in diplomatic channels? 

2. What nations in addition to the U.S. and the USSR should 
‘participate in the talks? 

3. Will the U.S. seek to confine the talks to the atomic pool pro- 
‘posal, or also be prepared to discuss seriously atomic disarmament? 

4. Should the U.S. be prepared to accept a control plan limited to 
atomic weapons under suitable safeguards or should we insist on 
linking such control with the control of conventional weapons? 

). Whom might we designate to serve as our representative for 

conducting the negotiations? | | 
(Possibly suggest Howard Peterson; about 42; with a large firm 

(Cravath (?)) before the war; in War Department during the war, 

finally as Assistant Secretary; now with one of the main Philadel- 
_ phia banks; able, balanced judgment, good presence). 

600.0012/1-654: Telegram a | 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to the Department of 
State 

TOP SECRET NIACT Moscow, January 6, 1954—4 p.m. | 

816. Eyes only for Secretary. This afternoon at three o’clock | 

Molotov read and handed to me following memorandum: 

“The Soviet Government has considered the proposal of Govern- 
ment of United States to exchange views on procedural questions 
connected with forthcoming conversations on question of atomic !
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energy 1—namely, concerning the time, place and form of the con- 
versations. The Soviet Government also considers it desirable to 
discuss the above-mentioned questions and agrees that discussion 
should be begun in Washington as was envisaged in proposal of Mr. 
Dulles. For its part Soviet Government is authorizing Ambassador 
Zarubin to take part in this discussion.” | 

Although as previously reported in my 793 on 31st 2 Molotov in- 
dicated rather clearly his personal preference for discussion to be 
_inaugurated in Berlin, it is probable that decision to authorize Zar- 

| ubin to discuss these procedural questions with you is based upon — 
desire to have in advance as much indication of our thinking on 
that point as possible before you meet in Berlin. Unless it is 
planned that Vishinsky would return to Moscow, there is some in- 

| terest in selection of Zarubin rather than the Deputy Foreign Min- 
ister to conduct these talks. | 

BOHLEN : 

1 See telegram 408 to Moscow, Dec. 29, 1953, p. 1819. 
2 See footnote 2, ibid. 

PPS files, lot 65 D 101, “Atomic Energy” - - | 

Memorandum of Conversation _ | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated. | 

SUMMARY OF MEETING WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE ON IMPLE- 
MENTATION OF THE PRESIDENT’S DECEMBER 8TH SPEECH, 6 JANU- 

ARY 1954 

Present: | | 

Department of State: | 
Secretary Dulles 
Mr. Murphy | 
Mr. Bowie | | 
Mr. Merchant 

Atomic Energy Commission: 

Mr. Strauss roe 
Mr. Smyth - 

Department of Defense: 
Secretary Wilson 
Deputy Secretary Kyes | 
Mr. Nash a | 
Mr. LeBaron | | 

Secretary Dulles paraphrased Ambassador Bohlen’s cable from 
Moscow relaying Molotov’s suggestion that preliminary talks be
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held in Washington with Ambassador Zarubin in preparation for 

further discussions of the President’s atomic proposals at the 

Berlin meeting. ! i | ne 

Secretary Dulles then summarized four basic questions which he 

said he discussed with the President on Tuesday, January oth. ? 

1. Where should talks be held, in the UN Disarmament Commis- 
sion or through diplomatic channels? a - 

2. What other nations, if any, should participate? 
| 3. Should the US ask to confine the talks to the questions of the 

President’s “atomic pool” proposal or should we also be prepared to | 
discuss atomic disarmament? oe | 

4. If we discuss atomic disarmament should these discussions be 
_ based on the principle that atomic weapons and conventional weap- 

ons must be linked together, or are we prepared to discuss atomic 
disarmament alone? | 

Secretary Dulles stated that the preparation for these talks was 
a full time job that required a high-level working group consisting 

of State, Defense and Atomic Energy Commission. State is thinking 
of designating Howard Peterson, former Assistant Secretary of the 
Army, as their representative. | a 

_ Secretary Dulles said that in his discussion with the President he 
did not ask for any definite decisions on these four points, but only 
the President’s preliminary views. The President thought that we 

should be prepared to talk atomic disarmament, if the USSR raised 
the matter. He said he felt he made this clear in his December 8th 
speech when he said “The US . . . is instantly prepared to meet 
privately with such other countries as may be ‘principally in- 

volved’, to seek ‘an acceptable solution’ to the atomic armaments 
race...7.3) hay 

Secretary Dulles pointed out that in our recent press release we 
said that if the USSR wanted to make any atomic disarmament 

| proposals we would be prepared to discuss them. Both the Presi- 
dent and Secretary Dulles believed the Soviets would find it diffi-. 
cult to formulate acceptable proposals, but for our part we would 
be prepared to listen to anything they had to say. Secretary Dulles 
stated that the President feels if a way could be found which would | 
eliminate atomic and similar weapons of mass destruction under a 
really reliable security system he would be prepared to accept it 
even if it left the USSR with a numerical predominance in ground 
forces. Secretary Dulles said the President indicated he would be 
willing to do this because he is convinced that the US industrial 
potential and capability for rapid mobilization would still consti- | 

1 See telegram 816 from Moscow, Jan. 6, supra. | | | 
2 See the memorandum of conversation, Jan. 5, p. 1322. | | | 
3 Ellipses in the source text.
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tute an effective deterrent to Soviet aggression and that if such ag- 
gression should occur, the US industrial capability, when har- 

nessed into a war effort, would ultimately defeat them. Secretary 
Dulles said that he was reporting this not as a decision but only as 
the President’s initial reaction to the subject. 

Admiral Strauss stated that the idea behind the President’s 
speech was that even limited contributions from the several stock- 

piles would improve international relations, and if the USSR re- 

jected the proposal, the US would have won a psychological victory. 
Secretary Wilson observed that we should still approach this sub- 

ject with an open mind even if our hope of success in subsequent 
negotiations may be slim. He commented that ultimately war is 
war, and that there must be a broader disarmament than merely 
atomic disarmament. He remarked that until the Iron Curtain was 
pierced or lifted we could not achieve any real security system. Sec- 

retary Wilson recognized that if we want to relieve tension we 
must be willing to talk and listen. However, he cautioned that we 
should not talk with “two mouths”. We can not go on telling our 
people that our strength in deterring aggression rests in SAC and 
that we are making our military plans on this basis; ie., the full 

use of atomic weapons,—and at the same time talk about eliminat- 

ing atomic weapons without at the same time reducing the level of 
conventional armaments. | 

Secretary Dulles remarked that in our negotiations with the Rus- 
sians we do not need to depart from our present governmental posi- 

tion of the inter-relation of atomic and conventional weapons in 

any disarmament discussions. Nothing in the President’s speech 
itself need be taken to mean that we are prepared to discuss 

atomic disarmament separately. 
Admiral Strauss commented that it would be illusory to suppose 

that we can get a binding agreement on the reduction of arma- 
ments out of the Russians. He said that in his speech the President , 

put disarmament to one side and invited the Soviets to talk about 

peacetime uses of atomic energy. 

Secretary Wilson commented that nevertheless the President did 
talk about atomic disarmaments in his speech. 

Admiral Strauss was of the opinion that if we talk about disar- 

mament we will be talking about something we know will not work 

at this particular time, and therefore he is convinced that the 

President intentionally pushed this idea aside, and went on to 
peacetime uses of atomic energy. The principal reason for making 

| any mention of atomic disarmament discussions was the inclusion 

of the idea of “private”’ discussion. 
Secretary Dulles then suggested that there was no point in get- 

ting too legalistic about the President’s speech. He admitted it was
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| subject to a lot of interpretations, but hoped that we would pick out 
the one that was best for the United States. We should go into 

: these discussions with the goal of getting the President’s atomic 
| pool plan accepted. He considered that we will have to listen to a 

lot of the same old speeches from the Soviet representatives. After 
| we had heard them, we should reply that the current international 

climate does not permit much progress in any form of disarma- 
| ment since neither side trusts the other. However, the President’s 

| atomic pool plan is one which we could both at least try out. Secre- 
| tary Dulles does not believe that the Soviets can make an accepta- 

ble proposal for atomic disarmament, but nevertheless we should 
: listen to whatever they have to say. | 
| Secretary Dulles indicated that he would prefer to have the dis- 
| cussions of this matter handled through diplomatic channels rather 

than through the UN Disarmament Commission as it would be 

very difficult in the latter forum to keep the discussions from bog- | 
ging down. | / 

As to who should participate in these discussions, Secretary 
Dulles said that there is considerable logic to limiting the discus- 

sions to countries who actually have atomic weapons; namely, the 

US, USSR, and UK. If, however, emphasis is to be placed on the 
establishment of a “bank of fissionable material”, then perhaps the 
French, Canadians, and Belgians should also take part. 

Admiral Strauss said that if these other countries had to come 

in, they could come in later. Secretary Dulles agreed with Admiral 
Strauss adding that otherwise the meeting may deteriorate into 

just another international conference. 
Admiral Strauss, Secretary Wilson, and Secretary Dulles all 

agreed that we should try to keep the French out of the discus- 

sions, at least initially. Secretary Dulles added, however, that this 

may be very difficult as if the French are excluded this might | 
bring about a revulsion in their thinking which would turn them 

toward the USSR. However, all of this is a question of tactics. Sec- 
retary Dulles recalled the Foreign Ministers Meeting in Moscow in 
1947 which resulted in the breaking-up of the previously close 

working relationship between the French and the USSR. Since 
then we have had the French fully on our side. 

Mr. Nash suggested that the best way to handle it would be bilat- 

erally between the US and USSR. Secretary Dulles agreed, but said 
that the British have been quite concerned that US made ap- 
proaches to the USSR without consulting them. Secretary Dulles 
felt that the best idea would be for the US to carry the discussions 

alone for two or three months, and after Berlin perhaps to bring © 
the British in, and the French if absolutely necessary. Secretary 
Wilson remarked that if the British do come in we should be pre-
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| pared to admit the Canadians and Belgians. Admiral Strauss ob- 
served that he would hate to see the French brought in the discus- 
sions. As to the Belgians, Admiral Strauss remarked that ‘their 
nose has been out of joint” since Bermuda, but all in all he did not | 
expect too much trouble from the Canadians and Belgians. 

Admiral Strauss and Mr. LeBaron then entered into a discussion | | 
of the status of our current agreement with the Belgians for pur- 

| chase of uranium ore, with particular emphasis on the fact that 
our contract expires next year. They also discussed the ramifica- 

tions of the Lilienthal proposal which suggested Brussels as the 
center of an international atomic agency. 

Secretary Dulles stated that he hoped the UK would agree not to 
insist on participation and in that way make it less embarrassing 

for us to leave the French out. 

Mr. Murphy commented that that would be a safer approach to 

the problem. He noted, however, that the Malik-Churchill discus- | 

sions might lead to UK initiative alone. Secretary Dulles pointed | 
out that he would have to tell Ambassador Makins about his forth- 
coming talk with Zarubin. He noted that Churchill has complete 
contempt for the French, and therefore wouldn’t take kindly to the 

idea of including them in any atomic discussions. (Mr. Merchant 
| entered at this point.) | 

Mr. Merchant commented that although the French should be 

excluded, it would be difficult to get away with it. On balance he 
thought it was better to take the UK in from the start. This would | 
be much better from the standpoint of world opinion. 

Secretary Dulles conceded that Churchill will present an increas- 
ingly difficult problem. The UK is making an intensive effort to get 

into these discussions. 
Mr. LeBaron observed that this is because the whole background 

of their thinking is directed towards realizing the peaceful applica- 

tion of atomic energy as soon as possible. oo 

After some further discussion it was agreed that the US would | 

conduct its initial negotiations on a bilateral basis through Ambas- 

sador Zarubin, in Washington. Later we may have to bring the UK 

in, but even then we would try to keep the French and Belgians 

out. | | 

Secretary Dulles then discussed the question of whether to con- 
tinue the discussions in the UN Disarmament Commission or bilat- 
erally. He personally favored the bilateral approach as did Secreta- 
ry Wilson and Admiral Strauss. Secretary Dulles said that he had 
never known a UN Committee that was held down to small size. It 

simply would not be possible to restrict it to the membership that 

we considered pertinent and discussions in that forum would auto- 

matically be turned into disarmament discussions.
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Mr. Bowie raised again the question of whether we would be 
willing to talk about disarmament in the field of atomic weapons, 
and expressed the view that this is what the President meant in | 
his speech. | 

Secretary Dulles said that the Russians would probably want to 
talk about atomic disarmament, but there is no practical plan that 
they would put up. In the first place we can not trust their word, : 
and secondly, there is no practical plan of inspection. However, the _ ; 
principle which we should follow, and this is one to which the : 
President agreed, is that if you could get a really workable scheme | 
of atomic disarmament, coupled with adequate security safeguards, 

the US would be prepared to support it, and the peace of the world | 
would benefit thereby. However, Secretary Dulles stated he did not : 
think that the President believes this is a presently attainable ob- | 
jective. The President believes that the only way to get there is by : 
the path of peaceful uses of atomic energy. By making progress in 
this field we could develop mutual trust and cooperation, and even- 
tually atomic disarmament could mushroom out from these small 
beginnings. However, this is not something we can expect to | 
achieve by a stroke of the pen. | 

Admiral Strauss observed that if we get involved in disarmament 
discussions now we will get nowhere on our proposals for the 

peaceful application of atomic energy. | 
Mr. Bowie asked what would happen if the USSR were to say to | | 

us, “Write out your own ticket for atomic disarmament’? Is there 
none we could write out? | | 

| Secretary Dulles answered by saying that in his view there must | 
be more than what you write down on paper, there must be a fun- 

damental transformation of environment—there must be an open- | 

| ing-up of the present Iron Curtain. In his opinion nothing short of — 

five years would bring about such a fundamental change in Soviet __ 
policies. , | | oo 
_ Mr. Bowie believed that it would be impossible to get a fool-proof : 

plan for atomic disarmament as we are not living in a fool-proof 
world. It was Mr. Bowie’s judgment that we should continue to | 
search for a workable system of atomic disarmament which would 

_ make the world a better and safer place than it is today. We must , 
remember that as the Russian atomic strength increases the risks | 
to the security of the US five years hence may be greater than 
they are today. Mr. Bowie felt that if things continue the way they | 

are now, they will work out better for the Russians than they will | 
for us. Therefore, we must seek some workable system that will im- 
prove our over-all security position. _ mes 7 

Admiral Strauss commented that even if we assumed such a | 
system existed—and the odds were against it—the problem was |
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still to find it and get it agreed to. Meanwhile, the odds of accom- 

plishing this would be improved if something could be done to min- 
imize the distrust and suspicion which exists between the two prin- 
cipals today. 

Mr. Bowie said that he was not urging that we let the Soviets get 
us “smoke screened” out of our original idea of moving forward 
with the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes, but he ques- 
tioned whether this would really get us anywhere in the reduction 
of stockpiles of atomic weapons. 

Secretary Dulles concluded the meeting by summarizing the 

: agreement reached on (1), conducting the discussions through diplo- 

matic channels rather than in the UN Disarmament Commission, 

(2), restricting them at least initially to the US and the USSR, al- 
though recognizing the UK may insist on coming in late, and possi- 

| bly also the French, and (8) concentrating on the President’s 

“atomic pool” proposal although being willing to listen to anything | 
the Soviets might advance on the side of disarmament. | 

600.0012/1-754 | | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 
for European Affairs (Merchant) 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 7, 1954. 

Participants: The Secretary 

Sir Roger Makins, British Ambassador 

Mr. Merchant—EUR 

During a call by the British Ambassador on the Secretary on a 
different subject, the Secretary raised the question of the forthcom- 
ing talks with the Soviets on atomic energy matters. He said that 
he was anxious to receive the ideas of the British Government. The 

Secretary then went on to say that a US group, including repre- 

sentatives from the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy 

Commission had met with him yesterday on this subject.1 He said — 

there were several points of substance involved which he would 

like to raise since their solution would be helpful in deciding mat- 

| ters of procedure. 

The first point, the Secretary said, related to the extent to which 

the talks developed into a discussion of atomic weapons as opposed 

to being confined to the narrower issue of the President’s proposal : 

for the establishment of a “bank” for peaceful purposes. He said we 
couldn’t refuse to let the Russians talk on the bigger question as 

1 See the memorandum of conversation, supra.
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their reply suggests they desire to and indeed he himself in a press | 

conference had agreed that the President’s proposal did not confine _ : 
any discussions to the narrower point of the “bank’’. The Secretary | 
said, however, that all United States authorities were persuaded | 

that no acceptable over-all scheme could be found for abolishing ! 
atomic weapons by some single step. We would not be justified in ; 
relying on the Soviets’ unsupported word and it seemed impossible _ | 
to devise any adequate system of inspection and control until the | 
Soviet system itself was changed and the Iron Curtain disappeared. | 

This led him to the conclusion that any discussion of abolition or | 
control of atomic weapons at this time was visionary and probably ) 
had significance only in the propaganda field. Nevertheless it | 
seemed to him that we should let the Russians talk but should our- | 
selves try to get down to a discussion of the President’s suggestion 
for a “bank’’. | | | 

By making a start at working together in this field the possibili- | 
ty existed that a relationship might develop which would lead to | 
bigger things. The US, the Secretary said, doubts the utility of dis- | 
cussing lengthily the larger question of banning or abolishing ! 

atomic weapons at this time. 

| As his second point, the Secretary raised the question as to 
whether any discussion of atomic weapons should be linked directly 
with conventional weapons. He said that the general feeling on the : 

US side was to continue to tie the two together. In this connection 

there were two points of apparent significance in the Kingsbury : 

Smith interview with Malenkov. Malenkov appeared to revert to 

the earlier Russian position of placing a ban in sequence with con- : 

trol of atomic weapons rather than agreeing that the two acts or : 

agreements be simultaneous. Malenkov also made the point that | 

the abolition of atomic weapons must involve or be accompanied by 

conventional disarmament. In any event the Secretary said that it 

was our feeling that it would be unwise to disconnect conventional | 

weapons and atomic weapons. | a 
The Secretary said that his third point related to how these talks 

were handled. Should it be through a Subcommittee of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission or through diplomatic talks? He 

added that the US inclined to the latter. In answer to the Ambas- 
sador’s query as to how he visualized diplomatic talks being con- : 

ducted, the Secretary said he assumed we would meet here in the i 

Department with the Russians. He went on to say that he was not 

rigid in his preference but that it appealed to him, first, because 

the atmosphere, tradition, and background of the United Nations 

Disarmament Commission would make it more difficult to focus on | 

the President’s specific proposal of a “bank” and, secondly because | 
in diplomatic talks it would be easier to control the number of !
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those participating. At the UN so many nations assert an interest | 
in any subject that it is hard to keep numbers down. He empha- 
sized that at the start it was essential that any talks with the Rus- | 
sians be kept small and private. Ss 

The fourth point which the Secretary said he wished to raise was | 
the question of what countries would participate. He said that the _ 
US preference was to limit the talks to the Soviets, the British and 

ourselves. He noted that this raised problems, particularly with re- | 

spect to the French. Others also have claims and such countries as 
Belgium and Canada should at a later stage participate. The Brit- 
ish Ambassador noted that South Africa would soon displace the 
Belgian Congo as the largest supplier of fissionable material and he 
referred to an understanding with the Belgians regarding the pro- 

vision of material for military as opposed to civilian use. The Secre- 
tary reverted to the serious problem which the exclusion of France 

would create, notwithstanding the fact that France had neither 

atomic weapons nor raw material. He expressed the fear, however, _ 

that exclusion could have serious effects on French attitudes which 
might be reflected in the Berlin Conference and in France’s future 

action on EDC. He concluded by stating his tentative conclusion 

that the United States should alone carry on at this preliminary | 
stage talks with the Soviet Union designed to find out when, where 
and with whom they wanted to meet. He said that the British 
would be kept currently informed and that time could thereby be 
consumed until the Berlin meeting opened at which he would have 

the opportunity to talk personally to Mr. Eden. The Secretary indi- 

cated that he would probably see Ambassador Zarubin in the next 
few days and expected that the Soviet Ambassador would be in a 
fishing or probing expedition. | 

The British Ambassador said that he could answer a few of the 
last questions raised by the Secretary on instructions which he had 
recently received from Mr. Eden. He said that the latter had no ob- | 
jection whatsoever to the United States discussing procedure alone | 
with the Russians either before or at Berlin. Mr. Eden was anxious, 

however, that the atomic talks should not get mixed into the Berlin 
Conference itself. Moreover, he did want to participate in any talks — 
on substance. The Ambassador went on to say that London had not 

indicated any preference as between the UN or diplomatic talks as 
the forum. His Government, however, felt that if the talks were 

held within the UN framework then there should be two Subcom- 
mittees of the Disarmament Commission established (possibly with 
identical membership), one of which would consider the President’s | | 

“bank” proposal and the other would deal with disarmament, both — 
conventional and atomic. Ambassador Makins went on to say that 

| if diplomatic talks were decided upon as opposed to the UN, the
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British Government suggested participation by the US, the UK, 
Canada and the USSR. The Ambassador indicated that he had 
been somewhat surprised himself at the exclusion of France. _ 

In reply the Secretary reminded the Ambassador of the danger 

that France might move into the relationship with the Soviet 
Union which existed during the spring of 1947. He recalled that 
this relationship was only broken by the fact that tactically the 
Soviet Union found itself embarrassingly straddled between the 
French position and Germany with the result that the British and 
ourselves by throwing our full weight to France in such matters as 
the Saar succeeded in pulling her back. The Secretary said that he 
was sure that the Soviets at Berlin would try to re-establish some 
such relationship with France and that this was an important 
reason why he was anxious to avoid any appearance of public 

| rebuff to France at this time on the matter of these atomic talks. 
He would prefer to stall and thereby avoid this possible difficulty. 
Ambassador Makins said that this line of reasoning seemed very 

sound. He mentioned that the British were anxious that the Cana- 
dians as well as themselves be kept currently informed and as- 
sumed that the Secretary had this in mind. The Secretary acqui- 

esced. 
The Secretary then pointed out the impossibility of proceeding 

with our defense plans if we had to treat atomic weapons as some- 
thing separate from conventional weapons. It would create chaos in 

our defense planning, if we had to maintain such separation be- 
cause of the threat of a banning of the use of atomic weapons. He 
noted that there could be no confidence in the Soviets abiding by © 
any agreement to ban atomic weapons and he elaborated on the 

physical impossibility of establishing an adequate and acceptable 
inspection system over all of the Soviet Union, as indicated by the 
experience of the Swiss-Swedes in North Korea. | 

_ The Ambassador then asked if he were correct in understanding 

that the United States was contemplating no current move in the 

United Nations on this matter. The Secretary confirmed this un- 
derstanding. — | | a | 

600.0012/1-854:Telegram — , | 

The Chargé in France (Achilles) to the Department of State 

SECRET NIACT Paris, January 8, 1954—3 p.m. 

2542. Arneson from Robinson. ! Charpentier ? called me in this 

morning at Bidault’s request to say it has been France’s under- 

1 Howard A. Robinson, First Secretary, U.S. Embassy in France. 

2 Pierre Charpentier, Director-General, Political and Economic Affairs, French 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
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standing it would be kept fully informed on any atomic negotia- 
tions with Russia and to raise question as to whether it was actual- 
ly being so informed. I told Charpentier we had no information in 
Embassy other than what had appeared in this morning’s press 

and as far as we knew discussions in Washington with Soviet Am- 
bassador were purely procedural at moment. a 

FYI. Unfortunately this morning’s press carries article under | 
London dateline referring Anglo-American-Canadian discussion 

atomic matters previous to Zarubin-Dulles meeting. French ex- 

tremely sensitive their position this subject. Embassy suggests 
every reasonable effort be made keep France in picture. 

Charpentier suggested sending French Ambassador see Secretary 
to present démarche. We suggested no action until Embassy could 
raise question Washington. Charpentier acquiesced holding Bonnet 
orders until Monday afternoon. ? France willing receive informa- 

tion and participate in planning through any one three channels: 
(1) through French Ambassador directly in Washington; (2) sending 
De Rose or Goldschmidt Washington temporary mission; (3) chan- 

nels already set up through this Embassy Paris. # 
| ACHILLES 

8 Jan. 11. | 
4In telegram 2488 priority to Paris dated Jan. 8, Arneson replied as follows: “Sec- | 

retary saw Bonnet last evening and told him that the talks scheduled in near future 
with Zarubin would be purely procedural. No substantive talks with Russians con- 
templated between now and Berlin meeting when Secretary will discuss the matter 
with Bidault. Arneson seeing Martin, French Embassy, tomorrow to reinforce this 

line. Urge you dissuade French pressing channels 2 and 3 set forth reference tele- 
gram.” (600.0012/1-854) 

330.13/1-1154: Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the United States Mission at the United 
| Nations 1 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, January 11, 1954—4:41 p.m. 

| 314. Disarmament Commission. | 

1. Dept’s present thinking is that regardless of outcome of infor- 

mal discussions with Soviet Union concerning procedures for dis- 

1 Drafted by Dulles with the aid of Wainhouse and Bechhoefer of UNA.
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cussing President’s proposal, DC should meet at least once in Janu- 
ary. ” | On 

2. Any US statement before DC could be confined to a factual 
report on approach of US to Soviet Union concerning time, place 
and manner of discussing President’s proposals. After January 25 

meeting with Molotov US might make further report to DC. 

3. If this course followed USUN would confer with at least dels of 
the UK, France, Canada, China and USSR in advance of meeting 

in order to assure that meeting will be confined to factual report 
and that no one will prematurely raise questions of immediate ap- 

pointment of a subcommittee or identity of States principally in- | 
volved. | | 

Dept would appreciate your views on foregoing. 3 

| DULLES 

2 This view had been conveyed to the Secretary of State in a memorandum of Jan. 
8, by David Key of UNA. In his memorandum, Key wrote, inter alia, ‘Much of the 
beneficial results of the President’s initiative in the General Assembly might be lost 
unless a factual report is made to the Disarmament Commission within a reasona- 
ble time, indicating that we are moving ahead with the President’s proposals.” 
(330.18/1-854) | oo 

3 Deputy Representative to the United Nations James Wadsworth replied in tele- 
gram 334 from New York, Jan. 18, that the proposed meeting of the Disarmament 

Commission “seems to us undesirable” since other members of the Commission had 
not expressed any impatience and in any case could be informally kept abreast of 
developments and seemed to understand the importance of informal U.S.-USSR dis- 
cussions whereas “Even a factual report on US approach to Soviet Union conceiv- 
ably might have adverse effect on informal discussions and we are not certain that 
we could assure meeting would be confined to factual report.” (330.13/1-1354) , 

600.0012/1-1154 

Draft Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of 

| State for European Affairs (Merchant) 3 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY WASHINGTON, January 11, 1954. 

Subject: Atomic Energy Proposals 

1A covering memorandum from Merchant to Dulles, dated Jan. 11, reads: 

“T attach a draft of a memorandum of your conversation with the Soviet Ambas- 
sador this morning for your textual review. I believe you should also personally de- 

_ termine the distribution. | 
“T also attach a proposed telegram to Ambassador Bohlen reporting this conversa- 

‘ tion. | 
“T recommend that you call in today if possible Ambassador Makins and Ambas- 

sador Heeney separately and allow them to read your memorandum but not keep 
copies of it. At the same time you could give each of them a brief report of the 
Soviet Ambassadors reaction and the way matters were left at the conclusion of 
your conversation. If possible I believe you should see them today or at least ar- 
range today for their appointments tomorrow. : oo | 

Continued
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Participants: The Secretary | so 
| Mr. Georgi Zaroubin, Soviet Ambassador 

Mr. Michail N. Smirnovsky, First Secretary, Soviet 
Embassy | | | | 

Mr. Merchant—EUR | a 
os Mr. Logofet (Interpreter for the Secretary) 

The Soviet Ambassador called at 10:30 this morning at the Secre- | 
tary’s request. The Ambassador was aware that the meeting was 

for the purpose of opening discussion on procedural points that | 
arose from Mr. Molotov’s suggestion to Ambassador Bohlen that 

these talks be conducted by Ambassador Zaroubin on behalf of his 
Government with the Secretary. 

The Ambassador and Mr. Smirnovsky arrived promptly and, to 
the Secretary’s opening reference to the snow outside, remarked 
genially that it was even colder in Moscow. The Secretary re- 

marked that he hoped it would be warmer in Berlin, particularly if - 

it developed that he and Mr. Molotov would have to meet in the 
street in the absence of agreement on the building in which the 

conference would be held. The Ambassador laughed and said he 
was sure that would not be necessary. | Ce 
The Secretary then said that he appreciated the willingness of 

the Ambassador to meet with him on the subject which they were 
about to discuss. He said that he hoped it might mark the begin- 

ning of a relationship which could change the current of tension 

which has existed over the last few years. He then asked the Am- 
bassador if his Government had any ideas as to the time, the place 
and the participants for conducting the proposed discussions. | 

The Soviet Ambassador replied that he fully shared the views ex- 
pressed by the Secretary and similarly hoped that these talks 

| would lead to a lessening of tension. He said that his Government 

welcomed their beginning and that he wished to assure the Secre- 

tary of the most sincere desire of the Soviet Union to cooperate. He 

added that his task in Washington was to seek ways to improve re- 

lations. As to the question of procedure, the Ambassador said he 

had received no views from his Government but that he would be 
grateful for any suggestions the Secretary might care to make. 

“With respect to the French Ambassador, I think it important that you personally 
ask him to come in as early as convenient and give him a brief oral summary of 
your conversation with Zaroubin but not show him a copy of the memorandum | 
which you gave to the Soviet Ambassador.” 

The draft telegram to Bohlen mentioned above is not attached. However, telegram 
456 to Moscow, Jan. 11, from the Secretary to Ambassador Bohlen (drafted by Mer- 
chant), summarizing the meeting, is in file 600.0012/1-1154. | 

Signatures at the bottom of the source text indicate that this memorandum was 
read by Key, MacArthur, Murphy, Arneson, Bowie, Armstrong, and, on Dec. 2, 1954, 

by Gerard Smith of S/AE.
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The Secretary thereupon discussed seriatim the points contained 
in the attached memorandum. He said that one matter left open in _ 
preliminary exchanges has been whether the talks now beginning 

should be conducted through diplomatic channels or under the aus- 
pices of the United Nations Disarmament Commission. He said 
that if the Soviet Government has no preference to express at this | 

time he would present the views of the United States Government 

which were that the conversations in the first instance should be 

held in the diplomatic channel and that as they progressed agree- 
ment be reached upon the proposal of either participant regarding _ 
the desirability of shifting the talks to the United Nations. (On this 
point the Ambassador sought precise confirmation of his under- 

standing that the United States was not excluding the discussions 
at some point being conducted in the United Nations, which under- 
standing the Secretary confirmed.) > | | 

_ The Ambassador then asked if the Secretary had any suggestions 
regarding the participants in these talks. The Secretary replied 
that in our view the initial talks regarding procedure should be on 

a bilateral basis between the US and the USSR. He went on to say 
that question of other participants should be decided by the US 

and the USSR since the subjects to be discussed and the order of 
their discussion would have a bearing on what governments would 

in fact be principally involved. For example, he said, the “govern- 
ments principally involved” in any conversations relating to atomic 
weapons, as suggested by the Soviet Government as one topic for 

consideration, might be only those governments possessing atomic 

weapons. On the other hand, the Secretary said question of putting 

atomic material at some phase of its development into fissionable 

material into a “pool” or a “bank” might involve still other govern- 
ments. (Zaroubin nodded vigorous agreement at the suggestion | 
made by the Secretary that the initial talks on procedures be on a 
bilateral basis. He gave no facial or other reaction to the Secreta- 

ry’s suggestion that talks on atomic weapons be confined to govern- 
ments possessing them. On the Secretary’s second illustration of | 

participation by subject matter he interrupted to confirm his un- 

derstanding that the Secretary was referring to the use of atomic 
material “for peaceful pursuits.”’) . we A 

The Secretary then suggested that if it were the desire of our two 
governments to make a beginning of practical cooperation, the 

maximum results might be best achieved by a small number of par- 
ticipants and that the greater degree that views can be exchanged 
between the two governments as a preliminary, the better the hope 

of success. The Secretary added that this seemed true even though 

it were understood that such exchanges were informal and prelimi-
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nary and that they might require later discussion with and ratifica- 
tion by other nations. | | 

The Soviet Ambassador then asked if he might summarize the 
| main points made by the Secretary as he understood them. He did 

so accurately, adding at the end however his understanding that at 
present the talks should be kept confidential. The Secretary con- 
firmed his understanding and then gave him and his companion 

the original and a carbon of the attached memorandum which was 

read to him slowly in translation. 

The Secretary said with a smile that of all the problems enumer- 
ated in the memorandum probably that last one relating to secrecy 

and the avoidance of propagandistic treatment of these exchanges 

of views would prove the most difficult problem of all. The Ambas- 
sador laughed and said he did not agree and when the Secretary 
reminded him that every newspaperman in Washington would be | 

on the trail of both of them to find out what had been discussed, | 

the Ambassador replied, “Do not doubt it—I can assure you that no 
one will learn from me.” 

The Soviet Ambassador then reverted to the third point of the 

attached memorandum and asked if he was correct in understand- 

ing that the participants in conversations on both the President’s 

proposal and the Soviet proposal on atomic weapons would be de- 

cided by the US and the USSR in the course of their preliminary 
| bilateral discussions. The Secretary replied that he hoped he and | 

Molotov could decide at Berlin what countries would come in and 
at what stage they would come in. Zaroubin indicated agreement 
and said that he would report fully to Mr. Molotov with a view to 
greater precision being arrived at in Berlin. 

The Secretary expressed the hope that the Ambassador would be 

in a position to communicate to him prior to his departure for . 

Berlin the Soviet Government’s reaction to the suggestions which | 

he had made this morning. He pointed out that this would permit 
him to be better prepared for his talk with Mr. Molotov in Berlin. 

The Ambassador assured the Secretary that he would do every- 
thing in his power to comply with his request and said that he 

would hope to see the Secretary again before he departs for the 

Berlin Conference. 

The Secretary again referred to the question of privacy and 
handed the Ambassador the attached proposed statement by the | 

Department for the press. The Ambassador said he had no objec- | 

tion to it. 

The meeting ended at 11 o’clock with the Secretary saying to the 
Ambassador as he left that he felt they had made a good beginning 

and that he hoped they would also achieve a good final result.
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_ [Attachment] | 

Memorandum for the Soviet Ambassador 

1. The United States suggests that the conversation with refer- 

ence to atomic energy should initially be conducted through diplo- 
matic channels, reserving the right of any participant to propose 
shifting the deliberations to the United Nations pursuant to its res- 

olution suggesting private discussions under the auspices of the 

‘Disarmament Commission. | | 

2. It is suggested that the diplomatic discussions take place at 
Washington and wherever else it is convenient for the participants 
to meet. Presumably Mr. Molotov and Mr. Dulles would have a pri- 
vate discussion at Berlin. | | 

3. It is suggested that procedural talks should in their initial 

stage be limited to the U.S.S.R. and the U.S., with the participation 
of the other nations principally involved as determined in the light 

of the subject matter to be discussed. | 
4. The U.S. is prepared to consider any proposal that the Soviet 

Union sees fit to make with reference to atomic, hydrogen and 

other weapons of mass destruction. _ | 
5. However, the U.S. believes that the first effort should be to 

proceed on a modest basis which might engender the trust and con- 

fidence necessary for planning of larger scope. That is why the 

United States urges an early discussion of the proposal made by 
President Eisenhower on December 8, 1953. The U.S. is prepared to 

have concrete private discussions about this plan and its possible 

implementation. | | | | 
6. The U.S. suggests that privacy will best serve practical results 

at this time and that these talks should not be used for propaganda 

| purposes by either side. | 

2A notation on the source text reads: “Note handed to Zaroubin 1/11/54”. 

600.0012/1-1254 | oe | | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 
| for European Affairs (Merchant) } | 

TOP SECRET _ [WasuHInGTON,] January 12, 1954. 

Subject: Atomic Energy Proposals _ 

1 A notation on a note accompanying the source text indicates that this memoran- 
dum was seen and approved by the Secretary of State.



1340 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

In accordance with the Secretary’s instructions I saw separately 
today Ambassadors Makins, Heeney and Bonnet to give each of 
them an oral, factual account of the Secretary’s discussion yester- 
day with Ambassador Zaroubin regarding procedures for the 
atomic energy talks. All three of them were appreciative and each | 
agreed to the importance of maintaining complete secrecy. | 

Ambassador Makins displayed a lively interest in every element 
of the discussion and asked me questions. He was specifically inter- | 

ested in discovering whether or not the Secretary had made any 
specific suggestions to the Russian Ambassador concerning the par- 
ticipants in any of the talks. I told him that at no time had the 
Secretary mentioned the name of any country (other than the US 

| and the Soviet Union) but that he had suggested as illustrations 
| the possibility that any talks on control of atomic weapons might 

be confined to the nations actually possessing them whereas in dis- 

cussions of the peaceful use of atomic materials it might be consid- 

ered that the nations principally involved would include countries 
possessing the raw materials. (Sir Roger questioned me concerning 

the status of the substantive preparation for these talks within the 

US Government and I replied that I was not familiar with this and 

suggested that he talk to the Secretary or Mr. Murphy.) 

Ambassador Bonnet mentioned that the Secretary had told him 
| that he would discuss this subject with Mr. Bidault in Berlin. He 

| referred to the embarrassment felt in Paris over constantly in- 
spired stories from London and elsewhere to the effect that the US 
Government was keeping the United Kingdom and Canada fully in- 
formed, with the implication that France was not so being in- 

formed. I agreed that at such point as we might make a statement 
we would attempt to find a formula which would not name those 
allies specifically who were being kept informed but which would | 
be so worded as to avoid giving the impression that France was ex- 

cluded. Ambassador Bonnet left the impression with me (under- 
standably enough) that the French would prefer to see these talks 
held in the forum of a Subcommittee of the UN Disarmament Com- 

mission composed of the US, the USSR, the UK, France and 

Canada. | | 
By agreement with Mr. McCardle and Mr. Suydam ? the calls of 

Ambassadors Makins and Heeney on me were not listed on the 
| Press Room calendar. The French Ambassador’s call was so regis- 

tered and by agreement with him before he left my office he was to 

confine himself to answering any press queries as to its purpose by 

saying that he had called at his request to discuss certain matters 
related to Berlin (which subject we did briefly discuss). 

2 Henry Suydam, Chief of the News Division, Department of State.
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After completing the above talks I so reported to the Under Sec- 
retary, Mr. Murphy and Mr. Arneson. Sgt og Ee age 

/600.0012/1-1254 | | Bf 7 

' Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Under Secretary of 
| | State (Murphy) ce | 

TOP SECRET > | | WASHINGTON, January 12, 1954. 

Subject: Atomic Energy Proposals and Disarmament — 
Participants: Sir Roger Makins, British Ambassador — os 

a Robert Murphy, Deputy Under Secretary | 

The British Ambassador called at his request, saying that he 

‘wanted to talk on a strictly informal basis about the atomic energy 
proposals and disarmament. He said that Mr. Merchant had filled 

- him in on the Secretary’s conversation yesterday with Ambassador 
Zarubin, ! but that London keeps peppering him with questions 

emanating from several agencies of the Government. On the tech- 
nical side, he said that these were being discussed with other eche- | 

lons in the Department, but he wanted first of all to see whether 

our thinking regarding the handling of the disarmament feature 

corresponded with his. I told Mr. Makins of our initial thinking re- 
garding an eventual meeting in January of the UN Disarmament 

Commission, saying that Ambassador Wadsworth would undoubted- 

ly be talking to the UK Delegate in New York on this subject; that 

in essence we believe that a meeting of the Disarmament Commis- 

sion should be held in January, as the US is Chairman this month; 
-we hoped that there would be agreement that the meeting should 
be limited to a factual presentation of what has happened since the 

President’s December 8 speech and that we would hope to avoid for 
| the present action by the Commission in appointing a subcommit- 

_ tee pending possible progress in the US talks with the Russians 

here and, we hope, in Berlin. Ambassador Makins said he personal- 

ly agreed with this line and believed that Jebb? would be in 

accord. Makins expressed the opinion that at one point there 

should be a connection between the question of disarmament in the 

field of conventional weapons and atomic weapons. He felt that any _ 
form of prohibition of atomic weapons is not realistic. _ 
Ambassador Makins also inquired again, as he had some weeks 

ago of the Secretary, regarding US thinking about the scope of the 
international agency. He felt there were two lines of thought on 
the British side, as he believed there were on the US side; in Ber- 

1 See the memorandum of conversation by Merchant, supra. ee a 
2 Sir Gladwyn Jebb, Permanent British Representative at the United Nations.
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muda the President seemed to have given Mr. Churchill the im- 
pression of the possibility of the allocation of very large amounts of 
fissionable material and larger-scale activities of the agency. (He 
mentioned again laboratories and research.) On the other hand, he 
felt that Strauss had talked about a much more modest undertak- 
Ing, and this corresponded to Cherwell’s thinking. I said that I was 
not in a position to give him any more information than the indica- _ 
tion given to him recently by the Secretary, but that I would guess 
that perhaps the trend was toward a modest rather than an ambi- 
tious undertaking. Naturally, everything would depend on the 

| amount of interest the proposal would generate on the part of the 
Russians. This, he said, he fully appreciated, but that many people 
in London apparently had sharpened their pencils and were trying 
to figure out the proposals in detail. 

600.0012/1-1654 | 

Summary of Meeting in the White House, January 16, 1954 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

Present: President Eisenhower | 
Secretary of State Dulles 
Under Secretary of State Bedell Smith 
Admiral Strauss 
Mr. C. D. Jackson | 
Deputy Secretary of Defense Kyes 
Vice Admiral Davis 

Mr. Jackson opened the meeting by saying that its purpose was 
to clear up one or two points regarding the interpretation of the 

President's December 8th speech. The President indicated he had 

been fully briefed on this matter. He stated that if it could be ac- 
complished, he would be willing to cancel out atomic and hydrogen 
weapons from the armaments of both the US and the USSR. He 

would do this to protect the US economy and the US industrial 
base. He pointed out that in the final analysis it was the US indus- 
trial capacity which was the decisive factor in all major wars, from 
the Civil War on. Once the atomic and hydrogen threat to the US 
economy and industrial plant were removed, he believed the US 

could readily handle any other form of military attack on our coun- 
try. However, he agreed that in the present state of world affairs, 

it is impossible that any effective agreement toward this end could | 

be worked out which would provide the necessary safeguards. 

1 Drafted by Vice Adm. Arthur C. Davis, Director, Office of Foreign Military Af- 
: fairs, Department of Defense.
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Secretary Dulles agreed with everything the President had said. 
He pointed out that the question of separate atomic disarmament 
discussions with the USSR was somewhat academic as it was 
almost certain that the Russians would bring the subject up wheth- 

er we liked it or not. Although we are perfectly prepared to listen 

to anything they may have to say, we do not intend to let ourselves 
be drawn into separate negotiations with the Soviet on the elimina- 
tion or control of nuclear weapons alone. For our part, we intend to 

discuss only the peaceful uses of atomic energy. Secretary Dulles 

reiterated that we should try through these discussions to get | 
across to friendly nations the idea that the disagreement over con- 
trol of the atomic weapons was not a bilateral difference of opinion 

between the US and the USSR, but rather was a split between the 

USSR and the remainder of the free world. | 
Secretary Dulles went on to say that if the President’s program 

for the peaceful uses of atomic energy could be put into operation 

at an early date perhaps it would pave the way for some future 

agreement on the control of nuclear weapons. However, everyone 
present was of the opinion that no effective agreement could be 

reached with the Soviets on the control of nuclear weapons at this 

time. Secretary Dulles reinforced this point by referring to General 

Hull’s cable of 5 January (DA IN 31878) 2? in which he emphasized 

that on the basis of his experience with the Communists in Korea, 

‘it is dangerous to hope that any system of inspection can be ap- 

plied effectively behind the Iron Curtain”. | 
In summary it was agreed at the meeting that, (a) although the 

US would listen to any proposals which the USSR cared to submit | 
on the control or abolition of nuclear weapons, we would not be 

drawn into any negotiations on this subject, and (b) we would press 

for negotiations leading to the peaceful uses of atomic energy with 
the understanding that these discussions take place entirely sepa- 

rately from any discussions on control or abolition of nuclear weap- 

ons. | | | 

2 Not found. | | |
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600.0012/1-1854 " -_ | 

The Canadian Ambassador (Heeney) to the Department of State } 

| SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 18, 1954. 

THE PRELIMINARY VIEWS OF THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT ON THE 
PROPOSALS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PEACETIME USES OF 
ATOMIC ENERGY MADE BY PRESIDENT EISENHOWER ON DECEMBER 
8, 1953 BEFORE THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS 

| IN NEw YorK CIty 

The Canadian Government endorses the general idea of an inter- 
national agency to facilitate the development of the peacetime uses 
of atomic energy, as suggested by President Eisenhower in his 
speech of December 8, 1953, to the United Nations General Assem- 
bly, and in doing so accepts the implicit obligation to make contri- 
butions to the agency on a basis to be negotiated when the require- / 
ments are known. | | 

2. It would seem desirable for the proposed international agency 
to be associated with the United Nations, probably as a “special- 
ized agency’’. It will be important, however, to insure that in deter- 
mining its policies and programme, the views of the important con- 
tributing powers have appropriate weight. One way of accomplish- 
ing this would be to follow the precedent set when the Internation- 
al Monetary Fund was established and include some system of 
weighted voting. Another method might be to have an executive 
council composed of permanent members representing the impor- 
tant contributing nations, and elected members representing the 
other countries. _ | | | 

| 3. The following suggestions on the scope and nature of the pro- 
posed agency are submitted for the consideration of United States | 
authorities: | 

(i) The agency should secure uranium and fissionable material 
from countries supporting and contributing to it; should itself hold 
only small stocks of such material, but be in a position to draw 
upon the stocks held by contributing nations up to the amounts 
pledged. Such stocks held for it by contributing countries would be 
segregated and subject to its inspection. 

(ii) The agency should supply on a rental or sale basis, but sub- 
ject to its continued inspection and control, uranium and fission- 
able materials for the establishment of power and research reac- 
tors by countries willing and able to establish and operate such re- 
actors with the help of the agency. 

(iii) The agency should be given the duty, in addition to furnish- 
ing of materials, of arranging for the provision of professional and 

1 A handwritten notation on the source text indicates that this note was handed 
to Bowie of S/P by Ambassador Heeney on Jan. 20. |



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1345 

technical services in the construction and initial operation of power 
and research reactors to those countries capable of making effec- 
tive use of such services. ae 

(iv) The agency should, in due course, in co-operation with other — 
agencies assisting in the development of under-developed countries, 
make available atomic materials and technical assistance for the 

| building of atomic power plants in under-developed countries, when 
the technology of such plants has advanced to the stage where this 

- ispractical eo ; a 
_(v) The agency should be enabled to finance the sale on credit or 
rental of uranium and fissionable materials provided to recipient 
countries as described, but should not provide other capital re- 
quired for the construction of reactors, leaving this role to the re- 
cipient nation itself or to other institutions, including the Interna- | 
tional Bank and any agencies engaged in assisting economic devel- 
opment of other types. Payment by recipient nations might be in 
materials of use to the Agency in lieu of money. | 

(vi) The Agency should not itself construct, own or operate 
atomic reactors, but might conceivably undertake certain key proc- 
essing work if this contributed to the more effective control of fis- 
sionable materials furnished to recipient nations. we 

A. It is important for a clear understanding to be reached be- 

tween those likely to be the principal contributing powers (other 

than Russia) before getting involved in discussions with other coun- 
tries or in the Disarmament Commission; for this reason it would 

be desirable for informal discussions to commence forthwith be- 
tween the countries represented on the Combined Policy Commit- 

tee that deals with atomic energy matters (i.e., the United States, 
United Kingdom and Canada); in any event, Canada, as an impor- 

tant potential contributor, would wish to be consulted before any 
firm proposals were put forward to countries other than those rep- 

resented on the Combined Policy Committee. _ a ae | 

600.0012/1-1954: Telegram | oe oS 

_ The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the Soviet Union? | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, January 19, 1954—8:08 p.m. 

487. Eyes only Ambassador from the Secretary. Reference Deptel | 
456 January 11.2 Soviet Ambassador called on me January 19 at 
his request. ? He opened by stating he had received answers from 

1 Drafted by Merchant. i | ve 
2 See footnote 1, p. 1335. | - | : 
3 According to a memorandum for the record, prepared by James C. H. Bonbright 

on Jan. 19, the Secretary of State suggested at his morning staff meeting that Bon- 
bright call the Soviet Embassy to remind Ambassador Zarubin that a promised 
early Soviet reaction to the meeting of Jan. 11 had not been forthcoming and that 

Continued
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Soviet Government which were embodied in memorandum then 
read in translation. 4 | an | : 

In brief, Soviets accepted suggestions contained in numbered 
paragraphs 1, 2, and 6, of memorandum I had given him January 
11 > and repeated verbatim to you.in reference cable. 

On numbered paragraph 3 Soviet Government expressed consent 
bearing in mind necessity at certain stage of negotiations of invit- 
ing all powers bearing main responsibility for maintenance world 
peace and international security. (Later in conversation I said that 
if this meant reaching present agreement to bring Chinese Commu- 
nists at some point into discussions, I could not give any such 

agreement and that this should be made clear right away. Zarubin 
said it was very difficult for him to indicate now who those nations 
are and he made no effort to identify them.) On numbered para- 
graph 4 Soviet memorandum stated that it was necessary to recall 
Soviet Governments declaration of December 21 pointing out that 
in course of negotiations there should be simultaneously examined 
the matter of agreement unconditionally to ban the use of atomic 
or hydrogen or other weapons of mass destruction. 

On numbered paragraph 5 the Soviet Government agreed to par- 
ticipate in discussion of President Eisenhower’s proposal of Decem- 
ber 8 but at same time believed agreement must be reached on 

plan of “rotation” under which Soviet proposal of December 21 
would be discussed in alternating meetings with President’s propos- 

al. | 

I told Ambassador I felt general tenor of reply marked some ad- 
| vance but that I would want to study it more carefully before com- 

menting. I asked whether there was any preference on the part of 
his government for channel of communication (i.e., through Soviet 

Embassy here or through you in Moscow) if I had any questions to 
put to Molotov before Berlin. Zarubin replied that either would do, 
whatever was most convenient. He then confirmed that he was 
leaving Washington tomorrow and in reply to my question as to 

whether his destination was Moscow or Berlin he said he was going 
directly to Berlin. 

the Secretary was leaving for the Berlin Conference in 2 days’ time. Bonbright 
reached Counselor Vladykin who soon phoned back that the Ambassador did indeed 
wish to see the Secretary and a meeting was arranged for 5 p.m. that day. “In my 
conversation with Mr. Vladykin, I made it quite clear that the Secretary was not 
asking for the appointment and the initiative rested clearly with the Soviet Ambas- | 
sador.” (600.0012/1-1954) 

* For the text in translation, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 
478-479. The memorandum was among the documents released as the result of 
Soviet-American agreement in September 1954, to make public the correspondence 
between the two governments concerning the question of an “atomic pool’’. 

5 Ante, p. 1339.
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I asked him when Molotov would arrive in Berlin and when he 
~ replied on 23, I remarked it might be possible to talk to him before 

opening of conference on January 25. - 

In closing I thanked Ambassador for prompt reply of his govern- 

ment and we quickly agreed upon a brief statement to press which © 
_ gaid that, in agreement with Molotov, I would continue these dis- 

cussions in Berlin, | | 

o | ee aa _ DULLES 

600.0012/1-2054 7 

Memorandum for the Record, by the Assistant Secretary of State for 
| European Affairs (Merchant) - 

TOP SECRET __-: [WasHIncTon,] January 20, 1954. 

Subject: Next Step in Bilateral Procedural Discussions with the 
Soviets on Atomic Negotiations | 

At a meeting in his office, with General Smith, Mr. MacArthur 
and myself present, the Secretary suggested that as the next step 

in our atomic negotiations with the Soviets we attempt to have the 
US plan implementing the President's December 8 proposal set 

down succinctly in writing; that this paper then be discussed with 

the British, Canadians and French (also possibly the Belgians and 

South Africans) with a view to securing their concurrence in it; 

that it then be transmitted through diplomatic channels to the 

Soviet Government in a concurrent exchange, the Soviets having 
been asked similarly to prepare a memorandum outlining their 
proposal. | | | | 

The Secretary’s thought was that if the British and Canadians 
(and possibly French) concurred in this procedure he could make 

the suggestion to Molotov in Berlin. The time required to secure 

the concurrence of the other governments in our paper could be 

gained by the Secretary explaining to Molotov that, whereas pre- 
paratory work was going forward in Washington, this was a matter 

in which he would personally participate and hence it would be im- 
possible for us to have our memorandum finally completed for 
transmission to the Soviet Government until after his (the Secreta- 
ry’s) return to Washington from Berlin. The Secretary said that | 
this procedure would conform to the President’s desire that the ne- 

gotiations with the Russians on this subject be kept on a bilateral 

basis as long as possible in the belief that this held the most fruit- 

ful prospects for progress. | 

Those present agreed with the Secretary’s plan and the Secreta- 
ry then asked Admiral Strauss to come over to his office with a
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view to discussing it with him and ascertaining whether this consti- 
tuted a practical method. The Secretary also said that he was 

| lunching with Secretaries Wilson and Humphrey and would discuss 

it with them. ! | a a | 
Shortly thereafter Admiral Strauss arrived. General Smith and 

Mr. MacArthur had departed. | oe 
The Secretary informed Admiral Strauss in detail of his talk yes- 

| terday with Zarubin. 2 He then outlined his suggested plan and 
asked if the Admiral thought it would be feasible to prepare our 

_ paper and secure the agreement of the other governments con- 

cerned within a month. Admiral Strauss felt that there would be 
no difficulty in meeting the time limit in so far as the US prepara- 
tion of its paper was concerned but expressed no definite opinion as 
to the length of time required to secure other government’s agree- 
ment. | : 

After some further discussion it was agreed that, subject to Sec- | 

retary Wilson’s approval, I should ask Ambassadors Makins and | 
Heeney this afternoon when they called on me to receive a report 
of the Zarubin talk yesterday with the Secretary if the UK and 

| Canada would be agreeable to proceeding on the foregoing line. It 
| was also agreed that I would ask their views as to the desirability 

| of similarly consulting the French but that in my conversation this 
afternoon with the French Chargé I would not raise this particular 
point. | | , 

In response to a question from Admiral Strauss as he was leav- 
ing, the Secretary said that General Smith would be the responsi- 

ble officer in the Department on all conversations on this general 
subject during his absence in Berlin. The Secretary also said that 
Mr. Bonbright should assist General Smith in my stead during my 

absence. | | a 
After lunch the Secretary telephoned me to say that Secretary 

Wilson had given his approval to proceeding along the line pro- | 

posed by the Secretary. a a 

1 Dulles met with Secretary of Defense Wilson and Secretary of the Treasury - 
Humphrey at a Pentagon luncheon where “Secretary Wilson agreed on the desir- 
ability of this procedure which I told him had previously been agreed to by Admiral 
Strauss at a meeting held a few minutes earlier.” (Memorandum by Dulles of con- 
ference with Secretary Wilson (Defense) and Secretary Humphrey (Treasury) at the 
Pentagon, Jan. 20, 1954, 600.0012/1-2054. A copy of this memorandum is also in the 
Eisenhower Library, John Foster Dulles papers.) | / 

2 See telegram 487 to Moscow, Jan. 19, supra. |
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600.0012/1-2054 | — | - 

Draft Memorandum by the Secretary of State } - 

TOP SECRET [WaASHINGTON,] January 20, 1954. 
The preliminary procedural exchanges of views between the 

United States and the U.S.S.R. have indicated the following: _ | 
(1) It is mutually agreeable that the discussions should continue 

through diplomatic channels subject to the possibility of transfer of 
the discussions to the UN, if this later seems desirable. a | 

(2) That the diplomatic discussions should take place in Wash- 
ington with the possibility of meetings elsewhere, if this seems suit- 
able. > | Oo | 

(3) That the next phase of the discussions should be a talk be- 
tween Mr. Dulles and Mr. Molotov at Berlin. ~— 

(4) The participation of other countries after initial procedural 
matters have been dealt with has not been decided nor has there 
been any discussion by name of possible participants. 

(5) The Soviets suggest a rotating (i.e. alternating meetings for 
the discussion of the President’s proposal and the Soviet proposal 

of Dec. 21) consideration of their proposal and the Eisenhower pro- 

posal. The United States has not commented on this. | wo 
(6) It is agreed that confidential treatment would best serve for 

the time being, and that the negotiations should not be used for 
propaganda purposes by either side. | | 

1 An attached note indicates that this memorandum was dictated by the Secretary 
of State to serve as a basis for discussion with the Belgians and the French. A copy 
initialed by Secretary Dulles is in Eisenhower Library, Dulles papers, “Atomic - 

| Weapons”. — 7 - | oo | oe , 

——g00,0012/1-2054 : - | - 7 e 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of | 
| : State for European Affairs (Bonbright) ! | - 

TOP SECRET a . WASHINGTON, January 20, 1954. 

Subject: Discussions with Soviets on President’s Atomic Proposal 

Participants: Sir Roger Makins, British Ambassador 
ae _ Mr. Arnold Heeney, Canadian Ambassador : 

= Mr. Merchant—EUR | PWS ORSS e 
~ Mr. Bonbright—EUR he | ue 

1 According to a notation on the source text, copies of this memorandum were 
sent ‘eyes only” to Smith (U), Murphy (G), MacArthur (C), Bowie (S/P), Arneson (S/ 

AE), and Key (UNA).
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Sir Roger Makins and Mr. Heeney came in at 5 o’clock to be 
filled in on the latest developments on the above subject. 

Mr. Merchant began by telling them of our telephone call to the 
Soviet Embassy yesterday which resulted in the Secretary’s receiv- 
ing Soviet Ambassador Zarubin at 5 p.m. at the latter’s request. 2 
Before showing the Ambassadors a translation of the paper left by 

Zarubin with the Secretary, ? Mr. Merchant explained that at the 

previous meeting the Secretary had, for the sake of precision, set 

down in writing the points which he wished to make to the Soviet 
Ambassador. When the interpreter ran into difficulties the Secreta- 

ry had given him the paper from which he had been reading to 
assist him in his translating. At the end of the conversation the 

Secretary had acquiesced in Zarubin’s request that he keep a copy. 
This, Mr. Merchant explained, accounted for the references in the 
Soviet paper to “the U.S. aide-mémoire.”’ . : 

Sir Roger and Mr. Heeney then read the Soviet paper and, with 

Mr. Merchant’s permission, took notes on it. 

There followed a brief discussion in which both Ambassadors ex- 

pressed the view that the Soviet reply was encouraging. Sir Roger 
then left with Mr. Merchant an informal paper which set forth the 

views which he said Mr. Eden would express to the Secretary in 
: Berlin (see separate memorandum).* _ 

Both Ambassadors asked if there was any clarification on the 
Soviet reference to “all powers that bear the chief responsibility for 
maintaining peace and international security.’”’ Mr. Merchant ex- 

plained that this had not been further defined by Zarubin. He said 

that the Secretary’s tentative thinking was that these countries 
should include the United Kingdom and Canada, probably France 
and possibly others such as Belgium and South Africa. When Sir 

Roger inquired whether the Australians would be included Mr. 

Merchant said that the Secretary had not come to any firm conclu- | 
-. sions as to what countries should be included. Both Ambassadors 

expressed the view (and this was one of the points in the paper left 
by Sir Roger) that for broad policy reasons the French should be 

completely cut in and at an early date. 
Mr. Merchant then told them of the line which the Secretary 

was thinking of taking with Molotov at Berlin (see first two para- 

graphs of Mr. Merchant’s memorandum of January 20). * In brief 

this was that the Secretary would suggest that we prepare a writ- 

ten paper for transmission to the Soviet Union showing the US 
plan for implementing the President’s proposal of December 8. The 

2 See footnote 3, p. 1345. 
3 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 478-479. 
* Infra. 
5 Ante, p. 1347.
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Secretary would also suggest that at the same time the Soviets 
would prepare and let us have a paper outlining their proposal. It 
was our thought that when we had prepared our paper we would 
seek to obtain agreement on it with the British and Canadians (and 

probably the French) prior to giving it to the Soviets. This would 
_ take a certain amount of time and probably would not be given to 

the Soviets until after the Berlin conference. The Secretary would 
explain the delay to Molotov as being due to his keen personal in- 
terest in the problem and his desire to study our paper on his 
return to Washington. | 

In conclusion, Mr. Merchant told the Ambassadors that he was 

about to have a talk with Mr. de Juniac of the French Embassy. 
However, he did not intend to show the Soviet paper to Mr. de 

Juniac but merely give him orally a summary of the points. Nor 

did he intend to tell the French representative of the Secretary’s 
ideas for his discussion with Molotov in Berlin. 

600.0012/1-2054 | 

The British Ambassador (Makins) to the Department of State 1 

CONFIDENTIAL _ [WASHINGTON,] January 20, 1954. 

Pour MEMOIRE 

The President’s Proposal on Atomic Energy 

| 1. Mr. Eden has been considering the question of procedure for 

dealing with this matter in the light of some talks which I have 
had with Mr. Dulles. | | 

2. He feels that if progress is to be made with the President’s 
proposal, its discussion will have to be kept separate from the dis- 
cussion of the Soviet proposal to ban atomic weapons. He also feels 

that the right place to discuss this latter proposal is the United Na- 

tions Disarmament Commission. The present thought is, therefore, 

that the Soviet proposal should be discussed in the Disarmament 

1 This communication was left with Merchant by Ambassador Makins at 5 p.m. | 
on Jan. 20. The source text is accompanied by two brief covering memoranda. The 
first, dated Jan. 20, from Merchant to the Secretary of State, reads as follows: ‘The 
British Ambassador left with me the following informal memorandum concerning 
the next procedural steps on the atomic energy discussions. He emphasized that this 
was not a formal document but indicated the lines along which Mr. Eden expected 
to speak to you at Berlin. He also gave a copy of it in my presence to Ambassador 
Heeney.”’ Merchant’s memorandum and the attached “pour mémoire” were trans- 
mitted to the Secretary through his Special Assistant Roderic O’Connor by Deputy 
Director of the Executive Secretariat Jeffrey C. Kitchen, Jan. 20, who noted in his 
memorandum that “Livy would like the Secretary to see’ the materials “this 
evening.”
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Commission of the United Nations and in the Sub-Committee to be 

established under the recent General Assembly resolution. He sug- 
gests that the discussion could take place concurrently with discus- 
sion of the President’s plan. - | 

3. As regards the latter, Mr. Eden feels that, though France is 

admittedly of small importance from the atomic energy standpoint, 
it would on general grounds of policy, be desirable to bring her in 

immediately to the procedural discussion of the proposal. 

4. As far as the substance of the proposals is concerned, Mr. 

Eden feels that the arguments for pursuing the discussion in the 

first instance through diplomatic channels are perhaps not conclu- 
sive. Since the Disarmament Commission of the United Nations 
itself contains no more than twelve members, the Sub-Committee 

need not exceed five or six, and, if the French and Canadians are 

brought into the discussions, it would be easier to do this in the 

Disarmament Commission. Under this procedure, it would also be 
easier to meet the Soviet demand that the ban on atomic weapons 

should be considered on the same footing as the President’s propos- 

als. 

5). Mr. Eden is therefore in favour of working towards the estab- 
lishment of a second Sub-Committee of the Disarmament Commis- 
sion, whose mandate would be confined to the discussion of the 

President’s proposals. | - 
oe RM 

600.0012/1-2054 | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for European Affairs (Bonbright) 1 | 

TOP SECRET _ WASHINGTON, January 20, 1954. 

Subject: Discussions with Soviets on President’s Atomic Proposal 

Participants: Mr. de Juniac, French Chargé d’Affaires ai. 

Mr. Merchant—EUR © | 
Mr. Bonbright—EUR 

Mr. de Juniac of the French Embassy came in at 5:30 p.m. 
Mr. Merchant began by telling him of our telephone call to the 

Soviet Embassy yesterday which resulted in the Secretary’s receiv- 
ing Soviet Ambassador Zarubin at 5 p.m. at the latter’s request. 

Mr. Merchant then outlined briefly and orally the points made by 
Mr. Zarubin. In the course of his explanation Mr. de Juniac in- 

1 According to a notation on the source text, copies of this memorandum were 

sent “eyes only” to Smith (U), Murphy (G), MacArthur (C), Bowie (S/P), Arneson (S/ 
AB), and Key (UNA).
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quired whether the Soviets had left a paper with us. When Mr. 
Merchant indicated that they had left an informal paper, Mr. de 
Juniac did not pursue the matter further. ee pe 

_ At the conclusion of Mr. Merchant’s presentation Mr. de Juniac 
_ expressed interest in “all powers that bear the chief responsibility 

for maintaining peace and international security.” He did not spe- 
cifically ask if France had been mentioned but he did wish to know 
whether the Soviets envisaged bilateral conversations with the 
United States on questions of substance as well as on questions of 

procedure. It seemed to him from Mr. Merchant’s summary of the 
Soviet. position that the latter was at least open to this interpreta- 
tion. Mr. Merchant agreed that this point was not entirely clear. 
While Mr. de Juniac did not press the matter further it was quite 
obvious that this would be a cardinal point with the French. 

Mr. Merchant did not inform Mr. de Juniac of the Secretary’s 

thoughts for his discussion with Molotov in Berlin. Mr. de Juniac 
| did inquire whether we contemplated discussing the problem as an 

item for the agenda of the Four Power Conference. Mr. Merchant 

said that we did not contemplate doing this and that the Secretary 
planned to speak to Molotov separately about it. 

600.0012/1-2154 | a | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Under Secretary of 

) Be pe _ State (Murphy) 

| SECRET = |. [WasHINGTON,] January 21, 1954. 

Subject: President Eisenhower’s December 8 Proposal _ na 

Participants: Sir Roger Makins, British Ambassador => 

Robert Murphy, Deputy Under Secretary = 

| Ambassador Makins called today at his request and left with me 
the attached aide-mémoire regarding the President’s proposal on 

| atomic energy. He said he had gone to the airport today to say 
goodbye to the Secretary, incident to the latter’s departure for 
Berlin, and had given Mr. Merchant a copy of the attached aide- 
mémoire for the Secretary’s information. es Te 
Ambassador Makins referred to the active attention which 

London is giving, he said, to the relationship between the Presi- _ 
dent’s proposals and disarmament, and the question whether and 
how the matter should come up in the UN Disarmament Commis- __ 
sion. He said that London was actively trying to arrive at a posi- 
tion regarding the so-called “Baruch Plan” and wondered whether 
we still stood firmly on it. He said that he, of course, did not expect | 
an answer to these questions now, but would hope to have the De-
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partment’s comment on the aide-mémoire as soon as it might be 
convenient. ae mo 

I told the Ambassador that the entire question is under active 
study now and mentioned that while we had expected pressures in 
New York for a meeting of the Disarmament Commission, perhaps 
as early as January 10, thus far this had not developed. There 
seemed to be a tendency to wait a little longer on the part of many 
delegations. Naturally, we were waiting the outcome of the Berlin 

conversations. Makins thought that the initial Russian reaction 

might be considered encouraging and said that Mr. Merchant had 

filled him in yesterday regarding the Secretary’s conversation with 
Ambassador Zarubin. 

[Annex] 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

SECRET a 

1240/1/383/54 | | 

AIDE-MEMOIRE 

Her Majesty's Government have been considering President Ei- 
senhower’s proposals on atomic energy in relation to the United 

Nations Majority Plan for the international control of atomic 
energy and the United States paper of June 18, 1952, 1 about meth- 
ods of implementing and enforcing the disarmament programme 
and establishing international control organs. 

Her Majesty’s Government have reached no definite conclusions 

as yet about their attitude toward the United Nations Majority 

Plan or the extent to which it needs revision. But their preliminary 
view is that the proposal on atomic development in the control 

organ paper need not conflict with the President’s proposals and 

can be reconciled with the Majority Plan. | 

In order to carry their studies further they would like to know 
whether the United States Government— 

(a) agree in principle that the Control Organ paper might provide 
a suitable initiative in the Disarmament Commission; 

(b) consider that the section in it dealing with atomic develop- 
ment can broadly stand as it is so far as the Eisenhower Plan is 
concerned, and | 

(c) consider that the section on the functions of the Control 
Organ should still be based on the United Nations Majority Plan 

1 Not found in Department of State files. |
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and if not what modifications in that Plan are they at present 
working on. | ; 

WASHINGTON, January 21, 1954. a | | 

Editorial Note 

Between January 25 and February 18, Secretary Dulles met with 
the Foreign Ministers of the United Kingdom, France, and the 

Soviet Union at Berlin to confer on European problems and to lay 
the groundwork for a subsequent conference on Far Eastern prob- 
lems at Geneva. During the Berlin Conference, Dulles and Molotov 
conferred several times on the President’s atomic proposals of De- 

cember 8, 1953. For documentation on the Berlin Conference, see 

volume VII. For information on the atomic energy discussions at 
Berlin, see the study prepared by the Policy Planning Staff, April 

23, page 1387. | | | 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Quebec Agreement” | a 

The Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy 

Affairs (Arneson) to the Counselor of Embassy in the United 
Kingdom (Penfield) 

TOP SECRET ts [WASHINGTON,] January 26, 1954. 

DEAR JIM: I am sorry I have not had an opportunity before now 

to give you a fill in on the possibility of publishing the Quebec 

Agreement. 1 The matter has a rather long history which might be | 

worth repeating. The story goes back several years. 

When the Labor Government was in power and Churchill was 7 
busy writing his books he asked the Government to ask us whether 
we would be agreeable to publishing the Quebec Agreement. The 

British came to us with a strong implication they very much hoped 

| we would turn down the request. This was easy to do at that time 
on the simple grounds that Churchill was not then a member of 

the Government and it would not be appropriate to honor his re- 

quest. Moreover, it was fairly plain that his purpose in asking pub- 

lication of the Quebec Agreement was partly at least to fill out his 

memoirs. 
When Churchill came back to power the argument had to be , 

shifted. At one stage I recall we had to say to him that while some 

’ Reference is to the “Agreement Relating to Atomic Energy” approved by Presi- 
dent Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill at Quebec on Aug. 19, 1943; for text, 

sce res" Relations, The Conferences at Washington and Quebec, 1943, pp. 1117-
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| purpose might be served by publication of the Quebec Agreement, 
that Agreement standing by itself would give a distorted picture of 
our atomic energy relationships over the years. The subsequent 

publication of Vandenberg’s book 2 brought a good deal of the 
Quebec Agreement into public print. Churchill, however, did not 

come back at us as a result of this and the matter lay in limbo 
until Bermuda. 

At Bermuda Churchill raised with the President the question 
whether it might not be desirable to publish jointly a White Paper 
on our atomic energy relationships. ? The President said he was 
agreeable in principle and directed Chairman Strauss to look into 
the matter. It was understood that no final decision would be 
taken, however, until the actual document had been reviewed by 
the two governments concerned. Both Eden and Cherwell made it 

plain to some of our people, as well as to Chairman Strauss, that 

they took a very dim view of the enterprise and would be glad if it 
never saw the light of day. Roger Makins has spoken in the same 

vein. His line is that there is no purpose to be served by dishing up 
ancient history, but that the thing to do is get on with the job of 

improving our relationships in this field unencumbered by any his- 
torical albatrosses. I certainly agree with this view myself. | 

Nevertheless the AEC staff has been engaged for several weeks 

in preparing a first draft of such a White Paper. After it has been 
reviewed by the Chairman it will be submitted to us and to the De- 
partment of Defense for review. What emerges from that process 

will presumably be sent to Cherwell for his comment. The Canadi- 
ans have suggested, meanwhile, that they too should be consulted 

on the drafting of this document, and only today have gone further 
to suggest that its issuance—if and when—should be a tripartite 

affair. We have told them that—if and when—we would of course 

be pleased to have it issued on a tripartite basis. 

That in brief, relatively, is the situation as it stands. I think that | 

Churchill’s reference to this matter in the House of Commons on 

December 17,* particularly as regards the necessity for further 

review by the two governments, was essentially correct. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely yours, | : 
| R. GorDON ARNESON 

2 Reference is to Arthur Vandenberg, Jr., and Joe Alex Morris, eds., The Private 

Papers of Senator Vandenberg (Boston, Houghton Mifflin Co., 1952); see pp. 359-365. 
3 See the message from Churchill to Eisenhower, Dec. 7, 19538, p. 1289. 
4 See footnote 2, p. 1801.
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600.0012/1-2754 Pe | 

Memorandum by the Secretary of Defense (Wilson) to the Secretary — 
of State and the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission (Strauss) 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, January 27, 1954. 

Subject: A Suggested Basis for a Plan to Carry out the President’s 
Proposal, “Atomic Power for Peace” __ . . 

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the Atomic Energy | 
Commission draft, subject as above, dated 13 January, 1954,1 on 
the basis of the following broad criteria, which are considered to be 
of primary importance from the military viewpoint: | 

“a. The provisions of the plan should not serve to increase direct- 
ly the capabilities of any nation in the military application of 

_ atomic energy by virtue of its membership in or association with 
the proposed International Atomic Energy Agency; | 

““b. Implementation of the plan should not result in any apprecia- 
_ ble decrease in the atomic capability of the United States in the 

military field relative to that of the USSR; | | 
“c. In the proposed basis for establishment of an International , 

Atomic Energy Agency or in the treaty establishing such an 
agency, there should be no inference that the United States is pre- | 
pared to accept international regulation of atomic armaments | : 
alone, thereby departing from its stated policy that ‘International 2 
control of atomic energy is inseparably related to international reg- 
ulation of armed forces and all other forms of armament’ (see NSC | 
112);2 and 0 ge | | 
_“d. Membership in the International Atomic Energy Agency 

should not preclude bilateral or multilateral arrangements in the _ 
atomic field outside the framework of the agency.”’ - 

2. With the exception of the statement in paragraph 2, page 3, of | 
_ the Atomic Energy Commission draft to the effect that the activi- a 

ties of the Agency ‘“‘would begin to diminish the potential destruc.  — 
tive power of the world’s atomic stockpiles”, which appears to be at 
variance with the actual facts as I understand them, the Atomic 
Energy Commission draft appears adequately to meet the foregoing 
criteria. I therefore concur with the Joint Chiefs of Staff opinion | 
that this draft provides an acceptable initial basis for a plan to | 
carry out the President’s proposal, ‘““Atomic Energy for Peace’ and 
for the preliminary discussions which it is understood will take 
place during the Berlin Conference. | ae 

7 -C. E. Witson 

1 Not found in Department of State files. Presumably it was an antecedent draft : 
of the “Outline of International Atomic Energy Commission”, Mar. 17, printed on p. 

For text of NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. I, p. 447. | 

i 

| |
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600.0012/2-254 | | : a 

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 
the Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (Key) 

| CONFIDENTIAL [NEw YorK,] 2 February 1954. 

DEAR Dave: This letter is for you and, in the absence of Foster 
Dulles, for Bedell Smith and Bob Murphy as well. | 

I suspect, that at some highly inappropriate time in the near 

future, probably at some meeting of the Security Council, Vi- 

shinsky will echo the propaganda line now being put out by Molo- 

tov in Berlin—that we must agree not to use atomic weapons. 

I would like to be in a position to give a quick answer which 
would be to the general effect that we would be glad to agree not to 
use atomic weapons except in self defense, and then, proceed to ask 

him why the Soviets did not cooperate with the President’s plan of 
December eighth. / | 

Will you give this a high priority and try to get it cleared quick- 
ly, so that I (and the U.S.) do not get caught flat-footed on this ex- 

tremely crucial phase of the “cold war’? 
Faithfully yours, | 

H. C. LopGE, JR. 

600.0012/2-854 : 

The Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (Key) to 
the United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) 3 

CONFIDENTIAL | [WASHINGTON,| February 8, 1954. 

| DEAR Casot: We appreciate the problem with which you may be | 
confronted as a result of Molotov’s disarmament proposals in 
Berlin. However, we would suggest that your rebuttal line be some- 

what different from the one you recommend in your letter of Feb- 

ruary 2. ” a . 
The difficulty with a statement that we would agree not to use 

atomic weapons except in “self-defense” rests in the ambiguity of 
the term “self-defense”. If, in the event of another Korea, we 

choose to retaliate directly against the source of aggression with 

| atomic weapons, would that be “self-defense”? This is the type of 

1 Drafted by Popper and Meyers of UNP. 

2 Supra.
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situation we have to envisage in the light of Secretary Dulles’ 

speech of January 12 3? in which he said: | 

“_. Local defenses must be reinforced by the further deterrent 
of massive retaliatory power. A potential aggressor must know that 
he cannot always prescribe battle conditions that suit him... . 

“. .. The basic decision was to depend primarily upon a great ca- 
_ pacity to retaliate, instantly, by means and at places of our choos- 

ing... .” . | | 

The Secretary’s speech is, of course, based on recent decisions | 

taken in the National Security Council. 
We think the Soviet proposal to outlaw the use of atomic weap- 

ons can best be met in the following way. First, we should repeat | 
our past assertion that we will not use atomic weapons or any 

other type of military force for aggression in violation of our Char- 
ter obligations. _ | | a 3 

. _ Second, what the world wants is agreement on an effective disar- 

mament program, not merely an agreement to give up the use of a 
particular weapon while continuing to stockpile it. This latter argu- 
ment has been effective in the United Nations in defeating this 

type of Soviet proposal, particularly in connection with our own 

disarmament efforts. | 
For the time being at least, it would not be possible to ask Vy- 

shinsky why the Soviets did not cooperate with the President’s 
plan of December 8. The Soviets have not yet rejected that plan, 

__and discussions on it are now going on in Berlin. 
As soon as we know what if any decisions are taken on this prob- 

lem at Berlin, we will, if you agree, elaborate the foregoing sugges- 

tions for use by you as appropriate. 4 , 

Sincerely, — 

Davip McK. Key | 

3 For the full text of the speech by Secretary Dulles before the Council on Foreign | 
Relations at New York, Jan. 12, see Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 25, 1954, pp. 

107-110. | 

4 On Feb. 9, Lodge responded as follows: —_ , 
“Dear Dave: Thanks for yours of February 8. It is all very sensible. If Vyshinsky 

raises the question, I will plan an immediate rejoinder as briefly as possible, as fol- 
lows: : 

‘““‘T am delighted to assure the Soviet Representative that, of course, we are glad 
to agree not to use atomic weapons for aggression or for any other violation of our 
Charter obligations for that matter, and I hope that he will indicate his willingness 
immediately to have his country join in a thorough-going international inspection 
system of all atomic facilities, whether in his country or in my country or in any 
other country where it is pertinent to do so. While we are glad to agree that we will 
not use the atomic weapon for aggression or in violation of our Charter obligations, | 
I would point out to him that we wish to go further—that what we seek is an agree- | 
ment on an effective disarmament program, not merely an agreement to give up the 

use of a particular weapon while continuing to stockpile it.’ ” (600.0012/2-954)
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600.0012/2-954 a ws 

The Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (Key) to 
the United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) } 

CONFIDENTIAL _ [WasHINGTON,] February 12, 1954. 

Dear Casot: With regard to your letter of February 92 and the 
rejoinder to Vyshinsky on agreements not to use atomic weapons, I 
would like to suggest one slight technical change to emphasize an 

international control system rather than an “international inspec- 
| tion system”. As you know, the concept of effective international 

control of atomic energy involves more than inspection, and I think 

it would be advisable to indicate this in your reply. Consequently, I 
would suggest that your rejoinder be somewhat as follows: 

“T am delighted to assure the Soviet Representative that, of 
course, we will not use atomic weapons or any other weapon for 
aggression or for any other violation of our Charter obligations for 
that matter. I hope that he will indicate his willingness immediate- _ 
ly to have his country join in working out a disarmament program 
which will, among other things, eliminate atomic weapons as a 
result of an effective control system which would apply in his coun- 
try or in my country or in any other country. While we are glad to 
agree that we will not use the atomic weapon or any other weapon 
for aggression or in violation of our Charter obligations, I would 
point out to him that we wish to go further—that what we seek is 
an agreement on an effective disarmament program, not merely an 

| agreement to give up the use of a particular weapon while continu- 
ing to stockpile it.” 

Sincerely, 7 | 
Davip McK. Key 

1 Drafted by Meyers of UNP. a | 
2 See footnote 4, supra. 

Editorial Note — | 

On February 17 President Eisenhower submitted a “Special Mes- 
sage to the Congress Recommending Amendments to the Atomic 

Energy Act” of 1946. During the course of his message, which cov- 

ered both the foreign and domestic aspects of atomic energy, the 
President urged “‘that authority be provided to exchange with na- 
tions participating in defensive arrangements with the United 

States such tactical information as is essential to the development _ 

of defense plans and to the training of personnel for atomic war- 

fare. Amendments to the definition of ‘restricted data’ recommend-
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ed later in this message will also contribute to needed administra- 
tive flexibility in the exchange of information with such nations 
concerning the use of atomic weapons.” The President added that 
“In the development of peaceful uses for atomic energy, additional 

- amendments are required for effective United States cooperation 
with friendly nations. Such cooperation requires the exchange of 
certain ‘restricted data’ on the industrial applications of atomic 
energy and also the release of fissionable materials in amounts 
adequate for industrial and research use. I therefore recommend | 
that the Atomic Energy Act be amended to authorize such coopera- 
tion.” In closing that section of his message dealing with interna- 
tional cooperation, the President stressed that “These recommenda- 

- tions are apart from my proposal to seek a new basis for interna- 
tional cooperation in the field of atomic energy as outlined in my 
address before the General Assembly of the United Nations last 
December.” (Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1954, pages 260-269) | 

Documentation on the background of the President’s message is 

in the Eisenhower Library, White House Central files, Confidential 
file, “Atomic Energy”. Of particular interest is a letter from Lewis 
L. Strauss, Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commis- . 
sion, to President Eisenhower, November 18, 1953, transmitting a 

statement on proposed changes in the Atomic Energy Act. 

600.0012/2-2454 | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 

_ for European Affairs (Merchant) 3 OS 

TOP SECRET  — | [WASHINGTON,] February 25, 1954. | 

Participants: The Secretary of State a 7 
, Sir Roger Makins, British Ambassador - 

Mr. Merchant, EUR - | 

_ The British Ambassador called on the Secretary this afternoon at 
his request in connection with President Eisenhower’s atomic pro- 
posals. He first conveyed to the Secretary, Mr. Eden’s thanks for | 
the letter the Secretary had sent him during the closing days of the 
Berlin Conference. 2 He then handed the Secretary the attached | 
alide-mémotre. a 

The Secretary said after a quick reading that on the whole the | 

contents seemed sensible. Se. Te a ! 

1 The initials of the Secretary of State appear on the source text; a handwritten ! 
notation indicates that the Secretary approved this memorandum. = a | 

2 For text of the letter, dated Feb. 16, see volume vu. , | : 

| 
| |
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The British Ambassador then raised two questions concerning 
the character of the participation of certain countries in the matter 

of the US memorandum which he understood was in the process of 
clearance within the US Government. ? The Secretary indicated his 
regret at the delay which had occurred but he said that he thought 

: the Joint Chiefs of Staff would act on it within the next day or so. 
Sir Roger Makins then said that in the aide-mémoire given by Mr. 
Molotov to the Secretary in Berlin, * Canada had apparently been 
demoted from the original group which it was understood would be 
fully consulted in the preparation of the US memorandum. The 
Secretary referred to a letter which he had sent to Mr. Molotov in 

| Berlin on this subject and pointed out that this apparent confusion 

in Mr. Molotov’s mind had been clarified.> The Secretary con- 
firmed that the US planned to secure the concurrence of the UK, 

Canada and France in the memorandum before it was submitted to 

the Soviets through Ambassador Zarubin in Washington. 

Sir Roger Makins next raised a question concerning the role that 

Australia, South Africa and Belgium would play in the memoran- 

dum. He said that as he understood it they would be shown it but 
would not be allowed to comment. The Secretary referred to the 
fact that we are already behind our schedule but suggested that 

after the British Ambassador had actually seen the US memoran- 
| dum he should let us have his further views on the matter of 

giving the three countries referred to above the right of submitting 

comments. : | 

Sir Roger Makins then stated that we are agreed on the next 

step which was the exchange of memoranda. Thereafter, however, 
the British Government thinks that it should participate fully in 

any substantive discussions. In this connection he referred to the 
suggestion contained in the aide-mémoire that by transfer of the 
discussions to the UN Disarmament Commission a troublesome 
problem of Chinese and Czechoslovakian participation could be 

avoided. 
The Secretary replied that he had an open mind on all of that 

but that he was most concerned that we should be resourceful and 
flexible. He said he was inclined to think that continuation of writ- 

ten exchanges with the Soviets might be best and added that this, 
of course, would enable complete substantive discussion with the 

3The memorandum entitled “Outline of an International Atomic Energy 
Agency”, in its final form, was handed by Secretary Dulles to Ambassador Zarubin 
on Mar. 19; for text, see p. 1872. A draft of Feb. 22, which closely resembles the final 
version, is in file 600.0012/2-2254. . 

4¥For text of the reference aide-mémoire, Feb. 13, see Department of State Bulle- 

tin, Oct. 4, 1954, p. 479. | 
5 For the letter from Dulles to Molotov, Feb. 16, see ibid., pp. 479-480.
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British. He indicated that if for any reason this procedure proved 

inadequate, it might well be desirable to suggest to the Soviets re- 
| ferring the matter for further discussion to the UN Disarmament 

Commission. The British Ambassador appeared satisfied. 

[Annex] | 

The British Embassy to the Department of State ® 

SECRET 

| / AIDE-MEMOIRE 

1. Her Majesty’s Government have been examining the corre- 
| spondence exchanged between Mr. Eden and Mr. Dulles in Berlin 

about President Eisenhower’s atomic energy proposals. . 

2. Her Majesty’s Government agree about the importance of con- 
ducting the forthcoming negotiations about these proposals with 
the maximum privacy and flexibility. They have no objection to 
pursuing the matter through diplomatic channels once the jointly 

agreed draft has been handed to Mr. Zarubin provided that there is 
| full and direct participation of the United Kingdom in the ensuing 

discussions of substance. | 
3. At the same time, while Her Majesty’s Government recognise | 

that the course of future negotiations must depend to a large 

extent on the attitude of the Soviet Government, they hope that 
the possibility will not be excluded of using the United Nations 

Disarmament Commission for discussion of President Eisenhower’s 

proposals if circumstances make it desirable. Not only could Chi- 

| nese and Czechoslovakian participation thereby be prevented; but 

if the Soviet proposals about the banning of the use of atomic 

weapons are to be considered by the Disarmament Commission it 
might be tactically advantageous for the President’s proposals to be 
afforded similar treatment. | 

WASHINGTON, February 24, 1954. | — 

6 A handwritten notation by Merchant on the source text reads as follows: 
“Handed to the Secretary by Sir Roger Makins 5:30 p.m.—Feb. 25, 1954”’.
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file / 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 186th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Friday, February 26, 1954 } 

[Extracts] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | | 

Present at this meeting were the President of the United States, 
presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary of 
State; the Acting Secretary of Defense; the Acting Director, For- 

~ eign Operations Administration; and the Director, Office of Defense 

Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy 

- Commission; the Under Secretary of State; the U.S. Representative 
to the United Nations; the Secretary of the Army; Mr. Smith for : 
the Secretary of the Navy; the Secretary of the Air Force; the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the 

Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; Robert R. Bowie, Department of 

State; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the 

President; Mr. Cutler and Mr. Jackson, Special Assistants to the 

President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; Bryce Harlow, 
Administrative Assistant to the President; the Executive Secretary, 
NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

Following is a summary of the report and discussion at the meet- 
ing and the main points taken. | 

1. Meeting of the Four Foreign Ministers ? | 

IV. Atomic Energy Matters | 
_ Secretary Dulles said that he had had two full talks plus a 
dinner talk with Molotov on the subject of the President’s speech 
to the United Nations on the peaceful uses of atomic energy. ? The 
next step will be the submission, through normal diplomatic chan- 
nels, of a fairly elaborate statement of our plan to follow through 
on the President’s proposal. Molotov had pointed out that if we 

were to have any conference on this subject, it would have to in- 
clude Communist China. So, said Secretary Dulles, we can antici- 

pate all the usual procedural hurdles before we ever get into a real 

negotiation with the Soviets on this subject. At every step the 

USSR invariably drags in Communist China, in order to convince 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Feb. 26. 
2 For the full record of Secretary Dulles’ report on the Berlin Conference present- 

ed at this meeting, see volume VII. 
3 For accounts of the two full meetings, see telegrams Dulte 23, Jan. 31, and Dulte 

71, Feb. 14, from Berlin, ibid. |
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_ the world that it is only our stubborness on this issue which blocks 
the solution of all the great problems that afflict the world. | 

The French, and especially the British, are very anxious to get | 
into these talks on atomic energy more fully. We hope to have our 
own plan completed soon, a statement which Admiral Strauss con-_ 

| firmed. Secretary Dulles said that he had already agreed that the 
British and the Canadians should be brought into the talks when | 
they had reached a certain level, since they were actually engaged 
in the production of atomic weapons. The French, the Belgians, 

and the South Africans, as suppliers of raw materials, would have 
to be brought in at a different level. But in any event, said Secreta- 
ry Dulles, we must move ahead on this front very rapidly if we are 
to avoid embarrassment. 7 wore 

Ambassador Lodge confirmed Secretary Dulles’ position by 
noting that he was under constant pressure to get this matter 

before the UN Disarmament Commission. | 
‘Secretary Dulles explained that the disarmament plan to which 

Ambassador Lodge was referring was quite a different issue from 

the President’s proposal with regard to the peaceful uses of atomic , 

energy. He had made this distinction very clear in his discussions 
at Berlin, though the British had pointed out that if the two prob- 
lems could be combined and submitted to the UN Disarmament 

| Commission, the issue of Communist Chinese participation could be 

avoided. Secretary Dulles, however, doubted whether the Russians 

could ever be induced to agree to this procedure. 

The President expressed some doubt as to whether the problem 
was as urgent as Secretary Dulles seemed to think. Secretary 
Dulles replied that he believed world opinion was very anxious to > 

| hear the follow-up on the President’s proposal, and he very much 

hoped that our own U.S. position would be clear in no more than 

three weeks. | | gh ws 
_ The President, pointing out that the problem was a vast one to 
deal with at one blow, inquired whether it could not go forward in 

a series of phases. Secretary Dulles said that this might be possible, . 

but that the matter had already progressed so far that it was more 
desirable to rely on the present plan and to complete this plan as a 

matter of urgency. | | 

| ee - S. EVERETT GLEASON
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600.0012/2-2754 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Howard Meyers of the Office of 
United Nations Political and Security Affairs 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, February 27, 1954. 

Subject: Implementation of President’s Proposals on Peaceful Uses 
of Atomic Energy 

Participants: G—Mr. Murphy 

EUR—Mr. Merchant 

S/P—Mr. Bowie 

S/AE—Mr. Arneson 

UNA—Mr. Wainhouse 

UNP—Mr. Meyers 

It was agreed that copies of the memorandum outlining tentative 

U.S. views in amplification of the proposals for an International 

Atomic Energy Agency ! would be handed to British and Canadian 
Embassy Representatives today. A copy would also be delivered to 
the French Ambassador on Monday, March 1. It will be stressed 

that this memorandum is an outline of U.S. views and not rigid; 
that the objective is to ascertain whether the memorandum pro- 
vides a profitable basis for discussion with the USSR. Consequent- 

ly, it will be suggested that the U.K., Canada and France give their 

general views on the memorandum, rather than direct their atten- 

tion to the details. The memorandum will be transmitted at a later 
date to the Belgian, South African and Australian Embassies, for 

information rather than comment. 

Mr. Merchant raised three questions concerning the memoran- 
dum. Co 

First, what was the meaning of the provision that the USSR 
would be expected to make a donation toward the needs of the 

Agency equivalent to that of the U.S.? It was explained that this 
’ meant an equal donation on a comparative basis, permitting dona- 

tion of different kinds of fissionable materials having the same 

value. 
Second, did the reference to the Agency’s authority to verify the 

status of allocated material inventories and to verify compliance 

with the terms of issuance imply rights of inspection? It was ex- 

plained that this was correct. 

Third, would the provisions for membership and for the govern- 
ing body of the Agency, which referred to the fact that all signato- _ 
ry states would be members and suggested that in determining the 

Board of Governors prospective beneficiaries should be taken into 

1 See footnote 3, p. 1362.
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consideration among other possibilities, mean that Communist 

China might be a member of the Agency or even on the Board of 
Governors? It was agreed that, while membership on the Board of 
Governors should be restricted to the present UN membership, 

States other than UN members might sign the treaty and that this | 

conceivably could raise the question of Communist China participa- 
tion. Mr. Murphy pointed out that it seemed clear from the present 

political climate in this country that it would be impossible for the 
US to accept Communist China as a member of the Agency. — 

The question of the appointment of the U.S. Representative to 

participate in these discussions with the Soviets was discussed. It 
was agreed that recommendation should be made for the speedy 
appointment of our representative. Mr. Arneson will prepare a 

memorandum to this effect. _ | : | 

600.0012/3-554 - 

The British Embassy to the Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL 

AIDE-MEMOIRE | 

Mr. Dulles and Mr. Eden agreed in Berlin that study of the 
Soviet proposal for a ban on the use of atomic weapons and the 

preparation of any reply thereto should be undertaken jointly by 
United States, United Kingdom, French and Canadian Govern- . 

ments. No reply to the Soviet proposal need be made until the 

Soviet Union and its associates are in a position to reply to the : 

Aide Memoire on President Eisenhower’s proposals, which is still to 
| be finally agreed, but thought should now be given as to what the 

reply should be. | 
2. It is Mr. Eden’s view that the Western Powers could not with- 

out grave risk to their security agree to the Soviet proposal because 

(I) Unless the Western Powers are free to strike with the weap- 
ons of which they have a preponderance, they will be placed at a 
serious disadvantage in war in view of the Soviet preponderance of _ | 
conventional weapons. ! 

1 This communication was delivered to Arneson by E. E. Tomkins, First Secretary, 

British Embassy. Arneson’s memorandum of his conversation with Tomkins, dated | 

Mar. 8, reads as follows: “In accepting the attached Aide-Mémoire from Mr. Tom- | 
kins, I said that, on the basis of a quick reading, the points made therein appear to 
be well taken; however we would not be in a position to comment usefully on the 

points made for some time. For the present our immediate objective was to see what 
sort of response we would get from the Soviets on the atomic pool proposal, a sub- | 
stantive paper which we hoped could be given to Ambassador Zaroubin fairly soon.” ) 
(600.0012/3-554)
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(II) Russian fears that the Western Powers might use atomic 
weapons against any aggression are the most powerful deterrent 
against such aggression. 

(III) No ban on the use of weapons of mass destruction would be 
acceptable except as part of a disarmament treaty providing for a 
substantial balanced reduction of all armed forces and armaments 
under an acceptable system of controls and safeguards. 

3. On the assumption that these are also the views of the United 
States, Mr. Eden suggests that the reply to the Soviet proposal 
should take the line that the Western Powers are second to none in 
wishing to see weapons of mass destruction eliminated. They cer- 
tainly agree that the disarmament system for which we are work- 
ing should provide for the prohibition of the production, storing 

and use of atomic weapons. They have always maintained this and 

it has been provided for in every General Assembly resolution on | 

disarmament. But the United Nations has also made it clear that 

world security can only come about through balanced disarmament — 
and that security will not be achieved by singling out one aspect of 

disarmament for preferential treatment. Our desire is to prevent 

war of any kind, not any particular type of war and the Soviet Gov- 
ernment cannot expect us to deprive ourselves of the weapons in 

which we have a preponderance unless they are also prepared to 

deprive themselves of the weapons in which they have a preponder- 

ance. We should be interested to know if the Soviet Union agrees 

that this question of the prohibition of the use of weapons of mass 

destruction should be considered in connexion with reductions in 

conventional armaments. We still maintain that progress towards _ 

disarmament should be in the basis of the resolutions of the Gener- 

al Assembly, of which the most recent provides that the whole dis- 
| armament programme, including the elimination and prohibition 

of weapons of mass destruction, should be carried out under effec- 
tive international control and in such a way that no State would 
have cause to fear that its security were in danger. | 

| WASHINGTON, March 5, 1954. 

600.0012/3-1054 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Director in Charge of 

USSR Affairs (Stoessel) 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,| March 10, 1954. 

Subject: Discussions with Soviet Union Regarding President Eisen- 
hower’s Atomic Energy Proposals |
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Participants: Ambassador Georgi Zaroubin | 
| Mr. M. N. Smirnovsky, First Secretary, Soviet 

| _ Embassy | | 

The Acting Secretary | | 
Mr. Walter J. Stoessel, Jr., EE | a 

Mr. Alexander Logofet, TC (translator) 

Ambassador Zaroubin called at 12:00 noon today at his request. 
After reviewing the discussion at Berlin between the Secretary and 

| Mr. Molotov regarding the question of which countries should par- 
ticipate at a later stage in the negotiations on the atomic energy 
proposals, Ambassador Zaroubin read a memorandum setting forth | 
the views of Mr. Molotov in this connection. The Ambassador left 
with the Acting Secretary the Russian-language text of this memo- 
randum, together with an unofficial translation thereof. A transla- 
tion prepared in the Department is attached. ! 

_ The memorandum expresses the agreement of the Soviet Govern- 
ment to negotiate with the United States Government on a bilater- 
al basis, leaving open the possibility of re-examination of the ques- 

tion of the participation of other countries. The memorandum 
notes that the opinion of the Soviet Government regarding the pos- 

sible participation of Communist China in the negotiations was set 

forth in the Soviet aide-mémoire of February 13. ? | 
The Acting Secretary thanked the Ambassador for this expres- 

sion of the views of the Soviet Government. He said they would be 
conveyed to the Secretary upon his return to Washington ? and 
that, in the light of the importance attached to this subject by the 

' Secretary, he would probably wish to arrange another meeting be- 
| tween the Ambassador and himself in the next near future. | 

The Acting Secretary noted his personal view that it was advisa- 
ble to keep the discussions on a bilateral basis for the present, _ 

since he had observed that whenever progress had been made in 
negotiations between the United States and the USSR it had usual- | 
ly been as a result of bilateral talks. The Ambassador agreed, 
saying that there would be no point in bringing five or six coun- 

| tries into the discussions if agreement had not first been reached 
between the United States and the USSR. Mae gs 

1 The attachment is not printed. For the translation of the Russian memorandum, | | 
see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, p. 480. oe - 

2 For text, see ibid., p. 479. oa | a . | 
3 Dulles was at Caracas to attend the Tenth Inter-American Conference, documen- 

tation on which is in vol. Iv, pp. 264 ff. oe 

|
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600.0012/3-1654 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Officer in Charge of Interna- 
tional Security Affairs in the Office of United Nations Political 

and Security Affairs (Bechhoefer) — 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] March 16, 1954. 

Subject: Paper Entitled ‘Outline of an International Atomic 
Energy Agency.” ! 

Participants: Mr. Murphy, G 
Mr. Arneson, S/AE | 
Mr. Bowie, S/P 

Mr. Merchant, EUR 

Mr. Wainhouse, UNA 
Mr. Bechhoefer, UNP 

Mr. Arneson referred to the comments received from the British 

and French and Canadians on the original draft of the paper. The 

French had no substantial comments. 

After some discussion it was agreed that the following changes 

would be made in the paper to meet constructive suggestions made 

by the British and the Canadians: | 

1. In accordance with suggestions made by the British, the final 
| phrase of the preamble in paragraph I should be changed to read 

as follows: “from those member countries having stocks of such ma- 
terials, to be used for the following objectives’. 

2. In accordance with suggestions made by the Canadians, the 
following words would be added to paragraph I, a: ‘“‘and to foster an 
exchange of information’. 

3. In accordance with a suggestion made by the British, para- 
graph II, F would be amended by striking the final phrase ‘‘such as 
at the seat of the United Nations or Geneva.” 

4. In order to meet the most important suggestion made by the 
British, paragraph II G would be redrafted to read as follows: 

“Relationship to the United Nations and Other International 
Bodies | 

The Agency should report to the United Nations Security 
Council or General Assembly when requested by either of 
these organs. The Agency should also consult and cooperate 
with other UN bodies whose work may be related to that of 
the Agency.” | 

It was agreed that it would not be advisable from the political 

standpoint. at this time to accept the British suggestion that the 
Agency should accept contributions of uranium and thorium ores. 

This matter could be ironed out in later discussion. 

1 For the text of the proposal as submitted to the Soviet Union on Mar. 19, see 
infra. A draft which closely resembles the final version is in file 600.0012/2-2254.
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It was also agreed that it would be inadvisable to follow the Ca- 

-nadian suggestion for spelling out a more definite relationship of | 

the proposed Agency to the United Nations on the theory that the 
Agency would be a Specialized Agency within the meaning of 
Chapter 9 and 10 of the Charter. While the Agency has some char- 

| acteristics of a Specialized Agency, in other aspects it is quite dif- 

ferent. The Canadian suggestion for spelling out more closely the 

relationship to the United Nations is the exact antithesis of the | 

British suggestion which we have accepted for dealing with the 
matter less specifically than in the original draft. | 

It was agreed that we should suggest to the British that the pro- 

posed statement of the British Foreign Minister in Parliament set 

forth in the final paragraph of the British letter should not include 

the remark that it is merely for reasons of convenience that the 
a United States will act as a “post-office” with the Russians. It was | 

further agreed that we should inform the British that we would 
| communicate these proposals in confidence to Portugal just before 

they are given to the Russians. oe : : 

It was also agreed that at an appropriate time the proposals 
might be communicated to the North Atlantic Council. Mr. Arne- 

son. indicated that he and Mr. Wainhouse would talk to the British 
and Canadians about their suggestions and our reaction to them. 

Mr. Bowie proposed to redraft the paper which could be trans- 

| mitted to Ambassador Zarubin as soon as a clean copy was pre- 

pared. 
Mr. Murphy suggested that the Secretary of Defense’s Office 

should be informed of the results of this meeting and referred in 
that connection to the request of the Secretary of Defense in a 
letter to Mr. Murphy of March 5, ? that the Department of Defense 
be included in all discussions and actions on this matter. Mr. 
Murphy indicated that an affirmative response should be made to 

this request and it was agreed that UNA carry out this responsibil- 
ity through its regularly established channels. | 

Mr. Arneson suggested that the changes accepted in the meeting 

had the concurrence of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

2 Not printed. (600.0012/3-554) oe 

| 

| | : 

| | 
|
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600.0012/3-1754 — | | | | 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Bowie) | 

to the Secretary of State! — 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] March 17 , 1954. 

Subject: U.S. Atomic Energy Proposal a 

1. Attached is a memorandum outlining a U.S. proposal in con- | 
formity with the President’s speech to the U.N. of December 8. 

2. This is now believed to be suitable for submission to the Soviet 
Union. 2? The draft proposal was prepared largely by the AEC after 

, discussions with State and Defense. This was submitted for com- 

ment to the British, Canadians and French, and more informally to 

the Belgians, South Africans and Australians. | | 

3. The British and Canadian comments were considered at a 
meeting with Messrs. Murphy, Merchant, Bowie, Arneson and 

Wainhouse. ? The attached version of the proposal has been revised 

to include the changes suggested by the British and Canadians 

which were considered acceptable. These are not believed to change 
the substance of the original proposal. _ - | a | 

4. The Department of Defense and the AEC have both indicated 
their approval of the proposal in the original form. The minor revi- 

sions referred to have been informally cleared with Defense and 

AEC. - 

| [Attachment] = | 

Memorandum Prepared in the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission —— 

SECRET | | | -[WasHINcTon,] March 17, 1954. 

OUTLINE OF AN INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY _ 

The United States Government wishes to submit additional ten- 

tative views amplifying the proposals for an International Atomic 

Energy Agency as presented by the President of the United States 
to the United Nations General Assembly on December 8, 1953: / 

. 

1Cleared by Merchant, Wainhouse, and (in draft) by Arneson. Sent through > 
Robert Murphy. | | 

2 A handwritten notation on the source text indicates that the attached memo- 
randum was “handed to Zaroubin on 3/19/54 by the Secy.’”’ See the memorandum of 
conversation, p. 1376. | 

3 Supra.
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I. The Objectives of the U.S. Proposals Eee 

The U.S. proposes that there should be established under the 
aegis of the United Nations an International Atomic Energy 
Agency to receive supplies of nuclear materials from those member 
nations having stocks of such materials to be used for the following 
objectives: a 

a. to encourage world-wide research and development of peaceful 
uses of atomic energy by assuring that engineers and scientists of | 
the world have sufficient materials to conduct such activities and 
by fostering the interchange of information. a | | 

b. to furnish nuclear materials to meet the needs of agriculture, 
medicine, and other peaceful activities including the eventual pro- 
duction of power. . | | 

II. The International Atomic Energy Agency. | 

A. The Agency would be created by and. derive its authority 
under the terms of a treaty among the participating nations. To / 

the greatest extent practicable, the treaty should define standards 
: and principles which would govern the Agency in the discharge of 

its functions. | 

| B. Membership—all signatory states would be members of the 
Agency. Se | - 

C. Governing Body — 

1. The highest executive authority in the Agency should be exer- 
| cised by a Board of Governors, of limited membership representing 
| governments. In determining the composition of the Board of Gov- 

ernors, it might be desirable to take account of geographic distribu- 
tion and membership by prospective beneficiaries. It is expected 
that the principal contributors would be on the Board of Gover- 
nors. a | | | 

2. It is suggested that decisions of the Board of Governors gener- 
ally should be taken by some form of majority vote. Arrangements 
could be worked out to give the principal contributing countries 
special voting privileges on certain matters, such as allocations of 
fissionable material. | 7 OC 

D. Staff—The Staff of the Agency should be headed by an admin- 
istrative head or general manager, appointed for a fixed term by 

the Board of Governors and subject to its control, and, of course, _ 

include highly qualified scientific and technical personnel. Under © | 
the general supervision of the Board, the administrative head 

should be responsible for the appointment, organization and func- 

tioning of the Staff. | a a | 
E. Financing Oo eh Seg ES | 
1. Funds for the central facilities and fixed plant of the Agency 

and its research projects should be provided through appropriation | 
by the participating states in accordance with a scale of contribu- 
tions to be agreed upon. It is suggested that it might be possible to |
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utilize the general principles governing the scale of contributions 
by individual members to the UN. | 

2. Funds for specific projects submitted by member nations to 
utilize the materials or services of the Agency should be provided 
by the recipient country concerned through specific arrangements 
in each case. | 

F. The administrative headquarters of the Agency could be locat- 
ed at a place mutually agreed upon. 

G. Relationship to the United Nations and Other International 
Bodies—The Agency should submit reports to the UN Security 
Council and General Assembly when requested by either of these 
organs. The Agency should also consult and cooperate with other 
UN bodies whose work may be related to that of the Agency. 

H. The facilities of the Agency would include: 

1. Plant, equipment, and facilities for the receipt, storage, and is- 
suance of nuclear materials. 

2. Physical safegaurds. 
3. Control laboratories for analysis and verification of receipts 

and inventory control of nuclear materials. 
4. Necessary housing for administrative and other activities of _ 

the Agency not included in the preceding categories. 
d. Those facilities, as might in time be necessary, for such pur- 

poses as education and training, research and development, fuel : 
fabrication and chemical processing. 

II. Functions of the Agency : 

A. Receipt and Storage of Materials 

1. All member nations possessing stocks of normal and enriched 
uranium, thorium metal, U-233, U-235, U-238, plutonium and 
alloys of the foregoing would be expected to make contributions of 
such material to the Agency. | ) 

2. The United States would be prepared to make as a donation, a 
substantial initial contribution of nuclear material towards the 
needs of the Agency. The USSR would make an equivalent dona- 
tion towards these needs. _ 
_3. The Agency would specify the place, method of delivery, and, 
when appropriate, the form and composition of materials it will re- 
ceive. The Agency would also verify stated quantities of materials 
received and would report to the members these amounts. The 
Agency would be responsible for storing and protecting materials 
in a way to minimize the likelihood of surprise seizure. . 

B. Allocation of Materials by the Agency 

1. The Agency would review proposals submitted by participating 
members desiring to receive allocations of Agency stocks in the | 
light of uniform and equitable criteria, including: 

a. The use to which material would be put, including scien- 
tific and technical feasibility. |
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b. The adequacy of plans, funds, technical personnel, etc., to 
| assure effective use of the material. 

c. Adequacy of proposed health and safety measures for han- 
dling and storing materials and for operating facilities. 

d. Equitable distribution of available materials. 

2. Title to nuclear materials would initially remain with the 
Agency, which would determine fair payment to be made for use of 
materials. 7 

3. In order to insure that adequate health and safety standards 
were being followed, and in order to assure that allocated fission- 
able material is being used for the purposes for which it was allo- 
cated, the Agency would have the continuing authority to prescribe 
certain design and operating conditions, health and safety regula- 
tions, require accountability and operating records, specify disposi- 
tion of by-product fissionable materials and wastes, retain the right 

| of monitoring and require progress reports. The Agency would also 
| have authority to verify status of allocated material inventories 

and to verify compliance with the terms of issuance. 
| 4. Information about all transactions entered into by the Agency 

, would be available to all members. . | 

| C. Information and Service Activities of the Agency 

1. All member nations possessing information relevant to the ac- 
tivities of the Agency would be expected to make contributions | 

from that information to the Agency. 
2. In addition to data developed as a result of its own activities, | 

the Agency would have available: | 

a. Data developed by participating countries as a result of 
the utilization of the materials, information, services, and : 
other assistance of the Agency. | 

b. Data already publicly available in some of the countries. 
c. Data developed and previously held by principals or other 

members and voluntarily contributed to the Agency. | 

8. The Agency would encourage the exchange of scientific and 
technical information among nations, and be responsible for ! 
making wide dissemination of the data in its possession. 
_ 4. The Agency would serve as an intermediary securing the per- 
formance of services by one participating country for another. 
Among the specific activities the Agency might provide would be 
the following: | | 

a. Training and education. | 
b. Services concerned with developing codes for public health : 

and salety in connection with the utilization of fissionable ma- | 
terials. — | 

c. Consultative technical services in connection with the es- ! 
| tablishment and carrying on of programs. | 

d. Processing of nuclear materials (i.e., chemical separation : 
and purification, fabrication of fuel elements, etc.). | 

e. Supply of special materials, such as heavy water. | 
| f. Design and supply of specialized equipment.
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g. Special laboratory services such as conduct of experiments 
and tests. OC “ 

h. Aid in making financial arrangements for the support of 
appropriate projects. | Lg 

600.0012/3-1854 

Memorandum by the United States Representative at the United | 
Nations (Lodge) to the Assistant Secretary of State for United 
Nations Affairs (Key) and the Deputy Assistant Secretary (Wain- 
house) | 

| _ [New York,] March 18, 1954. 

1. You will recall that President Eisenhower in his speech to the 
General Assembly of December 8th said: “. . . I know, above all 
else, that we must start to take these steps—NOW.... The 

United States, heeding the suggestion of the General Assembly of 

the United Nations, is instantly prepared to meet privately with : 
such other countries as may be ‘principally involved.’ . . . To hasten 
the day when fear of the atom will begin to disappear from the 

minds of people, and the governments of the East and West, there 
are certain steps that can be taken now.” 

2. I am being continually pressed by the Canadians and others as 
to when in the light of the President’s statement we can expect 

some action on this matter. | 
3. When the President made this statement James Reston, the 

diplomatic expert of the New York Times said that for the first 

time since the end of World War II the U.S. has seized the initia- 
| tive. 

4. Why the delay? Cannot the rest of us in the Executive Branch 
keep faith with the true spirit of the President’s great speech? 

600.0012/3-1954 | eee 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State — 

for European Affairs (Merchant) | 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| March 19, 1954. 

| Participants: The Secretary | 
Mr. Zaroubin, Soviet Ambassador | 
Mr. Merchant—EUR 7 
Mr. Smirnovsky, First Secretary, Soviet Embassy | 
Mr. Logofet—TC (interpreter) 

At 12:30 this afternoon the Soviet Ambassador called on the Sec- 
retary at the latter’s request. ,
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_ The Secretary stated at the outset that he had told Mr. Molotov 
in Berlin that after further consultation within the United States 
Government it was planned to transmit to the Soviet Government 
through Ambassador Zaroubin a proposal outlining plans for the 
peaceful use and development of atomic energy. The Secretary 
thereupon handed the original and one carbon copy of the United 
States Government plan to the Ambassador. ! He added that he 
hoped in due course to receive the comments of the Soviet Govern- 

ment on this document. _ <S ce a 
The Ambassador said that he would transmit this document im- 

mediately to his government and that he had no doubt that its 
comments would be forthcoming. He said that before he left Berlin 

| he had spoken to Mr. Molotov on this subject and that the latter 
was awaiting our proposal with interest. ae 

| The Secretary then asked the Soviet Ambassador if his proposed 
. press release on this conversation (copy attached) ? was agreeable 

to the Ambassador. The latter said that it was and thereupon took 
) his leave. | | | 

1 For text of the U.S. proposal, see p. 1872. an 
| 168 For text of the press release, see Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 29, 1954, p. 

600.0012/3-1854 

Memorandum by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for United 
Nations Affairs (Wainhouse) to the United States Representative 
at the United Nations (Lodge) 1 

| oo: | 

TOPSECRET = = ~—~—_ [WASHINGTON,] March 20, 1954. 
Subject: Progress in Implementing the President's December 8 Pro- | 

| _ posals a ors | | 

| 1. Your memorandum of March 18 2 asks when action may be ex- 
pected to implement the President’s proposals, particularly steps 
“to hasten the day when fear of the atom will begin to disappear 
from the minds of people . . .”. Action on this matter is progressing 
along two lines: private discussions with the USSR on the peaceful 
uses of atomic energy, and a U.S. governmental review of our basic | 
policies on disarmament. _ ! 

1 Drafted by Bechhoefer and Meyers. 
| 2 Ante, p. 1376. | | | 

|
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2. The private discussions with the USSR on peaceful uses of 
atomic energy have progressed to the point where, as you know, 
the Secretary handed Soviet Ambassador Zarubin on March 19 a 
copy of our tentative views outlining the organization and func- 

tions of an International Atomic Energy Agency. ? I enclose a copy 
_ of this outline for your own information. Prior to its transmittal to 

the USSR, the outline was discussed with UK, French and Canadi- 

an representatives and their general concurrence obtained to the 

document. The details of this outline have not been made public. . 

3. The review of basic disarmament policy is now taking place 
with the participation of the State Department, Department of De- 
fense, Atomic Energy Commission and CIA. The most recent devel- 
opments in connection with this matter are reflected in NSC 
Action #1035, dated February 11, 1954: 

“U.S. Position With Respect to the Regulation, Limitation and Bal- 
anced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments (NSC Action 
Nos. 899-c and 959-a; NSC 112) 4 | 

a. Noted an oral report by Mr. Cutler on the status of the work 
of the Special Committee appointed to review the current policy 
contained in NSC 112, with particular reference to the internation- 
al control of atomic energy, pursuant:to NSC Action No. 899-c. 

b.. Noted the President’s desire that the above-mentioned Special 
Committee expedite the completion of its review of the policy con- 
tained in NSC 112 and report to the Council its findings and recom- 
mendations thereon.” 

4. We are informed that even with maximum expediting of this 

review, it will take several months before it can be completed. 5 

3 For text, see p. 1372. 
4 For NSC Action Nos. 899 and 959, see footnotes 3 and 4, pp. 1212 and 1246, re- 

| spectively; for NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. 

~ 5 Jn a letter of Mar. 25, Lodge responded to Wainhouse as follows: | 

| “Dear Dave: I received your top secret memorandum of March 20th. 
“Frankly, it is not very enlightening and does not give me much that I can tell 

| the Ambassadors here. 
“I think this President’s speech of December 8 made it perfectly clear that he was 

| in a tremendous hurry to get this thing started. Nothing in your memorandum indi- 
cates any hurry or any intention to hurry. 

“Unless I hear any news from you to the contrary, I must merely give evasive 
answers and stalls when I get questions here. = 

“In the light of the tremendous impression which the President’s speech made on 
December 8 this is rather a pitiful anti-climax.”’ (USUN files)
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Eisenhower Library, Dulles papers, “Telephone Conversations” 

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between the Secretary of 
State and the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission (Strauss), Monday, March 29, 1954, 10:30 a.m.4 

The Secretary called and mentioned the explosion. 2 S. said it 
| was grossly exaggerated by those who wish we did not have such a 

weapon and don’t care if Russia has it. Nothing was out of control. 
Nothing devastated. The Sec. said that was not correct from our 
point of view. Japan and England are upset. S. said the Japanese 
were inside the warning range; otherwise they would not have 

| heard the explosion six minutes after seeing the flash. * The Sec. 

| asked if another one were planned; confidentially, he said, one was 
| held Friday. He said a large piece of the ocean is patrolled, but dif- 
| ficult to see ship even on radarscope. How the tuna was contami- 

nated, he doesn’t know. Many things suspicious. The Sec. said in- 
| ternational law is involved—can we have an operation that de- 

| stroys all living things in an 800-mile radius? S. said not a single 
person was destroyed. No effect on fish. Under the blast, the fish 

| would be killed. | | 

The Sec. said the effect was serious. S. asked what he wanted 
| done. The Sec. said he didn’t know but suggested bearing in mind a 

the tremendous repercussions these things have. It should be kept | 

| under control. The general impression around the world is we are 

appropriating vast area of the ocean for our use and depriving | 

other people of its use. There is panic re the fish being contaminat- | 

ed, etc. Some feel the British Isles could be wiped out, and so they | 

better make a deal on the best terms possible with the Russians. S. 

described the islands around Bikini as being tiny. S. said the time | 
has come for a careful explanation, and guesses he better do it this | 

week. 4 | oe | 
The Sec. referred to a message re Stassen and Aldrich having | 

talked with Churchill. C. volunteered he was being pressed to re-— | 
quest no more tests, but he said he would refuse to answer ques- a 
tions Tuesday. ® | : 

1 Drafted by Phyllis D. Bernau of the Office of the Secretary. | 
2 Reference is to the U.S. hydrogen bomb test which occurred in the Marshall Is- | | 

lands on Mar. 26. Regarding U.S. testing, see the editorial note, p. 881. 
’ The hydrogen bomb test of Mar. 26 resulted in the contamination of a Japanese 2 

fishing vessel and its crew. For documentation on the diplomatic repercussions of 
this occurrence, see volume xiv. | 

* Strauss read a prepared statement on the subject at the President’s news confer- 
ence of Mar. 31; for extracts, see Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 12, 1954, pp. 

, 548-549, and Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May 1954, pp. 163-165. | : 
> From March to May 1954, President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Churchill 

corresponded on several occasions regarding atomic energy questions. Their ex- 
changes are documented in volume v1. 

E 

[ 

t
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S. said there were 5,000 people within 30 miles on Friday and 
5,000 within 40 miles. Nobody got any radiation. There were no 
special precautions. Bae ote 

The Sec. said it would be a good thing if something could be said 

| to moderate wave of hysteria. It is driving our Allies away from us. 
They think we are getting ready for a war of this kind. We could 
survive but some of them would be obliterated in a few minutes. It 
could lead to a policy of neutrality or appeasement. They might go 
into the Soviet-proposed agreement that we will each agree not to 

use it. We can either go on as we did before not relying on their 
promises or if we stop, we know they will be going on. The Sec. 
wants him to say something that will bring this back to the realm 
of reason. | | 

S. said as far as closing of a large area is concerned, it is done 

only during the period of tests. An area from Florida to the Baha- 
mas and an area on the West Coast is closed permanently for 
rocket tests. No one said anything. The British and others who 

| have military establishments do the same thing. But this brought 
the whole thing in for questioning. 

S. asked if any progress had been made with Zarubin matter? 

No, except they are studying memo. The Sec. said he does not 
expect an answer for a month. S. said good. The Sec. said he thinks 
it will drag on and there will be a renewed effort to get discussions 

on their proposal. S. asked if he got anyone to do what he wanted 
McCloy to do? He said no, as he feels it will be a long while before | 
the matter is very active. Probably, we will get some questions in a 
month, which we can answer easily. He is not sure it will reach the 

point of high-level negotiating. S. agreed on the Sec.’s thinking. 

S. said in the next couple of days, he would like to come over and 
report more fully. The Sec. will call him. 

330.13/4-154 | . 

Memorandum by the Deputy Under Secretary of State (Murphy) to 
the Secretary of State} — | 

SECRET _ [Wasurineton,] April 1, 1954. 

Subject: UK Proposal for Immediate Meeting of United Nations 
| Disarmament Commission. — 

1 Drafted by Meyers of UNA. a
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| Discussion - eres 

1. Minister R. H. Scott of the British Embassy spoke to me this 
morning ? on instructions from London, to request U.S. assent to 
meetings of the United Nations Disarmament Commission com- 
mencing next week. ? The UK has spoken similarly to the French. 
Mr. Eden must respond on Monday, April 5 to Parliamentary in- 

_ quiries why discussions on disarmament have not been held, and 
believes it vital to explain that the Disarmament Commission is 
about to meet on these matters. - | | | . 

2. The British propose that the Commission should set up the 
subcommittee, suggested in the General Assembly resolution of No- 
vember 28, 19538, to carry on private discussions on disarmament. + 
The subcommittee should probably be limited to the United States, 
United Kingdom, France and USSR, although their instructions 
are not firm on composition. This accords with the Four Power 
Agreement reached at Berlin on February 18, 1954 to exchange 

views on disarmament. ° Discussion in the subcommittee should be 
| concentrated on the basic principles of disarmament, with pressure 

| on the Soviets to clarify their views on the general principles set 

out in the resolution establishing the Disarmament Commission. 

| Any discussion on atomic energy matters should be excluded on 
the basis that these issues are to be discussed in the private U.S.- 

USSR talks on the President’s December 8th proposals and the 
Soviet response. | | 

3. This UK proposal coincides with certain views in the Depart- 

- ment on the tactics which we should employ in this field. I have 
also spoken to Cabot Lodge, who agrees with this course of action; 

| and is inclined to think we should join the UK in requesting the 
Commission meetings. He wants a top-flight adviser if these meet- 
ings are brief but believes he needs a full-time Deputy for this if 

| the discussions are extensive. Be | 

_ 2 A copy of the memorandum of conversation is in file 330.13/4-154. | . | 

3A notation in the source text at this point reads: “Aide-Mémoire attached.” A 
copy of this aide-mémoire is in file 330.13/4-154. | 

! _4*0On Mar. 25 Meyers of UNA had drafted a memorandum of conversation con- | 

| cerning talks he had previously held with James George of the Canadian Delegation 7 
to the United Nations during the Conference on World Disarmament and Develop- 
ment at New York, Mar. 25-26. At that time, George had said that, in Meyers’ | 

| words: “The Canadians believe that the private US-USSR discussions do not consti- 
| tute the ‘subcommittee consisting of representatives of the Powers principally in- - ! 

volved, which should seek in private an acceptable solution’ according to operative 
paragraph 6 of the General Assembly’s November 28, 1953 resolution. Consequently, : 
they believe that, in the light of this resolution and the Four Power statement at. | 

| Berlin agreeing to an exchange of views on disarmament in accord with paragraph 
| 6 of the November 28 resolution, there should be a meeting of the Disarmament 
: Commission to consider whether to establish this kind of subcommittee to carry out 
| these stated functions.” (830.18/3-2554.) | 

5 See the editorial note, p. 1355.
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4. I believe we should agree with this course of action, since it 

will help to provide time to carry out the basic review of disarma- 
ment policy now under way while concentrating fire on Soviet defi- 
ciencies. It will obviously be of great help to the British Govern- | 
ment. 

Recommendations — 

That we support this British proposal and inform the UK Embas- 
_ sy in time for Mr. Eden’s Parliamentary statement on Monday that 

we will join them in this request for Disarmament Commission 
meetings. © | 

6 A handwritten notation on the source text reads: “Approved April 2, 1954, JFD.” 
Murphy had telephoned Lodge on Apr. 1 to tell him of the British request, to which 
the Ambassador had given his immediate assent, later telephoning Murphy that UN 
members and the ‘“USUN saw no objection to” the Disarmament Commission meet- 
ing being held the following week. (Memorandum of conversation, by Murphy, Apr. 

1, 1954, 330.18/4-154) Dulles informed the USUN in priority telegram 459, Apr. 2, 
that he had approved the British request for the meetings to commence the week of . 
Apr. 5, and requested the USUN to coordinate its actions with the British and | 
French Delegations. (830.18/4-254) Also on Apr. 2, Australian Counselor of Embassy 

F. J. Blakeney informed Raynor of BNA that Australian Minister for External Af- 
fairs R. G. Casey had made a statement on Mar. 31 calling for a UN Disarmament 

| Commission meeting “on a stated and early date.” (330.13/4-254) On the same day, 
Murphy telephoned Scott at the British Embassy to inform him that “the U'S. 
would go along with’ the British proposal. Scott later requested approval of the 
British inclination for a tripartite rather than a bilateral proposal. Lodge reported 
to the Department in telegram 599, Apr. 8, that British Ambassador to the United 
Nations Sir Pierson Dixon had explained to Vyshinsky that it was the British view 
“that the business of the Disarmament Committee’ on the following day should be 
“limited to setting up a subcommittee” to ‘consist of the four powers and Canada’’, 
to which Vyshinsky replied that it would be “difficult to deal with disarmament 
without China.” Dixon added that he intended to introduce a short resolution estab- 
lishing a subcommittee to meet hopefully by Apr. 14. (830.13/4-854) On Apr. 9, in 

_ telegram 605 to the Department, Lodge proposed a brief statement of three para- 
graphs to be used if the proposal was to include the People’s Republic of China, as- 
serting that the United States was opposed to the inclusion of that country in the 
subcommittee for the same reasons it was opposed to its admission to the United 
Nations. (830.13/4-954) In telegram 606 of the same date, Lodge sent the Secretary 
the text of a draft resolution establishing the subcommittee, which Dixon had 
agreed to that afternoon and referred on to London. (830.18/4-954) Meanwhile 
Wainhouse contacted British Embassy First Secretary Barbara Salt and informed 
her that Dulles “would take up with Mr. Eden,” when he saw him, “the question of 

where the Subcommittee of the Disarmament Commission should meet”. She agreed 
that ‘‘this was a very desirable method of solving the problem.” (Memorandum of 
conversation, by Wainhouse, Apr. 9, 330.13/4-954) Dulles and Eden met in London, 

Apr. 12. (Memorandum of conversation, by Merchant, Apr. 12, Conference files, lot 

60 D 627, CF 287) 

Editorial Note | 

On April 5, 1954, the House of Commons adopted an opposition 

| resolution recognizing the threat to civilization posed by the hydro- 

gen bomb and urging that the heads of government of the United
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States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union meet to recon- 
sider the question of regulation of armaments. During the course of 

| the debate on the motion, British Prime Minister Winston S. 

Churchill disclosed the provisions of the Quebec Agreement of 
! 1943. For documentation on this episode, see volume VI. For the 

record of the debate in the House of Commons, see H. C. Deb. 5th 

series, volume 526, cols. 36 ff. For text of the Quebec Agreement, 

see Foreign Relations, The Conferences at Washington and Quebec, | 
1943, pages 1117-1119. | | | 

2 330.13/4-1254: Telegram | 

| The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 

| the Department of State 

| 
| SECRET | New York, April 12, 1954—2 p.m. 

: 611. Re Disarmament. Introduction in the Disarmament Commis- 
! sion by India of Nehru’s parliamentary statement makes it essen- 
| tial that we take an immediate position on the question of morato- 

| rium of all future tests of nuclear weapons. Unquestionably we 

| would reap great political benefits if we could announce our will- 

: ingness to forego further tests of nuclear weapons, provided the 

: USSR agrees to the same thing. Would it be possible, without 
| losing any of the political benefits, to limit the moratorium on the 

| tests to nuclear weapons of megaton magnitude on the ground that 
| only in connection with tests of this magnitude do we have “built- 
| in” safeguards through our ability to detect explosions? While I 

| am, of course, not in a position to judge whether such a moratori- 
| um would be consistent with US security interests, I have been told 

| that a proposal of this kind would have certain strategic benefits 

| for US and deficits for the Soviet Union. 

| We urgently request a US position on this matter as soon as pos- 

| sible. | | - | | 

| | LODGE 

| 600.0012/4-1254 

| , | 
The Secretary of Defense (Wilson) to the Secretary of State } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, April 12, 1954. 

| Dear Foster: I am writing to you relative to the lack of progress 
| made to date by the Special Committee created by NSC Action No. 

1 Copy to the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission.
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899c 2 in developing recommendations as to possible new United 
States courses of action in the field of disarmament in general and 

the control of atomic energy in particular. Apart from our respon- 
sibilities to the National Security Council, recently re-emphasized 
by NSC Action No. 1035, * world-wide public sentiment resulting 
from the recent hydrogen bomb experiments has focused attention 

more sharply than ever before on the problem of disarmament. I 
have no doubt that we will now be subject to a variety of pressures 

in the forthcoming meetings of the Disarmament Commission 

toward the adoption of a disarmament plan relating to atomic 
energy alone and lacking proper safeguards. 

In view of the foregoing, it is my view that if the United States 
position of a comprehensive disarmament plan with proper safe- 

| guards is to be effectively maintained and expanded, we should 
have the benefit of a complete review of the problem by all inter- 

ested agencies. I am sure that you will agree with me that such a 

‘study as is required by these circumstances and which the Presi- 

dent has had in mind for some time can be most effectively accom- 
plished by utilizing the combined resources of the three interested 

agencies. Accordingly, in order that the Department of Defense 

may be in a position to contribute effectively to this task, I have 
| directed the establishment of a special working group headed by 

Major General Herbert B. Loper, USA (Ret.), formerly Chief of the 
Armed Forces Special Weapons Project, and currently a consultant 
to my office, to develop the aspects of this problem of primary con- 
cern to this Department. I propose that General Loper meet at the 

earliest opportunity with appropriate representatives of the De- 

partment of State and of the Atomic Energy Commission in order 
that this study may be initiated with a minimum of delay. | 

Sincerely yours, | 
| C. E. WILSON 

2 For NSC Action No. 899, see footnote 3, p. 1212. | 

3 For text, see the memorandum by Wainhouse to Lodge, Mar. 20, p. 1377. 

330.13/4-1354: Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Mission at the 
United Nations | 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, April 13, 1954—4:02 p.m. 

483. Verbatim text. Limited distribution. Following is portion of 
Telegram 4523 of April 13 from London, dealing with discussions 

between Secretary and Eden on UN Disarmament Commission: 

1 Drafted by Bechhoefer. | |
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“UN Disarmament Commission. Eden raised possibility of Disar- 
mament Commission meeting in London about May 7. UK regards 

| this as cold war exercise designed to put Soviets on spot and be- | 
lieves USSR vulnerable since they have always insisted that any 

| _ sanctions be subject to veto in SC. Eden thought it important to _ 
have disarmament discussions on comprehensive plan in London so 

| that it would not get intermingled with debates in SC on Arab- 
_ Israel and other matters. I told Eden that if it would help UK to 

: have discussions in London I would go along. I also told him that I 
: thought Disarmament Commission talks should be separate from 

discussions on President’s December 8 proposal re atomic energy 
which was a different aspect of atomic problem and should be car- 

: ried on through diplomatic channels, at least for coming period. 
Eden agreed. Re report that suggestion might be made for Disar- 

| mament Commission to meet in Paris rather than London, Eden | 
: and I both agreed that meeting in Paris would be most unwise. 
| Eden commented that meeting in London would get Jules Moch 
: out of Paris which would be helpful for EDC”. | | 

600.0012/4-1454 oi ts a | : 

| The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 
BS the Secretary of State 

| SECRET | a New York, April 14, 1954. 

_ DEAR Foster: We seem to be losing a good part of the advantage 
|e which the President gained for us in the cold war on December 8 | 
| because there is no publicity whatever on the follow-up. The fact 

| that you and Zarubin are having talks makes no impact on the 
: public mind. The thing that is making an impact on the public | 

| mind are the pleas from the Communist world to abandon future 
tests of the hydrogen bomb. Is there no possibility in the near 

| _ future of getting the President’s December 8 proposals into the Dis- 

| armament Commission where we can develop some good publicity? 

| - Faithfully yours, — ‘ ers 

| oP ess e | | Casor L. 

| | . 

|
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600.0012/4-1254 | | - 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of Defense (Wilson) ! 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| April 17, 1954. 

DEAR Mr. Secretary: In Secretary Dulles’ absence I am writing 
to answer your letter of April 12? regarding the urgent necessity 
of a complete review of the problems of disarmament, in accord- 
ance with NSC Actions 899c and 1035 (SecDefContNo.TS-1160). I 
thoroughly agree with your view that a comprehensive review of 
this problem is required immediately, and that it can be most effec- 
tively accomplished by utilizing the resources of the Departments . 

of Defense and State and the Atomic Energy Commission. 
In line with your suggestions for expediting this effort, represent- 

atives of the AEC and of the Department of State met April 14 
with your representative, General Loper, and members of his work- 
ing group in order to initiate this study. I expect that the review 

will progress rapidly and, indeed, it is necessary that this be done 
to meet the exigencies with which we are now faced. 

I assure you that the Department of State shares your concern 
that the United States maintain effectively its position that any 
disarmament program must meet the fundamental test of effective 

safeguards to ensure the compliance of all nations and to give ade- 

quate warning of possible evasions or violations. I am confident 

that the combined effort of our respective Departments and the 
Commission will enable us to achieve this goal. | | 

Sincerely, 
[File copy not signed] 

1 Drafted by Meyers on Apr. 15; a copy was sent to the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. | | 

2 Ante, p. 1383. | 

Editorial Note 

| At its 35th meeting, April 19, 1954, the United Nations Disarma- | 

ment Commission adopted a resolution establishing a subcommittee 
consisting of representatives of the United States, the United King- 
dom, the Soviet Union, France, and Canada. For text of the resolu- 

| tion, UN doc. DC/49, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, 

volume I, page 418. The subcommittee, instructed to submit a 

report to the Commission by July 15, 1954, held its first meeting in 
New York on April 23 and decided to meet again in London on 

May 13. |



| ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1387 

| On May 4, President Eisenhower nominated Moorehead Patter- 
| son, a New York business executive, to be Deputy United States 

: Representative on the UNDC and head of the United States Dele- 
: gation to the meetings of the Subcommittee of Five at London. (De- | 
| partment of State Press Release No. 229, May 4, 1954, 330.13/5- 

2 454) | | 

, 600.0012/4-1454 | | | 

| , The Secretary of State to the United States Representative at the 
| | United Nations (Lodge) | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY [WASHINGTON, ] April 20, 1954. 

| Dear Casot: I have your letter of April 14. In some matters, it is 
necessary to choose between publicity and the possibility of really | 

| getting results. I think we may get some results on the President’s 

: proposal if we work privately. I am sure we shall get none if we 

! work publicly. Therefore, I think we should stick to the private ex- 
: changes for the time being—at least unless the possibility of 

progress vanishes. 

I have for some time been talking to the President and others 

about a moratorium on H-Bomb experiments. I also discussed it 
| with Eden in London. I think this is an area where we have a 

| chance to get a big propaganda advantage—and perhaps results. 
| Faithfully yours, 

po | JOHN FostER DULLES | 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Exchange of Notes with USSR” 

: _ Study Prepared by the Policy Planning Staff * , 
| - . 

| TOP SECRET | | _ [WasHINGTON,] April 238, 1954. 

: | REPLY TO RussIAN PROPOSAL ON ATOMIC ARMAMENTS 
| 

| | | _ I BACKGROUND 

| On December 8, 1953 before the United Nations General Assem- 

bly, the President, having dwelt on the potential horror of atomic 

| warfare, stated that the United States is prepared ‘‘to seek ‘an ac- 

| ceptable solution’ to the atomic armaments race” in private or dip- 
lomatic talks and to carry into these talks “‘a new conception’. The 

, President then set out what has become known as his Atom-Bank 

| proposal. Among the objectives of this proposal he listed, ‘First— 
| —_____—_ , 

+ Drafted by Alexander Bickel of S/P.
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encourage world-wide investigation into the most effective peace- 

time uses of fissionable material ... ,’ and ‘“Second—begin to di- 

minish the potential destructive power of the world’s atomic stock- 
piles.”’ | 

The first Russian reaction to the President’s speech was public 

and proposed that the United States join with the U.S.S.R. in an 
agreement outlawing use of nuclear weapons. 2 

In the course of discussions among the interested departments of 

- our own Government subsequent to the President’s speech, the de- 

cision was formed that, despite possible contrary constructions, we 

would regard the speech as having made a new proposal for peace- 

ful development of atomic energy which is essentially unrelated to 
the problem of control or abolition of nuclear weapons. At a meet- 

ing with the President on January 16, ? it was agreed that while 
the U.S. would press for entirely separate negotiations on the 

President’s proposal as thus narrowly conceived and would not be 

drawn into negotiations on the subject of control or abolition of nu- 
clear weapons, we would listen to any proposals which the USSR | | 
cared to submit on that subject. Our readiness to listen was made 
known to the USSR. On January 19, 1954, in the course of private 
procedural conversations, Ambassador Zaroubin, referring back to 
the first public Soviet reaction to the President’s proposal, reiterat- 

ed to the Secretary of State that the Soviet Government would 
wish its own proposal for outlawing use of nuclear and other weap- 
ons of mass destruction to be considered in the course of negotia- 
tions. + 

In Berlin, on January 30, Mr. Molotov handed the Secretary of 
State a formal version of the Russian outlawry proposal. > This was 

in the form of a draft declaration of the Governments of the 
United States, England and France, Chinese People’s Republic and 
the Soviet Union. These governments would declare that they are . 
determined to deliver humanity from the threat of destructive war 
with use of atomic, hydrogen and other forms of weapons of mass 

destruction; that they are desirous of promoting peaceful utiliza- 
tion of atomic energy; that they consider unconditional renunci- 
ation of the use of the weapons above mentioned to be in conform- 
ance with the purposes of the United Nations and to be a step 

toward elimination of such weapons from national armaments and 
toward the establishment of strict international control guarantee- 

ing that they will not be used; and that they solemnly undertake 
the unconditional obligation not to use atomic, hydrogen and other 

2 See telegram 745 from Moscow, Dec. 21, 1953, p. 1802. 

3 For a summary of the meeting, see p. 1342. | 

4 The conversation is described in telegram 487 to Moscow, Jan. 19, p. 1345. 

5 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, p. 479.
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| forms of weapons of mass destruction. The Secretary told Molotov 
: that he would examine the Soviet proposal and that he for his part 
: would hand Zaroubin in Washington an amplification of the Presi- 
, dent’s proposal. | . | oo 
; In Washington on March 19 the Secretary handed Zaroubin a 
: paper elaborating on the President’s proposal as narrowly con- | 
, ceived within our government. ® A press release issued on the same 
: date stated in its last paragraph: ‘The Soviet Government has also 
: transmitted to the United States Government certain proposals in 
| connection with the general subject of atomic matters. These pro- 

posals are under study.” — | oe : 

| | -ILTHE PROBLEM me 

The United States stands committed in general terms to consider 
| any Soviet proposal privately made on the subject of atomic, hydro- 
| _ gen and other weapons of mass destruction. Specifically, the U.S. 
| stands committed to register some reaction to the Soviet outlawry 
3 proposal made to us once by Zaroubin and the second time more 

formally by Molotov. An answer to be conveyed to the Russians at 
- an appropriate time must therefore be formulated. | 

| | III DISCUSSION | 

: The practical effect—if any—of the unenforceable paper on out- 
: lawry now proposed by the Russians would be slight. | 

. In the past the Russians were accustomed regularly to propose 
| outlawing possession as well as use of nuclear weapons. The 
| present proposal would have us foreswear only use. The Russians | 
| speak of it as a step toward eliminating atomic weapons from mili- 
| tary establishments. They, therefore, clearly do not contemplate 
| that their proposal would in itself do so. The reason for this change 

in the Russian position is doubtless that the Russian military es- 
tablishment itself now assigns a substantial role to atomic arma- 

: ments and that the Russians propose to continue to do so. That 
means, inescapably, that they propose to retain the freedom to use 

| their atomic weapons when they deem such use to be in their inter- 
est, solemn declarations to the contrary notwithstanding. | 

| In so far as any sanction is concerned we, like the Soviets, would 
retain complete freedom of action following signature of the pro- 

| posed Russian declaration. There would arise from that declaration 
| a certain moral obligation to which in the nature of things our 

Government and our people would be more sensitive than would 
the Communists. Yet it is open to question to what extent that 
moral obligation would as a practical matter have an inhibiting 

6 For text, see p. 1372. : |
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tendency on our freedom of action over and above that which exists 
anyway. | | 

The decision whether or not to employ atomic weapons is, by 
statute, for the President. We recognize it as an important one, 
upon which considerations other than strictly military ones have a 
bearing. In making it, the President will doubtless have regard for 

its effect on the governments and peoples of our allies and indeed 

on public opinion throughout the non-Communist world. It is ex- 

ceedingly doubtful that the President would decide to use atomic 
weapons unless the act of aggression to which he was responding 
had so alarmed and outraged the free world that world public opin- 
ion could be expected to support his action. Under such circum- 

stances, it is exceedingly doubtful that the fact of our adherence to 
a declaration such as the Russians are now proposing would make 

a substantial difference. It would have been known that under the 
declaration both the Russians and we have retained atomic weap- 
ons, and the implications of that fact bearing on Russian intentions 

and bona fides would not have been lost upon a world disenchanted 
by a decade of cold war. | 

_ All that having been said, it remains true nevertheless that in 

the event we should be the ones to make first use of atomic weap- 
ons, the proposed declaration could be a propaganda weapon in 
Russian hands; a weapon perhaps not of much use with enlight- 
ened opinion in the free world, but a weapon just the same; after 

all, even the germ warfare charges had some effect. Secondly, if we 
sign a declaration such as this, even though the atomic weapon 

| would retain the same place in our military establishment which it 
now holds, there being no compulsion growing out of the declara- 
tion to assign another and more minor role to it, we would have to 

refrain from making any public statements concerning its use. 

Thus, even though the declaration might impose no inhibition 

which does not now exist upon strategic planning or military 

action on our part, it might impose a new inhibition on our diplo- 

matic freedom of action, so far as diplomacy consists of making 

clear, where appropriate for deterrent purposes, what one is pre- 

pared to do in case of trouble. (It should be mentioned, however, 

that the fact of our preparedness is really the more important ele- 
ment in a deterrent than the spoken word.) 

The upshot of this analysis is that, everything else being equal, it 

would be inconvenient for the United States to adhere to such a 
declaration as the Russians are proposing, but that the question 

presented for us by the declaration is one to which the answer lies 

in a balancing of conveniences and not, as was the case with the 
proposal to outlaw possession of nuclear weapons, in critical securi-
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ty considerations. It follows therefore that our position may vary 
| with the time at which the question is put to us. 
| Three major factors not heretofore mentioned could weigh in the 
: balancing of conveniences, or change the question into one critical- | 

| ly affecting our security. These three factors are: | 

1. A governmental decision, which we have not yet made but are 
| in process of reaching, determining whether or not it would be in 
| the national interest of the U.S. to limit or eliminate atomic arma- 
| ments, and whether or not, given an affirmative answer to the first 

question, a reasonably secure plan achieving such limitation or 
elimination can be found; 

| 2. Russian seriousness in pursuing negotiations for the limitation 
| or elimination of atomic armaments, and Russian receptiveness to 
| proposals looking to that end; and | 

3. World public opinion jitters at the prospect of atomic devasta- 
| | tion as opposed to the feeling that our possession of the atomic 
| weapon, being a potent deterrent, is a factor making for peace. 

| These three factors will bear some analysis. 
| If we should decide that atomic disarmament is not in our inter- 
| est or not feasible, we will have no interest in influencing the 

| Soviet government toward a favorable position looking to such dis- 

armament and no interest in convincing them of our own serious- 
| - ness in the matter. We will not care about their private feelings, | 

: but deal with them only with an eye to world public opinion. 

| Should our decision, however, as is quite possible, go the other way, 
| it will be in the national interest that we take every step to con- 

| vince the Soviets of our serious desire for disarmament and to ease 
the position within the Soviet Government of those officials who 

| from the Soviet point of view also favor disarmament. But should it 

| become clear that the Soviets have reached a firm position against 
| disarmament and are not seriously negotiating about it, we would 

| once more be free to deal with them with an eye only to public 

- opinion. Finally, opinion in the free world ever since Hiroshima 

| has vacillated between a sense of horror at the thought of atomic 

| _ war which it is difficult to think of as exaggerated, and the Chur- | 

! chillian view that the atomic weapon has bought us what peace we 

! have had since V-J Day. A recent outburst of the first current of 
: opinion, particularly in Britain, has forced us to renewed meetings 
: of the U.N. Disarmament Commission, which are also inconvenient | 
| | for us. It is not inconceivable that world public opinion may in the | 
| future, for a time at least, generate a great deal of feeling along 
| the same lines. It could well get to the point where substantial | 
! groups of people feel that any sort of peace, with or without honor, | 

is preferable to devastation with hydrogen bombs. At such a time, ! 
| it may not be a misstatement of the choice open to us to say that 
| we would be forced either to make a gesture such as adherence to | 

|
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| the Russian resolution now before us or risk a very serious threat 
of neutralism in strategic places. , 

At present the situation with respect to the three factors just dis- 
cussed would appear to be as follows: We ourselves don’t know 

whether or not we seriously want disarmament. The Russians have 
given every appearance of seriousness, but only in the limited area 
circumscribed by the President’s proposal as narrowly construed. 
Neither of the first two factors mentioned is therefore really in 
play as yet. So far as world opinion is concerned, it is clear that the 

| governments of our two principal allies, that is Britain and France, 

do not at first blush consider the Russian proposal a serious 
matter. The British seem inclined, for example, in the Disarma- 
ment Commission, to pursue aspects of the old U.N. plan. Moreover 

the Russian proposal was made to us in strict secrecy and on the 
basis of Russian performance in these negotiations so far there 

seems to be some ground for expecting that our answer will be kept 

secret as well. World public opinion is, therefore, also not yet in 

play. | oe | 
It would thus seem we can for the present afford to reject the | 

Russian proposal. But our rejection should be couched in reasoned 

and calm tones, and should not fail to leave us with a possible, 

though not explicitly indicated, line of retreat which we might 
wish to take in the future in light of different circumstances. 

IV RECOMMENDATION | 

The attached reply 7 in the form of an aide-mémoire to the Rus- 
sian proposal should be adopted as a U.S. position. The Secretary of . 
State should be authorized to communicate this reply to the Soviet | 
Government, in its present form or in any other form he may deem 

appropriate, orally or in writing, at such time as in his tactical 

judgment may be suitable. a 

7 The draft reply was not with the source text and has not been found in Depart- 
ment of State files. |
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: 330.13/4-2154 | | ay 

| Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for United Na- 
| tions Affairs (Key) to the Deputy Under Secretary of State 

| (Murphy) } — : | | 7 

: SECRET : _ [WasuincTon,] April 23, 1954. 
| Subject: Reply to UK Aide-Memoire on tactics in the Disarmament 

| Commission Subcommittee. 

| Discussion es - | _ - | 

| 1. Miss Salt of the British Embassy on April 21 handed the at- 
tached Aide-Mémoire (Tab B) to Mr. Wainhouse, requesting an 

| urgent response. This Aide-Mémoire makes three principal points: 

(a) Discussion in the Disarmament Commission Subcommittee 
| should be directed toward the general principles which must 

govern any disarmament program. We agree with this. | 
| _ (b) The basic position of the Western powers should be that pro- 
| hibition of all mass destruction weapons is acceptable, under cer- 

tain conditions set forth in the Aide-Meémoire. We do not support 
| _ this formulation, since it can be interpreted to permit agreement to 

prohibition of atomic weapons prior to establishing an effective in- 
: ternational control system. We suggest any formulation of our posi- | 

: tion can be developed by a Four-Power working group. 
. _(c) Suggested tactics if the U.S.S.R. does not appear at the sub- 

committee on April 23. We have already dealt with this in a tele- 
gram to USUN, and the Mission has contacted the UK Delegation. 

2. A suggested Aide-Meémoire in reply (Tab A) is attached, incor- 

porating our attitude reflected above. 

Recommendation 

That, if you agree, Mr. Wainhouse or I will hand our own Aide- 

| Mémoire to a UK Embassy representative. 2 | * 

| | : 7 | 

a | (Tab A] So oe 

| The Department of State to the British Embassy 8 

we eh ae peda AS!  Arpe-MéMmorrE / | aa a 

The Department of State refers to the United Kingdom Aide-Mé- 
moire of April 21, 1954+ concerning the line to be taken by the 

| 1 Drafted by Meyers of UNP. | oe | a 
2 Murphy’s initialed ‘‘OK”’ appears on the source text. . | | 

| 3 A working copy of this aide-mémoire, also in the 330.13 file, indicates that it was 

| drafted by Bechhoefer on Apr. 23. There is no indication when this aide-mémoire 
| was handed to British officials. 

4 Tab B, below. |
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United Kingdom, France, Canada and the United States at the 

forthcoming meetings of the subcommittee of the United Nations 

Disarmament Commission. The Department of State is in agree- 
ment with the suggestion that the discussions initially should be di- 
rected toward the general principles which must govern any disar- 
mament program and that, starting from this position, the Four 
Governments should be able to press the Soviet representative for 
clarification of his Government’s attitude on the basic principles of 

disarmament and to show that the Soviet Union is responsible for 
the lack of progress. | 

The Department of State, however, does not agree with the for- 

mulation contained in the United Kingdom Aide-Mémoire concern- 

ing the circumstances under which the prohibition of atomic and 
hydrogen weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction 
would be acceptable, since under this formulation the agreement to 

prohibit weapons of mass destruction could precede the establish- 

ment of effective international controls to ensure the observance of 
the prohibition. 

The Department of State heartily supports the view of Her Maj- 

, esty’s Government that a Four-Power Working Party should meet 
in London three or four days before the date chosen for the first 

| substantive meeting of the subcommittee to work out a finally 
agreed course of action, depending on whether or not there actual- 

ly are subcommittee meetings in the event of a Soviet boycott. This 
meeting could, among other matters, devise an initial formula to 
indicate our acceptance of the elimination of nuclear weapons and 

other weapons of mass destruction as a part of a comprehensive 

disarmament program. The general United States position on this 

subject is set forth in the proposal of the United States to the Dis- 
armament Commission on April 24, 1952 entitled ‘Essential Princi- 

ples for a Disarmament Program’”’.*> This meeting would also con- 
sider the type of questions which should be put to the Soviet repre- 

sentative, which we agree should be generally along the lines sug- 

gested in the United Kingdom Aide-Mémoire. 

It would be extremely helpful to the United States Government 
if the meetings of the subcommittee in London could be postponed 

until May 18 or thereabouts. The Four-Power Working Party would 

then commence its discussions in London approximately on May 9. 
The Department of State believes that this postponement could — 

readily be justified because of the unanticipated delays in setting 

up the subcommittee, delays which have been occasioned by the at- 
titudes and positions of the Soviet Union. 

5 See the editorial note, p. 895.
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| The Department of State has communicated with the United 

‘ States Mission to the United Nations concerning the tactics if the 
Soviet Union boycotts the subcommittee and the Mission is in com- 
munication with the British Delegation on this matter. _ 

| | | 

| [Tab B] . 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

AIDE-MEMOIRE 

DISARMAMENT , 

| ~ Now that the Subcommittee of the Disarmament Commission 

! - has been set up the Foreign Office have been considering what line 

| should be taken at meetings by the United States, France, Canada 

! and the United Kingdom. 

| On the assumption that the Russians attend, it is essential that 

| the Allied Powers should agree on the policy to be adopted. The 

| Foreign Office therefore propose that, as suggested in paragraph 

: 6(b) of the British Embassy’s Aide-Mémoire of April 1 (ref. 1199/44/ 
| 54), © discussion should be directed towards the general principles 

, which must govern any disarmament programme. This course 

| would be in accordance with the Resolution tabled by the French 
: in Berlin which was supported by Mr. Dulles and Mr. Eden. 

| Her Majesty’s Government accordingly propose that the Western 

| Powers should take as their basic position the proposition that the 

| prohibition of all atomic and hydrogen weapons and all other 

| weapons of mass destruction is acceptable provided: | 

| (a) that it is accompanied by simultaneous and major reductions 
in conventional weapons and armed forces to agreed levels and car- 

| ried out to an agreed timetable, and : 
| _ (b) that there must be agreement on the machinery for enforcing _ 
| the prohibition and reductions. Such machinery must be in exist- 
fp ence from the beginning of the prohibition and reductions. Provi- 
| sion will have to be made to enable the United Nations to reach 
| positive decisions in respect of violations, i.e. the enforcement 
| measures must not be subject to the veto. 

| | Starting from this position the Allies should then be able to press 

| the Soviet Representative for clarification of his Government’s atti- 

| tude to the basic principles of disarmament and to show that the 

| Soviet Union is responsible for the lack of progress. The type of 

6 See footnote 3, p. 1881. |
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question which the Foreign Office consider should be put to the | 
Soviet Representative is: — aaa 

(i) whether there is agreement that Disarmament should cover — 
both conventional and novel types of weapons; 

(ii) whether it is agreed that there should be agreed measures of 
disclosure and verification of existing levels of armaments and 
armed forces on which the reductions can be based; 

(iii) whether it is agreed that the object of Disarmament should __ 
be not only to abolish the more obnoxious forms of warfare, but 
war itself by removing the disparity between the armaments and 
armed forces of the major world powers by means of a programme 
of balanced reduction; 

(iv) whether there is agreement that States must be prepared to 
give facilities to the Control Organ sufficient to enable it to guar- 
antee that evasions shall be detected, even if this entails some 
derogation from the normal concept of State sovereignty; 

(v) whether there is any agreement on the enforcement proce- — 
dure, e.g. whether this can be devised so as to avoid the use of the 
veto. | | | 

Mr. Eden considers that the above proposals would enable the _ 

Western Powers to retain the initiative and, when publicity is 
given to the Subcommittee’s conclusions, to make it clear to public 

opinion that they are ready to deal constructively with all aspects 
of disarmament, including atomic and hydrogen weapons. Further, 

the Allies would retain freedom of manoeuvre and would not 

become involved at an early stage in a detailed discussion of any 
one aspect of disarmament before agreement had been sought on 

the basic principles. 

If the Soviet Government decide to boycott the Subcommittee 
Mr. Eden still thinks that it would be to our advantage for the re- 

maining members to meet and to draw up a report for the Disar- 
mament Commission. Such a report might elaborate the main prin- 
ciples enumerated in para. 3 above, and present them as the basis 

for a thorough debate in the Disarmament Commission in which | 

the Soviet Government which had refused to participate in the 

work of the Subcommittee would be placed at a serious disadvan- 

tage. A decision by the Western Powers to proceed with the work 

of the Subcommittee despite the Soviet Union’s refusal: to partici- 
pate would underline the hollowness of the Soviet Government’s | 

claim to be one of the leading advocates of world disarmament. 
There would also be advantage in showing that the Soviet Union 
has not got the power to prevent discussion in the United Nations | 

on matters of vital concern to the whole world. The whole practice 

of the United Nations is that committees and subcommittees can 

proceed with their work in the absence of one of their members. 

There seems to be no reason why this practice should not be fol-
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| lowed in the case of the Disarmament Subcommittee. A seat 
_ should, however, always be left vacant for the Soviet Representa- 

_ tive and the Subcommittee’s records should be made available to 
the Soviet Government on request. | oe : | 

If the other Allied Governments are in agreement with the fore- 

| - going suggestion, the British Representative will, if the Soviet Rep- 
po resentative does not attend the meeting of the Subcommittee on 

April 23, move an adjournment of the meeting until April 26. In so 
| doing he would express regret that the Soviet Representative had 

| decided not to be present and the hope that the Soviet Government 
had not reached a final decision not to cooperate in the work of the 

| Subcommittee. He would explain that his motion for adjournment 
was made in order to give the Soviet Government a final opportu- 

| nity to reconsider their attitude. _ | 
| | At the meeting on April 26 Mr. Eden hopes that the Subcommit- 

tee would decide to meet in London on May 6, as has already been 
provisionally agreed between the Four Western Powers. 

It is further suggested that if agreement is reached to establish 
_. the Subcommittee in London, a Four-Power Working Party should 

| meet in London three or four days before the date chosen for the 
| first substantive meeting of the Subcommittee to work out a finally 

agreed course of action. | | 

| It would be appreciated if the above proposals could be studied 

| urgently in the Department of State with a view to communicating 
the preliminary reactions of the United States Government to the 
Foreign Office as soon as possible. 

| Similar representations are being made to the Canadian and 
French Governments. | 

| | WASHINGTON, April 21, 1954. Oo 

330.18/4-2354: Telegram | “ a Pe 

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 

| | the Department of State 

| CONFIDENTIAL oe New York, April 28, 1954—6 p.m. 

| 658. For the Acting Secretary. ! Re: Disarmament. In disarma- 
| ment subcommittee meeting this morning which lasted from 11 to 

3 o'clock without a break, Vyshinsky reserved his right to raise 

1 Dulles was at Paris addressing the North Atlantic Council on the new conven- 
| tional role which the United States planned to assign to nuclear weapons in strate- 
| gic planning. For the text of Dulles’ statement at the closed Ministerial session, | 

Apr. 23, see vol. v, Part 1, p. 509.
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again at future meetings of the subcommitee question of including 
Communist China, Czechoslovakia and India. 2 

| Vyshinsky also reserved his position on question of subcommittee _—. 

meeting in capitals other than London. : 

On both of these points I made it clear, both in this morning’s 
meeting and to press afterwards, that I did not agree with Vy- 
shinsky’s ideas. 

My estimate of the Russian play is that they may well try to get __ 
subcommittee to meet in Moscow. They would then make a move 

| to have Chinese Communists invited to come to subcommittee and 
express their views on hydrogen bomb, etc. 

These developments would be very disadvantageous to us and I 
know you would agree that the people who represent us in London | 
should be very alert to prevent this happening. 

LODGE 

2 Vyshinsky subsequently incorporated his objections to the exclusion of the Peo- 
ple’s Republic of China, Czechoslovakia, and India from subcommittee membership | 

| in a letter to UN Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjold, which Lodge transmitted to | 
the Department in telegram 661, Apr. 23. (330.13) 

396 .1 GE/4-2854: Telegram | | 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 1 

TOP SECRET NIACT GENEVA, April 28, 1954—11 p.m. 

Dulte 19. Eyes only Acting Secretary for President and eyes only 
Wilson and Strauss from Secretary. The memorandum which Molo- 
tov handed me yesterday in answer to our memorandum of March 
19 2 takes position that Soviet will not consider President’s propos- 

al for peaceful use of atomic energy until there is first agreement 
between Soviet Union and United States renouncing the use of 

atomic weapons, and the memorandum concludes that in regard to 

| the questions mentioned in United States memorandum of March 

19, “the insufficiencies and one-sidedness of which is obvious’, they | 

might be made the subject of additional studies upon reaching 

agreement on fundamental questions. | 
I have advised Eden and Bidault in general terms, and Eden has 

asked for copy of Soviet memorandum. _ 
The Soviet memorandum of April 27 is expressed to serve propa- 

ganda ends. Consideration should be given as a matter of urgency 

1 The Geneva Conference on Korea and Indochina was held from Apr. 26 to July 
21. Secretary Dulles attended the opening sessions, returning to Washington on May 
4, The principal documentation on the conference is presented in volume XvI. , 

2 For text of the U.S. memorandum, see p. 1372.
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to handling of publicity. I shall probably be seeing Molotov before I 
: leave, and should probably arrange with him for some simultane- 

2 ous communiqué. | 

Unofficial translation full text being transmitted Dulte 18. 3 
| | | DULLES 

3 Telegram Dulte 18 from Geneva, Apr. 28, is not printed. (600.0012/4-2854) For 

text of the Soviet memorandum of Apr. 27, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 
1954, pp. 482-484. 

330.13/4-2854 | | 

| Memorandum of Conversation, by Howard Meyers of the Office of 
| United Nations Political and Security Affairs a 

| 

| SECRET WasHinctTon, April 28, 1954. 
| Subject: United States Position on Scope of Disarmament Commis- 
| ~ gion’s Subcommittee Meetings and on Atomic Energy Control 
| Plan. | 

| Participants: Miss Barbara Salt, lst Secretary, British Embassy 

| James McCardle, 2nd Secretary, Canadian Embassy 
Jean de la Grandville, Counselor, French Embassy 

: (4/29) | 
| Ward P. Allen EUR 

| Howard Meyers UNP | 

| Miss Salt, Mr. McCardle and Mr. de la Grandville came in sepa- 

| rately on request, in accord with a previous commitment to keep 

| | their embassies informed regarding U.S. attitudes towards various 

| aspects of the impending London meetings of the UN Disarmament 

| Commission’s subcommittee of five. We explained that we expected 
: the views set forth below would be reviewed at the working party 

| meetings in London commencing May 10. : | 
We stated that the United States believes that the subcommittee 

deliberations should include consideration of the atomic energy 
, control problem, because of the US desire to be able to concentrate 

discussion in the US-Soviet bilaterals insofar as possible on the 
! | President’s December 8 proposals, the need to maintain a proper | 

| relationship between the atomic and non-atomic aspects of disar- 

| mament in the subcommittee meetings, and the adverse reaction of 

world opinion should we attempt to exclude the atomic energy con- 

trol question from the subcommittee’s deliberations. We explained | 
| that the US has for some time been reviewing general policy 
1 toward disarmament; hoped to conclude this review in the near | 
| future; and would not wish to imply that the fact of the review nec- 

essarily would bring about any changes in past US positions. Prior
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| to this time, we had to be prepared to express our views on atomic 
energy control in the Disarmament Commission subcommittee, if 
asked, and the attached position, which was handed them, was gov- 
ernmentally approved. a 
We added that these views were being presented now in order to | 

give the British, Canadian and French governments advance indi- 
| cation of the US attitude on these matters before the working 

party meetings in London. 
None of the embassy representatives had any notable comments 

to make and expressed appreciation for this information. | 

| [Annex] | 

| Position Paper 

CONFIDENTIAL | | -[WASHINGTON, undated.] 

PosITION ON UN Controu PLAN ! 

We think it is obvious that any acceptable disarmament system 
must maintain the necessary inherent relationship between the in- 
ternational control of atomic energy and international regulation 
of armed forces and other forms of armaments. Further, we believe 
that such disarmament program, both as regards its atomic and 

| non-atomic elements, must meet one fundamental test: that of ef- 
fective safeguards to ensure compliance of all nations and to give 
adequate warning of possible evasions or violations. (See Secreta- 
ry’s September 17, 1953, statement to GA.) 2 The proposals which 
US has introduced in UN in past, whether individually or in con- 
junction with UK and French Governments, have all been designed 

_ to meet those tests. We have said before and emphasize again that 
beyond insistence on these principles, US is not inflexible in its at- 
titude nor do we believe that our proposals are necessarily the only 
ones which meet these criteria. In fact, we are constantly review- 
ing our disarmament positions to examine present validity of our 
past proposals in light of recent developments. We hope that other 
states will do likewise. We assure the members of subcommittee 
that we will seriously examine any new proposals made by others 
and that we will put forward any ideas as we develop them. 

This position conforms in substance to GA resolution of January a 
11, 1952, which established DC, and which in para. 3 directed _ | 

1 This position was also communicated to USUN in telegram 527 to New York, 
Apr. 28. (830.18/4-2854) | 

2 See the editorial note, p. 1215. | 

3 See the editorial note, p. 845.
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| Commission to be ready to consider any proposals or plans for con- 
| trol that may be put forward involving either conventional arma- 

ments or atomic energy. Commission was further directed that 
| “Unless a better or no less effective system is devised, the UN plan : 

| for the international control of AE and the prohibition of atomic 

! weapons should continue to serve as the basis for the international 
control of atomic energy to ensure the prohibition of atomic weap- 
ons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes only.” 

In particular, we require from USSR a clear and detailed expla- 

nation of its attitude on those elements basic to a system which 
will ensure that nuclear weapons will be effectively prohibited as 

- part of a general disarmament program. Furthermore, we believe 

it is incumbent on Soviet Union to explain its views on question of 
| _ effective safeguards for all elements of a comprehensive disarma- 
| ment plan, since this problem has been principal point at issue in 

: past between USSR and other members of this subcommittee. 

396 .1 GE/4-2954: Telegram | . - . . | . | 

! _ The Secretary of State to the Department of State | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | GENEVA, April 29, 1954—2 p. m. 

) Dulte 24. Eyes only for Acting Secretary from Secretary. I re- 
ceived from Eden on April 28 the following note: ! 

: “My Dear Foster: I was much interested in your statement at the 
restricted meeting of NATO about the thinking of the United ~ 

, States Government on the use of nuclear weapons. ? 
| As you then said, many considerations besides purely military 

ones must be taken into account in deciding in any given case 
| whether or not there is a balance of advantage in using them, and, 

if so, where. | a eg ES 
| We had some talk about this at Bermuda and I hope that we 
| - may soon be able to resume those talks. But meanwhile, you know 

_ our strongly held views on the need for consultation before any de-— 
: cision is taken. po a 

In addition I think that it should be useful if we had some fur- 
| ther word while we are in Geneva on what we talked about in 

| London. I shall also be grateful if you will let me have a copy here _ 
| of Molotov’s note of yesterday, which I understood you to say con- 

cerned the President’s proposals for peaceful uses of atomic energy. 
| Yours ever, Anthony.” a see 

| 1The original copy of Eden’s note is in the Eisenhower Library, John Foster 
| Dulles papers, ‘‘Atomic Weapons’. The original contains the following handwritten | 

_ notation in addition: “This was dictated before I had the pleasure of lunching with 
you today. Yours ever, Anthony.” — | 

| 2 See footnote 1, p. 1397. : : .
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On April 29, I handed Eden the following answer: 

“Dear Anthony: I have your note of April 28. I share your hope 
that we can carry on in Geneva our talk in London. - 

I enclose herewith a copy of our unofficial translation of Molo- 
tov’s note of April 27. It is rather disheartening. 

Sincerely Yours, Foster.” | 

| DULLES 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” 

| Memorandum by Alexander Bickel of the Policy Planning Staff to 
the Consultant to the Secretary of State on Atomic Energy Affairs — 
(Smith) | | | 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] April 29, 1954. 

Russian Note or APRIL 27 | 

It seems to me that from the point of view of public reaction, the | 

most damaging point made by the Russian note is this: The Rus- 

sians say in substance that we talked big in public before the U.N., 

emphasized the perils of the atomic age and suggested that we de- 

sired to meet them and were prepared to come forward with a new 

approach to them, but, when it came to private talks, we revealed 

our real position which is quite different. Our real position is that 
we want to continue the atomic armaments race. All our vaunted 

_ new approach turned out to be was a piddling proposal for an insig- 

nificant international pool. This shows our bad faith. — 

The line of attack I have just outlined is, unfortunately, support- 

able by reference to some of the more eloquent passages in the 
President’s speech of December 8, compared with which the paper 

we actually handed the Russians looks sick. 

The fact that we are open to this damaging line of attack argues 
that we ought to do everything we can to preserve secrecy about 

these bilateral dealings. Should we, however, fail, it is imperative 

that we attempt to make an answer to this point. Our answer 

might be as follows: | 

The President’s speech correctly stated this country’s position. 
We realize the dangers of the atomic period and would like to miti- 
gate them, if this can be done without prejudice to our security. 
But, experience has taught us the difficulties. We tried to negotiate . 

disarmament before. So we thought perhaps a gradual approach 

might ease matters. That was the central idea of the President’s | 

speech. We have acted on that idea, and presented the rudiments 

of a plan to get started. We have no panaceas, no total immediate |
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solution, and the President promised none. We hoped that if the 

| Russians would in good faith join with us in the small beginning 
we have proposed, greater things might follow. That requires the 

Russians to negotiate in good faith. We stand ready to listen. But 
. the Russians are not answering us on the merits. 

: Our statement should next proceed to answer the Russian pro- 

, posal on outlawing use of atomic weapons. This should follow the 

lines of the aide-mémoire we agreed on. | | 

a | | A. M. BIcKEL 

| | 
| OCB files, lot 62 D 430, “President’s UN Speech” oa 

Progress Report of the Working Group of the Operations 
! a Coordinating Board } 

CONFIDENTIAL | , : WASHINGTON, April 30, 1954. 

| PROGRESS REPORT OF WORKING GROUP ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
| PRESIDENT’S UN SprEEcH, DECEMBER 9, 1953 To Marcu 10, 1954 

| I, SUMMARY a 

On December 9, 1953, the Operations Coordinating Board estab- 

lished an interdepartmental committee to follow up on the Presi- 
| dent’s UNGA speech of the day before. Chaired by Mr. C. D. Jack- 

| son, the new group sought to insure that resultant statements and 

action in the public information field would support national secu- 

rity policies. | | a 
| The group worked with non-OCB-member agencies as required, 

| maintained appropriate private and congressional contacts, and 

| kept in touch with Government machinery for substantive atomic | 
| policy. | | 

Domestic activities included cooperation with UN information of- 
| ficers on quick, priority media coverage, including commercial | 

channels, and specific plans, projects and action assignments for 

the participating agencies. The working committee also prepared 
| recommendations for the domestic release of the Ivy film, ? and de- 

veloped a program to counter Soviet propaganda against the film, 

| 1A covering memorandum by Elmer Staats, Executive Officer of the Operations 
| Coordinating Board, to the OCB, dated May 7, reads as follows: ‘Attached is the 

| | subject report which was noted by the Board Assistants on behalf of their principals 
at their meeting on April 30, 1954. The previous draft of this report dated April 23 

| and the draft Summary dated April 27 are obsolete and may be destroyed in accord- 
| ance with the security regulations of your agency.” No copies of the reference report 
! and summary have been found. Ellipses in this document are in the source text. 

| 2 The paper, approved by the Operations Coordinating Board Assistants, Mar. 26 
is not printed. (P/PG files, lot 60 D 661, “Ivy’’)
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for Board action. The group also contributed to exploitation of rele- 
vant portions of the President’s messages on the State of the Union 
and on modernizing the Atomic Energy Act. | 

The committee also coordinated the overseas exploitation of the 
speech, handled primarily through a U.S. Information Agency pro- 
gram of the first magnitude, which included exhibits, films, collec- 
tions of books and other materials, and other media activities in a 
long-range and continuing program. | , 

In an effort to maintain the initial successes of the speech and its 
exploitation, the Board on March 10 approved “A Program to Ex- 
ploit the A-Bank Proposals in the President’s Speech .. .”. This 
paper, which was produced by the working group, brought the ini- 
tial planning effort near to a close. 3 | 

Il. THE PROGRAM: ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT 

At the request of the OCB in its meeting of December 9, Mr. C. | 
D. Jackson agreed to “. . . assume chairmanship of a high-level | 
Board committee to steer the follow-up activities in connection 

| with the President’s speech before the UN General Assembly on 
December 8, 1953.” The agreed membership included State, USIA, 
CIA, Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Federal 

. Civil Defense Administration. The immediate exploitation of the 
speech had been handled thus far by an informal working group, 
which this action superseded. 

The Board acted after receiving Mr. Jackson’s December 9 
memorandum * which anticipated important questions which the 
speech would raise, particularly on sharing the peaceful benefits of 
atomic energy with the world. The memorandum proposed the 
OCB coordination of follow-up activities to ensure that “the result- 
ant statements and actions in the public opinion field will be in 
support of current U.S. national security policies.” | 

The OCB continued at subsequent meetings to give attention to 
the problems of the new group, both administrative and substan- 
tive, including action on December 22 to ensure adequate coordina- 

tion between the working group and the independent interdepart- 

mental committee on substantive atomic policy. ® | 
Appropriate non-OCB-member agencies were asked to participate | 

in the domestic phase of exploitation, in a letter from Mr. Jackson 

of January 19, © which enclosed a check list of suggested agency ac- 

| 3 The reference paper is not printed. A copy is in P/PG files, lot 60 D 661, ‘Presi- | | 
dent’s UNGA Atomic Speech, IV” together with earlier drafts and comments pre- — 
pared by the Working Group for Exploitation of the President’s UN speech. 

* Ante, p. 1298. | 
> A copy of the minutes of the OCB meeting of Dec. 22, 1953 is in OCB files, lot 62 

D 430, “OCB Meetings, I’. 

6 Not found. |
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tions. The proposal recognized both existing government coordina- 

tion efforts under State and the AEC and the need for new coordi- 
| _ nating machinery for the future. It resulted in the establishment of — 
| periodic meetings of the appropriate OCB staff representative with 

; press officers of interested Executive agencies on problems of ex- 
| ploiting the speech domestically, so that appropriate newsbreaks 

~ could be generated for USIA to report overseas. 2” - 
_ For specific projects and problems, liaison has been developed by 
the working group or participating agencies, with the Joint Con- 

7 - gressional Committee on Atomic Energy, and with private institu- 
tions, organizations and individuals in the United States and 

| abroad. The exploitation program has included certain unattributa- 

ble activities. — he sp as i | 
| At its meeting of March 10, 7 the OCB approved a major working 
| group paper entitled, “A Program to Exploit the A-Bank proposals 
: in the President’s UN Speech of December 8, 1953.”’ This action au- 
| _ thorized the development of a program to provide “. . . guidance for 
| effective coordination of the domestic and overseas information 

follow-up . . . so as to insure that public statements and resultant 

| actions are in support of current U.S. national security policies,” 
| and brought an initial planning phase near to completion. 

At the March 3 and 10 meetings, ® the Board also considered the 

future approach of the Government to atomic information prob- 

| lems in a broader context, and “directed the Assistants to submit 
recommendations with regard to over-all coordination of public 

| statement, information and timing of projects relating to the ques- 

| tion of atomic energy .. .” The purpose of the directive was “. . . to 
: produce recommendations by the Assistants as to the extent of 

| OCB responsibility in these important fields and as to what if any 
additional responsibilities the Board or other agencies might be 

charged with by the National Security Council.” A memorandum 
to the Board on this subject was under development as this report 

| closed. ogee TM " | | 

| : ‘III. REVIEW OF ACTIVITIES TO MARCH 10 —t™ 

| A. Domestic ae a | , 

| The principal working group began at its first meeting to act on 
| domestic problems of exploiting the President’s speech, including 
| policy decisions, administrative arrangements and specific action 
| projects. Members of the initial exploitation team in Washington 

| __7A copy of the minutes of this meeting is in OCB files, lot 62 D 430, “OCB Meet- 

| Copies of the minutes of these meetings are in OCB files, lot 62 D 430, “OCB 

Meetings, I’’. 7 :
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advised and assisted UN information officers to develop top priori- 
ty foreign and domestic coverage on short notice, through the UN 
and commercial channels serviced by the UN. For example, five 

| American TV networks and four radio chains carried the entire 
speech live, all network shows presented excerpts, and additional 
releases were made on kinescopes and recorded radio broadcasts. 
The UN Film Division provided a complete color film for FCDA, 
and 16 commercial newsreels covered the entire speech (overseas 
and domestically). Edward R. Murrow used a part of the speech on 
“See It Now’”’. 

Subsequent to Mr. Jackson’s letter of January 19, the domestic 
aspects were handled primarily by “Group No. 2”, the press and in- 
formation officers’ working group described in II above, working on 
the basis of check lists of actions keyed to a running calendar of 
events. The basic program paper, which was approved by the Board 

on March 10, contained plans, projects and action assignments to 

agencies in the domestic field which were accomplished as follows: 

The Department of State: Distributed by mailing list some 4,700 
copies of the speech, captioned ‘Atomic Power for Peace,” to local 
and national organizations; publications, key individuals, radio and 
TV outlets and display libraries; sent out 1,000 copies of the speech 
in response to requests; made reference to the President’s proposals 
on atomic power in New York address by Secretary Dulles before 
the Council of Foreign Relations; developed liaison with magazine 
and feature press through personal contacts and furnishing of in- 
formation on economic implications of nuclear power; began plans 
to send the speech to 10,000 non-metropolitan editors; made initial 
distribution of “Questions and Answers on The Atom for Progress 
and Peace” in 10,000 copies and released the speech in a new 
format. 

| Atomic Energy Commission: The burden of supplying the “raw 
material” on peacetime applications of atomic energy and of re- 
viewing for security, accuracy and policy consistent with AEC do- 
mestic operations has fallen on the AEC. 

The AEC on December 15, designated two members of its public 
Information Staff to coordinate this supply and review service. 
Since that date, practically every AEC operating division and in- 
stallation has been involved in supplying the material needed by | 
other agencies, principally USIA. ; | 

About 40 USIA, State and CIA staff attended a specially ar- 
ranged seminar at AEC early in January. Before the FCDA had 
prints available, the Official Use Only version of the Ivy Film was 
shown to principal staff members of the interested agencies. 
Chairman Lewis L. Strauss has emphasized the importance of — 

the President’s program in his public addresses, beginning with his 
speech to the Washington Conference of Mayors on December 14. 
Other Commissioners also have highlighted the proposal in public 
appearances. 

Film, still pictures, reprints of pertinent articles, AEC reports 
and bulletins have been supplied in quantity to USIA. Policy guid-
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: ance on spot news stories is given, especially to the Voice of Amer- 

| ica. AEC representatives have participated regularly in various , 

OCB group and staff meetings and taken part in the evaluation of 

| the various proposed promotion ideas. co 

| The Department of Defense, while relatively conservative in its 

domestic treatment, made considerable progress in starting a long- 

range program to reach all components of the Department, and 

: plans to give it continuing and concentrated attention. Defense’s 

| ‘activities included: circulation of the speech to key personnel 

through an Air Force Information Series Letter and development 

of an Armed Forces Talk, “Atomic Energy in your Future,” based 

on the President’s address. This is the most thorough current De- 

| fense effort. It will be distributed down to platoon level in the 

Army and Air Force for use in weekly discussions with all person- 

nel, plus another 160,000 copies for other Services and outlets, and 

| several additional thousands for local project officers on Armed 

Forces Day, May 15, and for private institutions and schools. 

| Defense is also publishing 20,000 copies of a speakers’ guide for 

Armed Forces Day, keeping alert for additional opportunities to in- 

crease understanding of the project through its regular contacts _ 

! with hundreds of organized groups, and continuing to explore all 

| profitable avenues of public understanding within the military es- 

| tablishment. | 

, The Foreign Operations Administration has distributed copies of 

, the speech to all key employees. Governor Stassen has stressed the 

| significance of the December 8 proposals in repeated staff confer- 

: ences, and referred to their world implications in all of his address- 

| es since December 8. The speech is included in FOA briefing kits 

| for visiting organizations, and FOA speakers are instructed to use 

| the President’s main points wherever possible. FOA has also en- 

closed copies of the speech with FOA materials requested by mail, 

| and briefed its entire staff on the guidance points highlighted by 

. Mr. C. D. Jackson at the regular White House meeting of the infor- 

| mation operators on December 11. | oO 

| The Department of Agriculture will be prepared at appropriate | 

| - times to include references to atomic energy and its application to 

7 agriculture in speeches of the Secretary and top officers, and may 

find occasion to do a special speech or more, largely on that sub- 

ject. It will be ready when appropriate to stimulate newspapermen 

to treat the same topic. It is also preparing a television film short 

on the use of atomic energy in agricultural research, for distribu- 

| tion to 80 stations carrying farm program material from the De- 

| partment. The film uses scenes from the President’s speech deliv- 
| ery and some AEC footage. | 

The Department of Labor has mailed hundreds of copies of the 

| State Department’s Question and Answer fact sheet to its special- 

| ized list of publications (Labor Press Service, Negro Press, etc.), 

| with explanatory notes, and is considering a program to distribute 

10,000 copies of the State-printed pamphlet “The Atom for Progress 
and Peace” to its own employees, union and labor press officers 
and groups, and Departmental field officers. | 

| 
|
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The Department of Justice has distributed the speech to its key 
personnel and emphasized the need for discussing it in their public 
appearances. 

The Department of Health, Education and Welfare has ordered 
9,000 copies of the speech for distribution to key officials, and ar- 
ranged to reprint it in the Office of Education’s School Life (10,000 
circulation), and to carry excerpts in Public Health Service’s Public | 
Health Reports (12,000 circulation). The subject will be mentioned 
in speeches by Department speakers whenever appropriate, and ad- 
ditional future actions are to be considered. 

The Office of Defense Mobilization distributed this speech to key 
employees, and undertook continuing use of the theme in addresses 
by ODM officials. It distributed copies, plus State’s “Questions and 
Answers” to members of the Health and Resources Committee, 
which represents U.S. medical and health professions, and will dis- 
tribute them where appropriate to business and labor leaders, sci- 
entists and educators through various ODM committees. Selections 
from the speech will be referred to in the next ODM Report, which 
has wide distribution. 

The Treasury Department distributed the speech with an explan- 
atory memorandum to its key officials, gave copies of the State 
“Questions and Answers” pamphlet to Washington and field offi- 
cers, and provided them with guidance on points to be emphasized 
in official speeches. Secretary Humphrey has mentioned the speech 
on several public occasions and is expected to use excerpts from it 
in a recording for nation-wide use by Junior Chamber of Commerce 
groups. 

The Federal Civil Defense Administration has made three distri- 
butions of the complete text. The first was in its Daily News Digest 
of December 9, 1958, which was mailed to 3,000 State Governors, 
Congressional leaders, agency heads, key organizations, and Feder- 

| al, State and local civil defense officials. 
| The second was an appendix to the printed report of the White 
House Conference of Mayors on National Security to mayors of all 
US'S. cities over 5,000 population and other selected circulation to- 
taling 10,000. An accompanying “FYI” pointed up the close link be- 
tween the President’s words and civil defense, and urged frequent 
reference to the address in civil defense articles and speeches. 

In addition, a public booklet containing the full text of the UN 
address, with marginal notes, and a foreword by FCDA Administra- 
bora Peterson, was produced and given a select distribution of 

,000. 
Both the Administrator and Deputy Administrator in. their 

speeches, as well as FCDA booklets and releases, have continued to 
quote pertinent parts of the UN address. | 

General | 
The Ivy Film: | 

After extensive preliminary consideration by the principal OCB 
working group and the Board Assistants, the Board took action at 
its meeting of March 10 on the unclassified public version of the 
motion picture film “Operation Ivy,” produced in classified form
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under the auspices of Joint Task Force 132. It illustrates the effect 

! _ of exploding a thermo-nuclear device in the fall of 1952. It was pro- 
duced for AEC and Defense and made available to FCDA by AEC 

: last September. The OCB agreed to a recommendation for release 
| of this film by the FCDA to all media for U.S. audiences at 6:00 

p.m., EST, on April 7, under specified conditions, and approved 
transmittal of a memorandum to NSC advising that this release 

: date would be acceptable from the standpoint of foreign climate of 
opinion which may affect the security interests of the United 
States. The memorandum also included the view of the Board that 

| insofar as feasible, overseas public display of the film should be 
avoided. The Board also directed the preparation of a program to 
counter Soviet propaganda exploitation of this film as evidence of | 

| U.S. warmongering and to gather support for the Soviet proposal to 
: outlaw atomic weapons. This program had been prepared by the 
| working group for approval of the Board Assistants as this report 

closed. | cp Ge ee Oo 5 a 
| Legislative Liaison a | | 

The important relevance of atomic energy legislation to the 
| project was recognized early. Arrangements were made for OCB 

staff to be informed by the Bureau of the Budget on the progress of 

| coordination of substantive legislation to be proposed by the Presi- 

| dent. Mr. C. D. Jackson advised on portions of the President’s State 

| of the Union Message and his special message to Congress on mod- 
| ernizing the Atomic Energy Act, and the working group developed 

| information and guidances on appropriate portions of these mes- 

sages. In addition, OCB staff representation arranged for brief ref- 

| erences to the project in the President’s Economic Report. / 

| B. Foreign | | mye ary a 

| _ The overseas operational exploitation of the speech has been 
| - handled primarily by USIA, under the policy guidance of the De- 
: partment of State and with the assistance of other agencies repre- 

- gented on the OCB working group or concerned with the substan- 

tive aspects of the speech and other atomic energy problems. All 
| the resources of USIA have been committed to a massive program 

to spread the President’s message that “the United States pledges 
its determination to help solve the fearful atomic dilemma—to find 
the way by which the miraculous inventiveness of man shall not be 

| dedicated to his death, but consecrated to his life’. | 

Four exhibits on the peaceful use of atomic energy—and the 
| great strides already made in that direction—are now in produc- 

tion. A special motion picture has been produced. The overseas In- 

, formation Centers are building up special collections of books and 

materials on the subject. The Press Service daily carries news of



1410 _ FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

the latest peacetime atomic developments to the free world. The 
Voice of America is also factually reporting these vital develop- 
ments to the captive peoples behind the Iron and Bamboo Curtains. 

| USIA’s program is a long-range and continuing one. Some of its 
| more significant projects to date include: (1) the immediate trans- 

mittal of the full speech to 55 major foreign posts, followed by a 
suggested leaflet and more than 7,000 photos, plates and negatives; 
(2) distribution of the “Atomic Power for Peace” kit to PAO’s at all 

| posts, including 45 separate items for publicity and speech use, pic- 
, ture stories and displays, pamphlets and reprints, and background 

information; (3) inclusion in the daily wireless file of six or more 
follow-up stories each week (total selective distribution of printed 

_ materials is expected to top 16,800,000); (4) emphasis in daily treat- 
ments on the great progress already made in the peaceful applica- 
tions of atomic energy. : 

Exhibits | 

Overseas exhibits in preparation include a U.S. exhibition for 
Sao Paulo’s 400th Birthday Celebration, opening in July, three 
large mobile exhibits for transport through Europe by truck and 
smaller exhibits for all 217 USIS ports. | | 

Information Centers | 
USIA libraries are building special shelves on peaceful atomic 

uses, over 24 current documents and pamphlets have been sent to 
information centers, and over 12 others have been recommended 
for addition to the libraries. Many “Atom for Peace” exhibits have 
been established, and books on peaceful use recommended for 

translation and publication by foreign publishers. 

Voice of America 
The President’s speech was carried live from the UN by all do- 

| mestic and foreign-based Voice transmitters, and within a half an 
hour it was on the air in over 30 foreign languages. A complete 

kinescope was flown overseas immediately for the 35 countries _ 
with TV. Follow-up news and features were broadcast daily 
through December and consistently since then. 

Motion Pictures | 

The speech was given immediate world-wide newsreel coverage. 

A one-ree] documentary is receiving wide foreign distribution by 

Universal Pictures and USIS, and a new documentary supporting 

the President's atomic pool proposal is in preparation. 

Private Enterprise Cooperation 

Over 266 U.S. companies highlighted the speech in their regular 
foreign correspondence, an Atomic Industries Forum was arranged | 

for 300 foreign journalists, international service organizations are — 

spreading the President’s message, and USIA has also been con-
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| 
sulted by private sponsors of exhibits, films and international ad- | 

vertising. : | | 

_ United Nations | a | 
_ The initial Washington group cooperated with the UN and com- | 
mercial channels serviced by the UN on a short-notice major ex- ! 

| ploitation program which included live Canadian television, British | 

and Danish kinescopes, and Australian, Canadian and Latin Amer- | 
ican radio broadcasts or rebroadcasts and translations. Complete | 
films or newsreels were carried on various UN Services, making it | 
the largest UN motion picture coverage of a UN speech in recent | | 

years. | | ; 

: Task Force 7 Guidance _ ) | | | 
| The working group assisted in preparations for initial motion pic- | 

| ture guidance for Task Force 7 (future nuclear explosions). | 

| Iv. EVALUATION OF INITIAL IMPACT _ | | 
E 

The President’s speech, supported by all-out global exploitation 
) and follow-up, initially put the USSR on the defensive by focusing 
| attention on the prospects for peaceful development of atomic 

| energy. It was a bold positive act, which appealed to common 
| _ people and intellectuals alike. It aimed straight at a goal cherished 

| by the “neutrals” as well as our friends. It gave the Kremlin the 
| choice of responding favorably or standing condemned by their own 

past “peace” propaganda. The Russians’ early impulse to say “No” | 
gave the lie to that propaganda and earned them severe propagan- 

da reverses. | | | 
However, U.S. successes to date have only been partial and 

2 unless the program is followed up vigorously, U.S. gains will be 
| short-lived. The initial effect of the President’s speech while grati- 

| fying has shown that the significance of the proposals is not fully 
understood. Specifically, there is a great deal of confusion concern- 

ing the social improvement which can be expected from the peace- 

| ful application of nuclear energy and of the actions which the vari- : 

| ous countries must take in order to benefit from this program. 

| Judging from past activities, the Soviets can be expected to con- | 

| | tinue their attacks against any U.S. proposals and counter with 

| such lines of action as a revised USSR Disarmament Plan, possibly | 
calling for an atomic weapons ban and/or possible limited conces- 

sions to past U.S. views; other actions designed to exploit the fear b 

: which mankind has of the destructive power of the atom and its | 

| ignorance of the constructive potential of atomic energy; and dis- | 

crediting the U.S. proposal and subsequent steps as not possessing | 

any serious merit but as cover for “espionage, infiltration,” etc. | 

| |
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y, FUTURE PLANS 

At its March 10 meeting, the OCB laid the foundation for con- 
tinuing future activities when it approved “A Program to Exploit 
the A-Bank Proposals in the President’s UN Speech of December 8, 
1953, in the Domestic and International Public Opinion Fields.” 

The program’s objective is to develop as part of a long-range domes- __ 
tic and international informational and educational effort, a wide- 
spread understanding of the speech, particularly in terms of the 

proposal to make nuclear energy available for peaceful purposes on 
an international scale. This program paper contains in addition to 

| a concise exposition of the problem, widespread implementing 
action proposals with agency assignments and a checklist of sug- 
gested agency actions. | | 

600.0012/4-3054 me 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 

for European Affairs (Merchant) _ | 

‘TOP SECRET TG eNEvA, undated.] 

Participants: Mr. Pearson, Secretary of External Affairs of Canada 

| Mr. Livingston T. Merchant, US Delegation _ 

Time: 1 p. m., April 80, 1954 - 

Place: Mr. Pearson’s Suite at Hotel de la Paix, Geneva 

During the course of a talk with Mr. Pearson on another subject, 

I asked him if the Secretary had yet had a chance to speak to him 
concerning the contents of the Soviet reply to our note of March 19 
on the President’s atomic energy proposals. Mr. Pearson answered 
in the negative, but said that Sir Harold Caccia of the British Dele- | 
gation had let him read the informal translation which we had 

given the British. I told Mr. Pearson that the translation had been 
done very hastily and that we had sent it back to Washington for 

checking. I also said that their people in Washington would be 

brought into this matter as usual through the normal channel 

there. I said that the copy we had given the British of the rough 

translation had been due to their request. Mr. Pearson did not indi- 

cate in any way that he had been miffed but merely said that the 
reply was just about what he had expected. | |
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Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Exchange of Notes with USSR” : 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State ; 
for European Affairs (Merchant) a | 

‘TOP SECRET | | [GENEVA,] May 1, 1954. | 

Participants: The Secretary of State | - | 
Mr. Merchant | | 

! ~ Mr. Molotov | | | | | 
| Mr. Zarubin _ - | 

_ Mr. Troyanovsky | | | | 

Place: Mr. Molotov’s villa | , : ! 

| : Subject: Atomic Energy — - we! : 

The Secretary met with Mr. Molotov at 11 a.m. this morning at | 
the former’s request. After a brief exchange of trivialities, the Sec- | | 

: retary said that he would read some notes which he had jotted | 
: down for the sake of accuracy, but that they did not constitute a | 
| formal note. He thereupon handed Mr. Troyanovsky a carbon copy | 

: of his statement, which copy was left with the Soviets. | | | 
| The Secretary then read the attached statement. 1 4 
! Mr. Molotov listened attentively and replied that he would have ; | 

| to study our statement and that thereafter, the Soviet Government | 

could give its reply. At the same time, Mr. Molotov said he desired | 
to draw the Secretary's attention to the fact that the Soviet aide- | 
mémoire of April 27 2 pointed out that the establishment of an in- | 
ternational agency, as proposed by the United States, would not | 

2 limit the production of hydrogen bombs. Not only would the agency | 
pe be no obstacle to their use, but it might lead to an increase in the | 

amount of material and bombs. Mr. Molotov went on to say that in : 
| the reply of the Soviets of December 21 3 to the President’s propos- | 
| al contained in his speech of December 8, 1953, the Soviet Govern- : 

_ ment had expressed its willingness to discuss the President’s pro” , 
posal, and it had also suggested that its own proposal be discussed. : 

: Since then, Mr. Molotov said, the Soviet Government had three ! 
times repeated its proposal concerning unconditional ban on atomic 

I and hydrogen weapons by the Soviet Union, the United States and | 

other governments. This Soviet proposal was advanced on Decem- 
| ber 21, was referred to in the Soviet declaration of January 30, 4 | 

and again in the Soviet aide-mémoire of April 27, but the Soviet 
| Union still had no reply by the United States regarding the sub- | 
i —$_$____ . . i 

1 The statement does not accompany the source text. For text, see telegram Dulte | | 
36, infra. — a oe es | 

| 2 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 482-484. . 
* For text, see ibid. , Jan. 18, 1954, pp. 80-82. 7 | 

| * For text, see ibid. , Jan. 30, 1954, p. 479.
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: ject. Mr. Molotov continued that were the United States to give a 
favorable reply to the suggestion of a ban on nuclear weapons, then 

of course, the United States proposal for an international agency 

for the development of atomic energy would have a definite signifi- 
cance, which without the ban, it now lacks. Mr. Molotov concluded 

by asking when he could hope to have a reply to the Soviet propos- 
al. 

| The Secretary answered by referring to the statement in his : 
original remarks to the effect that we intended shortly to submit a 

reply on the Soviet proposal. He went on to say that our failure to 
respond earlier was not due to lack of interest or discourtesy, but 
for reasons which he would be glad to mention. 

Mr. Molotov nodded interested assent. | 
The Secretary said that there does not now exist, unhappily, be- 

tween our two governments a degree of confidence which enables 

the United States to look on a mere proposal to agree not to use 

atomic weapons as being in itself fully reliable. It had been the 

hope of the United States that if we could find an area regarding 

atomic energy, however small, within which we could cooperate, 

then there might be created a greater degree of confidence, which 

: in turn, would make it easier to deal with these larger matters. | 
That is the reason, explained the Secretary, why we were anxious 

to find out whether or not it was possible for our two governments 

to work together in some phase of the atomic energy field before , 

dealing with the larger aspect contained in the Soviet proposal. 

The Secretary concluded by saying we will, as desired by the Soviet 
Government, give our reply to its last note, which reply will of 
course have to take into account that element of the Soviet note 
which expressed unwillingness to consider the establishment of an 

| international agency for peaceful use, until after the matter of the 

ban had been dealt with. Oo 
Mr. Molotov said that he believed that not only the Soviet Gov- ) 

ernment, but the United States and others are interested in having 
the problem of the atomic bomb considered, and thereby contribute 

to reduce the danger of an atomic and hydrogen war. He then said 
something to the effect that this danger remains or might even in- 

crease as a result of certain proposals. 

. The Secretary interjected that he did not clearly understand Mr. 

Molotov’s last words. 
Mr. Molotov replied that he had said that the danger of atomic 

or hydrogen warfare remains and might even increase as a result 

of measures proposed for the peaceful use of atomic energy and 

that this would increase apprehension of atomic warfare. If, on the 

other hand, agreement could be reached not to use these weapons, 

then of course the proposal for an international agency for peaceful
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development would have significance which it now lacks. The Sec- , 
| retary said that he was at a loss to understand the suggestion con- | 

| tained in the Soviet memorandum of April 27, which Mr. Molotov | 
had just repeated, to the effect that the establishment of the | 

agency would not in any way increase the amount of atomic mate- 
rial available for military purposes or increase the likelihood of 

, atomic war. In fact, the Secretary said the proposal would decrease 
the amount of material slightly (depending on agreements on the 

extent of contributions made to the agency), but that from the 

: standpoint of working relations between the two countries and re- | 
| storing mutual confidence, it might make a great contribution and ! 

| that this was what we had in mind. We cannot, said the Secretary, 

| deal in these matters involving the life and death of nations with- 

! out greater confidence than exists today. oe 
fo Mr. Molotov replied that the Soviet proposal for a commitment | 

| not to employ atomic weapons was intended to create such a degree 
| of confidence as the first stage, and thus permit cooperation in the 
2 peaceful use of atomic energy. As to deeply technical and scientific 

questions regarding the use of atomic energy, Mr. Molotov said he 

was not competent to speak, but that he clearly understood that 
| parallel with the peaceful use of atomic materials, as in power 

plants, it was possible concurrently to increase the production of 
! material needed to produce atomic bombs. These, he said, are the 

scientific facts into which he would not go deeper, but concerning 

| which he knew that experts in the United States would be able to 

| give confirmation. | 
|. The Secretary asked Mr. Merchant if this made any sense, to 

which the latter replied that it didn’t to him and that it was an | 

: angle which he had never heard of. Simultaneously, Mr. Molotov 
| and Ambassador Zarubin had a brief exchange in Russian. Mr. I} 
, Molotov replied carefully that he believed men of science have the : 
| necessary data to substantiate this angle. | 
| The Secretary then drew on a piece of paper two boxes for the 
| purpose of explaining the nature of the plan we had in mind. These 
7 boxes, he said, could be considered the stockpiles of the United 

| States, the U.S.S.R., with possibly a smaller additional stockpile in 
| the United Kingdom. Under the United States plan, each would | 

take some small part now available for military purposes, and put 

; it into an agency internationally supervised and that, as a result, 
each of our stockpiles would be reduced, not increased. The Secre- 

| tary said he could not understand how this would represent an in- 
crease in the amount available for military purposes. Perhaps, he 

| said, the point was of such scientific character that he was incapa- 

: ble of understanding it. | 

|
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Mr. Molotov smiled and replied that he believed it would be diffi- 
cult for the two of them to go into details, and that he was unable ~ 
to speak in a scientific language, but that experts have the data to 

substantiate his point. PEP ge 
The Secretary said that he would seek out a scientist to educate | 

him more fully. | | 

Mr. Molotov again reiterated that there are such scientists. 

The Secretary expressed skepticism as to his ability to under- 
stand the point and then passed for Mr. Molotov’s reading a pro- 
posed innocuous communiqué to be issued after the meeting. Mr. 
Molotov approved it. ® | | 

The Secretary then, as he made a move to go, remarked that he 

was leaving Monday morning. ® Mr. Molotov said that there were 
differing interpretations in the press as to the reasons for his de- 
parture, and inquired if the Secretary was returning. The Secreta- _ 

ry replied that he had no plans to return, but this was not exclud- — 
ing his return, if the ‘occasion required it. He reminded Mr. Molo- | 
tov that he had told him in Berlin that it would be impossible for | 

him to remain very long in Geneva. The Secretary added that the 
fact of his going was not related to happenings at the Conference, 

but due to a prior decision connected with the necessity of his re- 
turning for consultations and exchanges of views with the Con- 
gress, before the adjournment, which might come early in June. | 

Mr. Molotov, who had given the impression of thinking deeply, 

from the moment that the Secretary indicated he was about to 
take his leave, then remarked that the Geneva Conference was 
called to consider two questions, and the Secretary would have par- 
ticipated only in the consideration of the first. 

The Secretary replied that he was being replaced by General 
Bedell Smith, whom Mr. Molotov knew and who could deal with 

matters with very considerable authority. The United States would 
continue to be responsibly represented. The Secretary said that he 
would like to participate personally in the Indo-China discussions 

and to learn Mr. Molotov’s thinking with regard to it, but he was 
afraid that time would not permit this. He concluded by saying 
that he had not disguised to Mr. Molotov his concern over the situ- 

ation and his fear that unless both parties—indeed all parties di- 

5 The draft communiqué prepared for Dulles and transmitted to him by Bowie on _ 
May 1 reads as follows: “Mr. Molotov and Mr. Dulles today held another in the 
series of meetings dealing with atomic energy. They discussed the reply of the 
Soviet Government on April 27 to the United States note of March 19, 1954. This 
reply will be further considered by the United States in Washington.” (600.0012/5- 
154 | 

© May 3. |
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rectly involved—exercise mutual restraints, the situation could | 
serve to increase rather than diminish international tensions. _ | 

_ Mr. Molotov, after a moment’s thought, produced only the state- | 
ment that, of course, we should all seek to find a way to peace in | 
Indo-China at Geneva, that all should participate in that effort, } 

| and that it was important that attention should be paid to the in- 
| terests of the two parties. 7 ios | 2 : 

The Secretary then rose, and as he said goodbye to Mr. Molotov, | 

expressed the hope that his sore throat was better. — 

2 Mr. Molotov said it was nearly well. oo : | 
| The Secretary said jocularly it would indeed be a world calamity : 
| | if Mr. Molotov were to lose his voice, to which Mr. Molotov re- 
| joined he did not have the occasion to speak as frequently as Mr. 
: Dulles, but no foreign minister should ever lose his voice. __ 

_ The Secretary left at 11:55 a. m. Taye aye | 
| Mr. Molotov looked somewhat better than he had at the time of | 

his other private talk with the Secretary earlier in the week. His 
: color was still gray, however, and he left the impression of a low- 

ered level of energy. _ oe | — | 

| 110.11-DU/5-154: Telegram | ta 

| The Secretary of State to the Department of State } 

SECRET _ GENEVA, May 1, 1954—2 p.m. | 
| Dulte 36. Limit distribution. Moscow information eyes only Am- | 

y bassador. Following is text of informal talking paper which I read | | 

| to Molotov this morning, leaving copy with his translator. _ | 

: Begin verbatim text. | | 
| 1. I have now read the aide-mémoire of the Soviet Union of April : 

| 27? re the proposal for “an international atomic energy agency” { 
submitted to the Soviet Ambassador in Washington on March 19. 3 : 

| This aide-mémoire criticizes the proposal on the grounds that it 
| would not substantially reduce atomic material stockpiles, or con- 
| trol the making or use of atomic weapons or remove the threat of 2 
| atomic war. | oe | - 

| 2. These criticisms misconstrue the purpose of the US proposal of 
| March 19. By its terms this proposal was not intended as a meas- | 

: ure for the control of atomic weapons or for solving itself the vari- 
ous other problems mentioned in the Soviet note. Its purpose was | 

| the more limited one of initiating international cooperation in the | 
| field of atomic energy on a basis which would avoid many of the 
| obstacles which have heretofore blocked any agreement. In this , 

1 Repeated for information to Moscow. ee o | : | 

| 2 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 482-484. | | 

3 Ante, p. 1372. | 

i 

| E
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way the proposal could contribute to improving relations among 
the cooperating nations and thereby to facilitating solution of the 
more difficult problem of effective control of atomic energy for 
military purposes. | 

3. Accordingly, the US cannot concur in the view of the Soviet 
Union that creation of an international agency to foster the use of 
atomic materials for peaceful purposes would not be useful in 
itself. On the contrary, it believes that such an agency could have 
valuable results both in encouraging closer cooperation among the 
participating nations and in expediting more extensive use of 
atomic energy for purposes beneficial to mankind. The US there- 
fore regrets that the Soviet Union is not willing to explore this 
matter further at this time. 

4. In view of the lack of interest now of the Soviet Union in pur- 
suing this proposal, the US will feel free to examine the creation of 
such an agency with other nations which might be interested. If 
the Soviet Union should later decide that it wishes to take part in 
any such discussions, the US will, of course, welcome its participa- 
tion. 

5. The US proposal of March 19 was, of course, not intended as a 
substitute for an effective system of control of atomic energy for 
military purposes. The US will continue, as heretofore, to seek 
means of achieving such control under reliable and adequate safe- | 
guards. It is prepared to continue exchanges of views with the 
Soviet Union for that purpose, and will shortly submit to the 
Soviet Union comments on its proposal referred to in its aide-mé- 
moire of April 27. | 
End verbatim text. 

| : DULLES 

396.1-GE/5-254: Telegram | 

7 The Secretary of State to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET — GENEVA, May 2, 1954—10 p. m. 

Dulte 48. Eyes only Acting Secretary. Eyes only Secretary Wilson 
| ‘and Admiral Strauss. I met briefly with Eden yesterday afternoon 

at his request. General Smith was with me. Caccia and Merchant 

were also present. This was in continuation of the discussion I had 

had two weeks ago with Eden concerning the possible feasibility of 

a moratorium on further hydrogen experiments.! Eden told me 

that he had had their scientists look into matter and that they 

could now say that they considered it feasible. With an upper al- 
lowable limit set at 50,000 tons TNT equivalent they felt one ob- 
servatory was sufficient to detect an explosion of this magnitude _ 
and that with two observatories it would be possible to locate site 

- 1The memorandum of conversation, Apr. 12, is not printed. (Conference files, lot 

60 D 627, CF 287)
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| of explosion. For this purpose one in Scandinavia and one in Swit- | 
zerland would probably suffice, but there would be advantages in | 
having one in Europe and one on North American continent. | 

| Eden said that if Russians accepted, there would be a disadvan- | 
| tage directly to UK and that he hoped under such circumstances ! 
: we would be “as kind to UK as possible within US laws”. Eden | 
7 added that Makins was informed on this subject and available for i 
: further discussion in Washington. | 
| . | | | DULLES | 

| ° 600.0012/5-554 | | 

| Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Bowie) | 
| to the Secretary of State | | 

| TOP SECRET . | | WASHINGTON, May 5, 1954. : | 7 : 
Subject: NSC Consideration of Proposed Suspension of Tests of | 

Atomic Weapons. | | | 

1. Foreign Secretary Eden has raised with you the question of | 

2 discontinuing or suspending tests of atomic weapons and has re- : 

| ported that this proposal and its policing is considered “feasible” by __ ! 
| the UK.! Fifty thousand tons of TNT equivalent would be the | 

| upper allowable limit, and “observatories for monitoring” would be | 
| placed in Scandinavia, Switzerland and on the North American ! 
| continent. If the Russians accepted, according to Eden, the UK | 
| would be disadvantaged and might look to us to be “‘as kind to the : 

UK as possible within US laws” in supplying them with informa- | 
tion of which they would be deprived by the moratorium on tests. : 

| _ 2, There has been strong world-wide reaction to the test pro- | 
grams and numerous official suggestions that they be halted. The : 

most important are the following: : 

. a) Nehru’s proposal for suspension, 2 which has been submitted : 
| to the Disarmament Commission and which will probably be con- | 
: sidered in the course of the Disarmament Commission talks in | 
| London. | 
| b) Both houses of the Japanese Parliament have passed resolu- 

| tions critical of tests and calling for effective control of atomic | 
| energy (April 5). These resolutions have been officially submitted to 
| us. 3 

| ©) The inhabitants of the Marshall Islands have submitted a peti- 
| tion to the UN which has been referred to the Trusteeship Council | 

| and which calls for the cessation of tests and, if this is not feasible, | 

| 1 See telegram Dulte 43, May 2, supra. 
2 See telegram 611 from New York, Apr. 12, p. 1383. 

3 See footnote 3, p. 1379. 
| |
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a series of measures to circumscribe the effects on territories and 
populations in the Pacific. | a 

d) The Japanese Red Cross has submitted to us a petition it in- 
tends to present to an international Red Cross Conference in 
Norway at the end of May, calling for a suspension of tests and em- 
phasizing the increased need for effective control of atomic energy. _ 

3. At the request of the United States Representative to the 
United Nations, the US Government has begun to consider the 

moratorium proposal and it is being studied by the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Department of Defense. It is understood it 

would have these disadvantages, inter alia: 

a) increased uncertainty with respect to the relative position of 
the United States and the USSR weapons programs; | 

b) suspension would be difficult to monitor; 
c) the integration of atomic components into our weapons sys- : 

tems would be more difficult; | 
d) the central problem of control of atomic weapons would 

remain and concentration on the fringe aspect might distract at- | 
tention from effective control. | | | 

On the other hand: | | 

a) The suspension would increase goodwill for the United States 
in Asia and in Europe. Oo - 

b) It would alleviate the “jitters” now affecting populations 
within range of Soviet weapons and which is having a deleterious 
effect on our alliances. | | 

c) If agreement with the USSR were possible, this would contrib- 
ute to the reduction of tensions and perhaps open the way to more 
fruitful discussions of atomic matters. 

d) Presumably, the USSR would be more disadvantaged by the 
suspension of tests than the Western world because of the relative 
arrears in their atomic programs. — 

Recommendation 

That the [National] Security Council direct Defense, State and | 
AEC to coordinate their studies of the advantages and disadvan- 
tages and to submit a report at an early date to be used as the 
basis for reply to the United Kingdom and possibly for devising a 

program for suspension of tests if the study so recommends. 
| | oe ROBERT BowIE 

| 
| 

. 

| .
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600.0012/3-554 ) | | 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for United Na- | 
tions Affairs (Key) to the Deputy Under Secretary of State | 

(Murphy) } - 

| SECRET | a _ [WasuIncTon,] May 5, 1954. | 
Subject: Response to Mr. Eden’s Views on Position Opposing Soviet | 

Proposal to Ban the Use of Atomic Weapons. a ! 

: Discussion eee oo | | Se : 

| 1. A British Aide-Mémoire of March 5 (Tab B)2 contained Mr. : 
| Eden’s views on the reply which the Western Powers should make 

to the Soviet proposal for a ban on the use of atomic and hydrogen — 
| weapons. At the time this Aide-Mémoire was handed to Mr. Arne- ! 
| son, he explained that we would not be in a position to comment on ! 

this for sometime. In the last two weeks, we have had a number of : 
, pressing inquiries from the British Ambassador requesting our | 
! viewsonthismatter, Ook. | 

(2. :1t will be necessary to have an agreed Western position on this | 

| subject, since we can expect the USSR to raise the issue in the | 
| forthcoming meetings of the United Nations Disarmament Com- : 

mission subcommittee. The line proposed for our own Aide-Mé- | 

| moire (Tab A) generally agrees with Mr. Eden’s views, with some : 
slight modifications. This position would be that we cannot agree to | 

this Soviet proposal without grave risk to our security, since a i 
mere declaration foregoing the use of these weapons is not support- | 

| ed by effective safeguards to ensure that the agreement will be 
| honored. Nor would such an agreement prevent the accumulation | 
| of weapons-stockpiles sufficient to destroy our major cities and in- | 

| _dustries if the agreement should be broken. Mass destruction weap- 

| ons should be eliminated as part of a general disarmament pro- 
: _ gram which would also include substantial balanced reduction of 

all armed forces and non-atomic armaments under effective safe- 
guards. We are prepared to renew our solemn assurances that we ! 

- -will not use any weapon except to repel aggression, nor in any 
| manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations. vo 

| Recommendation — : ee | 

That you approve the attached Aide-Mémoire for transmittal to 
the British Embassy. oe | eRe ee | _ 

| —-. Drafted by Meyers of UNP. OO 
2 Ante, p. 1367. | | 

| |
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[Tab A] 

The Department of State to the British Embassy 3 

SECRET : 

AIDE-MEMOIRE 

The Department of State refers to the British Embassy’s Aide- 
Memoire of March 5, 1954, containing Mr. Eden’s views on the 

reply which might be made to the Soviet proposals for a ban on the 

use of atomic and hydrogen weapons. This problem has been under 
consideration for sometime within the United States Government, 

which is of course constantly reviewing its disarmament positions 

to determine their continuing validity. _ 
The Department of State agrees with Mr. Eden’s view that the 

Western Powers could not agree to this Soviet proposal without 

grave risks to their security. A mere declaration abjuring the use 
of these weapons cannot be accepted, since it is not supported by 
effective safeguards to ensure that the agreement will be observed. 

Furthermore, such an agreement would not prevent the accumula- 

tion of stockpiles of weapons sufficient to destroy our major cities 

and industries and even to damage gravely western civilization as 

we now know it, should this unsafeguarded agreement be broken. 

As Mr. Eden has pointed out, mass destruction weapons should 

| be eliminated as part of a general agreement on disarmament 
which would also include a substantial balanced reduction of all 

| armed forces and non-atomic armaments, under an effective system 
of controls and safeguards which would assure that no state should 

have cause to fear that its security was in danger. | 
While concurring in the general line suggested by Mr. Eden for 

| reply to the Soviet proposal, we suggest that this might be modified 
slightly so that it would read somewhat as follows: | 

| “The Western Powers are second to none in wishing to achieve 
elimination of major weapons adaptable to mass destruction. They 
certainly agree that the disarmament system for which we are 
working should provide for the prohibition of the production, stor- 
ing and use of atomic and hydrogen weapons, but believe that this 
can only be accomplished as a result of an effective system of safe- 
guards which will ensure that agreements of this nature will be ob- 
served. They have always maintained this, and it has been provid- 
ed for in every General Assembly resolution on disarmament. | | 

: “The Western Powers believe that a mere declaration abjuring 
the use of these weapons and which lacks adequate safeguards 
against violations or evasions does not lessen the danger of war nor 

| 8 Drafted by Meyers on May 5. A handwritten notation on the source text reads: 
“Handed to Miss Salt, British Embassy, at 12:30 p. m., May 12, 1954, H. Meyers”.
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, the destructiveness of war if it should come. The Soviet proposal | 
| ' would do nothing to prevent the accumulation of stocks of materi- | 
: als for major weapons adaptable to mass destruction, sufficient to 
| destroy major areas of the world if not to wound mortally our civi- 

lization, as Mr. Malenkov has pointed out. 
“The United Nations has also made it clear that world security 

| can only come about through balanced disarmament, applied to 
armed forces and to all manner of armaments in such a manner 

: that the security cf all States will be assured. In this connection, it 
: should be pointed out that the United Nations has recognized that 
| it is aggression which is the gravest of all crimes against peace and 

security, rather than the use of any particular weapon. Our ulti- 
| mate objective is to prevent war of any kind. Our immediate objec- 

| tive is to eliminate the possibility of any successful aggression by 
| such a substantial balanced reduction of armaments and armed 

| forces, including the elimination of atomic weapons, that the possi- 
, bility of an aggression achieving its goal will be virtually removed. 

“We still maintain that progress toward disarmament should be 
_ on the basis of the resolutions of the General assembly, of which 

the most recent provides that the whole disarmament program, in- 
cluding the elimination and prohibition of atomic weapons and 
major weapons adaptable to mass destruction, should be carried 
out under effective international control and in such a way that no 

, state would have cause to fear that its security was in danger. 
| “For their part, the Western Powers are individually prepared to 

renew their solemn assurances that they will not use either weap- 
| ons of mass destruction or any other weapons except to repel ag- 

gression. Nor will they threaten to employ these weapons or use 
| them in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the 

| United Nations.” | : 

| The Department of State suggests that it would be advisable to 

| work out an agreed statement of the above general nature at the 

| forthcoming meeting in London of the staffs of the United King- : 
| dom, Canadian and French and United States Delegations, in prep- | 

aration for the Disarmament Commission subcommittee’s meetings. 

| Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

| Memorandum of Discussion at the 195th Meeting of the National : 
| Security Council, Thursday, May 6, 1954 

| 
| | | a [Extracts] _ 

| TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | 

| The following were present at the 195th meeting of the National 
| Security Council: The President of the United States, presiding; the | 

| —__ | | 
1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on May 8. The meeting was 

largely devoted to a report by Secretary Dulles on the Geneva Conference and the 
| Continued
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Vice President of the United States; the Secretary of State; the Sec- 
retary of Defense; the Acting Director, Foreign Operations Admin- 
istration; and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also 

present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; 
the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy 

Commission; the Federal Civil Defense Administrator; the Deputy 

Secretary of Defense; the Secretary of the Navy; General Ridgway 
for the Secretary of the Army; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
the Director of Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the President: 

Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; the Deputy As- 
sistant to the President; Robert R. Bowie, Department of State; the 
White House Staff Secretary; Bryce Harlow, Administrative Assist- 
ant to the President; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy 
Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

the chief points taken. | 

Mr. Cutler then reminded Secretary Dulles that he wished to dis- 
| cuss with the Council the subject of the recent series of H-bomb | 

tests at the Pacific proving grounds. Secretary Dulles replied that _ 

he indeed wanted to bring the Council up to date on these develop- 

| ments. He said that he had made a statement to a restricted group 
at the recent NATO meeting which was designed to clarify the po- 
sition of the United States with respect to the use of nuclear weap- 
ons. 2? He said he wished a copy of this statement to be placed in 

the records of the National Security Council since this statement 
officially put our allies on notice regarding our views on the use of 
these weapons. | 

Secretary Dulles said that, subsequent to the delivery of this 
statement at the NATO meeting, he had received a letter from An- 
thony Eden discussing the statement. Secretary Dulles read por-. 
tions of the Eden letter and pointed out that Mr. Eden was holding 

strongly to the idea of consultation between the United States and | 
| the United Kingdom prior to any decision to use atomic weapons. 

In effect, said Secretary Dulles, this was indication of the British 

desire to get themselves into a position to veto the use of atomic 

weapons by the United States; whereas, in fact, Secretary Dulles 
had intended his NATO statement on the subject to constitute the 
“consultation with our allies’ which was called for. 

Secretary Dulles then referred to a conversation he had had at 

Geneva with Molotov regarding further steps to carry out the | 

President’s plan for the developing of peaceful uses of atomic _ 

Indochina situation and related discussion. For the portion of the memorandum re- 
- cording consideration of those matters, see vol. xm, Part 2, p. 1481. | 

2 For text, see vol. v, Part 1, p. 509. :
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energy. ® Molotov had called on him, and had stated in effect that | 
until a ban on the use of atomic weapons was agreed upon, there 
was no use in having further conversations regarding peaceful uses | 

| of atomic energy. Secretary Dulles then read his reply to Molotov’s 
statement, in which he suggested that continuing the conversations 
looking to the creation of an agency for exploring peaceful uses 

; might pave the way for the solution of the more difficult problem. | 
2 However, in view of Molotov’s attitude, the United States would | 
_ now feel free to go ahead and discuss peaceful uses without the | | 
7 Soviet Union. oe a. oe : 
: Secretary Dulles pointed out his belief that it would have been a 
: mistake to let the American public know that the Soviet Union 

had thus virtually rejected the President’s proposal. Popular reac- 
| tion in this country would have been pretty violent. 

| Secretary Dulles said that the other major issue which he 
wanted to discuss was that of an international moratorium on fur- 

| ther atomic and thermonuclear tests. This subject had first come 
up in a talk with Eden in London on April 13 [12 ?], and there had | 
been further discussion of the subject with Eden at Geneva. + The 

! UK strongly favored a moratorium on further tests. As far as he 
| could see, said Secretary Dulles, the present series of U.S. tests put 

us a lap ahead of the USSR. If this was so, and we could secure a 
_- moratorium which could really be policed, it would place us in a 

| much better position from the point of view of propaganda and our 
| posture vis-a-vis the free world. It would certainly help us to meet 
| the vicious attacks on us as warmongers by Soviet propaganda. Of 

| course, continued Secretary Dulles, he was in no position to make 

any judgment as to the technical issues involved in accepting a 
moratorium, but it would certainly be advantageous to do so from | 

| an international point of view. __ | ee re | 
| _ Admiral Strauss then spoke to this issue. He said he had hoped | 

| to be able to inform the Council that the last test in the current 
| series had been completed, -but weather conditions had made this | 

| impossible, and a few more days would be required. With respect to ; 
a cessation of further tests, he pointed out that the current series : 

| had been of the utmost importance and had advanced our knowl- 
: edge of nuclear weapons in a great variety of ways. It isn’t. neces- | 
| sary to have further tests in order to increase the potential de- | 

| structiveness of our stockpile of atomic weapons, but to discontinue 
the tests would certainly deny us the prospect of advances in 
knowledge which would significantly increase the number of weap- 

| ons available to us in terms of available raw materials. Also, com- | 

3 See the memorandum of conversation by Merchant, May 1, p. 1413. 
| 4 See telegram Dulte 43 from Geneva, May 2, p. 1418. . 

|
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| mented Admiral Strauss, while a team of international scientists 

might be able to detect a Soviet violation of an agreement to cease 
further tests, there was no infallible means of assuring such detec- 

tion. 

The President said to Admiral Strauss, ‘You mean that if the 

Russians went ahead despite agreement not to, the effect would be 
to put us behind them in the procession.” In answer to the Presi- 
dent, Admiral Strauss merely commented on what might have hap- 
pened to us if we had agreed earlier, say in 1950, to a cessation of 

| tests. 

: Secretary Wilson expressed great skepticism regarding the mora- _ 
torium, and said there was nothing we could do about it if the Rus- 
sians did violate their agreement. | 

The President said he had a rather different view. The Soviets 
were always talking big about outlawing atomic weapons, though 

of course they did nothing whatever about it. Accordingly, we could 
put them on the spot if we accepted a moratorium. If they violated | 

their agreement we would go ahead promptly and conduct new 

tests ourselves. The President did express with great emphasis the 

necessity we were under to gain some significant psychological ad- 

vantage in the world. Everybody seems to think that we’re skunks, 
saber-rattlers and warmongers. We ought not. to miss any chance to 

make clear our peaceful objectives. _ 
Secretary Dulles pointed out that if the Soviets broke the mora- 

torlum agreement and this was certified by the team of neutral sci- 
entists, the Soviets might, of course, gain a technical advantage, 

but they would lose enormously in terms of world condemnation of 
their violation. 

_ Secretary Wilson then inquired whether the moratorium envis- 

aged would be complete, or would extend only to large weapons. 
Secretary Dulles replied that that would be something that we — 

would have to decide upon. Secretary Wilson pointed out that if 
atomic weapons of a certain range of magnitude were subject to the 

moratorium, there would be serious repercussions on the develop- 
ment of our thermonuclear capability. Admiral Strauss confirmed 
this by stating that such a prohibition would prevent any further 

thermonuclear experiments. The President said he realized this, 

but that after all, the Soviets had exploded only one thermonuclear 
weapon and the United States was ahead of them in this field. 

| Admiral Strauss went on to point out how unfortunate it would | 

be if the United States appeared to be stopping these tests because 
of pressure. Moreover, he asked that before the United States 

agrees to the terms of any moratorium, time should be provided to 

permit full evaluation of the results of the current series of tests, 
which would conclude this week. It might be that our people would
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agree after this evaluation that no additional tests would be neces- 
! sary for perhaps a year’s time. This decision was in any event of 

the utmost importance and should not be hastily made. | | 
2 Admiral Radford commented that a great many high officials in 
| the United States Government had no idea what tremendous 
fo progress we have made in the field of nuclear weapons in the last 

7 six weeks. No hasty decision regarding a moratorium should be | 
made. This should await the preparation of a detailed study upon 

| which the Council could base a decision. 
The President agreed that of course no hasty decision should be 

taken, but if we have actually reached the limits of. efficiency in 

| our atomic weapons, it might give us a tremendous psychological 

advantage over the enemy if we could propose a moratorium on 

| future tests. | | 
| Secretary Wilson again pointed out to the President that. the 

issue of further tests related not to the efficiency and size of our | 
| atomic weapons, but to the actual numbers. 

: Mr. Cutler then inquired of Admiral Strauss how long it would 
7 take to evaluate fully the results of the current series of tests. Ad- 
| miral Strauss replied that the process would take not less than 

| thirty days. 
| The Vice President expressed himself as in agreement on this 

| problem with the point of view of the Secretary of State. The Coun- | 
} cil should bear in mind that the United States was at the moment 

| taking a “hell of a licking’ on the propaganda front. An offer of 
| this sort would certainly help. The Vice President believed that the 

Soviets needed to continue their tests more than we needed to con- 
| tinue ours. This being the case, and we make the offer, they will 

| presumably turn it down. We would gain a net advantage. If, on 

| the other hand, they did accept the offer, we would be obliged to 
: deduce that their program is further advanced than we had previ- 

| ously believed. This in itself would constitute very valuable intelli- | 
| gence information. Furthermore, the Vice President said, he as- 

| sumed that even though we entered into a moratorium, we would ; 

| continue to develop our research in the field of nuclear weapons ; 
i even though the tests themselves were stopped. In any event, we 
| must all bear in mind the fact that the potentialities of the hydro- 
| gen bomb are so terrible that every effort must be made to avoid 

: another world war. Conceivably the proposed moratorium might 

| help to avoid such a war. | | 

| Secretary Wilson replied by pointing out to the Vice President 
| that, unhappily, you couldn’t go very far in your research program 
2 without resorting to tests. | 

| To these and other objections to the proposal by Secretary 

Wilson, the President again summarized his belief that the United 

|
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States required to put itself in a better posture before the world. If 

the Russians agreed to accept a moratorium and then welshed on 
it, our position in Britain, for instance, would be tremendously im- 
proved. Secretary Dulles added that the basic cause for the British 
weakness with regard to Southeast Asia was their obsession over | 

the H-bomb and its potential effect on the British Isles. We are. 

losing ground every day in England and in other allied nations be- 
cause they are all insisting we are so militaristic. Comparisons are 
now being made between ours and Hitler’s military machine. 
Speaking with great conviction, Secretary Dulles insisted that we 
could not sit here in Washington and develop bigger bombs without 

| any regard for the impact of these developments on world opinion. 
In the long run it isn’t only bombs that win wars, but having 
public opinion on your side. In sum, the net advantage to us of a 
moratorium would be very great indeed. | 

Admiral Strauss said that he must remind the Council that we _ 

had made similar proposals to the Russians in 1946, and they had 

kicked us in the teeth. Why don’t we, therefore, keep stressing this | 
failure to respond? Haven’t the Russians supplied the world with 

sufficient evidence of breaches of faith? The list of these was _ 
almost endless. 

_ The President agreed with much that Admiral Strauss had said, 
but pointed out that there was one thing missing from his analysis. 
The world is much more terrified now than it was in 1946. The 

long list of Russian violations of agreements wasn’t as physically 

terrifying to people as was the prospect now of atomic warfare. 

Mr. Cutler then suggested that the whole problem of the morato- 

rium be studied as a matter of urgency by the Departments of 
State and Defense and the Atomic Energy Commission, with the 
assistance of the Central Intelligence Agency. As soon as the study 
was complete it should be brought to the attention of the Council. 

At the conclusion of the discussion, Secretary Dulles asked if he 
might have a look at the statement which Defense and AEC pro- 

posed to issue at the conclusion of the current series of atomic 

tests. Admiral Strauss had a copy of the proposed statement and 

handed it to Secretary Dulles, who then read it aloud to the Coun- 
cil. The President suggested limiting the statement simply to say 

that the safety zones which had been established for the conduct of 

the tests were no longer in force and had been lifted. | 

The National Security Council: ® 

f. Noted that the Secretary of State had presented to the recent _ 
NATO meeting in Paris a statement on the United States position 

5 The paragraphs which follow constitute NSC Action No. 1106. Paragraphs a-e 
deal with the Geneva Conference and Indochina.
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| regarding nuclear weapons, a copy of which was made available for 
the Council files. — | ee aa 

g. Noted, as read at the meeting, the statement which the Secre- 
tary of State had made to the Soviet Foreign Minister at Geneva in 

2 response to the latter’s reply to the President’s proposals for peace- 
ful uses of atomic energy. a oe | 

. __h. Requested the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Chair- | 
| man, Atomic Energy Commission, with the assistance of the Direc- 
| tor of Central Intelligence, to report to the Council as soon as possi- 
| ble and not later than June 8, 1954 on the desirability of an inter- 

_ national moratorium on further tests of nuclear weapons. 

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- | 
| quently transmitted to the Secretary of State for appropriate 
| ~ action. The action in c above subsequently transmitted to the Sec- 

retaries of State and Defense. The action in e above subsequently 
transmitted to the Operations Coordinating Board. The action in h 

| above subsequently transmitted to the Secretaries of State and De- 
| fense, the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, and the Director 

of Central Intelligence. _ a | | 

, | _ | _—-«§, Everett GLEASON 

330.13/5-754 aon . : 

| The Secretary of State to the Deputy United States Representative 
on the United Nations Disarmament Commission at London (Pat- 
terson)> | | 

CONFIDENTIAL ~ | [WASHINGTON,] May 7, 1954. | | 

| _ §1r: 1. The following instructions are presented for your guidance 
as Deputy United States Representative on the United Nations Dis- | 
-armament Commission, meetings of a Subcommittee of which are | 

fo to be convened at London on May 13, 1954. I shall appreciate your | 

| communicating these instructions to your Advisers. — | 
} _ 2. Since the United States Representative on the Disarmament : 

Commission, The Honorable Henry Cabot Lodge, does not plan to 
, attend these Meetings of the Subcommittee of the Disarmament | 

Commission, you will act as United States Representative at these 
| Meetings. In the interests of expeditious exchanges of views be- | 

tween you and the Department of State the most feasible method 

| of communication will be directly from you to the Department of | | 

: State and from the Department to you. The Department of State | 
| will ensure, however, that all copies of communications in either 

| 1 Drafted by Thomas J. Cogan of UNA/IC on May 6. Concurrences given by 
Meyers and Bechhoefer for Lodge. | 

,
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direction will be transmitted to the United States Mission to the 
United Nations. ee 

| 3. The general terms of reference for these Meetings are attached 
as Annex A. In connection with your responsibilities as Deputy 
United States Representative, you should be guided by the briefing 
previously given by officers of the Department of State. While no 
position papers are attached, you should keep in mind the general 
position of the United States Government towards disarmament as 

| outlined in the National Security Council Document and subordi- 
nate papers. 2 | 

4. It will be noted that basic documents in connection with these 
Meetings are classified. There will remain much in these docu- 
ments that should not be revealed, even after the substance of the 

United States position has been made known at the Meeting. For 
this reason, these documents will retain their classification after 

the United States position has been made public. : 

5. The matter of tactics in connection with the issues of this 
Meeting, including the timing and emphasis which should be taken 

on any point, is left to your discretion within the framework of 

policy decisions. In this connection, it is urged that you utilize fully 
the experience of your Advisers. If any matters should arise which 
are outside the scope of these instructions and which are not con- 

sistent with our national policy in this field, you are requested to 
make an appropriate reservation of your position, insist that dis- 

cussion be limited to the subjects within the frame of reference as 
you understand it to be, and communicate with the Department 

immediately for instructions in these matters, reporting any infor- 

mation which may be relevant and, where possible, recommending 

a course of action. 
6. Since this is an official governmental conference, the views ex- 

pressed by the respective representatives are likely to be consid- 

ered as official views of their governments, even though advanced 
as tentative suggestions. Accordingly, your Advisers must act as a 
unit and present a solid front. The views expressed on issues before 

the Meeting must be those of the Government of the United States, 

rather than the views of individual Advisers or of organizations or 

groups with which they may be affiliated. Any divergent views 

- among your Advisers should be resolved by you in-private meetings 
in order that embarrassing differences of opinion may not possibly 

appear in open discussion. In the event of diverse views among | 

2The documents under reference cannot be further identified. Possibly the “Na- | 
tional Security Council Document” refers to NSC 112/1, “Possibility of a New U.S. 

Disarmament Proposal in the Eighth General Assembly’’, Sept. 1, 1953, printed on 
p. 1189.
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: your Advisers, your decision shall be final and binding on the Dele- ! 

: gation. | a | 
| 7. Your Advisers will constantly keep in mind their official ca- 

| pacities as representatives of the Government of the United States | 

accredited to this Meeting. In such official capacity, the demeanor ! 

and statements of your Advisers are subject to close scrutiny by : 

| representatives and advisers of the other participating govern- . 

| ments, the secretariat, the press and the public. When an opinion | 
| is solicited or given on programs or proposals not germane to this 

: Meeting, your Advisers should be especially mindful to be cautious 

in their remarks and to identify them as personal. Your Advisers 

| should also be consistently alert to the possibility that the sessions 

| of this Meeting may be utilized by certain representatives as a : 

| forum for political attacks on the United States or as vehicles for : 

| the dissemination of propaganda. You should, therefore, impress 

| upon all your Advisers the importance of exercising discretion and | 

| tact while on this official mission. Should any difficulties arise in | 

the foregoing connection, you should seek the advice and assistance 

of the American Ambassador at London. | 

8, All relations with the press should, in principle, be conducted _ | 

| by you through your press and public relations officer, Mr. John Z. 2 

Williams. The advice of the American Ambassador at London, The 
| Honorable Winthrop W. Aldrich, or if considered necessary, of the | | 

| Department, should be sought before the issuance of any statement | 

| which might involve policies not covered by your instructions. You 

| should caution your Advisers not to give information or opinions to | 

the press in respect to official work of the Meeting, except as you 

| deem otherwise advisable. | 

| 9. You are authorized to delegate to one of your Advisers from 

the Department of State all authority held by you in the event of | 

| your absence or inability to attend sessions of this Meeting and in } 

| any other instances in which you are unable to exercise the func- 

| tions of your position. _ | | 

| 10. You are authorized to sign joint communiqués with repre- | 

; sentatives of some or all of the other governments, reached as a 

| result of the labors of the Meeting, provided they are within the | 

: terms of your instructions and that they take the form of resolu- | 

: tions or recommendations, and not the form of a treaty or other 

| | binding international agreement. | 

! 11. In the event that representatives of other governments seek | 
| to have the Meeting moved from London to another site, you | 

| should oppose such a move and urge that the work of the Subcom- ; 

mittee be completed at London. In the event that the majority of : 
the representatives believe that the site of the Meeting should be © | 

| | |
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transferred to another city, you should seek instructions from the 
| Department, prior to any action being taken on this matter. 

12. Immediately upon your arrival at London, it is suggested 
| that you communicate with the American Ambassador, The Honor- 

able Winthrop W. Aldrich. He is in a position to provide advice and 
| assistance on conference organizational, procedural and adminis- 

trative matters. He will advise you with regard to the local situa- 
tion and problems, especially those which may apply to the Meet- 
ing, and facilitate generally the work, social obligations and accom- 
modations of you and your Advisers. Specifically the American Em- 
bassy may assist you in your relations with the press in the event 
that you deem such assistance necessary. 

13. It is expected that you will keep the Department fully in- 
formed by regular cables and despatches of the progress of the de- 
liberations, and that you will see that such documents of the meet- | 
ing as you deem necessary to keep the policy officers in Washing- 

7 ton fully informed are dispatched regularly. | 

14. Should you find it necessary to seek telegraphic advice from 
the Department in connection with the Meeting, you will, of 
course, utilize the facilities of the American Embassy at London as 
the sole channel of communication with the United States Govern- 

| ment. While a special designator series has not been established for 
: this Meeting, this may be done at your request. Any telegraphic 

communications from the Department affecting your instructions 
shall become a part thereof and shall supersede any position found 

to be in conflict. | | 
| 15. At the close of the Meeting, you are requested to submit an 

| official report covering the work of you and your Advisers and the 
action taken by the Subcommittee. Enclosed for your convenience 
is a suggested outline for the report which will serve as a conven- 

ient check-list of items to be covered. 3 Its use will serve to assure a 

degree of uniformity with reports of other official delegations, all of 

which will be summarized in the Department’s annual conference | 

volume. The official report may be supplemented by a confidential 

report containing any other items which, in your opinion, should 

be a matter of record. The reports should be addressed to the Secre- 
tary of State and marked for the attention of the Office of Interna- 
tional Conferences which will ensure their proper distribution 
within the Department and the Government. | 

16. The United States Government appreciates your willingness 

to represent your country at this important Meeting. May I express | 

the Administration’s and my own deep gratitude to you personally 

for the great service which you are rendering. I have every confi- 

3 Not printed.
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: dence in the individual ability of you and of your Advisers and that | 
your able leadership will reflect credit on the United States in this | 
important undertaking. ee ee ee | : 

Very truly yours, cee ar ee - 
| | OPS aN For the Secretary of State: | 

| es ~~ -Davip McK. Key | 
ee oe Assistant Secretary i 

Paper Prepared by the Officer in Charge of International Security | | 
| _ Affairs, Bureau of United Nations Affairs (Bechhoefer) | 

) a EE _ [Wasuincton,] May 5, 1954. | 

| - Terms or REFERENCE OF SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE DISARMAMENT | | 

: 4 : COMMISSION ; | | 

1. Under Article 26 of the Charter of the United Nations, the Se- - | 

| curity Council is responsible for “formulating . . . plans to be sub- | 
| mitted to the Members of the United Nations for the establishment | 

of a system for the regulation of armaments”. Under Article 11 the | 
General Assembly ‘‘may consider the general principles of coopera- | 
tion in the maintenance of international peace and security, includ- 

ing the principles governing disarmament and the regulation of ar- ; 
maments, and may make recommendations with regard to such 
principles to the members or to the Security Council or to both.” | 

2. On January 11, 1952 the General Assembly by a resolution es- | 
| tablished “under the Security Council a Disarmament Commis- | 
! sion” and indicated its functions and certain general principles to | 
| guide the Disarmament Commission. * - | ! 

| | 3. On November 28, 1953 the General Assembly passed a resolu- _ : 
| tion requesting the Disarmament Commission to continue its ef- 

forts to reach agreement on the problems with which it is con- : 
| cerned and suggested (Paragraph 6) “that the Disarmament Com- | 

| mission study the desirability of establishing a Subcommittee con- | 
sisting of representatives of the Powers principally involved which 

! should seek in private an acceptable solution and report to the Dis- 

| armament Commission in order that the Commission may study | 
! and report on such a solution to the General Assembly and to the | 
| Security Council not later than 1 September 1954”. The General | 
| Assembly further suggested that the Subcommittee “hold its pri- 

| 4 Regarding the resolution of Jan. 11, 1952, see the editorial note, p. 845. a 

|
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vate meetings as appropriate in the different countries most con- | 
cerned with the problem”’.5 a 

| 4. Pursuant to these provisions of the General Assembly resolu- 
tion the Disarmament Commission on April 19 adopted a resolu- | 
tion establishing a Subcommittee consisting of representatives of 
Canada, France, USSR, UK and USA, and recommending that the 
Committee present a report on the results of its work to the Disar- 
mament Commission not later than July 15. At the first meeting of 
the Subcommittee on April 23 the Subcommittee decided to hold its 

next meeting in London on or about May 13. ® 
o. As stated in Paragraph 3 of this memorandum, the objective of 

the Subcommittee as set forth in the General Assembly resolution 
of November 28 is to “seek in private an acceptable solution”. The 
problems which must be solved are those within the jurisdiction of 
the Disarmament Commission. While there have been several for- 
mulations of these problems, the most recent and one which se- 
cured the affirmative votes of all states including the Soviet Union, | 

is set forth in the first preambular paragraph of the General As- 

sembly resolution of November 28, reading as follows: 

“Reaffirming the responsibility of the United Nations for consid- 
ering the problem of disarmament and affirming the need of pro- 
viding for: 

(a) The regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all 
armed forces and all armaments, | 

(b) The elimination and prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and 
other types of weapons of mass destruction, 

(c) The effective international control of atomic energy to 
ensure the prohibition of atomic weapons and the use of 
atomic energy for peaceful purposes only, 

the whole programme to be carried out under effective internation- 
al control and in such a way that no State would have cause to fear 
that its security was endangered.” 

5 Regarding the resolution of Nov. 28, 1953, see the editorial note, p. 1250. 

® Regarding the Disarmament Commission resolution of Apr. 19, see the editorial 
note, p. 1386. 

Editorial Note 

The Subcommittee of Five of the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission, consisting of representatives of the United States, the 
Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France, and Canada, met in 19 | 
sessions at Lancaster House, London, May 13-June 22, 1954. The 

Subcommittee Report and its nine annexes, consisting of proposals 

and working papers submitted by the various delegations, is print-
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| ed in Department of State Bulletin, August 2, 1954, pages 177-183. | 
po Unpublished documentation on the London Subcommittee meet- | 

ings is in Department of State files 330.13, 600.0012, and Disarma- | 
ment files, lot 58 D 138, ““Telegrams-1954”. | ! 

| | Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Exchange of Notes with USSR” | | | | 

| Memorandum by the Director of the Office of United Nations Politi- : 
cal and Security Affairs (Wainhouse) to the Consultant to the | 

Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith) } 

TOP SECRET coe WasHINGTON, May 17, 1954. | 
| Subject: NSC Study Concerning Whether and Where to Proceed 
| with the President’s December 8 Proposals in the Light of the 

Soviet Note of April 27. 2 | : 

2 You might wish to consider the following points in preparing the | 
| NSC study on this subject: | | 

1. We should proceed with the President’s A-Bank proposals in 
| spite of the Soviet refusal in their note of April 27 to discuss this 

proposal barring agreement on the Soviet call for a ban on the use 

| of atomic and hydrogen weapons. : 

(a) It is doubtful that the USSR’s response of April 27 was actual- | 
: ly a rejection of the proposals. It is framed in terms of a refusal to | 

discuss the proposals until agreement is reached on the Soviet call 
| for a ban on the use of nuclear weapons, but is not a rejection per | 

se as was confirmed by USSR Representative Malik in the London 
meetings of the Disarmament Commission subcommittee (London’s 
5141, May 15). ® Moreover it must be read in the light of the fact 
that the U.S. has not officially responded to the Soviet proposal in 

; their Aide-Mémoire of January 19 * that the President’s Proposals 
| and the Soviet proposals be discussed in rotation. Consequently, the 
| Soviet move might have been designed to force some indication on 
| our part of the way in which the conversations would be carried 

| on. Prior to the April 27 Aide-Mémoire, I had wondered whether 
7 the USSR would in fact reply to the outline amplifying the Presi- 

dent’s Proposals since in the meanwhile the Disarmament Commis- 
sion had been reconvened on Western initiative and the way in 
which atomic energy control would be handled obviously would be 

; a point susceptible of discussions in the Disarmament Commission 
: subcommittee meetings and thus would affect the Soviet approach 
| toward the A-Bank proposals. | 
: -(b) Even if the USSR in fact intends at some point to reject the 
| President’s proposals, it would not be advisable to base our ap- 
‘ proach to the problem on this assumption, while of course taking _ 

1 Drafted by Meyers; copies to Murphy, Bowie, and Gullion. 

| 2 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 482-484. 
8 Not printed, but see the editorial note, supra. 

| + For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 478-479. . | 

| |
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this possibility into account. It might be worthwhile recalling, in 
regard to the USSR attitude on this whole subject, that it is gener- 

| ally agreed the Soviets made a tremendous diplomatic mistake in 
their rejection of the Marshall Plan and that the present leaders of _ 
the USSR may very well have decided that it was better not to 
reject the President's Proposals outright, because of their initial fa- 
vorable impact on world opinion and the unfavorable impact of an 
outright Soviet rejection. To base our approach solely on the as- 
sumption the USSR had or would reject the A-Bank proposals 
would limit our maneuverability when the USSR is behaving in a 
more sophisticated fashion which enables them to deny that they 

_ had rejected the proposal and to point up the fact that the proposal 
| does not deal with the basic issues of atomic disarmament. 

(c) If, as the President said, one of the principal purposes of his 
proposal was to reach agreement with the USSR in an area more 

| susceptible to agreement because of its limited scope, as a step in 
Opening up “a new channel for peaceful discussions . . . to make 

| positive progress toward peace’, then it would seem advisable to 
proceed to develop and implement the President’s Proposals in the 
hope that the USSR would at some stage join in the operation. 

(d) Another major reason for proceeding with the President’s 
Proposals is the unfavorable effect on world public opinion should 
the U.S. cease this effort, and the beneficial impact on world opin- 
ion resulting from our going ahead even under adverse circum- 
stances in this effort to help the world realize the beneficial aspects 
of atomic energy instead of fearing atomic development. Further- 
more, this course is valuable to help provide balance to the various 
statements on “massive retaliation”, the effect on world opinion of 
the thermo-nuclear tests’ ‘‘fall-out” in the Pacific, and the uncer- 
tainty of the Indochina situation. In brief, I think the U.S. badly 
needs to demonstrate its interest in helping the world realize the 
benefits of the peaceful uses of atomic energy, in order to counter- 
balance fears that we are set on a course of unloosing atomic and 
thermo-nuclear weapons. It certainly should help our relations 
with our allies, as well as stimulating a more favorable attitude on 
the part of the neutral nations, thus enhancing our basic security 
interests. . | | 

2. The President’s Proposals should be developed within the UN 
framework rather than elsewhere. 

(a) I believe that the A-Bank proposals should be developed and 
implemented within the UN framework. Certainly, this was their 
initial concept, as demonstrated by the fact the President made the 

- proposals at the General Assembly; that he stated “we would | 
expect that such an Agency (the IAEA) would be set up under the 
aegis of the UN”; and that this is the course proposed in the out- : 
line amplifying our views, transmitted to the USSR on March 17. 5 
It would be difficult to reverse this trend and proceed outside a UN 
framework, although it would not be impossible. It can be predicted 
that there would also be a rather unfavorable reaction by many 

5For text of the outline of Mar. 17, transmitted to the Soviet Ambassador on Mar. 
19, see p. 1872.
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| United Nations members to our proceeding outside the UN. These : 
3 countries would hope to receive the benefits of such an Agency’s 
| operations and would think that they would have a better chance | 

to realize these benefits if the operation was carried out within a : 
: UN framework, rather than on a bilateral or limited multilateral : 

| _ basis in which the U.S. would be able far more easily to obtain spe- 
| cific benefits favoring the U.S. at the expense of what other states 

, might believe was their own national interest. Conversely, it can be 
: said that the U.S. would gain definite international prestige by i 
| demonstrating its willingness to go ahead with the creation of an 

| international organization with apparently less control over the op- 
erations than it would have if it were a bilateral agreement, thus : 
demonstrating an apparently unselfish desire to help the world 
attain benefits from the peaceful uses of atomic energy within an : 
international framework. In fact, as is clear in the present organi- | 

| zational framework of the IAEA, the U.S. and its principal allies : 
/ _- would have the controlling voice in the Agency’s operations, so that 

there is no difficulty for us with the international agency approach. 
; (b) Moreover, the presently suggested amendments to the McMa- 

hon Act for the domestic control of atomic energy would enable the | 
) U.S. to satisfy the needs and desires of certain friendly nations, 
| such as Belgium, who would prefer bilateral arrangements with | 
| the U.S. to an international arrangement of the sort presently en- 

visaged for the IAEA. This would seem to provide added reason for 
| proceeding with the President’s proposals within the framework of ! 

the United Nations. | 
| (c) It will certainly be all the more difficult for the USSR to ex- 
| plain any refusal to discuss the President’s Proposals or to join in | 
; the operations of the Agency should it be set up, if the Agency is 
2 established within the framework of the United Nations. The inter- , 

; national nature of the organization renders it much less susceptible 7 
to Communist attack than would be the case if we proceed on a bi- : 

| lateral or on a more limited multilateral basis. a | 

| 711.5611/5-1754 | | | . : | 
| : 
| The Acting Secretary of Defense (Anderson) to the Secretary of State 

| - TOP SECRET | ae WASHINGTON, May 17, 1954. : 

| DEAR Mr. SEcRETARY: By Action No. 1106-h, 1 the National Secu- | : 
| _ rity Council requested that the Secretaries of State and Defense 
| and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, with the assistance | 

L of the Director, Central Intelligence Agency, report to the Council 
| on the desirability of an international moratorium on future test- 

| ing of nuclear weapons. | | | 

In order to assist in the preparation of the report directed by ref- | 

| erenced NSC Action, there is attached herewith a copy of a memo- 
| randum dated 30 April 1954 which contains the views of the Joint 

1 For the pertinent portion of NSC Action No. 1106, see footnote 5, p. 1428.
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Chiefs of Staff on this question. These views had been requested 
/ before you raised the subject during the NSC meeting of 6 May, 2 

and were received coincidentally with the meeting. I concur in the 
_ views and recommendations expressed therein and consider them 

to be a sound basis for United States Policy. 

I am sending copies of this letter and attachment to the Chair- 

man, Atomic Energy Commission, and the Director, Central Intelli- 

gence Agency, for their information. I am also sending a copy to 

Mr. Cutler asking that he show it to the President. 3 © | 

Sincerely yours, 

R.B. ANDERSON 

| [Annex] 

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of 
Defense (Wilson) | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, 30 April 1954. 

Subject: A Proposal for a Moratorium on Future Testing of Nuclear 
Weapons | 

1. This memorandum is in response to your memorandum dated 
16 April 19544 regarding a proposal for a moratorium on future 
testing of nuclear weapons. 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have examined this proposal in the 

light of the factors discussed below, which they consider should be | 
governing in arriving at a United States position on this subject. 

3. United States policy with respect to the regulation, limitation, 
and balanced reduction of armed forces and armaments (NSC 112) | 
states, in part, as follows: | 

a. “In the light of the present world situation the security inter- 
ests of the United States demand that the first step in the field of 
regulation of armaments and armed forces be achievement of inter- 
national agreement on at least the general principles involved.” 

b. “International control of atomic energy is inseparably related 
to international regulation of armed forces and all other forms of 
armaments.” 

c. “The international control of atomic energy must be based on 
the United Nations Plan or some no less effective plan.” 

2For pertinent extracts from the memorandum of discussion at the meeting, see | 
p. 1423. 

3 The JCS memorandum was also circulated through NSC channels by Executive 
Secretary Lay on May 17. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, NSC 112) 

4 Not printed.
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A basic requirement in the United Nations Plan and in the United | 
States position is that there be established a competent interna- | 

, tional authority for the control and administration of adequate | 

safeguards. | | 
4, A moratorium, either complete or limited, on the testing of nu- | 

| clear weapons would constitute a step in the international control | 
| of atomic energy. If this proposal were to be adopted, the initial | 

concrete action toward such control would have been taken without 
the benefit of prior international agreement on the general princi- 
ples involved, without relation to any international regulation of 
armed forces and all other forms of armaments, and without there | 

4 having been established a suitable international control body. Were 
| the United States to depart from its position, which the Joint 

| Chiefs of Staff consider to be sound, it could be expected that soon 
thereafter pressures would be brought to bear for further and pro- | 

, gressive limitation on the military application of atomic energy, | 
without the universal acceptance of a comprehensive disarmament | 
system which would provide effective safeguards to insure compli- 
ance by all nations and to give adequate warning of possible eva- 

sions and violations. | 

| 5. There is no reason to expect that the Soviet Union would | 
2 adhere in good faith to an agreement to suspend future tests. On 

| the contrary, based on the entire pattern of past performance, it is 

certain that the Soviets would evade and circumvent such an | 
2 agreement, and that they would violate or abrogate the agreement 

at any time they considered it would be to their advantage to do so. | 
Moreover, any charges of Soviet violations, even though substanti- 

: ated with scientific data, would most certainly be categorically 

| denied by them. 
6. It is believed that the United States has, at present, an inde- 

terminate advantage over the USSR with respect to the technical 
| status of thermonuclear weapons development. While a moratori- | 
| um on tests of such weapons might, at first thought, appear to 

maintain this advantage, a moratorium would not prevent the So- of 
| viets from advancing their theoretical studies so as to approach the 

| present stage of development in the United States. The advantage | 

| which the United States is believed now to hold might then readily | 
be neutralized should the USSR elect to violate or abrogate the 

moratorium agreement and conduct proof tests of their theoretical | 

| studies. | 

7. While it is recognized that certain political advantages might 
! accrue to the United States in making or accepting a proposal fora | | 
| moratorium on the testing of nuclear weapons, it is believed that | 

any political advantages would be transitory in nature, whereas
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the military disadvantages probably would be far-reaching and per- 
manent. , 

8. In the light of the foregoing, the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider 
that it would not be to the net advantage of the United States to 
propose or to enter into an agreement on a moratorium on the test- 
ing of nuclear weapons. It is recommended that the United States 
adhere to the position that it will not enter into any agreement 
providing for the limitation of atomic armaments outside of a com- 
prehensive program for the regulation, limitation, and balanced re- 
duction of all armed forces and all armaments, conforming in gen- 
eral to the principles set forth in NSC 112. | 

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 
ARTHUR RADFORD 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

330.13/5-2154 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for United Na- 
tions Affairs (Key) to the Deputy Under Secretary of State 
(Murphy) } | | 

SECRET WASHINGTON, May 21, 1954. 

Subject: Agreement Not to Use Nuclear Weapons Except Against 
Aggression, Prior to Establishing Disarmament Control Ma- 
chinery. 

Discussion 

1. Jules Moch, French representative on the Disarmament Com- 

mission subcommittee now meeting in London, 2 in a closed meet- 
ing of the four Western Powers on May 17, apparently tentatively 
agreed with the United States that a convention describing control 

machinery to supervise compliance with a disarmament agreement | 

should stipulate that the agreed reductions and prohibitions would 
not become effective until the control machinery was established 

| and operational, say, one year following ratification of the disarma- 

ment treaty. If prohibition is to be physically effective, control ma- 
chinery must be set up and actually operating. Mr. Moch then 

made the further proposal that all states should agree not to use 

nuclear weapons “except in retaliation for armed invasion of any 
kind”. Our delegation has urgently requested instructions on the 
Moch proposal prior to May 24, stating they are inclined to oppose 
any proposition that prohibitions on weapons be accepted before : 

_ the control machinery is in operation (London’s 5184, May 18). 3 a 

1 Drafted by Meyers. 
2 See the editorial note, p. 1434. , 
3 Not printed. (330.13/5-1854)
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| 2. In an Aide-Mémoire handed to the British Embassy on May 12, | 

1954, 4 there occurs the most recent statement of the U.S. position: 
“For their part, the Western Powers are individually prepared to 
renew their solemn assurance that they will not use either weap- | 

| ons of mass destruction or any other weapons except to repel ag- | 
gression. Nor will they threaten to employ these weapons or use | 

_ them in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the | 

United Nations.” | | : 
3. This projected undertaking not to use these weapons “except | 

to repel aggression”’ is less restrictive than Moch’s proposal to pro- 
| hibit their use “except in retaliation for armed invasion of any | 

| kind”. “Aggression” can be both direct and indirect, as the General 
| Assembly has already recognized in a previous resolution. If the 

| Moch concept were accepted and if the United States should have 
| to intervene in a situation like, for example, Indochina, it might be | 

| precluded from using atomic weapons (assuming this was practical) © ( 
| against an aggression which is not less dangerous and reprehensi- | 

ble because it lacks some of the components of “armed invasion”. | 
| Therefore, for maximum flexibility it is advisable to maintain the ! 

| present United States position as stated in the May 12 Aide-Meée- 

moire. PURPA | oo 
, 4. The Delegation’s instructions direct it to concentrate on estab- 

| lishing the real Soviet intentions with respect to disarmament and | 
to identify general principles on which agreement might be ! 
reached before negotiating on the concrete aspects of a disarma- | 

: ment program. It remains of great importance to establish whether | : 

| the Soviet Union is any more ready than heretofore to accept and , 
apply in good faith those safeguards which must attend disarma- 

| ment before raising a proposal of the nature Moch suggests and in _ ! 
| the context he proposes. At the least, the discussions in London i 

and the opportunity this affords to diagnose Soviet intentions 

should proceed a while longer before such a proposal is made. —|T | 

| Recommendations | 

| -Moch should be told that the United States would be willing to | 
| agree that all states should not use nuclear weapons except to | 
| repel aggression, within this period of one year following ratifica- | 

| tion of an agreed disarmament treaty, but believes it would be 

better to make the kind of declaration described in our May 12 
Aide-Mémoire to the United Kingdom. The Delegation should sug- : 

| gest it would be advisable to follow the present tactics outlined in ! 

| paragraph four above. A telegram stating these views is attached 

| a : 

4 Printed as Tab A to the memorandum by Key, May 5, p. 1422. : 

| |
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for your signature (Tab A), having been cleared with Defense and | 
AEC. 5 — co 

| 5 Not found; presumably it is telegram 6496 to London, June 2. (330.18/5-2954) 

Atomic Energy Files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” 

Memorandum by Gerard C. Smith | to the Secretary of State 

SECRET WASHINGTON, May 22, 1954. 

Subject: The Bearing of the Proposed Atomic Energy Legislation on 
the President’s UN Atomic Energy Proposal. 

The President’s message of February 172 asking for atomic | 
energy amendments stated that legislation to cover the President’s 
international pool proposal would be requested at a later date. 

When Deputy Under Secretary Murphy testified before the Joint 

| Committee on May 7, he pointed out this fact and stated that until 
the negotiations looking to the consummation of the President’s 
plan were further along, the Department of State was not in a posi- 
tion to recommend legislation. ae 

I was advised on May 20 by a representative of the Joint Com- 

mittee that it would be helpful if in his public statement Secretary 

Dulles did not make the point that we were not asking for legisla- 

tion to implement the President’s proposal at this time. 

On May 21, Mr. Morton and I discussed this matter with Senator 
Hickenlooper and Mr. Cole. It was pointed out to them that legisla- 
tion to implement the President’s proposal at this time might pre- 

judge any Executive Branch decision as to whether or not to go 
ahead with the President’s proposal in the event that the Russians 
rejected it finally. Legislative authorization now to participate in 

such a pool might also set up pressures by other nations for the 

United States to establish such an agency even without Russian 
participation. | 

Mr. Cole felt that the chances of passage of the bill would be in- 

creased if it permitted implementation of the President’s proposal, 

but only if it did not bear a UN label. It should be noted that the 

President’s December 8 speech called for an agency to be set up 

1 Consultant to the Secretary of State for atomic energy affairs. 
2 See the editorial note, p. 1360.
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| under the “aegis” of the UN. Senator Hickenlooper was silent on | 

: this score. , | | 
Senator Hickenlooper and Mr. Cole agreed to eliminate the lan- | 

guage permitting the implementation of the President’s plan pend- | 

3 ing a decision in the Executive Branch as to the desirability of its | 

inclusion in the proposed legislation. | | 

: This raises the question of whether a decision can or should be | 

made now as to whether or not to proceed with the international | 

pool idea regardless of the ultimate Russian position. If such a deci- | 

| sion were to be affirmative the needed authority should be includ- | 

| ed in the bill unless it is decided that the UN label might at this ! 
| time hurt the chances of the other atomic energy amendments. To | 

| aid in the solution of this question, the following statement of ad- : 

| vantages and disadvantages is submitted: | 

| Advantages | | 

| The propaganda advantage. Such a course of action would indi- | 

cate to the world an unselfish American position in this vital | 

matter of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. It would indicate an | 

American intention to internationalize the constructive uses of | 
| atomic energy, even though such a course was not directly tied into | 

| the lessening of cold war tensions or to disarmament. Such a move 
| would, to some extent, counteract the bad effects of the fall-out ac- 

cident in the Pacific last March. Such’ a course would, to some | 

| extent, counter-balance the communist plea for outlawing the use 

of nuclear weapons. It would put Russia in a bad light if it had re- : 

| fused to participate in such an important international activity. It | 
would avoid the great disappointment which a decision not to pro- : 

| ceed would entail. It probably would be a very popular move politi- | 

cally in the United States. It might be a valuable integrating ele- , 

~ ment to counteract the centrifugal forces appearing in the Western 

i alliance. a | | | | a : 

| _ Disadvantages | | | 

| The President’s proposal had two main aims: (1) to lessen the | 
| tensions of the cold war as a first step toward real disarmament | 

| negotiations; (2) to syphon off weapon level material from the 

stockpile of the competitors in the arms race. Without Russian par- | 

| ticipation, these two purposes of the President’s proposal could not _ | 

be met. In fact, the opposite result might obtain. Cold war tensions 

| might increase as a result of a propaganda coup by the United | 

| States. Diversion of United States weapons grade material to an in- | 
| ternational agency without a corresponding contribution by the | 

| Russians would not be a step toward disarmament. To the extent 
| that the security of United States classified information turned | 

( over to the proposed international agency was less than when it |
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had been in the sole possession of the United States, the Soviet es- 
| pionage function would be made easier. To the extent that such in- 

formation was declassified to permit international use, the Soviet 
espionage function would be made unnecessary. If we proceed with- 
out the Russians it would leave them the option at all times to join © 
the pool or not, which ever suited their interest best. 

By proceeding without the Russians, we would lose the leverage 
of being able to say that Russian rejection of the President’s pro- 
posal has prevented the nations of the world from having access to 
the peacetime advantages of atomic energy. _ 

We would make our off-shore raw material procurement job 
more difficult in that technology and fissionable material would be 
available to foreign nations from the international agency which 
otherwise they could only get from the United States in return for 

| their raw material. This seems the most significant disadvantage. 
| Time has not permitted clearance of this matter with other of- 

fices in the Department. This will be done on Monday, May 24. 

Conclusion | 

| Unless, after further study, the political and psychological advan- 
tages are considered paramount, it is recommended that, in the 
event of ultimate Soviet refusal to participate in the President’s 

_ plan, such an international atomic energy agency not be estab- 
lished at this time. As a practical matter, the development and con- 
struction of nuclear power reactors will require the skills, know- 
how, and capital of nations with advanced industrial systems. It is 
doubted that the existence of an international agency such as the 
President contemplated would result in the construction of power 
reactors throughout the world faster than if such an agency did not 
come into existence. In the absence of Russian participation with 
resultant improvement in the outlook for peace, it is believed to be — 
more advantageous for America to directly assist in meeting the 
nuclear power aspirations of the various countries of the world in | 
return for their allegiance and material support—especially in a 
matter of uranium and thorium supplies. Although such a course 
would result in an immediate loss of a propaganda opportunity, in 

. the long run it is thought to be more to our advantage to keep the 
pressure on the Soviets by continually urging that their refusal to 

participate in an international agency is preventing the world from 

having the benefits of nuclear power. It is suggested that our infor- 

mation services should be able to demonstrate to the world that 
the disappointment of the great expectations raised by the Presi- 

dent’s speech is directly due to the Soviet rejection rather than to 
any American failure to act. United States information services 
should be able to convince large portions of the world that an inter-
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national atomic agency without Russian participation would not be ~ | 
a step toward international control of atomic energy and would not | 

lead to a lessening of cold war tensions. are ees 
_ If such a recommendation were accepted, it would seem well not | : 

. to have any legislative authorization included in the atomic energy | 
amendments of 1954. If such authority was legislated now, it might | 
make such a negative decision more unpopular and subject it to | 

2 pressures for reversal. | re : 

: | oe eR GERARD C. SMITH | | 

| S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, NSC 112 

Memorandum by the Director of Central Intelligence (Dulles) to the | 
Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay)! — | | 

| TOP SECRET - Oo WASHINGTON, May 25, 1954. | 

i _ Subject: Indian Proposal for a World-Wide Moratorium on Nuclear | 
| Weapons Tests 7 Sg Sn | ! 

| The following estimate of the Director of Central Intelligence is | 
| forwarded in response to NSC Action No. 1106-h of May 6.? No ! 

attempt has been made to estimate the effect of the proposed mora- | 

7 torium upon the U.S. nuclear program or upon the relative mili- | 

| tary capabilities of the U.S. and the USSR. | 

| I. The Reactions of the Non-Communist World : 

| 1. The immediate reaction of the great majority of the govern- 

| ments and peoples of the non-Communist world would be one of ap- 

: proval and support for any world-wide moratorium on nuclear | 

tests. The governments of most of our NATO allies would favor the 
, proposal and would privately urge the U.S. to accept it. A summa- 

ry refusal by either the U.S. or the USSR would be strongly criti- | 
cized. There would also be serious criticism of any country that car- __ 

, ried out nuclear tests during discussion of the proposed moratori- 

um. a | a | 

| 2. If the U.S. accepted such a proposal, the governments and peo- 

ples of the non-Communist world would consider it strong evidence | 

| against Communist charges that the U.S. seeks to terrorize and | 

dominate the world. This reaction would be even more favorable if . 
| the USSR staged nuclear tests after the proposal had been made. | 

| 1 By memorandum. of May 25, Lay circulated this paper to the members of the | : 
NSC, with copies sent to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of the Bureau 

| of the Budget, and the Chairmen of the AEC and the JCS. Oo | 
1 2 See telegram 611 from New York, Apr. 12, p. 1383. ne 
! 3 For NSC Action No. 1106-h, see footnote 5, p. 1428. : 

| 7
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3. As discussion developed about the proposal, there would 
almost certainly be a growing feeling throughout the non-Commu- 
nist world that the moratorium would have little value unless it 
constituted the first step toward a worldwide agreement restricting 

or prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons. Communist and fellow- 
travelling organizations in the non-Communist world would claim 
that a U.S. acceptance of the offer represented a victory for “popu- | 
lar resentment” against the U.S. ‘“war-mongers,” and would hail 
this “victory” as but a step toward banning nuclear weapons. Non- 
Communist left-wing groups would independently take the same 

_ line. Thus, the U.S. would be under strong popular pressure to 
“ban the bomb.” 

4. The Indian Government would probably consider that a U:S. 
acceptance of their proposal was an admission of the correctness of 
Indian criticism of the March tests. At any international confer- | 

ence called to discuss the proposal, India would probably seek to 
expand the moratorium into an agreement banning the production 

and use of nuclear weapons. Such an Indian initiative to expand 
the moratorium would be supported by some non-Communist gov- 

ernments. | | 

Il. The Communist Reaction 

0. The Communist leaders would probably signify their general 

approval of the objectives of the Indian proposal as being in line 
with their “desire” to ban nuclear weapons but would not commit 

themselves to its acceptance or rejection. If the U.S. rejected the 
proposal, they would claim that this was proof of U.S. aggressive 

intentions. If the U.S. accepted the proposal, they probably would | 

consider the following factors before making their official reply: 

a. U.S. motives in supporting the proposal. Communist leaders : 
would probably estimate: 

(1) That the U.S. hoped to obtain a positive political ahd 
propaganda advantage and at the same time to deflate the 
Communist “peace” campaign. _ 

(2) That the U.S. hoped that a moratorium would cripple or 
at least hamper Soviet weapons development, at a time when 
U.S. research and development had achieved certain estab- 
lished goals. | 

(3) That the U.S., disturbed by the protests over the March 
nuclear weapons tests, the growing strength of the campaign 
to prohibit nuclear weapons, and strains upon the alliance, had 

) felt forced to accept the proposal. 

b. The Monitoring and Policing Problem. Though the Kremlin is 
probably well aware that the U.S. has substantial capabilities for 
detecting Soviet nuclear tests, it might believe that strict adher- 
ence to the moratorium would be unnecessary. It probably believes
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7 that U.S. surveillance involves the use of information and tech- | 
niques which the U.S. would not wish to disclose, and that the evi- 

: dence or proof of tests derived through these techniques might not | 
: be convincing to all non-Communist governments. | . | 

c. Effects of a Moratorium on Communist and Western Military 
: Capabilities. The Kremlin almost certainly estimates that it will 

need to stage a few. weapons tests reasonably soon in order to incor- 
- porate recent research work into more advanced and efficient 

; weapons. However, the Kremlin probably believes that, in general, | 
| numerous weapons tests are more important for the U.S. nuclear | 
| program than they are for the Soviet program. It almost certainly 
| - believes that nuclear weapons, especially those for strategic use, | 
| play a more important role in Western military strategy than they 

do in present Communist military strategy. Therefore, provided the 
USSR completes its next series of tests, which may well occur this 

| summer, the Kremlin would probably estimate that a moratorium : 
on weapons tests would not for the time being impair Soviet capa- 
bilities more than it would those of the U.S. | 

 d. Political Effects of a Moratorium. The Kremlin would probably 
3 estimate that it could incorporate the Indian proposal into its 
: “peace” campaign and (with left-wing and neutralist support) could 
: convert it into the standard Soviet proposal to ban nuclear weap- / 

ons. The Kremlin would estimate that many peoples and some gov- 
| ernments would approve such a ban, and that, if the U.S. should 
| oppose the ban, the U.S. would lose the advantage gained from sup- | 

porting the original Indian proposal. | 

| 6. Probable Communist Courses of Action | 

| a. Behind a screen of propaganda, the Kremlin would probably | 
! seek to delay formal international discussion of the proposal until : 
| any tests which it may have scheduled had been completed. The , 

Kremlin would then probably agree to attend a conference on the , 
proposal. | | | : 

b. In the end, the Kremlin probably would either (1) accept a | 
: brief moratorium, on condition that the conference discuss plans ) 

for banning nuclear weapons or (2) put forth a counter-proposal of | 
its own, reiterating its proposals for the abolition of nuclear weap- 3 

} ons and for an international agreement controlling the production ) 
of nuclear materials. a | 

, c. Having completed its 1954 tests, the Kremlin would have no 
| reason to violate a moratorium until such time as the Soviet re- 

" search program had progressed to the point where new tests would 
be desirable—approximately one year. Its decision then would | 

| depend upon the political situation throughout the world and upon 
its estimate of the advantages it would gain from violating or de- | 

: nouncing the moratorium. In any case, the Kremlin would contin- 
| ue research in and production of all types and sizes of weapons. | 

d. In general, the reaction of the Kremlin would be conditioned 
by the nature of the U.S. reaction to the Indian proposal and it | 

| would maneuver in the endeavor to force the U.S. to show its hand | 
| first. | 

ALLEN W. DULLES © !
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700.5611/5-2554 S, oe | 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for European Af- 
| fairs (Merchant) to the Director of the Policy Planning Staff 

(Bowie) oe | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] May 25, 1954. _ 

During the course of a call by Sir Roger on the Secretary on an- 
other subject, the question of a possible moratorium on H-bomb ex- 
periments apparently came up. I came in at the tail end of the con- 
versation and consequently do not know its entire purport. You 
may wish to ask the Secretary concerning its content. What I 
learned was that the Secretary was now dubious as to the wisdom 
of a moratorium on the grounds that it might handicap us in the 
missile field, that it might further impair the spirit of enterprise 
on the part of our scientists by placing artificial limits on their ex- 
perimentation, and, in addition, might boomerang from a propa- 
ganda point of view. Sir Roger said that London was now aware of 
the possibility of a propaganda boomerang. _ oe 

Editorial Note ~ 

On May 25, 1954, the United States submitted a working paper 
to the Subcommittee of Five of the Disarmament Commission. This 
document, circulated as UN doc. DC/SC.1/5, is entitled ‘“Methods 

of Implementation and Enforcing Disarmament Programs—The Es- 

tablishment of International Control Organs With Appropriate 

Rights, Powers, and Functions”. For text, see Documents on Disar- 

mament, 1945-1959, volume I, pages 414-422. 

600.0012/5-2654 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the Acting Secretary of 
Defense (Anderson), the Chairman of the United States Atomic 
Energy Commission (Strauss), and the Director of Central Intelli- 

gence (Dulles) | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| May 26, 1954. 

With a view to enabling our Committee to make a recommenda- 

tion to the President as directed by the NSC, I have dictated four 
questions to which I think we should seek the answers and on the | 
basis of the replies then I think a policy could be arrived at. | |
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| I suggest that you consider these questions and give me your | 

2 views in relation to those matters which are distinctively within | 
your several jurisdictions. If you prefer, we can have a meeting. | | 

| | _ JOHN FostTER DULLES | 

| - | s [Annex] ! | | | 

| TOP SECRET _ | Shes _ [WASHINGTON, May 28, 1954. 

| 1. Assuming that there could be an effective arrangement to | 
| limit future experimentation to explosions of under X 2 tons, would | 

| this be to the technical advantage of the United States? | 
| 2. If this would be to the technical disadvantage of the United | 

States, would that disadvantage be overcome by a propaganda ad- : 

} vantage and by betterment of allied relations? : 
| _ 8. Is it possible technically to set up arrangements which would | 

. dependably expose any violation of an agreement to limit the mag- . 
nitude of explosions? = = = © sas | 

4. If questions 2 and 3 may be answered in the affirmative, can | 
| we assume that it would be possible to negotiate an arrangement 

| _ with the Soviets which would permit explosions up to an agreed : 
maximum without the Soviet getting an advantage from constantly | 

| urging a lower limit than what we could accept down to the agreed | 
| abolition which they seek? Is there a logical or public relations 

stopping point between no top limit and to all abolition? 

1 The source text offers no explanation for the discrepancy in the dates of the cov- 
|. ering memorandum and the annex. - | 

2 “X,” rather than a number, appears in the source text. | | 

| | Eisenhower Library, “Prbiect ‘Clean Up’ AEC-Nuclear Testing” | ce . 

: -Memorandum by the Federal Civil Defense Administrator (Peterson) 

| to the Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) * 

i TOP SECRET > WASHINGTON, May 26, 1954. 

| Subject: NSC Action No. 1106-h 2 oes 

| The question of an international moratorium on future tests of 

| nuclear weapons will obviously be decided on the basis of consider- | 
| ations other than those of primary importance to civil defense. I do 

feel, however, that the Council, in formulating its recommenda- 

| 1 By memorandum of May 26 Lay circulated this paper to the members of the 
; NSC with copies sent to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Directors of the Bureau 

of the Budget and Central Intelligence and the Chairmen of the AEC and the JCS. 
: 2 For NSC Action No. 1106-h, see footnote 5, p. 1428. | | 

: : 
!
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tions to the President, should have before it all relevant informa- 

tion. In my opinion, the importance of the continental tests to the 
| development of civil defense, in both technical and non-technical 

ways, is a pertinent consideration. 
The necessity for FCDA participation in continental test series 

for research purposes, and the great benefits of such participation 

to the national civil defense public education and training pro- 

grams, are well established. As a consequence, FCDA has planned 
what so far is its broadest and most elaborate participation for the 

next continental test series. | 
The need for research on the effects of nuclear weapons on typi- | 

cal civilian items, structures and installations is a continuing one. 

FCDA is a comparative newcomer in the test field, and our effects 
testing program is only now approaching our minimum require- 

ments. The effects test program is closely coordinated with the De- | 

partment of Defense, and a major criterion is that there shall be no 

duplication. FCDA also acts as a focal point for the test interests of © 
other civilian agencies, and is currently providing coordination | 

with the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy Commis- 
| sion and otherwise assisting several agencies in planning tests for 

the next continental series. These agencies include the Food and 
Drug Administration, the Public Buildings Service, various offices 

of the Department of Agriculture with interests in foodstuffs, the 
Forest Service, the Housing and Home Finance Agency, and the 
Federal Housing Administration. Effects testing is so important to 

| the civil defense program that the Congress has given it almost 
sole recognition in appropriating funds for FCDA research. 

Another factor of importance is the participation of private in- 

dustry in civil defense effects tests. In the Spring (1953) continental 

test series there was participation by the entire automotive indus- 

try through such groups as the Automobile Manufacturers’ Asso- 

ciation, the National Automobile Dealers’ Association and the Soci- 

ety of Automotive Engineers. In addition, there was participation 

by major oil companies, the National Retail Dry Goods Association, 
the American Institute of Architects, and a number of individual 

concerns. The objectives of industry participation in atomic testing 
are: (a) to allow FCDA to increase the scope of its test programs by 
supplementing its own limited funds with industry sponsorship, (b) 
to provide, within industry, a nucleus of technical personnel with 

firsthand experience in nuclear weapons effects, and (c) to stimu- 

late interest in the civil defense program within an industry | 

through that industry’s direct participation in test programs. 

The program for the next continental series includes plans for in- 

dustry participation. The food industry, represented by the Nation- 
al Canners’ Association and its members, the Meat Institute and
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the Grocery Manufacturers’ Association, is now planning with | | 

FCDA and the Food and Drug Administration a comprehensive | 
3 program for the testing of canned and packaged foodstuffs. The | | 

| trailer manufacturer and dealer associations are forming a techni- | 
: cal committee to develop an empirical test of house trailers. The | 
| aluminum industry has organized an informal technical committee | 

to work with FCDA on the development of tests of aluminum struc- ! 
tures and products. The Housing and Home Finance Agency is | 

‘ working with the National Association of Home Builders on behalf : 
of FCDA to develop a comprehensive and definitive program of res- | 

idence testing. These are just a few of the expressions of interest | : 
| from industry. | | | | 

| By integrating an observer and press program with the continen- 

7 tal tests, FCDA has shown that the level of public interest in the | 
| civil defense program, and the level of public knowledge on nuclear _ | 

| weapons effects, can be significantly increased. The University of | 

Michigan Survey Research Center, under contract with FCDA, con- | 

ducted a survey of public knowledge and opinion in February and . 
March of this year. In spite of the fact a whole year had elapsed 
between the public test of March 17th, 1953, called Operation Door- | 

| step, and the survey, preliminary analysis of results indicates the | 

| following: | : 

| 1. Seventy percent of the nation’s population saw, heard or read | 
| about Operation Doorstep. 

| 2. Of those who remembered the test, 61 percent saw it on televi- 
| sion or read about it. Another 26 percent heard about it in ways 
| other than through public information media. | 

3. Nearly half of the population (46 percent) felt they had learn- 
! ed something from the test. | 

| a 4. At least one-fifth of the nation saw better chances of survival 
as a result of something they learned. - | 

5. One-third still desire information. 

In addition, FCDA has proposed to the Atomic Energy Commis- 
| sion a program of indoctrination for Civil Defense key workers 

; from the States and cities. This program would be similar to the | 
| military's Desert Rock exercises, although on a smaller scale, with | 

| the objectives of (a) providing psychological conditioning for typical - a 

| civil defense leaders; (b) providing a measure of prestige for the 

civil defense volunteer by demonstrating that the Government feels | 

| actual atomic attack training is as important for the volunteer as 
| for his military opposite, and (c) emphasizing the national aspect of 

| civil defense by getting several hundred civil defense workers to- 

gether as representatives of the various States and cities. 
These plans for technical tests, public participation, and civil de- 

fense participation in the next suitable continental series are al- 

|
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ready well underway, and the plans are being coordinated at each 
step with both the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

I feel that the test program now under development and similar 

| programs in the future are definitely in the public interest. They 
will give impetus to civil defense and increase public knowledge 
and awareness to an extent that cannot be readily duplicated by 
any other means. 

One further item of information may have a bearing on the cen- 
tral question. It is clear to me that much opinion, both here and 

| _ abroad, with respect to thermonuclear weapons, is based on gross 

misinformation on effects, as a result of journalistic exaggeration. 

As one example, I might cite the action of the local authorities in 
Coventry in abandoning their civil defense organization. 

More recently, at a meeting of the NATO Civil Defense Commit- 

| tee, the Deputy Administrator of FCDA arranged a showing of the 
film “Operation Ivy”. She was both taken aback and encouraged by 
the reactions expressed after the showing. The representatives of © 

both Belgium and Denmark expressed themselves as “reassured’’! 
| They saw a weapon of horrible power, but not one which would, as 

they had previously believed, erase their small countries in an in- 
stant. This feeling was shared by the others, who joined in a com- 

mittee resolution expressing their joint conviction that civil defense 
is more important than ever. | | 

I suggest that we may need to consider the extent to which sup- 
port abroad for the moratorium under consideration may also be 

based on misinformation. : 
| VAL PETERSON 

| Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 199th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, May 27, 1954 3 

| [Extract] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 199th meeting of the Council were the President 

of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United 

States; the Secretary of State; the Acting Secretary of Defense; the 
Director, Foreign Operations Administration; and the Director, 

Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of 
the Treasury; the Attorney General (for Items 1 through 6); the Di- 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on May 28.
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rector, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Com- 
mission (for Items 5 and 8); Assistants Attorney General Barnes | 
and Rankin; Mr. Herbert Hoover, Jr., Department of State (for _ | 
Item 2); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; The Director of Cen- | 

tral Intelligence; Mr. Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the Presi- 
2 - dent; the Deputy Assistant to the President; Mr. Robert Amory, | 

do Jr., Central Intelligence Agency; the White House Staff Secretary; : 
| Mr. Bryce Harlow, Administrative Assistant to the President; the 

| Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, | 

| There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and | 
\ the chief points taken. Be an | - | 

8. Proposal for an International Moratorium on Future Tests of 
: _ Nuclear Weapons (Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, : 

. _ same subject, dated May 17, 25 and 26, 1954; NSC Action No. | 
| (1106-h; NSC 112)? | Hs ee | 

Mr. Cutler reminded the Council that the Secretary of State, as | 

chairman of a committee, would report on the question of United 

States agreement to a moratorium on further tests of nuclear | 
| _ weapons. He pointed out that the Council had before it three re- | 
| ports on the subject; one from the Department of Defense opposing | 
| U.S. agreement to the moratorium, one from CIA, and one from , 
! the Federal Civil Defense Administration. No written report had ; 
| come from the Department of State, but Secretary Dulles had some 
2 remarks to make on the subject. 

| Secretary Dulles said that he and his committee had been study- : 
ing this problem intensively over the last two weeks. He had talked ) 

| as recently as yesterday with Admiral Strauss, and as a result of 
these conversations, three or four significant questions had been 

| posed. The subject needed further study before the committee could | 
: present its recommendations to the National Security Council. One 

of the problems which had particularly concerned him, said Secre- 
tary Dulles, is how the United States could secure the propaganda 

| advantage it sought from accepting a moratorium without at the 
: same time setting the lower limit to the moratorium at weapons of : 
| 100 KT yield. He said that hitherto we had assumed that we would | 

continue to be free to test weapons of this or lower yield, but if we | 
| propose the 100 KT as the lower limit, the Soviets might well come ! 

? Regarding the memoranda of May 17, 25, and 26, to the NSC, see respectively | 
: footnote 3, p. 1488; footnote 1, p. 1445; and footnote 1, supra. For NSC Action No. : 

1106-h, see footnote 5, p. 1428. For NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, : 
1951, vol. 1, p. 477. A briefing memorandum on the question of a test moratorium, 

{ prepared for Secretary Dulles by Gerard Smith, May 26, in preparation for Council : 
discussion of this agenda item, is in file 700.5611/5-2654. :
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back with a proposal to ban tests of all weapons yielding more than 
50 KT. In the process of bargaining they might even try to get an 
absolute ban, since there was no clear criterion which we could 

invoke. Accordingly, the more he studied the problem the more 
clearly he perceived that the propaganda ball might well be stolen 
from the U.S. by the USSR. | 

The second important question stemmed from the fact that we do 

not have very accurate methods of measuring the size of nuclear 

explosions in the Soviet Union. This would make it extremely diffi- 
cult to police a moratorium and to assure ourselves that the Sovi- 
ets were not evading their commitments. Nevertheless, the propos- 

al for a moratorium was now before the UN, and while we have 

asked that the subject be deferred, we will presently have to decide 
whether to reject this proposal flatly or to offer some sort of 
counter-proposal. Secretary Dulles concluded his statement with a 

promise to put the varying opinions together and to present a com- 
prehensive report at next week’s Council meeting. 

Turning to Admiral Strauss, the President inquired as to the 

degree of accuracy on the size of Soviet explosions which the AEC 
obtained after it had put together all the results of its investiga-_ 
tions. Admiral Strauss replied that there was always a considerable 
difference of opinion and of debate after the Russians had tested 
one of their nuclear weapons. It sometimes took as long as a year 
to achieve final agreement as to the yield of the weapon. 

Secretary Dulles inquired whether it wasn’t a fact that the esti- 
mate of the yield of a weapon consisted of a composite of a number 

of estimates which varied greatly among themselves. Admiral 
Strauss replied that the divergence was not quite as wide as Secre- 
tary Dulles suggested, but there were certainly differences as great 
as 10% in the initial stages of an appraisal of the magnitude of any 

given explosion. | 

Mr. Allen Dulles pointed out in this connection that Lord Cher- 

well had stated that the British initially estimated the yield of the | 
first Soviet thermonuclear explosion at approximately 50% more 
than the United States had estimated the yield. He understood 

' that since then the British estimate had been revised downward. 

The President expressed the desirability of thorough study by the 

United States of the British calculations as to the character of each 
Soviet weapon test. Admiral Strauss said he thought that the Brit- 

ish were very much less thorough than we were in efforts to ap- 
praise these tests. He was not inclined to place high value on the 

British calculations. | : 

The President then inquired what would be the largest size 
weapon the Soviets could set off without our knowing about it. Ad- 
miral Strauss replied that we would know of any explosion which
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_ yielded more than 10 KT equivalent, unless the Soviets took the | 
_ most extraordinary precautions to prevent us from learning about ! 

| a test. He pointed out, however, that the Soviets were due for a 

| new series of weapons tests this summer. Accordingly, it behooved | 
| us to reach a decision soon if we proposed to gain any advantage | 

: from agreeing to a moratorium on further tests. | | 

: The President reiterated the view he had expressed at previous | 
meetings of the Council, that he could perceive no final answer to ! 

: the problem of nuclear warfare if both sides simply went ahead | 
| making bigger and better nuclear weapons. While, of course, he did : 

not want the Soviets to gain a lead on us in this field, it was never- | 

| theless a matter of despair to look ahead to a future which con- | 
| _ tained nothing but more and more bombs. He therefore believed it | 
: wrong for the United States merely to take a negative view of this | : 

terrible problem. We must try to find some positive answer, and to 

do so would require more imaginative thinking than was going on : 
at present in this Government. Soon, said the President, even little | 

: countries will have a stockpile of these bombs, and then we will be | 

in a mess. | oa a | | 
| Admiral Strauss observed that it would be quite a long time : 

before the little countries were in a position to manufacture nucle- 
: ar weapons. : 

Secretary Humphrey stated that he simply couldn’t see how this | 
country could jeopardize the one great advantage that it now pos- ! 
sesses over the Soviet Union. To him it was unthinkable that we i 

should take any measures to retard our progress in this field. We : 

: must keep all the edge we now have. | 
The President said he could understand Secretary Humphrey’s : 

, view, but what was the long-run answer to this problem? Secretary ) 

fo Humphrey then asked the President whether he really believed ) 

that the Soviets would honor a promise to stop conducting weapons 
| tests. The President replied that the minute we learned that the 

Soviets had not stopped testing these weapons, we would ourselves 

| start our own tests again. | 
| Admiral Radford pointed out that, unhappily, we were in the : 

| awkward position of being unable to explain to our friends and , 

allies why we felt it necessary to go on testing these weapons. 

Admiral Strauss then turned to the President and expressed the | 
hope that he would let him show the President charts indicating | 

the results of prior tests of nuclear weapons, before the President | 

| made a decision to accept a moratorium. | 
| The President said that of course he had no intention of making | 

| any impulsive decision on so grave a matter, but he did insist that 

we were now pursuing a course which had no future for us. All we 

are doing now is to make more certain our capability to destroy.
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| The Attorney General expressed serious concern as to the effect 
on our own people of accepting a cessation of nuclear tests. This 
country had taken the development of atomic weapons more | 
calmly than the peoples of other nations, and Americans would 
react adversely, he believed, to any decision to discontinue tests of 
nuclear weapons. 

Dr. Flemming said he felt, with the President, that somehow or 

other we must develop something that would give hope to our 

people. Otherwise, we would produce an atmosphere of despair, and 

people would feel that there was no use in trying to defend them- 
selves against atomic warfare. Such despair would have very bad | 
effects on the whole mobilization program and on the program for 
civil defense. 

Governor Stassen suggested that the answer to this problem 

might le in an approach consisting of alternatives which the 

United States could offer to the Soviet Union. Force was obviously 
one of these alternatives. But if the Soviets could be induced to | 
move toward peaceful courses of action, we had other alterna- 

tives—for example, increased trade—with which to respond. If, 

however, the Soviets got to feel that the United States was weaken- 
ing in its determination to maintain the alternative of force, Gover- 

nor Stassen warned that they would surely take advantage of this 

evidence of weakness. 
The National Security Council: ® 

a. Discussed the subject on the basis of oral remarks of the Secre- 
tary of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission. 

b. Deferred action on the subject until the next meeting of the 
Council, at which time the report called for by NSC Action No. 
1106-h will be presented and will be considered together with the 
reference memoranda. #4 

S. EVERETT GLEASON 

3 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 1140, May 27. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 : 
D 95, ““NSC Actions”) - 

* The subject of a moratorium on nuclear testing was next discussed by the Coun- 
_ cil at its 203d meeting, June 23; for the pertinent portion of the memorandum of | 

discussion at that meeting, see p. 1467. 

| Editorial Note 

On June 3, Secretary of State Dulles appeared before the Joint 
Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy to support amend- 
ments to the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. Dulles’ statement before 
the Joint Committee was subsequently made public in Department
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: of State Press Release No. 205, June 3, 1954, printed in Department | 

of State Bulletin, June 14, 1954, pages 926-928. | | 

711.5611/6-454 | | | OS | 

: The Secretary of Defense (Wilson) to the Secretary of State — | 

: TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 4, 1954. | 
1 Dear Mr. Secretary: Replying to your letter of May 26! posing | 

certain questions concerning the possible technical and propaganda 
| advantages of a limited moratorium on future tests of nuclear 

weapons, I advise you that the Department of Defense feels that 
| there is no compelling reason which would require this Depart- 

ment to modify its position previously expressed to you in my letter 
| of May 17.2 — - ee — | | 
| With regard to the specific questions in your most recent letter, I 

. advise you as follows: | o | 
: 1. It is our judgment that limitation by effective agreement of 

future experimental explosions to a fixed upper yield would not be ; 
to the technical advantage of the United States. This view is based : 
upon the best scientific advice available to us, which would indicate : 
that until an acceptable formula for the elimination of nuclear | 

| weapons from the armaments of all nations can be devised and im- 
; plemented, the security of the United States will depend in a large 
| measure upon continued and intensive application of our scientific 

engineering and industrial capacity in this field without being cir- 

| cumscribed as proposed. sy | 
We realize that the proposed limitation might be acceptable if ) 

such a limitation agreement held promise, either through a propa- ) 

| ganda advantage or otherwise, of such an overriding and advanta- 
geous nature as to justify some diminution of scientific develop- 
ment that would follow the proposed limitation. It is our judgment _ 

: that the proposed moratorium does not hold such promise. | | 

/ 2. We do not believe that the technical disadvantage of a limited _ 
moratorium would be overcome by any propaganda advantage. As I | 

| have stated above, we believe that such a propaganda advantage 

| should be very clear and of sizeable proportions in order to justify 
| a@ moratorium that would impede to some extent our own progress. 

; On the contrary, we believe that the USSR would likely seize and | 
: expound upon any agreement by us as being motivated by a desire | 
| to limit Russian progress. The USSR could also charge us with vio- 
| lations and produce faked evidence in proof which we could not 

| 1 Reference is to Dulles’ memorandum, p. 1448. 
| 2 Ante, p. 1487. | 7 

| 
| 

|
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| refute without revealing vital information. It is my understanding 
that with the experience of the recent tests behind us our scientists 

believe that we can so govern the magnitude and nature of future | 
experimental explosions as to avoid the risk of seriously harmful 

effects on others. 

3. It is not possible technically to set up arrangements which 
would dependably expose any violation of an agreement to limit 
the magnitude of explosions without the full cooperation of the | 

agency actually conducting the tests. With respect to the reliability 
of remote detection methods the best estimates by our own scien- 
tists are at wide variance. Some believe we can estimate the yield 
of a Soviet explosion within 30 per cent; others feel that we cannot 

expect to do better than a factor of 2 to 3. Should the USSR elect to 
detonate a high yield device at some remote location outside the 
USSR, such as in the Antarctic, our ability to detect the occurrence 

of the explosion as well as to determine the yield would be greatly 

depreciated. | | 

4. Inasmuch as it is not possible to answer questions 2 and 3 in 
the affirmative, I see no logical or public relations stopping-point 

between “no top limit” and “total abolition”. Assuming, however, 
that these questions could be answered affirmatively and that the 
USSR should see an advantage in accepting a limited moratorium, 
there appears no way of avoiding continued pressure for lower 

limits down to abolition by agreement only. Clearly, a limited mor- | 
atorium could be the first step in the direction the USSR is at- 
tempting to lead the world. 

Sincerely yours, 

C. E. WILSON 

600.0012/6-954 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Consultant to the Secretary of 
| State for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith) 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 9, 1954. 

Subject: Proposed Reply to Soviet Note of April 27.! 

Participants: Mr. E. E. Tomkins, British Embassy 
Mr. Gerard Smith, S/AE 

Mr. Smith delivered to Mr. Tomkins two copies of the proposed 
reply to the Soviet note of April 27. Mr. Tomkins asked whether 

1 For text of the Soviet note of Apr. 27, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 
1954, pp. 482-484. The proposed reply under reference here, dated June 8, is not 
printed. (600.0012/6-854) The text corresponds in large part to that of the reply ac- 
tually transmitted to Soviet Ambassador Zarubin on July 9, p. 1473.
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: the reply would commit the United States to setting up an interna- | 
| tional agency without Russian participation. Mr. Smith stated that | 

: it would not. Mr. Tomkins stated that his personal estimate of the | 
U.K. position on an international agency without Soviet participa- 

: tion was that if the United States Government felt very strongly in 
. favor of such an agency, the United Kingdom would go along with 

it. However, in view of the relatively small size of the British 
' atomic energy program, he felt that the U.K. would not have much 
| to contribute to such an agency if it first had carried out its obliga- 

tions to other members of the British Commonwealth. 
| Mr. Tomkins expressed the hope that any information flow 

! which might result from the existence of an international agency 
| would not prevent continuance of technical information exchange 

| between the United States and the United Kingdom and Canada. ! 
| Mr. Tomkins stated that he believed a committee was presently 
| studying in London the question of an international atomic energy 
j agency without Russian participation. 
| Mr. Tomkins asked if the United Kingdom, after submitting its 
: views on the reply to the Soviet note of April 27, would see a copy 
| of the final document before it was sent to the Russians. Mr. Smith 

advised him that such a copy would certainly be made available to ! 

| the United Kingdom. Mr. Smith advised Mr. Tomkins that the 
| United States proposed to submit this document for comment to | 

the French and Canadian Governments, and transmit a copy of the | 

final document to the South Africans, Australians, Belgians and | 

| Portuguese for information purposes only. : | 

| Mr. Smith pointed out the importance of getting a reply to the | 

Soviets as quickly as possible. 2 | | 
! | 
: 2On June 9, Smith also transmitted copies of the proposed reply to Jacques | 
| Martin, First Secretary of the French Embassy, and George Glazebrook, Canadian ! 

| Minister. Smith’s brief memoranda of the two conversations are in file 600.0012/6- : 
| 954, | | 

ee 
| 330.13/6-954 

Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President (Cutler) to | 

: the Secretary of State } 

| SECRET | WASHINGTON, June 9, 1954. : 

Subject: ‘Moratorium on Tests” 

1 Copy to Strauss. | 
|



1460 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

As a counter to appearing to oppose any “moratorium”, and to 
avoid the appearance of continuing in a negative position, why not 

intensify present planning, with a view to starting discussions 

shortly on the atomic-pool suggestion, excluding the USSR? The 
President instructed Admiral Strauss, in testifying before the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy relative to the Administration’s leg- 
islative program, to take the position that the U.S. did not intend 
to be deterred from going ahead by itself with the atomic-pool sug- 
gestion just because the USSR appeared to be unwilling to take 
any part. 

I don’t know what is the present status of the program for the 
atomic-pool, excluding the USSR. If the U.S. position is to an- 
nounce the infeasibility of a “moratorium,” would there not be a | 

benefit in simultaneously announcing the opening of negotiations 

with powers other than the USSR, on the peaceful use of atomic 

energy? | 

_ BoBBY 

S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, “Atomic Energy—Cooperation” 

The Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission 
(Strauss) to the Special Assistant to the President (Cutler) } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 11, 1954. 

DEAR GENERAL CUTLER: Your letter of April 7, 1954, 2 requested 
the views of the Commission concerning the development of a 

policy dealing with the construction of reactors abroad. We have 
had prepared a staff memorandum, which is attached, discussing 

some of the principal considerations involved in the development of 

such a policy. ® 

We now have the technical capability of constructing power, re- 

search, and medical reactors, though it should be noted that power 

reactors are at present development machines directed toward the 

goal of economic nuclear power. The Commission recognizes that 

construction of reactors abroad might be of great significance in at- 

taining foreign policy and other national security objectives. Con- 
struction of reactors abroad would, from the Commission’s point of 

view, benefit the reactor development program and, in the case of 

certain countries, assist the ore procurement program. 

1 Copies of this letter were transmitted to the members of the NSC Planning 
Board by NSC Executive Secretary Lay by memorandum of June 15. 

2 Not found in Department of State files. 
3 The staff study is not printed. 

: ae
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: The obligations incurred by this country in connection with pro- | 
curement of uranium from the Belgian Congo have made it desira- | 

_ ble that the first power reactor built abroad with United States as- 
: sistance should be located in Belgium. As you are aware, the Presi- | 

| dent has requested amendment of the Atomic Energy Act to facili- | 
| tate such assistance. In considering a further program of construc- . 

tion of reactors abroad, difficult questions of law and security, re- | 
ferred to in the attached staff memorandum, would be confronted. | 

: As in the case of Belgium, a satisfactory foreign program would 
: depend on amendment of the present law. ~~. | 
: Additional problems are identified in the attached memorandum. 

None of these problems appears insoluble should it be found that 
| construction of reactors abroad would be in the national interest. 

We will be happy to discuss further with you the technical and 
| other questions which arise in seeking to establish national policy : 

| in this field. | | . ae 
: Sincerely yours, | | | | | | 

oe ~ LEwIs STRAUSS ! 

| | | | 
711.5611/6-1754 a 

| Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the Special Assistant to | 
| the President (Cutler) } 

: SECRET 8 [WASHINGTON,] June 17, 1954. | 
| Subject: Moratorium on Tests _ | 

In reply to your memorandum of June 9 ? —as you know we are | 
| now clearing our reply to the Soviet note of April 27 with the other 
| governments concerned and this reply should go forward to the So- 
| viets later in the month. Our purpose is to try to get a clarification | 

2 from the USSR of their ultimate position on the President’s propos- ; 

al. Our thinking has been to defer any decision about establishing ) 
: an international pool without Russian participation until we had 

obtained such clarification. oe | | , 
2 I agree that we should be stepping up our planning for machin- | 

| ery to permit foreign access to some fissionable material and data 
| and technology bearing on the constructive aspects of atomic 

: energy. I suggest that a working group be set up under the Plan- _ 

ning Board composed of representatives of the Atomic Commission, 
| the Department of Defense and the Department of State to make 
| recommendations as to the best means to implement the Presi- 
| dent’s proposal if the USSR does not participate. At the same time, 

1 Drafted by Gerard Smith. | a 
2 Ante, p. 1459. | . | 

| 

| . 
|
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the views of the United Kingdom, France, and Canada could be so- 
licited. | 

Since all agree that we should vigorously pursue a program to 
develop the constructive uses of atomic energy throughout the 
world, this Planning Board study could be limited to considering 

whether this aim will best be reached by an agency under the aegis 
of the UN as originally contemplated or by “Agreements of Coop- 
eration” under the atomic energy amendments now being consid- 
ered by the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. As for using an 
announcement of such a program to cancel out the bad effects of a 

possible United States turndown of the test moratorium proposal— 
I would be inclined to make no announcement of such turndown if 
this proves to be our decision. However, until we can see more 

clearly the likely upshot of the moratorium matter, I would like to 

hold off any further comment about linking those two questions. 

JOHN FosTER DULLES 

600 .0012/6-254 

| The Secretary of State to the United States Representative at the 
United Nations (Lodge) } 

TOP SECRET [ WASHINGTON, | June 18, 1954. 

Dear Casot: I have read with interest your telegram of June 2 2 
regarding the President’s December 8 proposal. The President and 

I both share your desire for the implementation of this proposal 

with or without the cooperation of the Soviet Union, and it is our 

intention at the appropriate time to consult with the free nations 

principally involved, in the hope of making progress. 

It is quite true, as the President indicated in his press conference 

on June 2, that the Soviet Union seems to have closed the door on 

the President’s proposal. * The latest Aide-Mémoire from the Soviet 
Government, dated April 27, + says that the USSR will not discuss 

1 Drafted by Paul W. Jones, Jr. of UNP. | 
2 Reference is to telegram 792 from New York (from Lodge for Dulles), June 2, 

which reads in part as follows: “Since it now seems clear Russians have closed door 
to President’s proposal of last December 8 (President’s press conference this morn- 
ing), I believe it would be desirable for us at this stage to recapture initiative seized 
by President on December 8 by going ahead with other countries. There may be | 
practical reasons why it would be difficult to achieve constructive results without | 

oo Russians. However, an indication of our determination to go ahead even if the Rus- | 

| sians are not willing to join in at this time, would seem to me to offer great encour- 
agement to free world and be very advantageous to us.” (600.0012/6-254) - 

3 For the pertinent passage, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United 
States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1954, p. 528. 

4 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 482-484.
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: this matter until we agree to a ban on the use of atomic weapons. 

| However, I am not entirely sure that this represents a final rejec- 
tion and believe we should try to ascertain whether the USSR defi- 

| nitely considers the question closed. To this end, I intend to send 
another note to the Soviet Government. When we receive a reply, ? 

7 we will be in a better position to make final decisions on how to 
: proceed on the President’s proposal. | | 

Enclosed, for your information, is a copy of our proposed note to 
the Soviet Union, which has been cleared with all the other De- 

| partments or Agencies concerned. ® | | 
| Sincerely yours, —_ | | 
| | | JOHN FOSTER DULLES 

| 5 The enclosure is not printed. For the reply actually transmitted to the Soviet 
| Union on July 9, see p. 1473. 

A letter from Lodge to Dulles of June 21 reads as follows: “In reply to your Top 
Secret communication of June 18th, I do not believe we are going to get anywhere 
with the Soviet Union by writing more notes. The only possible way of getting any : 

: progress is by forcing events and it is for this reason that I advocate bringing up the 
President’s December 8 proposal in the Disarmament Commission, agitating it there 

: and ‘worrying it’ like a dog with a bone. It is impossible for me to see what we could 
| lose by such a procedure and it is just conceivable that we could gain a great deal.” 
| (330.18/6-2154) | | 

| Disarmament files, lot 58 D 138, “NSC Papers, 1953-1955” | 

2 Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the Executive Secretary of 
the National Security Council (Lay) 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,]| June 23, 1954. 

| Subject: Department of State Views on the Proposed Moratorium 
on Tests | | 

. The following views are submitted in response to NSC Action No. 

1106-h of May 6. ! | | 

| I. The Proposal | 

| On April 2 Prime Minister Nehru proposed in the Indian Parlia- 

| ment a “Standstill Agreement’ covering at least the test explosions 
| then being conducted in the Pacific. The Nehru proposal was re- 

! ferred to the Disarmament Commission of the United Nations. The 

| matter, however, has not been raised in the London meetings. — 

The United Kingdom has shown solid interest in a “hydrogen 
bomb” moratorium. Churchill will probably raise this question 

| during his visit to Washington. | | | 

| 
1 See footnote 5, p. 1428. |
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Il. Technical Effects of a Moratorium % 

A. On the United States Program. - 
| The Atomic Energy Com mission has concluded that “a tempo- 
| rary limitation or moratorium on megaton weapons would, under 
- certain conditions, not damage our program.” These conditions are: 

1. That testing be permitted up to 100 kilotons. 
2. That the moratorium end in January 1956 in the absence of 

i clear and substantial progress in disarmament negotiations. 
3. That in the meantime preparations for large-scale testing be 

continued and such fact be publicly known. 
4. That monitoring be accomplished by on-the-spot surveillance 

conducted by properly equipped observers located as close as safety 
permits to the site of the test shots.* 

). That precise shot time and altitude be given in advance to 
such observers. | | 

Chairman Strauss believes that such a moratorium would be ad- 

vantageous only if covered by a dependable agreement which | 
cannot be expected from the present Soviet government. If an af- 

firmative decision for propaganda purposes is made, he points out 

the conditions which should be attached. | 
Atomic Energy Commissioner Thomas E. Murray submitted sup- 

plementary views expressing the opinion that long-range detection 

methods would be adequate to police a moratorium guarded by 

points 1 and 2 above. | 
Such an agreement would depend in no way on Soviet good faith, 

and the conclusion that the United States weapons program would 

not be disadvantaged is not contingent on the USSR’s maintenance 
of such agreement. 

The Department of Defense has concluded that any test morato- 
rium would be to the technical disadvantage of the United States 

because until an acceptable formula for the elimination of nuclear | 
weapons from the armaments of all nations can be devised and im- 

plemented, the security of the United States will depend in a large 

po measure upon continued and intensive application of our scientific | 

engineering and industrial capacity in this field.t | 
B. Technical Effects on the USSR. | 

The Soviets have conducted a total of seven tests in three series 
as compared with 47 tests by the United States. Three of the Soviet 
1953 tests utilized thermonuclear reactions. The yield of one shot is 
estimated at 1 megaton by CIA. ae 

*Since this presumably would involve disclosure of Restricted Data, Congressional 
| approval would be required. [Footnote in the source text.] : 

ft In view of the Atomic Energy Commission’s subsequent conclusion that under 
certain conditions a moratorium agreement would not prejudice the United States 

| weapons development program, the Department of Defense may want to submit fur- 
ther views on this point. [Footnote in the source text. ] 

| 

| .
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: The Soviets appear to have a family of weapons ranging from | 

' small (6 kilotons) through standard (50 to 80 kilotons) to 1 megaton. 
| If the Soviets desire to produce and stockpile higher yield weap- - | 
| ons, for example 10 megaton, further tests would almost certainly : 
: be required. It is expected that such further tests will be conducted : 
: during the coming summer. If completed successfully, the USSR 
| - could forego tests for a substantial period of time without seriously 

2 affecting its total nuclear capability. a 

| Ill. Monitoring and Policing a 
: Two systems of monitoring any test moratorium have been sug- 
|. gested: (1) long-range detection by scientific techniques and (2) on- | 

the-spot surveillance by qualified and properly equipped observers. 
1. Long-range Detection by Scientific Techniques. _ | | 

| _A. Certainty of Detection. | | 
, - Any nuclear explosion in the USSR larger than 100 kilotons ) 

would be detected by long-range methods. If the USSR detonated a 
high yield device at a remote spot, such as in the Antarctic, there 
is less assurance that it would be detected. Bote | | : 

, B. Capability to Estimate the Yield of a Test Shot. pon, oes | 
It is agreed that long-range detection is insufficient to give a pre- : 

cise measurement of the size of any explosion. The margin of error | 
| of yield measurement spreads over several hundred percent. In the 

mid-range (20 to 100 kilotons) a reasonable measure of precision is | 
| a range of plus-100 percent and minus-50 percent. In the megaton : 

range, the margin widens substantially. | 

2. On-the-spot Surveillance. — Ho 
| Properly equipped observers stationed as close as compatible : 

. with safety and having advance knowledge of the exact time and ) 
, altitude of the burst could clearly establish any substantial viola- | 

: tion of a permissible testing ceiling. o ee , 

IV. Psychological/Political Effects a | “ | 
po A, Advantages. : i Ss : 

An American offer to agree on a test moratorium or an Ameri- : 
can acceptance of such a proposal made by another nation would ' 

2 - constitute a major propaganda stroke. It would be received with ap- | 

proval and supported by the great majority of the governments and [ 

|. peoples of the non-communist world. A summary refusal by the 
USSR to agree to such a proposal would meet sharp criticism. The : 

| Russians would also be criticized if they carried out large-scale _ 
tests during an international discussion of a test moratorium. 7 : 

| American support for such a moratorium would be strong evi- 
dence against communist charges that the United States seeks to | 

| terrorize and dominate the world. If the Soviets conducted large- 
scale tests after such an American move had been made, their ag- | 
gressive intent would become clearer. oe | 

, | |
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Specifically, American initiative on this score should substantial- 
ly improve relations with the United Kingdom. It would measur- 
ably improve relations with India and Japan. It would be greeted 

with a great sense of relief by people all over the world who abhor 

the idea of atomic war and out of ignorance fear that continuing 
larger and larger thermonuclear testing may result in some global 
catastrophe. 

B. Disadvantages. 

American initiative at this time looking to a test moratorium 

might imply some admission of fault or some recognition that 
large-scale testing is illegitimate. | 

Although opinions differ as to whether or not the Soviets would 

accept any testing moratorium proposal, it is agreed that the USSR . 
would seek to exploit such a change in United States policy to sup- 

port their repeated call for a ban on the use of all nuclear weapons. 

: As first reactions wore off, and popular and governmental discus- 

sions of the proposal developed, there would be a growing feeling, 

, even in the non-communist world, that the moratorium would have 

little value unless it constituted the first step toward a world-wide 

agreement restricting or prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons. 

The hopes of avoiding nuclear war which the American move 

would have raised would be sufficiently widespread so that if the 
United States refused to take the “‘next step” and agree to prohibit 
the use of nuclear weapons, it might find itself in an international : 
political position more difficult than that existing before the mora- 

torium was proposed. This points up that a massive U.S. propagan- 

da effort is an essential concomitant to any American move looking 

toward a test moratorium. A keynote for such a propaganda drive | 
would be to appropriate for the United States the word ‘‘disarma- 

ment” as the Soviets have appropriated the words “‘peace”’ and ‘‘de- 
mocracy”. A strong American propaganda drive will be required in 

any event to counter the expected Soviet Stockholm Appeal type of 
propaganda drive urging outlawing the use of atomic weapons. 

Conclusion 

On the assumption 
1. that the United States continues to oppose a total abolition of 

atomic weapons except as part of an effective general disarmament 

program and 
2. that it would be contrary to the military interests of the 

United States to have a moratorium on tests unless its duration 
were limited to January 1956; unless explosions under 100 kilotons 

| were tolerated; and unless there were ‘‘on the spot” controls; it is 
concluded that it would be a mistake for the United States to agree 

to such a moratorium.



: | 
: 
| ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1467 | 

| 
: The reasons for this conclusion are: | 

2 _A. The proposal implies, or would be generally taken to imply, 
: acceptance of the thesis that there is something morally wrong in | 
: explosions in excess of a certain power. It would be difficult effec- 

2 tively to answer a Soviet counter-proposal that the maximum be 

: greatly reduced, or that all atomic explosions be banned. 
B. The terms of the temporary moratorium, not only as to its tol- | 

: erable limit and inspection, but notably as to its duration, i.e., to 
: January 1956, are ‘“‘hand tailored” to fit the present stage of 

| United States technical development and, presumably, to embar- 
rass the Soviet Union. This could readily be made apparent, and if 
there were counterproposals for a moratorium of longer or indefi- 

| nite duration, we would find it awkward to explain our position. 
C. In the unlikely event that a temporary moratorium were ac- | 

cepted, as proposed, the result would create a “climate”, such that : 
{ in fact no resumption could occur without then accepting a propa- | 
4 ganda disadvantage which would more than offset the initial prop- 

aganda advantage. | 

Recommendation eS | | 

| It is recommended: © | | 

| A. That the United States not agree to a testing moratorium. 
B. That Churchill be advised of this position and the reasons 

therefor. ? | . 

| JOHN Foster DULLES 

| 2 Churchill was so advised at a meeting on June 25. (Memorandum of a meeting; | 

| 700.5611/6-2754) 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 203d Meeting of the National | 

| _ Security Council, Wednesday, June 23, 1954 ' | 

| TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | | : 

| The following were present at the 203rd meeting of the Council: 

The President of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of | 

| the United States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; : 

the Director, Foreign Operations Administration; and the Director, 

Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of 

the Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, 

Atomic Energy Commission; the Acting Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
| ministrator; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of 

| Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the President; Robert Cutler, 
| Special Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the 

| President; Robert R. Bowie, Department of State; the White House 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on June 23. |
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| Staff Secretary; Bryce Harlow, Administrative Assistant to the 
President; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive 
Secretary, NSC. Pe See 

Following is a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
main points taken. oe | : | 

1. Proposal for an International Moratorium on Future Tests of 
Atomic Weapons (Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, 
same subject, dated May 17, 25 and 26, 1954; NSC Actions Nos. 
899-c and 1106-h; NSC 112) 2 ST 

Mr. Cutler reviewed prior Council action on this item and noted 
the reference memoranda on the subject, including the latest one | 
by the Secretary of State, which was distributed to the members of 
the Council by Mr. Lay.* Mr. Cutler then called on Secretary 
Dulles to make his report. | 

Secretary Dulles said that he had attempted to present a unani- 
mous report and he may indeed actually have succeeded, although 
there had not been sufficient time to obtain the formal concurrence 
of the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman, AEC. He believed, 
however, that both these other members of the committee did _ 

| concur in the conclusions reached by the Secretary of State’s 
report, which was negative with respect to the proposed moratori- 

um. Secretary Dulles went on to state that these conclusions illus- 
trated the power of reason against the power of will, since all mem- 

bers of the committee had desired to reach a different conclusion 
but could not succeed in so doing. Secretary Dulles also noted that 
the conclusion was predicated on two basic assumptions. If these 

assumptions were ever to be reconsidered, different conclusions 

could result. The first of these assumptions was that the United 

States continued to oppose total abolition of atomic weapons save 

as a part of an effective general disarmament program. The com- 

mittee felt, said Secretary Dulles, that as long as the United States 

continued to oppose special treatment for the category of atomic 

weapons, it would virtually be forced to avoid taking any position 

which would in effect set these weapons apart from other weapons 
as morally bad. ee | 

The second assumption was that while a moratorium lasting 
until January 1956 would be advantageous to the United States 

from a technical point of view, it would be disadvantageous if it . 

was to last any longer. The technical reasons for this, said Secreta- | 

2 For NSC Action No. 899-c, see footnote 3, p. 1212. For NSC Action No. 1106-h, see 
footnote 5, p. 1428. Regarding the memoranda of May 17, 25, and 26 to the NSC, see 

respectively footnote 3, p. 1438, footnote 1, p. 1445, and the second footnote 1, p. 1449. 

For NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. 

3 Supra. |
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| ry Dulles, he would leave for Admiral Strauss to explain. But he 
: pointed out that the Soviets would probably conduct nuclear tests | 
: this summer, and a moratorium in the short term would put them | 

at a disadvantage. On the other hand, if the United States were to | 

set the duration of the moratorium for the period up to but not 
2 beyond January 1956, and if the United States were also to insist 7 
7 that explosions under 100 kilotons were exempted from the morato- | 

rium, the Soviets would quickly grasp the fact that the United 
: States was advocating a position which had been tailored to its own 
: advantage. This would put us in an awkward propaganda position. | 

Accordingly, to sum up, Secretary Dulles said that the committee : 
: had virtually been forced to the negative conclusions. — | 
| The President stated with great emphasis that he thoroughly | 
| agreed with the conclusions reached by the committee, but that he | 

to would strongly challenge the first of the two assumptions on which 
| the conclusions had been reached—namely, that the United States 

continues to oppose abolition of atomic weapons except as part of a 
general disarmament program. The President said that if he knew 

: any way to abolish atomic weapons which would ensure the cer- 
tainty that they would be abolished, he would be the very first to 

. endorse it, regardless of any general disarmament. He explained 

| that he was certain that with its great resources the United States 
| would surely be able to whip the Soviet Union in any kind of war 

: that had been fought in the past or any other kind of war than an | | 

: atomic war. Unfortunately, the President said, he could see no way 

: at present to secure an agreement which would really abolish 
~ atomic weapons. Thanks to the element of surprise in the enemy’s | 

hands, the United States, for the first time in its history, was | 

frightened at the prospect of an atomic war. | 
| Secretary Dulles reminded the President of the point he had : 

made earlier, that if we were to reconsider these assumptions we 7 

might well come out with changed conclusions. But, said the Presi- 
dent, he wanted to emphasize that he would go along a hundred 
percent with the present conclusions until someone invented a | 

. really foolproof system to ensure the abolition of atomic weapons. | 
Let no one make the mistake, however, of imagining that if such a : 

| system were devised the President would not go along with it. The 
. matter of the morality of the use of these weapons was of no sig- 

nificance. The real thing was that the advantage of surprise almost : 
seemed the decisive factor in an atomic war, and we should do any- , 

| thing we could to remove this factor. Ce ee a 
| Secretary Dulles said that the President’s comments were pro- 

foundly important and had a great bearing on our national strate- | 
| gy and subsidiary decisions in the light of that strategy. Secretary — 

Dulles said that he did not entirely rule out the possibility of 

|
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achieving the effective abolition of atomic weapons. He thought 
that the USSR might agree to cease activity in the nuclear area, 
where they know the United States now has superiority, and go 

back to an area of conventional armaments where they have supe- 
riority. The President interjected that the Secretary meant where 
they have initial superiority. Secretary Dulles agreed with the cor- | 
rection, and went on to point out how much the abolition of atomic 
weapons would help us in our problems with our allies and in the 

United Nations. Secretary Dulles stated his agreement that there 
ought to be a reappraisal of the basic situation with respect to dis- 

armament. On the other hand, unless and until new conclusions 

had been reached on this basic situation, we could not agree to the 
abolition of atomic weapons alone. | | 

The President agreed, but restated his position that there was no 

way in which the United States could be licked by any enemy in a 
protracted war of exhaustion unless we were the victims of sur- 
prise atomic attack. | 

Mr. Cutler then asked Admiral Strauss if he would comment on 
the technical considerations which had moved the committee to 
reach its conclusions. 

At the outset, Admiral Strauss expressed his agreement with the 

conclusions. He pointed out that the best advice available indicated | 

that it seemed possible to conceal tests of weapons of a size up to 

fifty thousand tons of TNT equivalent, so that even if the Soviets 
agreed to a moratorium they could continue to stage tests of weap- 

ons of fifty thousand tons or less. Admiral Strauss also pointed out 
the large margin of error involved in the long-range detection proc- 

ess. He then indicated the reasons why it was of such importance 
that the United States again conduct atomic tests after January 
1956. We required a small megaton weapon for defense against hos- 

tile aircraft. Work on such a weapon was still in a primitive stage 

and would not be ready for a test until 1956. But, according to the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, testing such a weapon and adding it to our 
present family of weapons was almost indispensable. This accounts 

| for our unwillingness to extend the moratorium beyond January 
1956. 

Speaking personally, continued Admiral Strauss, he believed that 

there was something essentially illusory in offering to the peoples 

of the world a moratorium on atomic tests when at the same time 

both the United States and the Soviet Union would go on manufac- 

turing nuclear weapons. The real fallacy in this whole business, 
however, was the unenforceability of any agreement on the subject |



| ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1471 

2 with the Russians. These views, said Admiral Strauss, he had for- : 

, warded to Secretary Dulles (copy in the minutes of the meeting). * | 

: At the conclusion of Admiral Strauss’ statement, the President — : 

| inquired of Admiral Radford whether attacking Soviet aircraft , 

would fly in formation in an atomic attack on the U.S. or whether : 

they would send single planes to attack each target. Admiral Rad- 

ford replied that they would probably come over with a number of 

| planes over each target in order to confuse the defenders. | 

7 The President said that if and when we succeeded in getting the | 

small megaton weapon against aircraft, to which Admiral Strauss : 

| had just alluded, how high would such a weapon have to be ex- : 

ploded in order to destroy the hostile aircraft but not the city be- 

neath? Admiral Strauss said that if the defensive weapon were ex- | 

ploded at a distance of ten miles or more above the city, the city | 

: would not be seriously damaged, even by the fall-out from the ex- — | 

plosion. 
: The President then said that in any event we were not going to , 

stop conducting tests of atomic weapons, and that there was no | 

reason to do so until some new alternative was in sight. — 

Mr. Cutler then called on Mr. Allen Dulles for his views. , ! 

4 Mr. Dulles said that the CIA was inclined to be a little more opti- , 

mistic than Admiral Strauss on the possibilities of detecting Soviet ! 

violations of a moratorium. With respect to the propaganda issue, ! 

| Mr. Dulles said he would very much like to see the United States | 

: take a position which was somewhat more affirmative than the ! 

1 negative conclusions reached by the committee. He had, however, : 

4 nothing specific to propose, except to suggest the insertion of the . 

words “at this time” in the recommendation that the United States ; 

| would not agree to a testing moratorium. He thought that the neg- | 

| ative character of our position might also be softened a little if we : 

1 added a third recommendation to indicate that we were continuing 

to review our policies with respect to disarmament. | a 

Mr. Dulles then noted that the proposed amendment to the : 

| Atomic Energy Act of 1946 ® would, if passed, greatly facilitate the 

j exchange of intelligence information in the atomic field with our 

allies. This would meet some of the British complaints on this 

score. The President replied that he had a great deal of sympathy | 

with the British position, and that their complaints were legiti- | 

mate. The 1946 law ought to be modified, and he was willing to do 
| all that he could to obtain the modification. | | 

4 The minutes under reference have not been further identified. _ | | 

5 See the editorial note, p. 1505. 

| |
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| Admiral Strauss commented that there seemed to be very little 
opposition in the Joint Atomic Energy Committee to the proposed 
amendment to the Atomic Energy Act. 

The National Security Council: 6 | 

a. Discussed the subject on the basis of the reference memoranda 
and a memorandum by the Secretary of State, presented at the 
meeting, the conclusions of which were concurred in by the Secre- 
tary of Defense and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission. 

b. Adopted the position that the United States should not agree 
at this time to a testing moratorium. 

c. Agreed that the review of the current policy with respect to 
the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of armed forces 
and armaments (NSC 112) should be continued and expedited by 
the Special Committee created pursuant to NSC Action No. 899-c. 

Note: The actions in b and c above, as approved by the President, 
subsequently transmitted to the Secretaries of State and Defense 
and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission. 

_ §$. EVERETT GLEASON 

° Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 1162, June 23, 1954. (S/S-NSC files, 
lot 66 D 95 “NSC Actions’’) ERE 

Editorial Note 

On June 29 the United States Atomic Energy Commission an- 
nounced that it had decided by a vote of four to one not to restore 
the security clearance of Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer, Director of 
the Institute of Advanced Study and frequent consultant to the 
government on atomic energy, disarmament, and various other 
subjects relating to science and national defense. Oppenheimer had 
been Chairman of the General Advisory Committee of the Atomic 
Energy Commission from 1946 to 1952. His security clearance had 
been suspended on December 23, 1954, on the basis of charges of 
disloyalty relating to allegations that he had maintained contacts 
with subversive individuals and had made false statements to secu- 
rity officers. Se 

At Dr. Oppenheimer’s request, hearings on his case were held 
before a Personnel Security Board of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion April 12-May 6, 1954. A majority of the Board recommended 
against the reinstatement of Dr. Oppenheimer’s clearance, as did _ 
the General Manager of the AEC (Kenneth D. Nichols), who re- | 
viewed the findings. The Atomic Energy Commission subsequently 
issued two publications containing documentation on the Oppen- 

_ heimer case: In the Matter of J. Robert Oppenheimer: Transcript of 
Hearings before Personnel Security Board, Washington, D.C., April
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| 12, 1954-May 6, 1954 (Government Printing Office, 1954), and In | 
2 the Matter of J. Robert Oppenheimer: Texts of Principal Documents : 

: and Letters of Personnel Security Board, General Manager, Commis- . 

| sioners, Washington, D.C., May 27, 1954 through June 29, 1954 | : 

: (Government Printing Office, 1954). Extensive additional informa- 

tion on this subject is contained in Bulletin of the Atomic Scien- 

tists, volume 10 (1954). Fo — | | 

| 600.0012/7-954 a a - | 

: The Department of State to the Embassy of the Soviet Union | 

TOP SECRET iw | | 

| | : _ MEMORANDUM . | | 

The United States has further considered the draft declaration of | 

January 80 and Aide-Mémoire of April 27 delivered by the Soviet ; 

Union to the United States. ? The United States wishes to make | 

: the following comments: | ms | 

1. The President’s speech of December 8, 1953 to the United Na- | 

tions General Assembly pointed out the dangers of the atomic ar- 
: , : ° ° [ 

maments race and stressed the desire of the United States to 

| remove these dangers by any effective method which includes ade- | 

, quate safeguards against violations and evasions. The United | 

States would welcome any system of disarmament which would f 

| serve to protect the peoples of the world from the threat of war : 

: and relieve them of the heavy burden of military defense in a ) 

fo manner consistent with their security. | Bo fae ae, ) 

| 2. The United States is also aware of the difficulties which have — 
| been experienced since 1946 in trying to negotiate a disarmament | 

plan. From that date until the present, the United States has per- : 
| sistently sought, alone and in concert with other nations, to find 

| 1 Drafted by Bowie and Gerard Smith. A typewritten notation on the source text 
reads: “Handed to Amb. Zarubin by Mr. Merchant on July 9, 1954.” On July 2, | | 
Bowie had forwarded the draft text to Secretary Dulles for approval. The memoran- ~ | 
dum of transmittal indicated that the draft reply “is based on the draft you ap- | 

, proved earlier, together with further revisions to take account of the comments | 
| from France, the U.K. and Canada as well as Defense and AEC. It has the concur- 

rence of Mr. Merchant, Mr. Smith and myself. If you approve the draft, it will be | 
retyped for delivery to the Soviets.’”’ Dulles initialed an “OK, JFD” on the memoran- 
dum of transmittal. (600.0012/7-254) On July 8, Gerard Smith presented advance | 

copies of the reply to representatives of the United Kingdom, France, Canada, Aus- 
tralia, South Africa, and Belgium; memoranda of his separate conversations with ! 
these representatives are in file 600.0012/7-854. | mo 

2 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 479 and 482-484. )
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ways of easing the burden of armaments and of lessening the 
threat of war. In the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission 
from 1946 through 1948, in the Commission for Conventional Ar- 
maments from 1947 through 1950, in the special meetings of the 
Six Permanent Members of the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission in 1949 and 1950, and in the United Nations Disarma- 
ment Commission since 1951, the overwhelming majority of nations 
was able to reach agreement—the Soviet Union alone prevented 
progress. 

3. Despite this discouraging record, the President, in his address 
on December 8, stated that the United States, heeding the resolu- 
tion of November 28, 1953 of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations, was “prepared to meet privately with such other countries 
as may be ‘principally involved’ to seek ‘an acceptable solution’ to 
the atomic armaments race which overshadows not only the peace 
but the very life of the world.” 

II. 

4. In his address, the President also stated that the United States 
would carry into these talks a new proposal for an international 
atomic energy agency to expedite the use of atomic energy to serve 
the peaceful pursuits of mankind. In its memorandum of March 
19, ? the United States explained in more detail its views on the 
method for converting this conception into a practical reality. The 
Aide-Mémoire of April 27 of the Soviet Union appears to miscon- 
strue completely the purpose of this specific proposal. 

9. This proposal was intended to make a beginning toward bring- 
ing to the peoples of the world the peaceful benefits of atomic 
energy. This offer by the United States to join with other nations 
having atomic facilities to furnish fissionable material and atomic 
energy technology for the common benefit, would provide a new op- 
portunity for international cooperation. Successful cooperation in 
the implementation of the President’s proposal would surely result 
in an improved atmosphere, which, in turn, could significantly im- 
prove the prospects for genuine, safeguarded international disar- 
mament. The proposal itself was not put forward as a disarmament 
plan. | | 

6. The Soviet Aide-Mémoire of April 27 states in effect that the 
USSR will not cooperate in steps to achieve peaceful benefits of | 
atomic power for the world until the United States agrees to a ban 

on the use of atomic weapons. The primary reason given for this 

position is that under the President’s United Nations proposal, 

stockpiles of weapon grade material could continue to increase 

3 See the memorandum of conversation, Mar. 19, p. 1376.
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: after the international agency had been established. Yet the Soviet | 

2 proposal for a ban on weapons’ use would not in any way prevent : 

such increases in stockpiles. Accordingly, the United States cannot | 

: agree that the Soviet position provides a valid objection to proceed- 3 
: ing at this time with steps for promoting the peaceful uses of 

: atomic energy. _ | | | 

7. The Soviet Union also appears to assume that any form of | 

peaceful utilization of atomic energy must necessarily increase | 

stocks of materials available for military purposes. In reality, how- 
ever, ways can be devised to safeguard against diversion of materi- 

. als from power producing reactors. And there are forms of peaceful | 
| utilization in which no question of weapon grade material arises. 

| 8. The United States believes that the nations most advanced in 
| knowledge regarding the constructive uses of atomic energy have 

an obligation to make it available, under appropriate conditions, | 

| for promoting the welfare of peoples generally. At the present 

stage of nuclear technology, the United States believes that it is : 
| now possible to make a beginning in this direction. Accordingly, 

| the United States will feel free to go ahead with its proposal with 

| other interested nations, even though the Soviet Union does not 
wish to pursue it at this time. If at a later time the Soviet Union 
should decide to take part in any such discussions, the United 
States will continue to welcome such participation. ! 

| Il. | 

| 9. The Soviet Union refers to its proposal of January 30 for an | 

international agreement calling for unconditional renunciation of | 

: the use of atomic, hydrogen and other forms of weapons of mass | 

; - destruction. The United States has thoroughly and earnestly con- | 

sidered this proposal in accordance with its oft-declared policy to si 
| examine with an open mind all suggested approaches to the prob- : 

, lem of disarmament. : 
| 10. In the opinion of the United States, any effective plan for : 
| disarmament must provide satisfactory answers to two fundamen- : 
| tal questions: | a ) 

a. First, will the plan result in an actual reduction or elimination 
| of national armaments in a manner consistent with the security of , 

each nation? A paper promise not to use weapons will not: enable | 
the nations safely to reduce their armaments. The very existence of 
any weapon poses the possibility of its use, despite promises not to : 
do so, which can be broken without notice. | 

: b. Second, will the plan materially reduce or eliminate the | 
| danger of aggression and warfare? If any plan would, in fact, tend : 

to increase the danger of resort to war by a potential aggressor, it 
| would not accomplish the basic purpose of disarmament. 

a 
| |
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11. The Soviet Union’s proposal of January 30 fails to meet 
either of these basic tests, or to offer any hope for beneficial results 
in the disarmament field: : 

a. It would leave unimpaired existing armaments and continued 
armament production. This is clear from the terms of the Soviet 
proposal itself. There would be only an exchange of promises not to 
make use of weapons which are still retained. There could be no 
certainty that these assurances would be observed. The mainte- 
nance of stocks of weapons and the continued manufacture of 
weapons would bear ominous witness to the danger that the assur- 
ances might be disregarded. 

b. The danger of aggression and war would not be lessened if the 
Soviet proposal were put in effect. Indeed, it could be increased, 
since the deterrent effect upon a potential aggressor of the exist- 
ence of nuclear weapons would doubtless be lessened if his possible 
victims had undertaken an obligation not to use them. Such an ag- 
gressor might be tempted to initiate an attack in the hope that the 
ban would prevent or delay the use of such weapons in the defense 
of his victims. Yet, the aggressor with nuclear weapons would be in | 
a position to repudiate his past assurances and employ nuclear 
weapons. whenever it suited his interests. Thus, such a plan might 
merely serve to induce aggression and weaken its victims. 

12. Not only does the Soviet proposal fail to meet the necessary 

tests of any effective plan to prevent atomic warfare, but it would 

in fact harm the chances of adoption of any such effective plan. For 
surely the Soviet proposal, if it were accepted, would tend to create 

the deceptive impression that the danger of atomic warfare had “ 

somehow been limited and weaken the vigilance of the people re- 

garding a threat which had, if anything, increased. This false sense 

of security could discourage further efforts to achieve genuine dis- 
armament under effective safeguards, which would actually en- 

| hance the security of all, reduce the danger of war, and lighten the 

heavy burden of armaments. 

IV. | | 

13. The United States reaffirms, as it did in the resolution adopt- 
ed by the United Nations General Assembly on November 17, 1950, 

that, whatever the method used, aggression itself is the gravest of 

all dangers. Only if there is aggression will the world be exposed to 

the horrors of modern war. 
14. The signatories of the United Nations Charter have under- | 

taken solemn assurances not to commit aggression. In conformity 

with its historic traditions, the United States will never violate 

that pledge. But, as indicated, the United States is convinced that 

| the only truly effective way to ensure that aggression will not take 
place and that nuclear weapons will not be used in war is to adopt 

a safeguarded, balanced system of disarmament. Such a system



po ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1477 : 

2 could materially reduce the chance of successful aggression, and | 
, thereby minimize the risk of any aggression at all. : 
| 15. The United States continues to believe that a solution of the | 
2 armaments problem is essential. Despite its inability to accept the : 
3 Soviet proposal, the United States is ready at all times to discuss 

acceptable measures for effective disarmament under proper safe- ? 
| guards. It is prepared to do so either in the continuation of private 

exchanges or in the United Nations Disarmament Commission. In 
view of the urgency of disarmament, the United States will wel- | 
come such a continuation if the Soviet Union considers it a useful 
means for seeking a common approach to this problem. — | 

16. The United States also hopes that, in the light of the forego- 
ing, the Soviet Union will wish to comment further on the concrete : 

| proposal submitted by the United States on March 19, 1954. In any , 
| event the United States is prepared to renew with the Soviet 
{ Union at any time the talks on the President’s proposal. 

: - WasuincTon, July 9,1954. = | es - 7 

Bisenhower Library, Dulles papers . 

Memorandum by Roderic L. O’Connor, Special Assistant to the 
: Secretary of State, to the Consultant for Atomic Energy Affairs 

| (Smith) a — | | | 

| TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,] July 15, 1954. : 

1 On July 12 the President spoke to the Secretary and said that we : 
should get busy on his (the President) December 8 plan without | 
waiting for Russia. — | | 

The Secretary later called Admiral Strauss to report this. 
: Strauss said that he was glad to hear that. The bill would be re- : 
| ported out Wednesday, July 14, and Strauss said he thought it | 

would pass in 3-4 days.1 When this happened, Strauss said he | 
: would work out some conferences—the first would be with Bel- | : 
: gium. The Secretary stated that he was in favor of this. Admiral 

Strauss said that he would let the President know the above infor- — 

| mation. He said there may be a public announcement as soon as 
| | he, Strauss, gets the legislative authority. 

BES os ors | Ropveric L. O’CoNNOR | 

| 1The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 was not approved by Congress until Aug. 16. See | 
| the editorial note, p. 1505. ae : 7 | 8 7
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330.13/7-1954: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the United States Mission at the United 
Nations } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, July 19, 1954—8:11 p.m. 

44. Re US Position on Indian Proposal for a Moratorium on Nu- 
| clear Tests. 

1. Would be contrary to security interests of US agree at this 
time to moratorium on tests of nuclear weapons either in form pro- 
posed by India or in any other form. Therefore US must reject 
Indian proposal if it is considered in DC. 

2. If matter considered statement of US Representative should be 
along following lines: “After the most sympathetic and extensive 
consideration, the US has concluded that an agreement for a mora- 

torium or a standstill on tests of nuclear weapons would not bene- 

fit the free world and in fact would be harmful. A moratorium 

would be largely a limitation on scientific experimentation. The ex- 

periments have been fundamental to the development of the weap- 
ons necessary to protect the free world. | | 

“Furthermore, a moratorium on nuclear experimentation has 

nothing to do with disarmament. The real problem is to eliminate 
the weapons through a general disarmament program with safe- 

guards which would assure the whole world that nuclear materials 
would be utilized only for peaceful purposes. A mere promise to 
forego tests on nuclear weapons would give the illusion that we 
were making some progress toward disarmament when in fact this 

would not be the case. Only through a program of disarmament 
can the world be relieved of its fears that nuclear weapons will be 

used in war’’. | | | 

3. We realize that United States opposition to Indian proposal 

would have adverse political repercussions. To minimize and if pos- 

sible eliminate such adverse repercussions you may wish to follow 
some or all of following possible courses of action. 

a) We should avoid encouraging India or any member of DC to 
initiate discussion of Indian proposals. 

b) We should seek to maneuver USSR into position where it re- 
jects Indian proposal before we do. Soviet media of communication 
seem to foreshadow such rejection. Would be advantageous to 
couple with our rejection of Indian proposal a criticism of Soviet 
Union position on atomic energy control in general. 

Essential however we should not be led into situation of agreeing 
to Indian proposal on condition that Soviet Union also agrees. 

1 Drafted by Bechhoefer of UNP.
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: 4. If issue is raised you should in your discretion determine best | 
| time for making statement in order to minimize adverse results. — | 

| : _ DULLES 

| 330.13/8-1054 | | | 

| Department of State Press Release No. 434 | 

[WASHINGTON,] August 10, 1954. 

ATOMIC PooL PLAN | | 

| In view of the fact that the President, at his last news conference 
referred questions concerning the atomic pool plan to Mr. Dulles, * | 

| the Secretary, at his news conference today, was asked if he would 
| elaborate on the status of the negotiations with the USSR on this | | 
| plan. Mr. Dulles made the following reply: | a 

I think the broad history of this is pretty well known although : 
| not the details because we agreed, in the beginning that we would | 

try to handle this particular matter in terms of an exchange of dip- | 
| lomatic notes and private talks. Some people had felt that it would | 

be possible to make better progress with the Russians if instead of 

| having public diplomacy we tried to negotiate quietly and privately 

| with them. So it was agreed with them and, in fact, suggested by | 

the President’s message of December 8 to the United Nations As- | 
| sembly that we would have private talks on this matter. | 

I am sorry to say that the private talk method does not seem to 

: work any better than the public talk method. I am afraid that the 
| difficulties in dealing with the Soviets are so fundamental that the 

getting of positive cooperative action involves something more than 

a change of method. | | 
I had several talks with Mr. Molotov at Berlin and at Geneva. 

, and we gave him various notes which had been prepared in concert | 

| with some of our Allies who are principally concerned, which | 
| elaborated the President’s program. | 

I still do not feel at liberty to disclose the texts of what was said | 
or describe these talks in detail because, as I said, we had agreed | 
on the private exchange of note method. I can say that the last | 

: note which we had on this matter was wholly negative, or perhaps 
| I should say, 99 per cent negative. We have in substance asked the | 

| Soviet whether they wish it to be treated as 100 per cent negative. | 
| a | | | 

, 1 For the remarks on the subject made by the President at his news conference of | 
| Aug. 4, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisen- 

| hower, 1954, p. 683. 

|



1480 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

In the meanwhile we are making plans on the assumption that 
we will have to treat it as 100 per cent negative. In that event we 
hope to go ahead with the program in association with other coun- | 

- tries. There are several in a position to contribute material to the 
program and many which would like to benefit from the program 
in terms of exploring and developing the possibilities of atomic 

energy for peacetime, life-giving purposes. That phase of the 

matter is being actively considered while we await what may be 
the final answer from the Soviet. 

Asked whether this consideration was in consultation with the 
other countries concerned, Mr. Dulles replied: 

The concrete plan which was proposed to the Soviet Union was 

considered actively, before it was submitted, with some of the 

Allies who are most interested in the problem from the standpoint 
of being able to contribute fissionable material. | 

Now, the adaptation of that program to one which would elimi- 

nate the hope for cooperation of the Soviet Union, that program, in 
the first instance, is still being considered by the United States 

Government and we have not yet gotten in detail into talks with 

our associates about that phase of the problem. But that would pre- 
sumably come at an early stage. eo! : 

| Asked whether the exchange of notes between this country and 
the Soviet Union would be released when that position was 
reached, Mr. Dulles replied: - | | 

That would require an agreement on both sides and I cannot say 

| whether or not the Soviet Union would care to have the exchange 

of notes made public. 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA—Policy” 

Memorandum of a Meeting in the Office of the Secretary of State, 
Wednesday, August 11, 1954, 3 p.m. } 

TOP SECRET | a - 

Present: The Secretary of State, Mr. Dulles 
The Secretary of Defense, Mr. Charles E. Wilson 
The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, Mr. 

Lewis L. Strauss _ | 
| The Director, Central Intelligence Agency, Mr. Allen 

Dulles | ) 
Mr. James S. Lay 

| General Robert Cutler 
Mr. Robert Bowie | 

1 Drafted by Smith of S/AE.
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: | General Herbert B. Loper — | | 

| Mr. Roy B. Snapp Sh: | 

: Mr. Gerard C. Smith, S/AE | | 

The meeting was called to consider NSC 5431 dated August 6, | 

| 1954. ? | - 

: Admiral Strauss discussed the background of this matter and 

| pointed out the problems that will be raised in connection with fis- | 

sionable material produced by any reactors which were constructed | 

| abroad. ee | | ) | 

| He urged that arrangements for construction of such reactors | 

| provide for US chemical processing of spent fuel elements. | 

| Mr. Wilson said that such a condition would be more realistic if | 

the U.S. leased fissionable material than if the material was sold to 

| foreign nations. Mr. Smith pointed out that conditions which might 

| be agreeable in bilateral arrangements might not be agreeable in 

| multilateral arrangements through an international agency and 

that the draft legislation had been specifically amended to permit 

transfer of title to fissionable material to another nation. | 

There was discussion of the nature of the fissionable material. 

| which would be provided for the research reactor program. | 

The Secretary of State raised the question of what relationship 

| the international agency would have to the United Nations and 

| pointed out that any agency related to the UN in any way would 

provoke a good deal of criticism from the anti-UN people in this 

| country. The Secretary of State pointed out how far the proposed | 

4 plan fell short of the President’s proposal of last December 8. Ad- 

, miral Strauss stated, however, that he thought the proposed plan : 

would be very acceptable to public opinion throughout the Free | 

World. 
: 

| There was discussion as to when the plan would be announced ~ : 

and it seemed generally agreed that the President would be asked | : 

| to make the announcement at the ground-breaking ceremonies of : 

the PWR reactor at Shippingport, Pennsylvania. a : 

| ‘Mr. Wilson pointed out the need for a US offer to supply modern 

: technology rather than our second or third best designs. : 

, Mr. Bowie raised the point that U.S. initiative now in the reactor | 

field abroad would imply a commitment to continue to supply fis- | | 

sionable material in the future to foreign nations.  ™ | 

General Cutler pointed out that in his judgment the proposed 

| program did not differ so sharply from the President’s December 8 

program as to be anticlimactical. a | : 

| 2 NSC 5431 is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5431 Series) NSC | 

5431 as revised and approved was issued as NSC 5431/1, Aug. 13; for text, see p. 1488.
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It was agreed that the blank space on page 4 in paragraph 10 — 
referred to the number 50, and that this quantity of U-235 would 
be earmarked for a small-scale reactor program if the overall pro- 

gram was approved by the Council and the President. 
Nothing was said about the international conference. 
There was some discussion as to whether the fissionable material 

would be given or lent or sold. The discussion was inconclusive on 
this. 

The consensus of the meeting was that the paper would be rec- 

ommended for approval by the Council and the President. 

Mr. Smith pointed out that he had discussed in general terms 
the proposed program with representatives of the United Kingdom 
and Canada. 

It was agreed that implementation of the proposed program 
would, in the first instance, be the responsibility of the Working 

Group which had been set up by the Planning Board to draw up 
the proposal. 3 Oo | 

’ The working group designated to prepare the report, consisting of representa- 
tives of State, Defense, AEC (Chairman), and CIA, had been established by the NSC 
Planning Board on July 7. Announcement of the creation of the group and its terms 
of reference were contained in a memorandum of July 8 by NSC Executive Secreta- 
ry Lay to Snapp (AEC), Bowie (State), Bonesteel (Defense), and Amory (CIA). (S/P- 
NSC files, lot 62 D 1, “Atomic Energy—Cooperation with Other Nations’) 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 210th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, August 12, 1954 3 

[Extract] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY : | 

Present at this meeting were the President of the United States, 

presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary of 
| State; the Secretary of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations 

Administration; and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. 

Also present were the Acting Secretary of the Treasury; the Secre- 
tary of Commerce (for Item 1); the Director, Bureau of the Budget; 

the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (for Item 4); the Secre- 
tary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary of 
the Air Force (for Items 5 and 6); General Twining for the Chair- 
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, Vice Ad- 

1 Drafted by Marion W. Boggs, Coordinator of the National Security Council } 
Board of Assistants, on Aug. 13.
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: miral Gardner for the Chief of Naval Operations, and General Pate 

3 for the Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps (for Items 5 and 6); Robert 
R. Bowie, Department of State (for Items 1, 2 and 3); Marshall E 

| Smith, Department of Commerce (for Item 1); Walter S. Delany, 
Foreign Operations Administration (for Item 1); the Director of | 
Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the President; Robert Cutler, | 
Special Assistant to the President; the Executive Secretary, NSC; 

and the Coordinator, NSC Planning Board Assistants. 

: There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 
| the main points taken. | | | 

| | | | 

| 4. Cooperation With Other Nations in the Peaceful Uses of Atomic 
Energy (NSC 5431; Memo for NSC from the Special Assistant | 

| to the President for National Security Affairs, subject: ‘“Devel- 
| opment of Nuclear Power’, dated December 11, 1953) 2 

_ Mr. Cutler noted that NSC 5431 had been prepared by a commit- | 
| tee established by the NSC Planning Board consisting of represent- 

atives of AEC (chairman), the Departments of State and Defense, | 

| and CIA. He said the paper dealt with two problems—developing a | 

policy for the peaceful uses of atomic energy abroad, and develop- 
ing the principles of the President’s proposal of December 8, 1953, 
to the UN for the establishment of an International Atomic Energy | 

| Agency. Mr. Cutler felt that NSC 5481 lacked the inspiration of the 
| President’s great speech, possibly because the USSR thus far had : 

refused to participate in carrying out the President’s proposal. Mr. 
| Cutler noted that Admiral Strauss was desirous that discussion of 

this problem be kept very secret, in order not to complicate Con- 

: gressional action on amendment of the Atomic Energy Act. Mr. 
| Cutler then read the general considerations and courses of action 

contained in NSC 5481. a | 
Admiral Strauss said that the two great objectives of the Presi- 

dent’s December 8 proposal had been to extend the peaceful uses of 

2 atomic energy throughout the world and to reduce the weapon po- 

tential of fissionable material by contributions to a pool. NSC 5431 
| had been prepared to implement the first of these objectives. Admi- 

ral Strauss called particular attention to paragraph 14, relating to 

| negotiations with Belgium. He said that regardless of the over-all 

| scheme, negotiations with Belgium were essential because of the 

| importance of the fissionable material obtained from the Belgian ! 

. Congo. We had contracted to help Belgium build a power reactor. ' 

! He felt that the amount of U-235 which we would release for use | 

2 NSC 5431, Aug. 6, 1954, is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 5431 | 
| Series) For the revised and approved version, NSC 5431/1, Aug. 13, see infra. For 

the memorandum of Dec. 11, 1953, see p. 1296. | 

| | 
| | |
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abroad was not excessive and, indeed, as CIA had pointed out 

[memo for DCI, dated August 9, informally distributed to the Plan- 
ning Board], * might be regarded by some countries as too small. 

Admiral Strauss, however, felt that this amount was not altogether 

insignificant as a beginning. | 

Admiral Strauss then said he felt it would be essential to add a 
“recovery” or “recapture” paragraph to NSC 5431. He explained 
that after fuel elements have been in the pile for some time, fission 

byproducts (“clinkers”) accumulate in sufficient quantity to stop 
the reaction unless they are taken out and reprocessed. Such re- 
processing produces plutonium, an important weapon material. 
Therefore, he felt that the U.S. must stipulate that these by-prod- 
ucts be returned to the U.S. for reprocessing and that we would 

retain the plutonium. He admitted that this would be a vulnerable 

stipulation in the sense that it could be alleged by the Russians 

that we were merely farming out uranium in order to get more 

plutonium produced. However, the legislation now in Congress © 
would provide for Government recovery of fissionable material re- 
leased to U.S. industry, and he felt that foreign countries would 
have to be treated on the same basis. __ 

The President agreed that we should, in our negotiations with 

| other countries, provide for regaining fission by-products. He 

thought we need not mention plutonium specifically; but we should 
plan to keep it when we got the by-products back in this country. 
He asked Secretary Dulles why we had to publish the terms of 
atomic energy agreements with other countries. _ 

Mr. Cutler said that Agreements For Cooperation would be 
public documents because the proposed revisions of the Atomic 
Energy Act provide that proposed agreements must lay before the 

Joint Committee of the Congress for a period of 80 days while Con- 
gress is in session. | ok 

The President said that we didn’t have to put everything we 
wanted to do in the agreement. We could simply provide that when _ 

| the fissionable material wears out the foreign government can turn 
it in and get a new batch. - 

Secretary Wilson thought we should not emphasize plutonium 

but provide for recovery of all the by-products. 
Secretary Dulles expressed agreement with the President’s re- 

marks. He felt that the policy in NSC 5431 was an important step 
forward, even though it lacked some of the luster of the President’s | 

December 8 proposal. Referring to paragraph 9, Secretary Dulles 
proposed that the President should make the initial announcement 
of U.S. plans for an International Atomic Energy Agency at the 

3 Not found in Department of State files. Brackets in the source text.



| 
| ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION —_—s—i1485 | 

| time of breaking ground for a new reactor and prior to the conven- | 

: ing of the UN General Assembly on September 21. Secretary | 

Dulles said he could follow this up with another statement. He felt | 
that another Presidential speech before the UN would not be desir- | 

| able at this time. Bay es | | 
: Secretary Dulles then asked how much emphasis should be | 
| placed on affiliation of this program with the UN. He felt that | 

| some connection was indispensable, but that too close a tie would 

| result in criticism, especially in Congress, which would say that the 

USSR was getting all the benefits indirectly through its member- 
2 ship in the UN. He felt the International Atomic Energy Agency | 
| should be under the control of officials not chosen by the UN, but 

should perhaps make periodic reports to the UN. The connection 

_ between the Agency and the UN might be similar to the connec- 
tion between the World Bank andthe UN. > | 

Secretary Dulles then called attention to paragraph 8, which pro- | 
| : vides that maximum psychological advantage should be taken from | 
| U.S. actions in the atomic energy field. Secretary Dulles thought it | 

| would be difficult to overestimate the importance of U.S. appear- 

ance before the world as a peaceful state. Propaganda picturing us 

| as warmongers on account of our atomic capabilities has done in- 

calculable harm. a | | | 
| The President wondered whether any association of the Agency 

| with the UN was necessary. Could not the Agency be a separate 
| organization merely reporting its accomplishments to the UN? Sec- 

| retary Dulles replied in the affirmative, and added that such re- 
| ports would not contain technical atomic energy information. _ 
| -. Governor Stassen said he assumed the President’s December 8 | 

- proposal still stood. He thought we could not go too slow in carry- ! 
| ing forward the policy for the peaceful uses of atomic energy, or we | 
| might wake up some day and find that the Soviets had offered to 

build a power reactor in Italy or India. The President pointed out ; 
that power reactors produced weapon-grade material. Secretary : 
Wilson said it was possible to use in a power reactor either a rich | 

| material which had weapon significance or a lower grade material | 
, which did not have such significance. Mr. Cutler pointed out that © | 
| the policy in NSC 5481 did not propose the use abroad of U.S. | 

| weapon-grade material. , | 

The President referred to the blank space in paragraph 10, and | 

| said that no figure should be inserted therein. Secretary Dulles | 
| asked whether the figure would appear in the Presidential state- 

ment. The President said by no means. Mr. Cutler noted that 50 : 
kilograms of U-235 of less than weapon quality was to be ear- 

marked for use abroad. We thought the figure might be mentioned | 
| 

| |
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only in the NSC minutes copy * of the paper. The President said 

that paragraph 10 should say that we would earmark a reasonable 
amount of U-235 for use abroad. There was no need for the figure 
to be in any copy. Secretary Dulles proposed that paragraph 10 

should begin “Earmark initially”. 

Secretary Wilson asked what would be the dollar value of one 
kilogram of the material referred to in paragraph 10. Admiral 
Strauss said about $50,000. 

Mr. Cutler said that the amount of U-235 to be earmarked could 
be understood and recorded only in the original records of the NSC. 
The President agreed, and added that he didn’t want the Alsops 
publishing the figure. | 

Mr. Cutler called attention to the alternatives in paragraph 13 as | 

to sponsorship of the International Scientific Conference. Admiral 

Strauss felt this matter should be left to the Secretary of State. 
Secretary Dulles noted that the Conference, while it should still be 

held, had lost some of its original purpose. 

Mr. Cutler then read a proposed new paragraph 15, designed to 

incorporate the “recovery” provision proposed by Admiral Strauss. 
The President said that the main point was to get used fissionable 
material back in our possession. Governor Stassen hoped that it | 

was understood that recovery by the U.S. would be “for peaceful 
purposes’. Admiral Strauss said that it was necessary to include in 
the proposed new paragraph a clause indicating that one of the 
reasons for recovery of fission by-products would be to obviate the 

need for reprocessing facilities in other countries. 

As a sidelight on the “recovery” paragraph, Secretary Dulles 
noted that Molotov had argued that our atomic energy plan would 
increase the amount of fissionable material available for war. 

Mr. Cutler noted that a committee consisting of representatives 

of State, Defense, AEC and CIA would prepare the statement of 

policy called for in new paragraph 15. The President wondered 
whether it would be necessary for the committee to report back to 
the Council until it felt that we were ready to take the next step. 

The National Security Council: ® | 

a. Discussed the reference report on the subject in the light of 
. oral views expressed by the Secretary of State and the Chairman, 

Atomic Energy Commission. | 
b. Adopted the statement of policy contained in NSC 5431, sub- 

ject to the following changes: 

_ # Minutes not identified. | 
5 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 1202, Aug. 12, 1954. (S/S-NSC files, 

lot 66 D 95, “NSC Actions”)
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| (1) Paragraph 4: In the second sentence, substitute for the 
: words “would be associated” the words ‘“‘might be loosely affili- | 

, ated’. 
: (2) Paragraph 9: Revise to read as follows: | 
‘ E 

| “9-a, Arrange for the President or the Secretary of State to 
make a statement, at an appropriate time, not later than the 
convening of the UN General Assembly on September 21, I 
relative to U.S. plans for the organization of the Internation- 

! al Atomic Energy Agency, described in b. | 
: “b. Take necessary steps to proceed with the organization of an 
| International Atomic Energy Agency, which may be affili- 

ated with or report its accomplishments to the United Na- 

| tions.” | | 

(3) Paragraph 10: Revise the beginning of this paragraph to 
| read: “Earmark initially a reasonable amount of U-2385 of less 
| than weapon quality... .” 

| (Note: The approximate amount agreed upon at the meeting 
| is recorded only in the original records of the National Securi- 

| ty Council.) © | | / 
(4) Paragraph 11: Add at the end of this paragraph the . 

! words “which do not involve U.S. funds for such construction.” : 
(5) Insert a new paragraph 15, renumbering the present 

| paragraph as 16; the new paragraph to read as follows: ! 

| “15. In every case where the U.S. provides to another country | 
| fissionable material for research or power reactors, whether : 

| | by gift, lease, or sale, the U.S. should seek to reserve the 
right to regain such fissionable material after usage in such 
other country’s reactor, in order to reprocess such material 

2 and obtain all the by-products therefrom for peaceful pur- : 
poses, and in order to obviate the necessity of creating re- | 
processing facilities in such other country.” | 

| | 

(6) Subparagraph 13-a: Revise to read as follows: | 

“a. The Agency should be an international organization, which 
| may be affiliated with or reports accomplishments to the 

: United Nations.” | | 

| | Note: NSC 5481, as amended, approved by the President; circulat- 

| ed as NSC 5431/1; and referred to the Secretary of State and the 

| Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, for appropriate implemen- 

| tation, advising with the Operations Coordinating Board in order to 
| ensure that proposed actions in this field result in maximum psy- 

chological advantage to the U.S. pursuant to paragraph 8 of NSC 

5431/1. The action in paragraph 16 of NSC 5431/1 transmitted to 

} the Planning Board to prepare the statement of policy referred to, 

: 6 The “original records” have not been identified.
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utilizing the special committee representing State, Defense, the _ 
Atomic Energy Commission, and CIA which prepared NSC 5431. 

oe ~ Marion W. Boces 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5431 Series 

National Security Council Report 3 

SECRET WASHINGTON, August 13, 1954. 
NSC 5431/1 

NoTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
: COUNCIL ON COOPERATION WITH OTHER NATIONS IN THE PEACEFUL 

Uses oF ATOMIC ENERGY | | 

References: 

A. NSC 5431 2 | 
B. Memo for NSC from the Special Assistant to the Presi- 

dent for National Security Affairs, subject, “Development of 
Nuclear Power,” dated December 11, 1953 3 

C. NSC Action Nos. 985 and 12024 

The National Security Council, the Acting Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman, 
Atomic Energy Commission, at the 210th Council meeting on 
August 12, 1954, adopted the statement of policy on the subject con- 
tained in NSC 54381, subject to the amendments therein which are 
set forth in NSC Action No. 1202-b. | 

The President has this date approved the statement of policy 
contained in NSC 5431, as amended and adopted by the Council 
and enclosed herewith and directs its implementation by the Secre- 
tary of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, advis- 
ing with the Operations Coordinating Board in order to ensure that | 
proposed actions in the field result in maximum psychological ad- 
vantage to the United States pursuant to paragraph 8 of the enclo- 
sure. : | 

Also enclosed are a financial appendix and an NSC staff study, 
as amended by the Council. 

Jags S. Lay, JR. 

1 Copies sent to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Directors of the Bureau of the 
Budget and Central Intelligence, the Chairmen of the Atomic Energy Commission 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

2 Not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5431 Series) 
3 Ante, p. 1296. 

+ For text of NSC Action No. 985, see footnote 7, p. 1297. For NSC Action No. 
1202, see footnote 5, supra.
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| [Enclosure] Co | 
’ i 

STATEMENT OF POLICY BY THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON Co- | 
OPERATION WITH OTHER NATIONS IN THE PEACEFUL USES OF | 

= ATOMIC ENERGY 

: | | | ASSUMPTIONS a | 

| 1. This paper is based on the following assumptions: (a) that the | 

1 USSR will not at this time participate in carrying out the Presi- : 
: dent’s proposal of December 8, 1953; (b) that the Atomic Energy 

: Act will be amended generally as proposed in HR 9757 to permit | 
bilateral cooperation with other nations in the atomic energy | 
field; 5 and (c) that by treaty multilateral cooperation with other 
nations can be effected. _ - _ a | 

| : GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS | 

2. The ability of the U.S. to construct reactors and to make avail- 
able moderate quantities of fissionable material for peacetime reac- | 
tors should be used in a program of cooperation with other nations 

| to advance our national policy objectives. Power reactors, while 
technically feasible, are not yet economically competitive. Small- | 

- gcale reactors are available which are useful for research, training, 
medical, and related purposes, and require only small amounts of 

, fissionable material (not of weapons quality). Such reactors and the 3 

: supporting training and information programs are a natural step 

in the development of any nation’s capability to utilize nuclear 
3 power when it becomes economically attractive. | | 

3. U.S. cooperation with other countries in advancing the peace- | 

ful uses of atomic energy should be both multilateral through an | 
| International Atomic Energy Agency as proposed by the President 

on December 8, and bilateral under Agreements for Cooperation | 

under Section 123 of proposed revision of the Atomic Energy Act. : 
4. Negotiations for a treaty should be commenced promptly, lead- 

ing to establishment of an International Atomic Energy Agency. | 
: This International Agency might be loosely affiliated with the U.N. 
| and would be open to all countries (including the USSR) which 

accept certain common objectives and obligations stated in the | 

: treaty. The Agency would exercise an important function in en- 
: couraging cooperation in research, in assisting nations to acquire 

facilities such as small-scale reactors, in supporting training and 
| exchange of technical information and services, and in aiding other 

nations in developing a capability to use nuclear power. 

5 See the editorial note, p. 1505. | 2
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9. During the interim period of a year or longer while the treaty 
is being negotiated and the consent of the Senate sought for an In- 
ternational Agency, the U.S. should proceed vigorously with direct 
actions to demonstrate its resolve to assist other nations and main- 
tain its world leadership in peaceful uses of atomic energy. These 
activities, which in due course might be taken over by the Interna- 
tional Agency, should include: 

a. Sponsorship of international scientific conferences. 
b. Aid in construction of small-scale reactors, including provision 

of fissionable material in the requisite small amounts under bilat- 
eral Agreements for Cooperation. | 

c. Training programs, provision of technical information, and 
consulting services to aid other countries in building up their capa- 
bility to use atomic energy. 

d. Promotion of medical and other humanitarian uses of atomic 
energy. , 

6. Cooperation with other countries in ‘areas of importance to the © 
U.S. atomic energy program and to the security interests of the 
U.S. will be undertaken on a bilateral basis with requisite security 
safeguards, an agreement with Belgium being the first. 

7. Requirements for fissionable material (not of weapons quality) 
for this program are, and will be, in harmony with military re- 
quirements. Specifically U.S. participation will not cause any sig- 
nificant diversion of fissionable material or trained personnel from 
the nuclear weapons programs. 

8. Maximum psychological and educational advantage should 

continue to be taken from the substantial actions of the U.S. in 
this field. | 

COURSES OF ACTION 

9. a. Arrange for the President or the Secretary of State to make 

a statement, at an appropriate time, not later than the convening 

of the U.N. General Assembly on September 21, relative to U/S. 
plans for the organization of the International Atomic Energy — 

Agency, described in b. 

b. Take necessary steps to proceed with the organization of an 

International Atomic Energy Agency, which may be affiliated with 
or report its accomplishments to the United Nations. 

10. Earmark initially a reasonable amount of U-235 of less than 

weapon quality of U.S. material, for use in small-scale reactors and _ 

for other research purposes abroad. 

11. Initiate a program of aid in construction of small-scale reac- 

tors in selected countries, under Agreements for Cooperation which 

- do not involve U.S. funds for such construction.
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| 12. Initiate, as rapidly as plans can be developed, activities such | 
as reactor training courses for foreign scientists. | 

| 13. Determine, as soon as possible, whether the International 
- Scientific Conference, now tentatively scheduled for January 1955, | 

| will be sponsored by the U.S. alone, by the U.S., U.K., and Canada ! 

| jointly, or by the United Nations. © | | 

14. Resume negotiations with Belgium, as soon as the revisions : 

| of the Atomic Energy Act have been passed, leading toward an | 
] Agreement for Cooperation covering, among other matters, techni- 

| cal aid in the construction of a power reactor in Belgium. 

15. In every case where the U.S. provides to another country fis- 

| sionable material for research or power reactors, whether by gift, 

lease, or sale, the U.S. should seek to reserve the right to regain 

. such fissionable material after usage in such other country’s reac- 
| tor, in order to reprocess such material and obtain all the by-prod- 

| ucts therefrom for peaceful purposes, and in order to obviate the 

4 necessity of creating reprocessing facilities in such other country. | 

| 16. Prepare a statement of policy for Council consideration re- 
2 garding the construction of power reactors abroad. ! 

FINANCIAL APPENDIX 

. Cost estimates in the Financial Appendix indicate order of mag- | 

| nitude. 
| _ Approval of the policy statement does not indicate approval of | 

cost estimates in the Financial Appendix. : 

Appropriations and expenditures to finance the policy will be | 
: subject to determination in the regular budgetary process. | 

| NOTES | 

1. Members of the International Atomic Energy Agency would be - 2 
| expected to bear their share of operating costs. Recipients of direct 

services or of equipment (including small-scale reactors) would in | 

| general be required to pay for them. The U.S. may conclude that 
| for control or other reasons, it will be to our advantage to furnish 

| the fissionable material content of small-scale reactors without 
charge. The fissionable material cost, while substantial, will be less | 
than the cost of the reactor itself. In recognition of the special U.S. 

| interest in seeing that an active program of assistance to other 2 

countries is gotten under way, funds should be available to permit 

| U.S. financial aid where considerations of prestige or other gains to 

| the security of this country would justify such aid. — | 

6 Documentation on the International Scientific Conference is in Atomic Energy 
files, lot 57 D 688, “Strauss Conference’. | |
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2. Under these assumptions, U.S. financial commitments under 
the programs outlined in this paper would not be more than 

$2,000,000 during the first 18 months and would rise perhaps to 

$5,000,000 annually by FY 1957 or 1958. These estimates include 

funds for constructing a number of small-scale reactors abroad 
should financial aid to this end prove in our national interests, but 
are exclusive of any program for construction of power reactors 
abroad. 

Program Cost Estimate 

FY 1955 00... cesescessssossreseeeeeeee None* 
FY 1956.00... eessseesscssssrssesseeeee 2,000,000 
FY 1957 ou. ecescsscceessscesesseeeeees 95,000,000 
PY 1958 oo... eesssseeseeeeeeeeeeeeeees 69,000,000 

*Would be absorbed in present AEC appropriations. [Footnote in the source text.] 

NSC Starr Stupy on CoopERATION WiTH OTHER COUNTRIES IN THE 
PEACEFUL USEs oF ATOMIC ENERGY 

Problem 

1. To determine action to be taken in carrying out the Presi- 
dent’s proposal of December 8, 1953, to the UN for the establish- 

ment of an International Atomic Energy Agency; and to determine 

other action to employ the U.S. capability in the use of atomic 
energy for peaceful purposes to attain foreign policy and other na- 

tional security objectives. 

Assumptions 

2. This paper is based on the following assumptions: (a) that the 

USSR will not at this time participate in carrying out the Presi- 
dent’s proposal of December 8, 1953; (b) that the Atomic Energy 
Act will be amended generally as proposed in HR 9757, to permit 

bilateral cooperation with other nations in the atomic energy field; 

and (c) that by treaty multilateral cooperation with other nations 
can be effected. 

New Provisions of Atomic Energy Act | 

3. Cooperation with Another Nation. The proposed revisions of 
the Atomic Energy Act permit furnishing classified information 
and material to another country under conditions which are, in 
summary: (a) That the Commission has approved an agreement for | 

cooperation, including detailed terms, a guarantee by the other 

nation to maintain agreed security standards, a guarantee against 
diversion of fissionable material to military purposes, and a guar- 

antee respecting the use of Restricted Data; (b) the President has
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approved the execution of the agreement and has made a written | 

determination that the performance of the agreement will promote 

the defense and security of the U.S.; and (c) the proposed agree- 
: ment has been submitted to the Joint Committee for a period of 30 | 
: days while Congress is in session. This means that at least a month 
D after Congress reconvenes in 1955 will be the earliest date that a 

bilateral agreement can become effective. | | 

4 4, Multilateral Arrangements. The bill states in Section 124 that 
‘the President is authorized to enter into an international agree- 
ment with a group of nations providing for international coopera- 

tion in the non-military applications of atomic energy.’ The act 
further defines “international arrangement” as a treaty (approved | 

by the Senate) or an “international agreement” (approved by Con- | 
| gress). Thus, if the President’s atomic pool proposal of December 8, | 
. 1953, is implemented by an agreement with a group of nations it | 

=. must be submitted, as a first step, to the Senate as a treaty or to : 
1 the Congress for approval as an international arrangement. The 

| bill further provides, as a second step, that after the Senate or Con- 2 

7 gress acts, any agreement must meet the conditions set out in para- | 
| graph 3. While technically it might be possible to meet all the re- | 

! quirements of the bill during the first session of the 84th Congress | 

I a more realistic estimate is that at the very earliest it would be | 
| some time during the second session of the 84th Congress, begin- | 

: ning in January 1956, before an arrangement with a group of na- 
| tions could become effective. 

5. Section 121. Independent of the provisions of Section 124 of the | 

| proposed bill regarding multilateral cooperation, it appears that : 
=: another course for establishing such cooperation is open. Section | 

| 121 provides that any provision of the Act which “conflicts with : 
| the provisions of any international arrangement made after the __ | 
| date of enactment of this Act shall be deemed to be of no force or : 

effect.” As this section recognizes, any multilateral cooperation in | 
accordance with a treaty duly approved by the Senate would have | | 
full effect regardless of the provisions of the Act. Negotiation and 

| ratification of a treaty would require more than a year, but may 
| provide the simplest basis for multilateral cooperation in establish- 

ing an International Agency. : oe | 

Decision to Proceed with International Atomic Energy Agency With- 
- out the USSR a | | 7 | | 

: 6. U.S. cooperation with other countries in advancing the peace- 
| ful uses of atomic energy should proceed on a multilateral basis 
| under the proposed International Atomic Energy Agency and also 

on a bilateral basis under agreements for cooperation negotiated 

under Section 123 of the Revised Atomic Energy Act. There is
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precedent for this dual approach in this nation’s program of techni- 
cal assistance which proceeds both through the U.N. and on a 
nation-to-nation basis. : 

7. The principal objectives stated by the President in his Decem- 
ber 8, 1953 speech to the United Nations were: (a) to reduce ten- 

sions between the East and West; (b) to siphon off fissionable mate- 
rial simultaneously from the military stocks of the U.S. and the 
USSR; (c) to assure that scientists throughout the world have fis- 
sionable material to conduct necessary studies; and (d) to advance 
the peacetime uses of atomic energy generally. These objectives 
were proposed in the common interest of all nations. 

8. The U.S., in addition, had special foreign policy objectives in 

advancing the proposal. These were (a).to seize the initiative for 

the U.S. and maintain our free world leadership; (b) to demonstrate 

again the devotion of the U.S. to peace; and (c) to counter such ex- 

pected USSR moves as the subsequent announcement of a 5000 
KW power reactor or an expected new Stockholm-type peace peti- 

tion. These foreign policy objectives remain valid. 

9. The assumed decision of the USSR not to participate in an in- 
ternational agency has a regrettable but not unforeseen effect upon 

the scope of such an agency and upon the interest of the U.S. and 

other nations in participating in it. In particular, the first two of 

the above objectives of the President’s proposal may not be at- 
tained, but other U.S. foreign policy objectives could be attained. 

10. By going ahead with the proposed International Agency, we 
would gain the following advantages: 

(a) Focus on cooperative peaceful uses of atomic energy helps 
place the military aspects of the atom in proper perspective; 

(b) An integrating force will be exerted at a time when the cohe- 
sion of the free world is threatened; : 

(c) The favorable world reaction to the President’s proposal will 
be retained and the contrast with the USSR rejection will be em- 
phasized; 

(d) Criticism that the U.S. made the proposal on December 8 only 
because it knew that the USSR would not accept it will be met; 
and | 

(e) Direct rebuttal will be given to Soviet propaganda that the 
U.S. attempts to keep a monopoly of atomic energy. 

These advantages though not pertaining exclusively to an interna- 

tional agency as such, might be forfeited in whole or in part should | 

our cooperation with other nations be limited to bilateral arrange- 

ments. 

11. In proceeding with an International Agency, certain possible 

disadvantages must be recognized: |
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(a) The US. will lose some bargaining power with its raw materi- 
als suppliers; | 

; (b) The U.S. will be required to make available some information, 
personnel, and eventually, nuclear materials with less control and 
less tangible returns than under bilateral arrangements; 

(c) In the absence of USSR and satellites, the agency may appear 
to neutrals to be widening rather than closing the East-West split; | 
an H 

| (d) The USSR will retain the choice of entering the agency at a 
: later time or of holding aloof and taking propaganda advantage of 
: any failures or controversies attendant on the agency’s activities. 

| Such disadvantages can, in most part, be overcome by proper orga- 

7 nization of the agency and by complementary bilateral cooperation 

| with nations with special relations with the U.S.: e.g., raw materi- : 

| als suppliers. — | 

| 12. Public announcement of the U.S. intention to press ahead 

| with positive measures for organization of the International 

| Atomic Energy Agency should be made as soon as possible, perhaps | 

in a speech by the President or by the Secretary of State. In view 
of the fact that the President’s proposal was originally made before 7 

the U.N. General Assembly, there would be advantage to making ! 

| the first announcement before that body. Private consultations , 
should be held with interested friendly nations to inform them of | 

| U.S. intentions with regard to the international agency and our | 

| contemplated program of bilateral cooperation. | 

| Organization and Functions of the Proposed International Agency | 

! 18. The International Atomic Energy Agency should be orga- | 

| nized in accordance with the following principles: | | | 

(a) The Agency should be an international organization which | 
may be affiliated with or report its accomplishments to the U.N.; | 

(b) Membership in the Agency, in accordance with the spirit of | 

| the President’s proposal, should be open to all countries, including 
| the USSR, who adhere to the objectives of the agency as described | 

by the President. The charter of the organization will be drafted to | 
! include affirmative safeguards to. prevent the USSR or any other | 

nation from being able to defeat the objectives of the Agency or of | 
: the U.S. should the USSR subsequently decide to participate, and : 
} to prevent nations not recognized by the U.S. from being able to | 

accept the treaty conditions; a | | 
| (c) Initially the primary function of the Agency should be to 

serve as a clearing house and organ of cooperation in training, ex- 
2 change of information, and provision of technical services; 
f (d) To maintain the effectiveness of the Agency, as well as to | 
| carry out the President’s proposal, fissionable material in moderate - 

quantities and appropriately safeguarded should be available to the 
Agency for projects which it has reviewed and approved as to the 

3 effectiveness and safety of the proposed use of the materials. The 
| U.S., in proposing proceeding with the Agency, should reaffirm its
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intent to make fissionable materials available and should state this 
intent in concrete terms, such as the earmarking of enough fission- 
able material for a limited number of small-scale reactors for re-— 
search and related purposes; | 

(e) The operating expenses of the Agency should be financed by 
contributions from all members, perhaps in accordance with the 
formula for contributions for operating expenses of the U.N. itself. 

International Scientific Conference 

14. On April 19, 1954, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission announced the President’s intention to convene within the 

year an international scientific conference to explore “the benign 
and peaceful uses of atomic energy.” A decision concerning pro- 
ceeding with an International Agency in the absence of USSR par- 

ticipation is necessary for planning for the international scientific 

conference. While the question of sponsorship (e.g. U.S. alone or | 

U.S., U.K. and Canada jointly) remains open at the present, the 
U.N. alternatively could be asked to sponsor the conference, now 
tentatively scheduled for January 1955 and the conference could 
discuss the status of nuclear science and technology relating to 
peaceful uses of atomic energy and consider ways in which the in- 
ternational agency might best knit together and supplement na- 
tional efforts in this field. 

Actions Pending Establishment of International Agency | 

15. Introduction. As a practical matter, at least two years may 

be required to negotiate a treaty establishing an International 
Agency and obtain Senate ratification. In view of U.S. statements 
of intent and the active progress of programs in the USSR and 
other countries, positive action to assist other nations should be 

taken in advance of establishment of the International Agency, in 

order to maintain the U.S. position of leadership and to accelerate 

the benign uses of atomic energy. Action on such programs as aid 

| in the construction of small-scale reactors, training in reactor tech- 

nology or in the use of isotopes, the distribution of unclassified pub- 
lications, and sponsoring of international conferences can be initi- 

ated by the U.S. without precluding subsequent activities in the 

same areas by the International Agency when it has been orga- 
nized. | a | 

16. Small-scale Reactors for Research and Other Related Pur- 
poses. Small-scale reactors appear for the present to be essential 

| elements in any nation’s atomic energy program and a necessary 
stage in the development of a nation’s capacity to employ nuclear ~ 

power reactors. A small-scale research reactor might have the fol- _ 

lowing general characteristics:
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: (a) Fissionable material requirements: 2 to 6 kg of U-235 not of | 

| weapons quality. - | | 

| (b) Construction cost of complete reactor—approximately 
; $250,000- $750,000 depending on type and location. | 

| (c) Sensitivity of information required—unclassified or of low sen- 
sitivity. | | | 

, ~ (d) Fissionable material produced by reactor—insignificant. 

2  (e) Danger of diversion of fissionable material—assuming safe in- 
2 sertion in reactor and operation of reactor through “break-in” | 

period, U-235 becomes so contaminated that it must be reprocessed 
in special facilities such as exist at Arco. U-235 of the quality con- : 
templated will further have to be run through separation equip- : 

| ment such as exists at Oak Ridge. The U.S., U.K., and USSR are : 
the only countries likely to have reprocessing and separation equip- | 
ment for U-235 available during the next several years. — : | 

| Such a reactor is, however, probably the most useful instrument | 

| that could be made available at this juncture to other countries. By 
use of enriched material rather than natural uranium, a more : 

| compact, inexpensive, convenient, and much more useful reactor | 

| can be built. In general, the higher the neutron flux possible, the : 

| more versatile is the reactor for research experimentation. The | 

| neutron flux of a reactor (10 12 to 10 1+) of this type is considerably © 

higher than the flux of the French or the Norway-Netherlands 

natural uranium reactors (10 }° to 10 !2), which require tons of nat- 

| ural uranium and can produce plutonium. : 
| 17. U.S. commitment of fissionable material for construction of 
| small-scale reactors and other peaceful uses abroad must, of course, 

| be harmonized with prospective military needs. Limited diversion | 

of source and fissionable materials in the interests of peaceful reac- 

: tor uses can now be accepted. As the war reserve of weapons in- 

| creases and power reactors become economical, it may be possible 

| to allocate increasing amounts of fissionable material to power pro- — 

| duction in the U.S. and abroad. Some——— kilograms of U-235, of 

: less than weapons quality may be earmarked for reactor and other 

peaceful purposes abroad. In order to make material available to 

another country, an Agreement for Cooperation under the revised 

Atomic Energy Act would of course have to be negotiated and go to | 

the President and the Joint Committee. The material would not be 
| likely to be needed before FY 1956, and will remain available to 
| the U.S. stockpile. - - pe 

| - 18. A program of aid to selected nations in construction of small- } 

|. scale reactors will be gotten underway upon approval of this course 

of action and after the Atomic Energy Act has been amended. | 

yo Study of possible locations for small-scale reactors, and of political | 

and other pertinent considerations, is now underway. The cost of 
, construction will be borne by the country in which a reactor is lo-
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cated. The U.S. may well conclude that for control and other rea- 
sons, it will be to our advantage to furnish the fissionable material 
content of small-scale reactors without charge. The fissionable ma- 
terial cost, while substantial, will be less than the cost of the reac- 

: tor itself. , 
19. Training and Information Activities. The possibility should 

be explored of establishing a training course in reactor technology 
to be given by the Oak Ridge Institute of Nuclear Studies or by the 
Brookhaven National Laboratory for foreign scientists and engi- 
neers. A course might be offered to accommodate 50 students a | 
year designated by foreign countries. Although tuition fees might 
cover operating costs, there would be required modest U.S. contri- 
butions for capital investment and overhead. Activities of this type 
and others such as isotope training courses and unclassified publi- 
cation exchange centers will be put into operation to the extent 
they prove feasible. | | 

20. Capability of U.S. Private Industry. Some private U.S. firms 
and consultants, subject to AEC authorization and passage of pend- 
ing legislation, are now able to undertake construction, design, or 
consulting services for foreign countries in the construction of re- 
search and power reactors. | 

Power Reactors Abroad | | 

21. Introduction. Nuclear power, though demonstrated to be 
technically feasible, is not yet economically competitive. It would 
be unfortunate to encourage the hopes of the world for cheap 
power by premature negotiations with a number of countries for 
power reactors. We must discourage the belief abroad that the re- 
search reactor stage may be omitted in an immediate power pro- 
gram and make clear the essential relationship of training pro- 
grams and the experience in operation of small-scale reactors to 
the goal of nuclear power and other peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

22. Development of Policy on Power Reactors Abroad. When the 
Belgian negotiations have been concluded, or earlier if appropriate, 
a policy on the construction of power reactors abroad will be rec- 
ommended to the National Security Council. The Belgian precedent 

should prove valuable background for formulating US. policy in re- 
spect to other nations. Many political factors will, of course, have 

to be examined in determining where and how many reactors 

should be constructed in addition to the first one in Belgium. Other 

ore suppliers such as South Africa and Australia obviously have _ 

| substantial bargaining power. Countries with critical fuel shortages | 

and high power consumption, such as Japan and Sweden, clearly 
merit consideration in any power reactor program. It is also obvi- 

ous that any power reactor program must be limited in scope in
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: the early years and that difficult selections will have to be made. 

| Careful consideration must be given to the adverse reaction of 

countries not included in this country’s initial foreign nuclear 

power program and to the security considerations created by the 

1 construction of power reactors with their inherent ability to 

2 produce large quantities of plutonium and U-233. Friendly coun- 

tries should also know that power reactors erected now would be 

early models and that rapid improvement in the art can be antici- 

| pated. | | 
23. Commitment to Belgium. The 1944 U.S.-U.K. agreement with 

Belgium for procurement of uranium, which terminates in the 

| early part of 1956, commits the U.S. and the U.K. to share with the ! 

| Belgian Government on an equitable basis, power reactor technolo- : 

gy when atomic power becomes feasible. In addition to the existing : 

| commitment to assist the Belgian atomic energy program which | 

has recently been reaffirmed, any extension of the 1944 agreement | 

| will require satisfactory arrangements for the provision of reactor | 

| technology and material. As soon as revisions of the Atomic Energy | 

| Act permit U.S. aid in construction of a power reactor abroad nego- : 

| tiations will proceed promptly leading inter alia to the construction ! 

| of a power reactor in Belgium. This is essential in order to provide | 

assurance that there will be a continued flow of Belgian uranium : 

| to the USS. | | | | 

| 24. Belgium has the characteristics of a good location for a i 

| power reactor. Conventional power costs are high, general technol- | 

| ogy is well advanced, the Government is stable and friendly and | 

| the information and materials security situation is relatively good. 

Nevertheless, there are complex problems to be met. The US. stat- 

| utory requirements will be stringent and many questions are still 

: to be resolved. For example, the amount of fissionable material to 

be provided the Belgians, the disposition of whatever fissionable 

| material is produced in the Belgian power reactor, the fabrication 

| of new fuel elements and the reprocessing of the old, and the im- 

| portant policy problem of whether or not information which has 

( not been made available to American industry generally can be | 

provided the Belgians. — | 

25. Fortunately, it is general knowledge throughout the world 

| that the Belgians have a claim on the United States for aid in the 

| construction of a power reactor and a minimum of criticism may be 

| expected when priority is given to Belgium. The Belgians are now 

| developing a capability in the reactor field by constructing a re- 

| search reactor. | 

|
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Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “OCB General, 1958-58” ge 

Minutes of the Meeting of the Operations Coordinating Board, 
August 18, 1954 } | 

[Extract] : 

TOP SECRET | | - | | 

Present: | | | 
Mr. Harold E. Stassen, Director of Foreign Operations Admin- 

| istration, Acting Chairman | | | 
Mr. Robert Murphy, Alternate for General Walter B. Smith, 

Under Secretary of State | 
Mr. William H. Godel, Alternate for Mr. Robert B. Anderson, 

Deputy Secretary of Defense | 

Lt. General C.P. Cabell, Alternate for Mr. Allen Dulles, Direc- _ 
tor of Central Intelligence _ A ee 

Mr. Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President for Na- 
tional Security Affairs OO 

| Mr. Theodore Streibert, Director, U.S. Information Agency _ 
Mr. Herbert Hoover, Jr. | | 7 

| Mr. Elmer B. Staats, Executive Officer, Operations Coordinat- 
ing Board and their Assistants. 

The Board took the following actions: 

Report Item 5. Nuclear Energy Projects and Related Information 
Programs | 

(a) Noted report by General Cutler that the President is planning 
a Labor Day speech in connection with the start of construction of 
the first nuclear power reactor at Shippingport, Pennsylvania. The 
speech will stress peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Noted availabil- 
ity of an OCB working group draft of such a speech. Also noted 
State report that Secretary Dulles will address the UNGA on U.S. 
plan for the international nuclear energy pool. | 

(b) Noted that three major activities will be proceeding simulta- 
| neously in the near future: (1) The implementation of NSC 5431/1 2 

by the Secretary of State and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, (2) The NSC Planning Board’s development of a de- 
tailed policy with respect to the construction of power reactors 
overseas and (3) The OCB working group’s activities under its ap- 

| proved terms of reference. | | 

1 Signed by Director of the Foreign Operations Administration Harold E. Stassen | 
as Acting Chairman. 

2 Supra. |
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: -_(e) Instructed the OCB working group to develop a contingency | 

: plan for the detailed implementation of the US. policy for the con- ; 

struction of power reactors abroad on the assumption that the 

: forthcoming NSC policy will provide for U.S. assistance in estab- 

: lishing power reactors abroad and that an implementation plan 

| will be needed that takes into consideration the interests of the | 

various governmental agencies involved. no 

(d) Agreed that the working group’s terms of reference should be | 

; reviewed for appropriate adjustment after the NSC policy paper is | 

approved. —s—- | | | | | 

| Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA—Policy” - - 

| ee Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State! — | 

| TOP SECRET _ a [WASHINGTON,]| August 18, 1954. 

—. MEMORANDUM ON PROPOSED INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY | 

: | ae IE AGENCY | | 

: - The United States has considered the situation arising out of the | 
* ee * ° : 

| refusal of the Soviet Government to participate in the Internation- | 

al Atomic Energy Agency proposed by the President in his speech | 

of December 8, 1953, before the General Assembly of the United | 

Nations. | | | 

1 - The United States believes that, even in the absence of Soviet | 

participation, an International Atomic Energy Agency can usefully 

be formed by the nations willing to support its activities. The pro- ! 

| _ gram for organizing such an Agency should not delay present plans 

, for bilateral cooperation, under the provisions of Section 123 of the 

: Atomic Energy Act as revised. | | 

| - 1The unsigned source text is accompanied by an Aug. 18 memorandum for the 

file by Gerard Smith of S/AE which reads: | | 

| “Mr. Murphy said it was all right to go ahead with the proposed action on the 

‘Memorandum on Proposed International Atomic Energy Agency’ dated August 18, 

1954 (giving same representatives of Canada, United Kingdom, South Africa, — 

France, Portugal, Belgium and Australia today). 

, “T left word with the Secretary’s office (Mr. O’Connor) of this proposed action and 

requested him to call me if the Secretary at the 2:30 meeting saw any objection. 

“T had previously cleared this procedure with Mr. Merchant, Mr. Bowie and John 

Hall of the Atomic Energy Commission.” 

4 This is therefore presumably the statement of the U.S. position transmitted to the 

| representatives of the abovementioned seven nations on Aug. 19; see memorandum 

| for the file by Smith, infra.
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Early announcement of plans for proceeding with the Interna- 
tional Agency and with other international cooperative activities is 
considered desirable. a 

The International Atomic Energy Agency as it is now conceived 
would be established by treaty among interested nations. It would 
be loosely affiliated with the United Nations, the exact nature of 
the relationship to be subsequently agreed upon. It is expected that 
the Agency will be open to all countries (including the USSR) 
which accept the objectives and obligations stated in the treaty. Ini- 
tially, the primary functions of the Agency would be to support 
training and exchange of technical information and services, to en- 
courage cooperation in research, to assist nations wishing to ac- 
quire facilities such as small-scale reactors, and in general to aid 
nations in developing their capability to achieve the peacetime ben- 
efits of atomic energy and in particular nuclear power. Nations in 
a position to do so would make available source or fissionable mate- 
rial for projects approved by the Agency, but it is not expected that 
at the start the Agency would hold stocks of fissionable material. 
The United States is prepared at the outset to hold a reasonable 
amount of fissionable material at the call of the Agency. The oper- 
ating expenses of the Agency would be allocated on an equitable 
basis to participating countries and costs of projects such as con- 
struction of reactors would be borne by the nations in which they | 
are constructed. 

The United States foresees that some considerable time may 
elapse before a treaty can be negotiated and the necessary ratifica- 
tions obtained. During this period it is planned that the United 
States will initiate activities of the sort which the Agency might, in 
due course, appropriately take over. Activities of this sort now | 
under study include a training course in reactor engineering, and 
bilateral assistance in the construction of small-scale reactors 
abroad (including provision of necessary modest amounts of fission- _ 
able material). 

The United States requests that the other nations principally in- 
volved indicate at an early date if they agree in principle with this 
general outline for establishing an International Agency at this 
time.
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Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” | 

. Memorandum for the File, by the Consultant to the Secretary of | 
State for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith) 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] August 19, 1954. 

| On Wednesday, August 19, I delivered to the following two copies 
| of an informal prospectus outlining U.S. thinking on implementing | 

the President’s pool idea—a copy of which is attached: ! 

| Mr. Glazebrook—Canada | 
7 Miss Salt—United Kingdom | 
: Mr. Fischer—South Africa 2 | 
| Mr. Martin—France | 
| Mr. Potier—Portugal 3 : 
| Mr. Carlier—Belgium # | | | : 
! Mr. Lawrey—Australia ® 

| I sounded out Mr. Glazebrook very informally on whether or not | 
| Canada would be interested in having the International Agency lo- : 
| cated there—perhaps in Toronto. Mr. Glazebrook indicated that he 

| thought: this would be quite welcome. | | | 

Miss Salt of the British Embassy, after reading the paper, felt — 
| that it would fit in with her Government’s thinking. | | 
| Mr. Fischer of the South African Embassy indicated that it : 

| would be difficult to meet the suggested deadline (an answer next | 

| week) because so many of the members of his Government were | 

away from the Capital. He inquired as to the relation of this | 
Agency to the UN. I emphasized that the relationship would be | 

tenuous. He wanted to know if bilaterals would be permitted and | 

was advised in the affirmative. | | 
Mr. Martin of the French Embassy asked if any further word 

had been received from the Russians since the April 27 note. I | 
| stated “no.” | | | 
| Mr. Potier of Portugal asked if it would be necessary to send this | 

through the NATO pouch, and I told him in view of the urgency of : 
the matter I thought that the Portuguese diplomatic pouch would 

) be a safe means of transmission. He agreed to try to get his Gov- | 
| ernment’s answer next week. _ ! 

Mr. Carlier stated that it might be difficult to get an answer by | 
next week, but that he would try to get Robiliart’s reaction ex- 7 

: ——_—_____ | 7 

| -1The attachment does not accompany the source text. Presumably, the document. | 
| in question is the statement of the U.S. position, supra. : | 

| 2':D.A.V. Fischer, Second Secretary, South African Embassy. | 
3 Augusto Potier, Counselor, Portuguese Embassy. _ | | 
4 Georges Carlier, Counselor, Belgian Embassy. | 
5 L.J. Lawrey, First Secretary, Australian Embassy. | | 

|
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| pressed to the American Embassy in Brussels at the earliest possi- 
ble date. | a Cee 

Mr. Lawrey of the Australian Embassy stated that his Govern- 
ment was looking forward to cooperating bilaterally with the 
United States Government, but indicated no objection to the pro- 
posed implementation of the pool idea. | 

I told each of these people that we were working on a draft 
treaty which would be delivered to their Governments at an early 
date. The reason for the urgency here is that it is expected that the 

| President would make an announcement of this general plan at an 
early date, and we would like to be able to say that the countries 
principally involved had concurred in principle. 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 668, “IAEA Policies” 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Consultant to the Secretary of 
State for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith) } 

_ SECRET WASHINGTON, August 24, 1954. 
Subject: AEC briefing of Mr. Cole on Planning for the Implementa- 

tion of the President’s Pool Proposal — 

Participants: Sterling Cole, Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy | 

John Hall, Atomic Energy Commission 
Ned Trapnell, Atomic Energy Commission | 
Walter Hamilton, JCAE Staff | 

| Wayne Brobeck, JCAE Staff 
Gerard C. Smith, S/AE, Department of State 

Mr. Hall had asked Mr. Smith to go along with him when he 
briefed Mr. Cole on planning for the implementation of the Presi- 
dent’s pool proposal. Mr. Hall had originally asked if Mr. Smith 

__ was going to brief Mr. Cole. Mr. Smith advised him that he thought 
the Joint Committee should be briefed by the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission. eo 

Mr. Hall outlined the present planning to set up an international 

agency with the other nations principally involved in atomic 
energy matters: to set up a reactor training school, perhaps at 

Brookhaven; to declassify a certain amount of reactor information; 
and to renew power reactor negotiations with the Belgians. 

Mr. Smith pointed out to Mr. Cole that it was not intended at 
_ this time that the international agency would hold any fissionable | 

material but that it would act, at least in the early stages, primari- _ 

1 Of the participants listed below, Edward R. Trapnell was Special Assistant to 
the General Manager, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission. |
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ly as an information exchange mechanism. However, we hope that | 

! its charter would be broad enough to permit it to evolve into an | 

| operating agency and perhaps in time into an international control : 

, mechanism. > | | 

Mr. Cole was interested in the relationship of this agency to the 

: United Nations and urged that it have only a tenuous relationship. 

Mr. Smith pointed out that this question of relationship to the UN 

, was under study now. Mr. Cole suggested that the problems of Con- 

gressional ratification of United States participation in any inter- 

2 national agency would be easiest if done under section 124 of the 

Atomic Energy Act since Congress, by passing this provision, had | 

! shown a preference for this procedure. Mr. Cole stated that the 

| reason section 124 had been put in was so that the Congress would 

| know in advance who the members of the international agency | 

: would be. He felt that the United States should also be able to con- 

trol who subsequently joined the international agency. Mr. Smith | 
| pointed out the difficulties that such a veto power would raise and | 
, pointed out that a power to withdraw from the agency might be a : 

| sufficient protection. Mr. Cole stated that he was glad that we were 

| getting on with planning for the international agency and said that 

| he thought Congressional ratification would not be very time con- | 

| suming. | . | | 

| - _ Editorial Note | 

po On August 30, President Eisenhower signed the Atomic Energy | 

| Act of 1954, an “Act To Amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1946”. | 
| For documentation on the ‘Atomic Energy Act of 1954, see U.S. | 

| Senate, 84th Cong., Ist sess., Atoms For Peace Manual; A Compila- — | 

| tion of Official Materials on International Cooperation for Peaceful 

| Uses of Atomic Energy, December, 1953-July, 1 955, Document No. 

: 55 (Government Printing Office, 1955). That publication also in- | 

| cludes the President’s February 17 message to Congress (see the | 

| editorial note, page 1360); the Report of the Joint Committee on 

| Atomic Energy, House of Representatives Report No. 2181, 

| “Amending the Atomic Energy Act of 1946”, July 12, 1954; the 

| Conference Report, House of Representatives Report No. 2666, | 

| “Atomic Energy Act of 1954”, August 16, 1954; and Public Law 703, 

83d Cong., 2d sess., “Atomic Energy Act of 1954”, August 30, 1954. | 

| 

oe
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Eisenhower Library, Dulles papers, “Atomic Weapons” 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the Assistant Secretary of 
State for International Organization Affairs (Key) } 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] August 30, 1954. 

With reference to the atomic energy matter and having in mind 
the President’s desire to speak only briefly on Labor Day, and also 
the desirability of getting as much credit as possible out of our past 
and prospective proposals, I would recommend: | 

1. That the President use something like the short form of an- 
nouncement indicated in the alternative draft of August 27 (I have 
not gone over this draft in detail). 2 | 

2. That in my opening address at the UN General Assembly I 
should develop the plan further. | 

3. We should include an agenda item on this subject and Ambas- 
sador Lodge, or whoever else is designated, should develop fully in 
committee the original proposal of the President of December 8, 
the Soviet rejection, the alternative proposals now in mind and au- 
thorized by US legislation. | | 

| | JOHN FosteR DULLES 

1 Copies to Under Secretary Smith and Gerard Smith of S/AE. 
2 Draft not identified. 

Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 
for International Organization Affairs (Key) 

CONFIDENTIAL _ [WasHIncToNn,] August 31, 1954. 

Subject: Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy 
Participants: The Secretary | ee | | 

IO—Mr. Key ee | 
S/P—Mr. Bowie Ss | | oe 
P—Mr. Mcllvaine a | | 
S/AE—Mr. Gerard Smith _ | | 
IO—Mr. Wainhouse | | 

With respect to the memorandum of August 30 which the Secre- 
tary sent to me regarding the item of peaceful uses of atomic | 
energy,’ the Secretary stated that what he had in mind is an | 
agenda item in the United Nations General Assembly which would __ 

- be introduced following his speech in the General Debate. He 
stated that he could not devote more than perhaps seven minutes 

1 Supra.
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| of what might be a twenty minute speech on the peaceful uses of 

, atomic energy and that what he wants therefore is an agenda item | 

along the following lines: “Report by the United States on the Pro- | 

| gram of Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy.” This item, the Secretary 

: said, could be discussed in greater detail in Committee by Ambas- 

: sador Lodge. The Secretary preferred no resolution, just simply a 

report. If, however, some friendly delegation should introduce a 

: resolution which would give approval to or commend the U.S. initi- 

| ative so much to the good. However, we ourselves should not intro- | 

| duce a resolution seeking approval. 

In reply to the Secretary’s query, Mr. Wainhouse indicated that 

| we are, of course, taking the risk that the USSR will seek to come 

| in on this program. The Secretary replied that this is exactly what 

! we want since from the outset we have been seeking USSR partici- 

| pation in this program. - | | 

fo With respect to the possibility that the report might be placed 

under the existing disarmament item instead of submitting a sepa- | 

: rate item, the Secretary stated that he would be opposed to any | 

| such move since the concept of the President’s proposal could not | 

| truly be regarded as a disarmament proposal. It was primarily hu- | 

| manitarian in character. | 

| The Secretary also went on to say that we ought to continue to : 

| exploit in the United Nations the propaganda advantages inherent | 

in this program. | 

| Eisenhower Library, Whitman file, “AEC” | 

| The Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission : 

| : —_ _ (Strauss) to the President | i 

| SECRET | | WASHINGTON, September 3, 1954. 

| DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: The purpose of this letter is to request 

| your authorization, in accordance with Section 144a of the Atomic 

| Energy Act of 1954, ! to continue to cooperate with Canada and the 
- United Kingdom in the exchange of Restricted Data in certain 

| areas pursuant to agreements existing on the effective date of the 
Act. | 

Attached is a statement concerning the statutory basis for the re- 
! quested authorization and a description of the type of information 

| exchanged under existing programs. | ! 

| In summary, authorization is requested for the continuance of 
| the following programs of cooperation: - 

| 1 See the editorial note, p. 1505. | 

|
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1. The program of Technical Cooperation (excluding the area en- 
titled “Detection of Distant Nuclear Explosions”) and the program 
of Raw Materials Cooperation among the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and Canada. This cooperation is pursuant to a Modus Vi- 
vendi dated January 7, 1948, adopted by the three governments. 2 

2. Cooperation with Canada on uranium refining processes and 
technology, pursuant to an arrangement approved by the President 
on January 17, 1952, ° in accordance with Section 10(a) (3) of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended. 

3. Cooperation with the United Kingdom in connection with the 
exchange of certain intelligence information, pursuant to an ar- 
rangement approved by the President on June 26, 1952, + in accord- 
ance with Section 10(a) (8) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as 
amended. 

4, Cooperation with Canada in a joint program for the develop- 
ment of reactor fuel elements, pursuant to an arrangement ap- 
proved by the President on July 18, 1953, in accordance with Sec- 
tion 10(a) (3) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, as amended. | | 

Your authorization of the continuance of the foregoing programs 
of cooperation is recommended. ® Oo | 

Respectfully yours, | | 

[Lewis L. Strauss] 

[Enclosure] 

REPORT ON PROGRAMS OF COOPERATION WITH CANADA AND THE 
UNITED KINGDOM PuRSUANT TO AGREEMENTS EXISTING ON THE 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY ACT oF 1954 | 

With the enactment of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the con- 
tinuation of existing programs of cooperation with Canada and the 
United Kingdom involving the communication of Restricted Data 
requires Presidential authorization in accordance with Section 144a 
of the Act. Section 144a reads as follows: 

“a. The President may authorize the Commission to cooperate 
with another nation and to communicate to that nation Restricted 
Data on— ws : a 

“(1) refining, purification, and subsequent treatment of 
source material; a 

“(2) reactor development; = | 
“(3) production of special nuclear material; | ae 
“(4) health and safety; SO a : 

2 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 683. re 
° Reference is to NSC 120/2, Jan. 16, 1952; for text, see p. 848. . : 

* See footnote 4, p. 988. | 
° The source text bears no indication of approval or disapproval by the President.
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(5) industrial and other applications of atomic energy for 
: peaceful purposes; and | UCD Agen 0S 

‘(6) research and development relating to the foregoing. — | 

: ~ Provided, however, that no such cooperation shall involve the com- 
; munication of Restricted Data relating to the design or fabrication 

of atomic weapons: And provided further, That the cooperation is _ | 

: undertaken pursuant to an agreement for cooperation entered into 

in accordance with section 123, or is undertaken pursuant to an | 
agreement existing on the effective date of this Act.” (Underscoring 
added.) & : PER se | : | 

Thus, it is contemplated that the President may authorize the | 

Commission to cooperate with another nation and communicate to | 

| that nation Restricted Data in the six areas specified when such co- 

| operation is undertaken pursuant to an agreement existing on the | 

| effective date of the Act. It is further provided, however, that no 

- guch cooperation shall involve the communication of Restricted | 

Data relating to the design or fabrication of atomic weapons. : 

; The foregoing statutory provision permits Presidential authoriza- : 

| __ tion of each of the programs of cooperation as indicated below: | , 

| 1. The existing program of Technical Cooperation with the | 

| United Kingdom and Canada involves the communication of Re- 

| stricted Data in the following areas: 7 : | 

| a. Health and Safety __ | : 
: b. Research Uses of Radio-isotopes and Stable Isotopes | 

| c. Fundamental properties of Reactor Materials 
| d. Extraction Chemistry , a | ne | 

. e. General Research Experience with certain Low Power Reac- ! 

| ors | 

3 - All the information exchanged in the foregoing areas falls within — 

the specified categories of Section 144a, quoted above. None of the | : 

| information relates to the design or fabrication of atomic weapons. 

| The cooperation is pursuant to the Modus Vivendi dated January : 

7,1948. — cee | as | 

| In addition to the Technical Cooperation in the foregoing areas, — 

| there has been in effect exchange of information in another area | 

entitled ‘Detection of Distant Nuclear Explosions’. Information re- 

| lating to detection of distant nuclear explosions is not specified in — 

Section 144a of the Act, and hence Presidential authorization for 

| the continuance of exchange in this area is not requested. It is pro- | 
, posed that cooperation in this area should continue in conjunction 

| with the Department of Defense and the Central Intelligence 
| Agency. It is believed that removal from the Restricted Data cate- 

| gory of that information relating to detection of distant nuclear ex- | | 

6 Parenthetical note in the source text. Underscoring printed here as italics.



1510 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

plosions which may properly be removed under Section 142e of the 
_ Act will enable cooperation in this area to continue, although per- 

haps to a somewhat limited extent. Section 142e provides as fol- 
lows: | 

“e. The Commission shall remove from the Restricted Data cate- 
gory such information concerning the atomic energy programs of 
other nations as the Commission and the Director of Central Intel- 
ligence jointly determine to be necessary to carry out the provi- 
sions of section 102(d) of the National Security Act of 1947, as 
amended, and can be adequately safeguarded as defense informa- 
tion.” | 

Cooperation in the raw materials field within the Combined De- 
| velopment Agency does not for the most part involve the communi- 

cation of Restricted Data. The information in this field of coopera- 
tion pertains principally to exploration and assaying techniques, 
geological information, and research and procedures for the proc- 
essing of ores, which is normally not Restricted Data. From time to 
time, however, some information in the raw materials field may 
fall within the category of Restricted Data, particularly that infor- 
mation relating to quantities of source material available from im- 
portant foreign sources; accordingly, authorization for the continu- 
ance of this cooperation is specifically requested. Such Restricted 
Data as is involved in this cooperation is within the specified cate- 
gories of Section 144a, quoted above, and does not relate to the 
design or fabrication of atomic weapons. The cooperation is pursu- 
ant to the Modus Vivendi dated January 7, 1948. 

2. The existing program of cooperation with Canada on uranium 
refining processes and technology involves the communication to 
Canada by the United States of such Restricted Data as may be 
necessary to enable the Canadians to design, construct, and operate 
a uranium ore refinery incorporating the most recent United 
States technology and which would be capable of processing Cana- 

dian ore concentrates to a product meeting specifications as a feed 

to the metal production chain. This cooperation also includes the 

assistance of a United States private company as authorized by the 
Commission. The details of the arrangement are contained in a 

letter from the Commission to the President dated December 18 

[19], 1951.7 The arrangement was approved by the President on 
January 17, 1952, in accordance with Section 10(a) (3) of the Atomic 

Energy Act of 1946, as amended. The Restricted Data involved falls 
within the specified categories of Section 144a, quoted above, and 
does not involve the communication of Restricted Data relating to 

7 For text, see NSC 120, Dec. 21, 1951, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 794.
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: the design or fabrication of atomic weapons. The cooperation is 

| pursuant to an agreement existing on the effective date of the Act. | 

: 3. The existing program of cooperation with the United Kingdom | 
| in connection with intelligence information includes the communi- 

cation by the United States of Restricted Data relating to the pro- 
duction of certain materials in the United States as described in a 

: Top Secret letter from the Commission to the President dated May 
: 26, 1952. The arrangement was approved by the President on June 
2 26, 1952, in accordance with Section 10(a) (8) of the Atomic Energy 

Act of 1946, as amended. The Restricted Data involved is within | 
the specified categories of Section 144a of the Act, quoted above, 
and does not relate to the design or fabrication of atomic weapons. 

| The cooperation is pursuant to an agreement existing on the effec- 

| tive date of the Act. : | 
| 4. The cooperation with Canada in a joint program for the devel- | 

1 opment of reactor fuel elements involves the disclosure by the 
4 United States of Restricted Data relating to the development, fabri- | 

| cation, sheathing, testing, and assembly of experimental stable ura- 
: nium plates into processed tubes and the irradiation and examina- 

| tion of such plates and assemblies in the United States and Canadi- ! 
2 an reactor facilities. | , , 

This program was described in detail in a letter from the Com- | 
mission to the President dated June 15, 1953. ® The arrangement : 

: was approved by the President on July 13, 1953. The information | 
involved falls within the permitted areas of Section 144a of the Act, | 
quoted above, and does not relate to the design or fabrication of | 

atomic weapons. The cooperation 1s pursuant to an agreement ex- | 

isting on the effective date of the Act. : 
| —___—. | 
| 8 Not printed. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman file, Administration series, AEC) | 

| - | : 

Editorial Note | 

On Labor Day, September 6, groundbreaking ceremonies were 

held at Shippingport, Pennsylvania, for the first commercial atomic 
power plant designed to produce electricity for 100,000 persons. The 

: ceremonies were marked by a brief address from the President at 

: Denver, Colorado, and by longer remarks by Chairman Strauss of | 

the United States Atomic Energy Commission and Representative 
| W. Sterling Cole of New York, Chairman of the Joint Congression- 
| al Committee on Atomic Energy. The addresses were concerned > 
| with the international ramifications of peaceful uses of nuclear 

energy, and all three speakers addressed themselves to the subject 

of the recent international agreement to proceed with the forma-
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tion of an “international agency which will foster the growth and 
spread of the new atomic technology for peaceful use.” The speech- 
es cited above are all printed in U.S. Senate, 84th Cong., lst sess., 

Atoms for Peace Manual, pages 253-257. The President’s remarks 
are also printed in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United 
States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1954, pages 840-841. 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” oe 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Philip J. Farley of the Office of — 
the Consultant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs 

SECRET WASHINGTON, September 7, 1954. 

Subject: Planning for the International Atomic Energy Agency 

Participants: Mr. John A. Hall, AEC. 

Mr. A.A. Wells, AEC | 
Mr. L.C. Meeker, L/UNA | | | 

Mr. Bechhoefer, UNP | 

| Mr. Meyers, UNP | 
Mr. Gerard Smith, S/AE 

Mr. P.J. Farley, S/AE 

At a meeting in Mr. Smith’s office at 11 a.m. on September 7, 
plans for organizing the International Atomic Energy Agency were 

discussed. The attached schedule ! was accepted as an initial basis 
for proceeding. Conclusions reached regarding the principal prob- 

lems in proceeding with formation of the Agency are summarized 
herein. | 

Approach to the UN | 

The Secretary of State has decided that, in his initial speech 
before the UN General Assembly, he will report US plans for pro- 
ceeding with formation of an International Atomic Energy Agency. 
The US position will be reported and discussed more fully by Am- 
bassador Lodge in the General Assembly and perhaps in Commit- 
tee One. | 

Drafting of the remarks by the Secretary and of guidance for 
Ambassador Lodge has been undertaken by UNP with assistance 

| from S/AE. OO 
| It was hoped that the remarks by the Secretary and Ambassador 

Lodge will clear up some of the misapprehensions concerning US 
plans for the Agency, and in particular concerning the relationship 

of the Agency to the UN, which have been apparent since the : 
President’s Labor Day speech. 2 No earlier public announcement 

1 Not printed. 
2 See the editorial note, supra. |
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| was considered desirable to clarify points raised in the press con- 
| cerning the President’s speech, but it will be publicly indicated. 

: that the US plans to report further concerning the Agency to the | 

! UN General Assembly. | ek 

International Scientific Conference | nn | 

Dr. Rabi has now returned to this country from his visit to | 
| Europe to discuss plans for the proposed international scientific 

conference with Sir John Cockcroft and other British and Canadian | 

| representatives, and with representatives of the French atomic 

energy project. As soon as Dr. Rabi can come to Washington to | 

: report on his trip, decisions will be made regarding sponsorship of | 

the conference and regarding date, location, invitations, and ! 
| agenda for the conference. In view of the Secretary of State’s deci- : 

| sion not to seek UN sponsorship for the formation of the agency, : 
the previous plan for UN sponsorship of the conference needs to be | 
reviewed. (UN sponsorship of the conference appears less desirable | 

than sponsorship by the US or a group of nations.) : 

| It was tentatively agreed that, if the UN does not sponsor the 
| conference, an attempt would be made to reach agreement on the | 
| agenda, date, location, and invitations for the conference before Oc- 

tober 1. S/AE and AEC will get in touch with Dr. Rabi and prepare | 

recommendations on these points. | : | 

| Composition of Working Group _ | 

| It was recalled that the French Embassy has suggested that a : 
working group consisting of the UK, Canada, France, and the US | 
be set up to prepare plans for the formation of the Agency. | 

| _ After discussion, it was concluded that, initially, consultation on | 

| plans for the Agency should be quite informal and should be limit- _ | : 
: ed to the US, the UK, and Canada. These three nations are associ- | 
| ated in atomic energy matters through the Combined Policy Com- 
| mittee and have common interests in materials procurement and | | 
| in control of classified information. There will be many problems _ | 
__ requiring the attention of the three countries as the result of the | 

recent amendment of the Atomic Energy Act and it will be advan- | 
| tageous to confine initial discussions of the Agency and its prob- 
. ‘lems to this small group. he 
| Subsequently, as plans for the Agency are tentatively agreed on — | 

by the CPC countries, a larger international working group might | 
| be constituted. The seven countries consulted on August 18 regard- 

| ing the decision to proceed with an Agency in the absence of Soviet ! 

| participation might appropriately be represented on the working 
| group. Other countries might be added in order to avoid the ap- | 

| pearance of exclusiveness and also to broaden such a group, now 

including the principal colonial powers plus a non-UN member and 

| |
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another state (South Africa) not popular with many Asian and Af- 
‘rican countries. It was recognized that it would be difficult to select 

additional members of the working group from the many interested 

countries, whereas the initial seven can be justified by their status 
as raw materials producers or consumers. 

Procedures 7 

It was agreed that representatives of the UK and Canada would 
be invited to discuss plans for the Agency immediately. A prelimi- 
nary draft outline of the organization and functions of the Agency 
will be furnished the UK and Canada, in order that the ideas of 

the UK and Canada might be obtained at the outset. The US plans 
for an approach to the UN will be described in order to solicit the 
comments and support of the UK and Canada. Planning and prob- 
lems related to the formation of the Agency and to the scientific 

conference will be described and discussed, as well as the proposed 
schedule and the US feeling of urgency. US plans for an interim 
assistance program will also be described to the UK and Canada 

and discussed with them at an appropriate time. 
It was expected that, before the Secretary’s speech to the UN 

General Assembly and after agreement with the UK and Canada, 
the other five countries who were consulted on August 18 would be | 

| notified of the US position to be taken in the UN. 

By about October 1, after agreement has been reached by the 
CPC countries and the US has reported initially to the UN, a work- 
ing group might be constituted. Agreement by this working group 
on an outline of the organization and functions of the Agency 

| would be sought by about November 15. Such an outline would 
serve as a basis for the drafting of a treaty or convention to be 
open to signature by interested nations in addition to those repre- 

sented on the working group. 

By about October 1 it might prove possible to transmit a note on 
the plans for the Agency (derived from the August 18 memoran- | 

dum, the President’s Labor Day speech, and the remarks of the 

Secretary of State before the General Assembly) to the Embassies 

of all potential member nations. Such a note would advise other 
nations of planning for the Agency and indicate.to them that their 

ideas on the role of the Agency would be welcome. Criticism from 
nations not on the working group might thus be forestalled, and 

other nations given a sense of participation. | 

When a treaty or convention has been drafted, it might be possi- 
ble to convene a conference to formalize ratification (subject of — 
course to Congressional action) in January 1955, or perhaps later 

in the year at the time of the international scientific conference.
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| Atomic Energy files, Lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” | ! 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Philip J. Farley of the Office of : 
the Consultant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs ! 

| SECRET WASHINGTON, September 8, 1954. | 

| Subject: Planning for International Atomic Energy Agency | 

| Participants: Mr. George P. de T. Glazebrook, Canadian Embassy | 

| Miss Barbara Salt, British Embassy | 

Mr. Gerard C. Smith, S/AE > | 

| Mr. P.J. Farley, S/AE a | | 

| Mr. Smith said that he had asked Mr. Glazebrook and Miss Salt | 
| to come in to discuss informally plans for the formation of the In- | 

| ternational Atomic Energy Agency. In view of the close relation- | 
| ship of the UK, Canada, and the US both during the war and after | 
| the war through the mechanism of the Combined Policy Commit- 

| tee, and in view of the consultations which had taken place among | 

| the three countries prior to despatch of the March 19 note on the | 

| proposed Agency to the USSR, ! it seemed desirable for the three ! 

| nations to consider informally the plans for the Agency as they | 

| affect the continuing special relationship among them. Mr. Glaze- 

7 brook and Miss Salt indicated that such informal consultations ap- | 
| peared desirable, recognizing of course that no formal group would | 

be established for the purpose and no agreed position would neces- | 

| sarily be reached. | | 
Mr. Smith gave Mr. Glazebrook and Miss Salt copies of a prelimi- | 

nary outline of the proposed Agency.* He explained that the out- | 

| line was a draft prepared by S/AE on the basis of the March 19 | 
| outline given the USSR, and had no official status as representing 

the views either of the State Department of AEC. It was hoped that 

| the comments and suggestions of the UK and Canada might be ob- i 

: tained at an early date and before any US position became final, | 

: and that an interchange of ideas could be facilitated by such a pre- 

liminary unofficial outline. Mr. Smith said that the schedule envis- 

| aged by the US called for discussion of the outline of the Agency 

among the US, UK, and Canada during September; by about Octo-— 

| ber 1, it might be desirable to discuss the outline, still in draft, | 

| with other countries principally involved, looking toward agree- 

| ment on an outline by about November 15; a conference for formal 

| 1 See the memorandum of conversation, p. 1376. | 

! *(Copy attached.) [Footnote in the source text. The attachment has not been | 
found. |] 

| 
|
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signature of a convention or other suitable instrument might per- 
haps be held in mid-January 1955. a 

The possibility of constituting a working group to consider plans 

for the Agency was discussed. Mr. Glazebrook pointed out that it 

might prove easier to discuss an outline or a draft convention in a 
group at some point rather than by correspondence among eight or 
more nations. It was recognized that the selection of the countries 

to be represented on any working group would be difficult once 

membership was extended beyond the eight nations{ hitherto in- 

volved in consultations. It was agreed that other nations should be 

brought into the planning as early as possible and ways of notify- 

ing or otherwise bringing in a large number of nations were dis- 

cussed. It was agreed that the question of establishment of a work- 
ing group would be considered further during subsequent discus- 
sion of plans for the Agency. | 

Mr. Smith said that the US planned to report further on the 

Agency during the opening speech of the Secretary of State before 

the UN General Assembly, and to introduce an agenda item at 

that time calling for a report by the US on negotiations subsequent 
to the President’s proposals of December 8, 1953. Discussion of such 

an agenda item, both in the General Assembly and in committee, 
would offer a further opportunity to bring out the position of the 
US and its associates. Miss Salt said that she did not know at this 
time what position the Foreign Office might take regarding the in- 

| troduction of such an agenda item; her personal view was that dis- 
cussion of the I.A. in the Secretary’s speech and on other general 
occasions would be desirable but that an agenda item was of doubt- 
ful value. It would focus attention on the subject and perhaps lead 
to opposition and to hostile resolutions which might make the for- 

mation of the Agency more difficult: It was recognized that some of 
these difficulties might be expected to arise whether or not an — 

agenda item was introduced. Mr. Smith asked that, if there were 
strong objections on the part of the UK or Canada concerning in- 
troduction of an agenda item, the State Department should be ad- 
vised as soon as possible since present US plans included introduc- 
tion of such an agenda item. He mentioned that the Secretary Gen- 

eral of the UN had been advised prior to the President’s Labor Day 

speech that the US would report further on the subject at the Gen- | 

eral Assembly meeting. 
Mr. Smith said that, as a result of progress in planning for the 

Agency and of Dr. Rabi’s recent trip to England and France, it was _ 
hoped that early decisions could be reached on the location, date, 

+ U.K., Canada, France, Belgium, Portugal, Australia, South Africa and U.S. 
[Footnote in the source text. ]
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invitations, and agenda for the international scientific conference. 

If possible, some details of this sort might be announced in the Sec- 

retary’s speech before the General Assembly. The most pressing 
question related to sponsorship of the conference. It has been con- 
sidered desirable heretofore, in part for reasons of housekeeping, to | 

- request UN sponsorship of the conference. Since the UN is not to 
be asked to sponsor the Agency, however, it appears consistent to | 

have the conference also sponsored by a small group of nations 
rather than by the UN. Mr. Smith asked that the views of the UK | 

| and Canada on this question of sponsorship be provided as a matter 
| ofurgency. | pe | 
2 Mr. Smith said that, of the seven countries consulted concerning | 

the plan to proceed with the Agency, agreement in principle had | 
| been received from all but Belgium. Agreement from Portugal had 

| been received on September 7. | | 
Mr. Smith said that the US was drawing up plans for programs 

| of interim assistance referred to by the President on Labor Day, 
| and that it was hoped that these could be discussed with the UK | 

and Canada at an early date. - oe | 
Mr. Glazebrook said that the stories emanating from Ottawa fol- 

| | lowing the President’s Labor Day speech, which indicated that | 
| Canada had been surprised at the announcement, did not represent | 

| the thinking of the Canadian Government and he expressed regret 
| for them. Miss Salt said that the UK had issued a press guidance 
| _at the time of the speech which was based on the August 18 memo- | 
| randum 2 and thus might differ in some details, although she had | 

: not. yet seen a copy. The Foreign Office was planning, if asked, to 

say that the arrangement with Belgium was a tripartite one in | 

which the UK was a participant and that the UK also was assist- _ 

| ing Belgium with its reactor program. EE 
po There was discussion of the question of whether further informa- | 

tion should be given the press at this time. Mr. Smith expressed 
|. the US feeling that facts should not be wasted but should be saved 
| for the UN debate or other occasions where they would have maxi- 

mum effect. Accordingly, the US was saying nothing further at this 
| time except that there would be further reports and discussion at | 
| the UN General Assembly session. He suggested that the UK and : 
| Canada might take the same line, which had the advantages of pro- 
| viding a terminal date to satisfy the curiosity of the press and of | | 

| keeping some UN flavor about the plan. | ce 

| 2 Ante, p. 1501. | oo sa | 

. [
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600.0012/9-2254: Telegram - 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to the Department of 
State 1 

TOP SECRET | Moscow, September 22, 1954—1 p.m. 
NIACT [Received 8:52 a.m.] 

418. Eyes only Secretary or Under Secretary. Gromyko asked me 
to call this morning and at 11:45 handed me nine-page memoran- 
dum on atomic energy discussions in answer to US memorandum 
of July 9 (full text in immediately following telegram). 2 

Bulk of memorandum merely reviews standard Soviet position on 7 
question including opposition to President’s proposal for atomic 
pool; necessity of working towards total abolition atomic weapons 
with first step renunciation of use; and clear indication that any 
form of international organ for peaceful use of atomic energy in 
Soviet view must be under Security Council. 

Following is translation last two paragraphs of memorandum: 

“Soviet government taking in consideration declaration govern- 
ment of USA concerning willingness at any time to renew the ne- 
gotiations connected with peaceful use of atomic energy for its part 
declares its willingness to continue these negotiations for the exam- 
ination of proposals of Soviet government as well as proposals of 
government USA. | 
In conclusion, Soviet government would like to know opinion of 

US government as to whether it is not desirable that all documents 
which have been mutually exchanged between governments of 
USSR and USA during course of conversations which have taken 
place on atomic problem should be published in press of Soviet 
Union as well as press of USA respectively in order that public 

_ opinion might be informed concerning contents of these negotia- 
tions. In this connection Soviet government takes into consider- 
ation fact that in course of the conversations which have taken 
place between Soviet Union and USA, communications have ap- 
peared in the press which imprecisely elucidate certain questions 
concerning position of the parties’. | 

In view of subject of Soviet memorandum, and particularly last 
paragraph, I will of course say nothing whatsoever to press here 
including fact of call on Gromyko. Since I do not have available 

here text of memorandum of July 9, I cannot judge to what extent 

Soviet reply is responsive to our proposal. 

Soviet memorandum, however, appears to do little more than 

repeat standard Soviet positions on this question and seems de- 

1 Relayed to the Secretary of State who was in New York for the opening session 
of the UN General Assembly. 

2 Telegram 419 from Moscow, Sept. 22, is not printed. (600.0012/9-2254) However, 
for the text of the Soviet aide-mémoire, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 

1954, pp. 486-489. For text of the U.S. memorandum of July 9, see p. 1473.
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signed primarily (1) to indicate Soviet willingness to continue dis- | 

cussions, probably in hope of throwing onus on US for any break- 

down; and (2) for same reason, to publicize for propaganda purposes 

Soviet position during course these discussions. | 

I would appreciate being informed whether Department proposes 

to publicize (without indication of content) receipt of this memoran- 

dum so that I might simultaneously inform press here. ° 7 

| | BOHLEN | 

: 8 Telegram 198 to Moscow, Sept. 23, 12:14 p.m., reads as follows: “Eyes only for | 

Ambassador. Advise Gromyko urgently that United States willing to publish all doc- 

| uments exchanged between United States and USSR on President’s pool proposal. | 

| “FYI. Urgency owing to fact Secretary will state in UN speech 4 p.m. today that 7 

| United States is willing to publish such documents.” (600.0012/9-2354) L 

) The Department added the following in telegram 199 of 2:55 p.m.: “Further to | 

Deptel 198, advise Gromyko urgently that although United States willing to publish 

| subject documents would regret termination of this private channel. If USSR never- | 

4 theless desires publish, obtain if possible details re timing, content and manner of E 

| publication.” (600.0012/9-2354) | | | 

| | 
| Editorial Note | 

| On September 23, Secretary of State Dulles addressed the United 

| Nations General Assembly on the theme “Partnership for Peace’. 

| During his remarks, Secretary Dulles reviewed what he character- 

| ized as the frustrating negotiations with the Soviet Union concern- 

| ing implementation of President Eisenhower's proposals of Decem- 

/ ber 8, 1953. | 

The Secretary then continued: “The United States remains ready 

to negotiate with the Soviet Union. But we shall no longer suspend 

| our efforts to establish an international atomic agency.” The Secre- 

| tary expressed firm determination that the President’s proposals | 

not die but be “nurtured and developed.’ He then stated: “The 

United States is proposing an agenda item which will enable us to 

| report on our efforts to explore and develop the vast possibilities 

for the peaceful uses of atomic energy. These efforts have been and | 

| will be directed primarily toward the following ends: | 

“(1) The creation of an international agency, whose initial mem- 
bership will include nations from all regions of the world. It is 

| hoped that such an agency will start its work as early as next year. 
| (2) The calling of an international scientific conference to consider | 
| this whole vast subject, to meet in the spring of 1955, under the 

auspices of the United Nations. (3) The opening early next year, in | 
| the United States, of a reactor training school where students from : 

| abroad may learn the working principles of atomic energy with | 
| specific regard to its peacetime uses. (4) The invitation to a sub- | 
| stantial number of medical and surgical experts from abroad to | 

participate in the work of our cancer hospitals—in which atomic
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energy techniques are among the most hopeful approaches to con- 
trolling this menace to mankind.” ee 

In conclusion, Dulles stressed that “our planning excludes no 
nation from participation in this great venture.” 

Following the Secretary’s address, Representative Lodge request- 
ed the Secretary-General to place “an item entitled ‘International 

| co-operation in developing the peaceful uses of atomic energy: 
report of the United States of America’”’ on the agenda of the Gen- 
eral Assembly “as an important and urgent question”. Lodge deliv- 
ered a statement on the subject before the General Committee on 
September 24. - 

The texts of the Secretary of State’s “Partnership for Peace” ad- 
dress, the United States request to the Secretary-General (UN doc. 
A/2734, September 23), and Ambassador Lodge’s statement of Sep- 
tember 24 are printed in Department of State Bulletin, October 4, 
1954, pages 471-477. | | 

| 600.0012/9-2354: Telegram oe 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to the Department of 
State 

TOP SECRET Moscow, September 23, 1954—10 p.m. 
NIACT eo [Received 8:49 p.m.] 

428. I sent following first person communication to Gromyko at 
10 p.m. Moscow time (1900 GMT) September 23 in accordance with 
instructions Department’s 198: 3 oe 

“Dear Mr. Gromyko: I have the honor to refer to the aide-mé- 
moire which you handed to me on September 22 and to inform you 
that the United States Government is willing to publish all docu- 
ments exchanged between the Governments of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America regarding the 
proposal advanced by the President of the United States of Amer- 
ica on December 8, 1953 with respect to the international use of 
atomic energy for peaceful purposes. 

Sincerely yours, | | 

Since Department’s 198 not received until after Foreign Office 
closed and appointment uncertain I thought it safer to send person- 
al letter to Gromyko. I assume that publication will be at mutually 
agreed time, but since no such indication in reference telegram did 
not include in letter. Would appreciate urgent confirmation so that 

_ I-can so inform Gromyko tomorrow morning in order to forestall 
Soviets jumping the gun. 

| | BOHLEN | 

1 For text, see footnote 3, p. 1519. © 

|
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600.0012/ 9-2454: Telegram . 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to the Department of 

| - State wee | 

TOP SECRET Moscow, September 24, 1954—1 p.m. 

NIACT | [Received 8:36 a.m.] ' 

- 480. Eyes only for Secretary. I saw Gromyko at 11 o’clock this ) 

| morning. I told him with reference to my letter of yesterday 

7 evening ! which he said he had received that my government 

: wished to make following additional comments: __ | 

: 1. That, as indicated in letter, we were prepared to agree to | 

Soviet desire to publish documents which had been exchanged be- | 

| tween United States and Soviet Governments on atomic question; | 

2. That United States Government and Secretary personally 

| desire, however, to ensure _ that publication of these documents } 

| would not prejudice in future the possibility of private exchanges 

between United States and USSR on this or other subjects and that | 

in the future similar exchanges would be kept confidential except H 

| by mutual consent; | | | | 

| 3. That we would appreciate being informed of details re timing, L 

content, and manner of publication of the documents in question in 

, order that this might be done at mutually agreeable time. 

: Gromyko said he could answer the third question first, by stating | | 

| that Soviet Government had in mind publishing all documents 

which had been exchanged confidentially between United States 

: and Soviet Governments on this subject; that this would involve 

| publication in Soviet press of both its memoranda and those re- | 

ceived from United States Government and he assumed the same | 

would be done in our press. _ | a 

| _ As to timing, he said he had no concrete suggestion to make and 

| asked if I had any. I told him that since it was on Soviet initiative 

2 that this question had been raised, I would welcome any indication : 

| of Soviet view as to timing. Gromyko said he had no specific date 3 

| to suggest but that any date provided it was not too long delayed 

| which was agreeable to United States would be acceptable to them. : 

I repeated since it was a Soviet suggestion I would like to know : 

| what they had in mind as to timing but Gromyko merely repeated — | : 

| any date within near future would be acceptable to his government | | 

and he had no date to suggest. I did not think it worthwhile to | 

| press Gromyko further on this point since it might be to our advan- 

| tage to be able to select the particular date we prefer. Publication | 

| 1 For text, see telegram 428 from Moscow, Sept. 23, supra. ae :
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of Soviet memorandum of September 22 will make entirely [garble] 
to public opinion on whose initiative publication took place. 

In regard to safeguarding future confidential exchanges, Gromy- 
ko said at that moment he could only take note of views of United 
States Government but would let me know later on when we fur- 
ther discussed the timing of release. He stated, however, that while 
he could give no definite answer on behalf his government he was 
sure there would be “no difficulty” on this point since it was obvi- 
ously desirable to be able to have a confidential channel of commu- 
nication by mutual agreement. 

He did not mention your speech at UN 2 and I made only brief 
reference to fact that you had stated willingness of United States 
Government to publish the documents exchanged with Soviet Gov- 
ernment. 
From Gromyko’s personal remarks it would appear that Soviet 

Government will recognize desirability of ensuring confidential ex- 
changes. However, given degree of Soviet suspicion and general un- 
willingness to commit themselves in advance, we may not get firm | 
blanket commitment on this point but, rather, indication that each 
case will be decided as it arises. 

As to timing and any other technical matters, I would suggest 
that we should select date most convenient to us within next few 
days and I should be authorized so to inform Gromyko. For our 
purposes date might be sufficient without attempt to fix exact hour 
of release, but that is matter for Department to decide. 3 

BOHLEN 

2 See the editorial note, p. 1519. | 
* In telegram 209 to Moscow, Sept. 24, the Department of State advised Ambassa- 

dor Bohlen that the 12 documents exchanged between Jan. 11 and Sept. 22 would be 
released on Sunday afternoon, Sept. 26. (600.0012/9-2454) The documents were pub- 
lished in Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 478-489. 

600.0012/9-2454: Telegram _ 

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 
the Department of State 

CONFIDENTIAL New York, September 24, 1954—8 p.m. 
PRIORITY [Received 9:03 p.m.] 

Delga 12. For the Secretary. Re atomic energy item. Vishinsky 
today, while climbing on the bandwagon and agreeing that our new 
item should be added to the political committee’s agenda claimed 
that the US was misrepresenting the Soviets attitude on going 

: ahead with the discussions to set up the international atomic 
agency. He said the Soviets were more than willing to publish the
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exchange of notes between the US and the USSR, and that the | 

record would show the accuracy of these remarks. 

Since Vishinsky will speak in the general debate on Monday 

afternoon, ! I believe it is vital that we publish the exchange of | 

notes up here and circulate them as a UN document, if possible no 

later than Saturday. This will enable us to get the best press cover- 

! age in advance of Vishinsky’s Monday speech, for otherwise the 

| press coverage given Vishinsky’s speeches may well blanket our is- | 

: suing the exchange of notes. I think it is imperative that we take 

the initiative in this matter and hope you will agree with me. If 

| possible, notes should be teletyped to us immediately so that we 

: can make the necessary preparations up here with the UN secre- i 

| tariat. ? 

| | } | LODGE 

| 1 Sept. 27. 
| 2The source text bears the following handwritten notation: “Mr. Key discussed [ 

this with USUN—by phone Sat Sept. 24.” (Saturday was Sept. 25.) | | | 

| Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies’’ . 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Philip J. Farley of the Office of 

the Consultant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,]| September 27, 1954. | | 

| Subject: Planning for International Atomic Energy Agency | 

| Participants: Representative Sterling Cole, Chairman, JCAE | 

Mr. Morehead Patterson | 

Gerard Smith, S/AE | 

| Philip Farley, S/AE 

| Edward Trapnell, AEC 

| Mr. Smith introduced Mr. Patterson as the individual who would 

| head negotiations for establishment of the International Atomic 
| Energy Agency. Mr. Patterson reviewed briefly his experience as 

| an industrialist and as U.S. Representative for recent Disarma- 

| ment Commission meetings at London. 

3 At Representative Cole’s request, Mr. Patterson and Mr. Smith : 

| discussed the status of planning and negotiations related to the 

Agency. It was pointed out that the negotiations were in an early : 

| stage and that many of the details of the organization and struc- | 

| ture of the agency were as yet unresolved. | 

| In the course of discussion of the contemplated arrangements for : 

| projects sponsored by the Agency, Mr. Smith referred to the tenta- 
tive requirement that preparation of fuel elements and chemical : 

processing of irradiated elements should be performed in this coun-
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try. Mr. Cole recognized the security considerations supporting this 
objective, but expressed some doubt that it would be feasible or po- 
litically acceptable to other countries. Mr. Smith said that the im- 
portance of not imposing any restrictions on foreign projects which 
might appear to indicate a U.S. desire to dominate the programs of 
other countries would be borne in mind in planning for the 
Agency. 

Mr. Patterson expressed the view that, unless information now 
held under the restricted data category could be made available, 
the expectations of other nations would be disappointed. Mr. Trap- 
nell said that this problem might be handled by declassification. 
Mr. Cole referred to the provision of Section 124 of the Revised 
Atomic Energy Act, that cooperation with the new Agency should 
be undertaken pursuant to agreements for cooperation under Sec- 
tion 123; he pointed out that Section 123 made provision for appro- 
priate security safeguards and standards, and that declassification 
might not be the only alternative. | | 

There was discussion of procedures to be followed in negotiating 
and ratifying the international arrangement establishing the 
Agency. Mr. Cole said that he would, of course, reserve his right to 
question any procedure or agreement when submitted. It appeared 
to him, however, that a procedure which might be consistent with 
the Act would be for the executive branch to negotiate an arrange- 
ment with other countries, discuss the draft arrangement with the 
Joint Committee, present it to the Congress for ratification, and 
then proceed to negotiate agreements for cooperation under Section 
123 as a basis for actual implementation. 

At the conclusion of the general discussion, Mr. Cole said that he 
personally viewed the proposed Agency as of great promise and im- 
portance, and that he hoped Mr. Patterson would come to the Joint 
Committee for assistance on problems that would arise. Mr. Patter- 
son said that he appreciated this offer and would like to have an 
opportunity from time to time to discuss informally with Mr. Cole 
the progress of negotiations. | 

600.0012/9-2754 

Memorandum by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for 

European Affairs (Elbrick) to the Acting Secretary of State } 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] September 27, 1954. 

Subject: Soviet Motivations in Publishing Atomic Pool Correspond- 
ence 

1 Drafted by Walter J. Stoessel of EUR/EE. 

| ee



| 

| “ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION | 1525 

It appears most likely that the Soviets were motivated by the fol- 

lowing considerations in taking the initiative in publishing the 
atomic pool correspondence: ; | 7 

1. To show a willingness to negotiate: The USSR now claims 

there is no problem which cannot be solved by negotiation. To | 

counter US charges that the USSR was entirely negative on the , 

atomic pool proposals, the Soviets probably felt that, through publi- 

| cation of the lengthy correspondence (which most people would not : 

| read in detail) the impression could be given that the USSR had, in 

| fact, been willing to negotiate the atomic pool question and contin- 
! ues to stand ready to negotiate. | 

| 2. To gain public support for the Soviet proposal for “banning the 

bomb”: The Soviet documents (which give every indication of 

having been prepared originally with an eye to publication) are full 
| of statements regarding the horrors of nuclear warfare, and they 

reiterate the Soviet proposal for banning the use of nuclear weap- 

ons. Through publication of the documents the Soviets could hope 

| to gain public support for their stand, especially in neutralist and 

| uncommitted areas. Publication would also lay the groundwork for 

| further emphasis on the Soviet plan to “ban the bomb”. 

| 3. To bring talks on the atomic pool under the aegis of the UN: It oy 

| is to Soviet advantage to bring the whole atomic pool question i 

: under the aegis of the UN, where opportunities for obstruction are 

greater. Publication of the documents in conjunction with UN 

: debate on the subject would help to open the matter to UN involve- | 

: ment. oe 

| 4. To point up weapon development potential of pool: The Soviet | | 

: memoranda claim that the use of atomic energy under the US plan | 

: would also result in production of materials useful for weapon de- | 

| velopment. While we contest this, there is some technical basis for 

the Soviet claim, and they may hope to capitalize on this point in | 

2 future propaganda. © | ) coat 

| | Editorial Note | 

: On September 30, Soviet Representative at the United Nations | 

2 Andrei Y. Vyshinsky transmitted to the President of the General 

Assembly a “Soviet Draft Resolution Introduced in the General As- | 

sembly: Conclusion of an International Convention (Treaty) on the | 

: Reduction of Armaments and the Prohibition of Atomic, Hydrogen, | 

and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction.” (UN doc. A/2742 and | 

| Corr. 1) The Soviet draft resolution called for a two-stage total re- 

| duction in armed forces, armaments, and budgetary appropriations 

over a period of one to two years, along with the complete prohibi- 

| |
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tion of atomic, hydrogen, and other weapons of mass destruction. 
Supervision was to be undertaken by a temporary international 
control commission established under the Security Council. (Docu- 
ments on Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume I, pages 431-433) 

Soviet Foreign Minister V. M. Molotov handed a copy of this 
draft resolution to French Ambassador to the Soviet Union Louis 
Joxe on September 29. It was subsequently sent from Paris to the 
Department of State as telegram 1340 of September 30, repeated to 

| London for Secretary Dulles. (600.0012/9-3054) 

Eisenhower Library, C.D. Jackson papers 

Memorandum for the Files 1 

[WASHINGTON,] September 30, 1954. 

CHRONOLOGY—“ATOMS FOR PEACE” PROJECT 

1. Karly April, 1953, discussion of “Candor”. Official NSC and 
Presidential instruction late May. Purpose—fuller disclosure. 

2. Many drafts of Candor through September—none satisfactory 
because they either told too much or too little and were uniformly 
dull. During this time mounting columnist hue and cry, led by 
Alsops, * referring to Candor (9/9) and disclosing much draft mate- 
rial. | 

3. Moratorium pending new idea. 

4, Mid-September 1953, new draft, largely inspired by Radford— 
including tremendous recital U.S. atomic might—“one atomic 
bomb equal to all bombs dropped by all allies on Germany during 
the war” kind of stuff. 

(Last days of Sept., much discussion on whether to continue— 
Jackson polled high officials with letter 9/25, and key inner group 
breakfasted with President at the White House 10/3, for which 
Jackson had written briefing.) 4 

o. New draft, including Russian potential for injuring the U.S. 
This was closer to what was wanted, but it had the basic defect 
that all it really contained was mortal Soviet attack followed by 

1 Presumably drafted by or for C.D. Jackson, who resigned as Special Assistant to 
the President effective Mar. 31, 1954, but served on the US. Delegation to the Ninth 
Session of the UN General Assembly, which convened in September. 

? Various drafts and background materials relating to the “Atoms for Peace” 
| speech are located in the Eisenhower Library, particularly in the C.D. Jackson 

papers and in the Whitman file, “Atoms for Peace’’. 
3 Joseph and Stewart Alsop, syndicated columnists. 
* For the letter of Sept. 25, 1953, see p. 1223; for the briefing paper, see p. 1224.
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mortal U.S. counterattack—in other words, bang-bang, no hope, no | 

way out at the end. 

| 6. Summer 1953, vacationing in Denver, President had vague and | 

general germ of the atomic “pool” idea—on which he sent a mes- 

sage to Strauss from Denver via Bobby Cutler. ° . 

7. Strauss-Jackson discussed ideas on ways in which this might 

: be done, and Jackson put in rough speech draft in very general 

: terms. | a 
2 8. Strauss and Jackson came to New York August 19th to have 

breakfast with the President when he returned from Denver for I 

the Baruch Anniversary. He read the draft, and discussed amplifi- L 

cation of the idea, with Strauss supplying details on how it might 

bedone.€ | | | 
| 9. Highest level, top secret discussions. First draft of “Atoms for | 

| Peace” speech as such dated November 1. Meanwhile, Strauss was 

| working on details, and as result of his talks with Pres. and other 

preparations, prepared memo dated November 6th, which included 

all basics including safe method. (Note: method still classified) 

: 10. Gradual crescendo involving more and more people, includ- 

ing White House meetings, while this speech shaping up—by which | 

| time it had become a Strauss-Jackson act, Strauss supplying more 

and more atomic pool ideas and Jackson putting into words. 

3 11. Approval all around immediately prior to Bermuda, and deci- 

4 sion by the President that Strauss and Jackson should go to Ber- | 

| muda. : | 

| 12. Several long discussions between Strauss and Cherwell on | 

validity and feasibility of plan, leading to Cherwell’s advising | 

| Churchill to raise no British objections. | 

: 13. Work on plane on final draft, between the President, Strauss, 

| Foster Dulles, and Jackson. 
Delivery of speech at UN—December 8, 1953. 7 

5 Regarding the message to Strauss, see the memorandum by Cutler, Sept. 10, 

| 1953, p. 1218. 
| 

4 6 The President’s appointment book confirms that the President had a breakfast 

{ meeting with Strauss and Jackson in New York at 7:30 a.m., Aug. 19, 1953. (Eisen- 

/ hower Library, Eisenhower records, “President—Daily Appointments’’) 

7 See the editorial note, p. 1291. ! 

| bien : Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” 

| Memorandum of Conversation, by Philip A. Farley of the Office of : 

the Consultant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs 

i SECRET WASHINGTON, October 4, 1954. 

Subject: International Atomic Energy Agency
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Participants: Mr. E.E. Tomkins, British Embassy 
Mr. George P. de T. Glazebrook, Canadian Embassy 
Mr. P.J. Farley,S/AE 

Mr. Tomkins said that he had called to present a note stating 
preliminary U.K. views as to participation of the USSR in negotia- 
tions concerning the International Atomic Energy Agency (see at- 
tached copy of note). 

Mr. Farley asked whether the U.K. note reflected preference on 
_ the part of the U.K. for the original outline of the Agency as trans- 

mitted to the USSR on March 19.! Mr. Tomkins said that he un- 
derstood the preference of the U.K. to be for the revised outline, 
setting forth a more modest scope for the Agency’s work. Mr. Gla- 
zebrook said that the Canadian preference was also for the outline 
presently under discussion rather than the March 19 outline. 

Mr. Farley said that the problem of replying to the Soviet note of 
September 22,2 together with related question of USSR participa- 
tion in the negotiations relating to the Agency, was now under con- 
sideration in the Department of State. He indicated his under- 
standing, on the basis of the U.K. note, that it was the U.K. view 
that further discussions and a better understanding should be 
sought with the other five countries who have agreed in principle | 
to proceed with organization of an Agency prior to any move to | 
bring the USSR into the discussion. Mr. Tomkins said that this was 
indeed the U.K. intent. 

Mr. Tomkins pointed out that the U-K., as indicated in the note, 
agreed that the preliminary outline of an International Atomic 
Energy Agency prepared by the US was acceptable as a basis for 
discussions with the other countries principally involved. 

[Attachment] _ | 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

We should ourselves prefer the revised outline not to be commu- 
nicated to the Russians at this stage. If the Russians later partici- 
pate, it may then be thought better to revert to something on the 
lines of the March outline, i.e. with definite provision for storage of | 
nuclear material when the Agency comes into existence, rather _ 

1 Ante, p. 1372. 

2 For text of the Soviet aide-mémoire of Sept. 22, 1954, see Department of State 
Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 486-489. 

|
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than “at a later date”. Meanwhile we agree that the eight should _ | 

proceed on the basis of the revised outline. | 

In our view, therefore, the U.S. Note should aim at obtaining a | 

positive reply as to whether or not the Russians are prepared to | 

collaborate in the work of the Agency, whose objectives, functions 

and general organization they already know, but should not | 

| commit us to the revised outline. oo - : 

: When the revised outline is handed to the other five sponsoring 

powers they could be told that discrepancies between this and the | 

March outline are due to Soviet withdrawal from the project. One | 

| of the main objectives of the President’s proposal was to establish a | 

| pool of nuclear material to which the U.S.A. and Russia as two of : 

| the main producers would contribute. When one of the two main 

| contributors withdrew, the plan was modified since there appeared 

| no longer to be sufficient justification for the complicated storage 

and security provisions which the pool would require. If the Rus- | 

| sians later convinced us of their willingness to join, we might wish 

to revert to something nearer to the President’s original conception 

of the Agency. Meanwhile work could continue on the modified 

: plan, of which the Russians should not be informed. 

2 If the Russians should later learn of the revised outline and refer | 

| to it in debate, the discrepancies between this and the outline 

, handed to them in March could be explained on the lines of para. 3 

| above. oe | 
ee | 

ee Editorial Note 

On October 12, James J. Wadsworth, United States Representa- : 

| tive on the First Committee (Political and Security) of the United 

| Nations General Assembly, spoke at length before the Committee 

4 on the subject of disarmament. For the text of his remarks, see De- | 

___ partment of State Bulletin, October 25, 1954, pages 620-625. | 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” | | | 

Memorandum for the File, by the Consultant to the Secretary of : 

| State for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith) | 

| CONFIDENTIAL —_#y [WASHINGTON,] October 18, 1954. 

Subject: Conversation with Adm. Strauss on October 13, 1954
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I showed him Delga 91 from New York ! to point up the problem 
that we are going to have to keep Senator Lodge within bounds 
and told Strauss that we had replied in the negative. 2 

I pointed out the dilemma which proceeding under sections 124 
and 123 would pose for United States participation in the Interna- 

_ tional Agency. I suggested that the alternative treaty route should 
be considered which would permit United States cooperation with 
members of the Agency even though they could not qualify for a 
section 123 bilateral. Strauss said he took a pragmatic point of view 
which indicated that we should cooperate with friendly nations 
first. For example, he said that he thought the Pakistanis would be 
properly disgruntled if we cooperated with India before cooperating 
with them. I gathered that Strauss felt it would not be too difficult 
for us in the International Agency to work with our friends only, 
at least in the early years, in the matter of enriched material re- 
search reactors. | 

I then discussed the idea of dedicating a reactor experiment or a 
reactor to the International Agency or for work in this country by 
friendly foreign nationals. Strauss said that he had been thinking 
about putting up a reactor in Puerto Rico. He said he thought that 
if we build any reactors we should tie them into generating sys- 
tems. He seemed to think well of the idea. 

I told him I thought we were losing ground in the disarmament 
negotiations in New York and that the United States should make 
some dramatic gesture to point up clearly the sham nature of the 
new Soviet proposals. I suggested that this effect would be obtained 
by the United States proposing that the Soviets now permit United 
States representatives to visit Soviet atomic energy installations si- 
multaneously with Soviet representatives visiting American atomic 
energy installations on an unclassified basis. Strauss seemed to 
think well of the idea but pointed out the domestic political liabil- 
ities of making such an offer in the pre-election period. — 

I discussed with him what reply we should make to the Soviet 
note of September 22. He asked me to send over this exchange of 
notes. I pointed out that our aim should be to offer to continue ne- 
gotiating with the Soviets on the March 19 plan but at the same 
time preventing them from jeopardizing our efforts with the other 
Seven countries. I suggested that we offer to examine with Soviet 

1 Telegram Delga 91 from New York, Oct. 12, not printed, contained a suggestion 
from Ambassador Lodge that, after the treaty creating an International Atomic 
Energy Agency had been negotiated, it be submitted to the UN General Assembly 
for approval before being sent to the national legislatures for ratification. (600.0012/ 

" The response was actually transmitted in telegram Gadel 47 to New York, Oct. 
15. (600.0012/10-1254) 

|
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experts the “seepage” problem. He thought well of this idea and 

suggested that Moscow be the site. On this score of “seepage” he 

stated that the solution was simple. Merely require all chemical 

processing of fuel elements in power reactors to be done under UN I 

auspices. | | : | 

: Strauss, in conclusion, asked me if I would write him informally | 

2 on the above matters. 

: Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” | . \ 

Memorandum by the Consultant to the Secretary of State for Atomic | 

Energy Affairs (Smith) to the Chairman of the United States | 

| Atomic Energy Commission (Strauss) 

| CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] October 13, 1954. 

| As you suggested today, ! I am setting down for what they may 

: be worth certain ideas bearing on the foreign policy aspects of 

atomic energy. | | 
| In order to point up sharply the probably sham nature of the _ | 

| recent Soviet disarmament proposals it is suggested that the 

United States propose to the Soviets that United States representa- 

| tives be permitted to visit Soviet atomic energy installations now in | 

! return for which Soviet representatives would be permitted to visit 

United States atomic energy installations. It is my understanding | 

| that such a visit could be arranged on an unclassified basis without 

loss of any United States security. If, as expected, the Soviets reject | 

the proposal, it would, I think, point up the real nature of their : | 

| current maneuvering in the UN. If, by some chance, they accepted 

the offer, gain for United States intelligence would be substantial. I | 

: understand that there would be certain domestic political consider- 

ations which would have to be kept in mind. 
: I also suggest that we could gain substantial net advantage by 

| offering to build in the United States a power reactor experiment : 

to which members of the International Agency would have access 

| and in the construction of which they would participate. 

This suggestion is made in anticipation of some disillusionment | 

in the world upon the publication of United States technical plans | 

7 for participation in the International Atomic Energy Agency. In | 

: addition, we will continue to be faced with proposals for construc- | 

tion of power reactors abroad. The construction of such a power re- | 

| actor experiment would tend to prove our claim that nuclear power | 

| is not at the present time economical. It would also be in earnest of 

United States intentions not to withhold power reactor technology | 

| 1 See the memorandum for the file, supra. ! 
| 

|
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from nations which have a greater need for nuclear power now 
than the United States. we EN 

Such a move would orient foreign reactor programs toward the 
United States—at a time when the trend seems to be somewhat 
away from United States leadership in this field. Such a reactor ex- 
periment would be entirely within the physical control of the 
United States. It is suggested that the possible gains from such a | 

| move may well justify that degree of declassification or access to 
Restricted Data by foreign nationals which would be required. 
Much as this net gain would also be derived from your thought 
that a power producing reactor be constructed outside of the 
United States but at a location in which it has some degree of con- 

| trol—such as Puerto Rico. I think that the reaction from Latin 
America would be tremendously favorable if such a move were to 
be made with the understanding that one purpose of the reactor | 
would be to aid Latin American countries in the development of 
power reactor programs of their own. To gain this end I think for- 
eign participation in the construction phase would be important. | 

Oe GERARD C. SMITH 

600.0012/10-1554: Telegram 

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 
the Department of State 

SECRET PRIORITY New York, October 15, 1954—1 p.m. 
Delga 108. For the Secretary from Lodge. Re: Peaceful uses of 

atomic energy. | 
1. As has previously been reported there is continuing and wide- 

spread interest in our plans for establishing an Atomic Energy 
Agency with a more than nominal relationship to the UN. Extent 
of enthusiasm for our program as presented in forthcoming debate 
may well depend on how far we are able to go with respect to UN 
relationship. Secretary’s memo of Sept 24! indicated importance 
working out this relationship and suggested that a “specialized” 
agency might be the answer. However, it seems clear that the 
Agency will not be set up before GA debate and therefore no rela- 
tionship will be worked out during this session of GA. 

2. For this reason I suggest consideration be given to the advan- | 
tages of recommending to the GA the establishment of a UN 
comite comprising some or all of govts with whom we are now ne- | 
gotiating as prospective members of IAEA. Comite wld be asked to _ 
continue present negotiations for establishment of agency. GA , 

1 Not further identified.
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might establish such a comite without, in my opinion, any real in- | | 

terference in the actual negotiations and this wld, from the start, { 

provide adequate semblance of UN tie-up. Comite cld report to GA | 

upon creation of agency and might, if it then seemed desirable, | 

submit treaty creating agency to GA before ratification by national : 

legislatures (see Delga 91 Oct 12). ? | So | 

| 3. Seriously doubt whether the calling of a so-called “scientific” | 

: conf in and of itself adequately meets the positive and affirmative | 

, leadership requirements inherent in the program announced by | 

the President last Dec. 3 [8]. At some stage in the development of : 

this program such a conf might prove to be a useful thing, but it is L 

| vital that it be properly organized and managed. As so far envis- | 

| aged, however, I think it wld be very difficult, if not impossible, for | 

us to maintain our leadership and control. Unwieldly and theoreti- 

| cal nature of debate carried on by large body of scientists not re- 

| sponsible to govts wld do more harm than good at this stage. 

Giving the opportunity of a world forum such as this to “scientists” | 

such as Joliot-Curie 2? and a miscellaneous crew from Russia, | 

Czechoslovakia and Hungary would scarcely advance the Presi- | 

: dent’s program. Similarly, a conference of scientists could produce 

a situation conflicting with plans of govts negotiating for creation 

| of agency. | | 

4. Therefore, in the first instance, it might be desirable to have 

UN comite as suggested above undertake arrangements for the | 

7 ~ conf, leaving to this comite the question of timing and terms of ref- 

erence. This comite wld provide desirable and necessary link be- | 

: tween Agency as we develop it and conf. | 

| 5. In addition to the foregoing, while I do not think we should 

| make rash promises of miracles to be accomplished overnight, nev- 

ertheless I feel that we shld offer some very definite and tangible __ 

2 inducement, particularly to the smaller, underdeveloped countries. 

This might be accomplished by authorizing the UN comite to re- | 

| ceive and respond to comments, requests for information and re- | 

quests for assistance from UN member govts. ee Siu | 

, _ 6. I also have considerable doubt whether it is wise to give as 

~ much power as seems to be contemplated in our present draft reso- | 

lution to UNSYG. I think that all of these arrangements should be | 

: within effective control of USG and the govts most closely associat- | 

= ed with US. ee, Smee oe 
| | BO eh PEt | LODGE 

| 2 See footnote 1, p. 1530. : 

: 3 Dr. Frédéric Joliot-Curie, French scientist; High Commissioner for Atomic : 

| Energy, 1946-1950; and a Communist. | a |
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330.13/10-654: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in France 1 

CONFIDENTIAL _ WASHINGTON, October 16, 1954—2:01 p.m. 
PRIORITY | 

1418. Re disarmament (Gadel 32, rptd Paris 1299, London 2000, 
Oct 7; Gadels [Delgas] 63 and 64, rptd Paris 1295, London 1996, Oct 
7). 2 | 

1. Request Embassy urgently see appropriate high-ranking offi- 
cial French Government conveying following: 

a) Dept seriously concerned by extent Jules Moch’s free-wheeling 
tactics on disarmament item at GA. While UK, US, Canadian dele- 
gations acting in concert, now appears Moch has been seeing Vy- 
shinsky without informing other Dels. USDel had wondered why 
Vyshinsky appeared aware many matters discussed at meetings 
four Western delegations. Oct 14 Moch inadvertently disclosed he 
had been shown USSR amendments to Western-supported disarma- 
ment resolution prior to Canada, which had introduced this resolu- 
tion. Moch has consistently sought accept Soviet amendments to 
Western resolution, mostly without revision, and threatened speak 
in their support despite US, UK, Canadian attitude, with conse- 
quent damaging effect on substantive positions previously held by 
four Western allies. While US, UK, Canadian, French dels. previ- 
ously agreed USSR should be invited cosponsor Canadian resolu- 
tion only on assurance no amendments would be accepted, Moch 
now declares not aware this understanding. 

b) Above facts make Dept view apprehensively future disarma- 
ment discussions, since Moch’s attitude indicates may be diver- 
gences between Western allies caused not by merits disarmament 
issues but by other factors. 

c) USG deeply desires explore whether new Soviet proposal in- 
volves advance toward agreement or is only clever propaganda 
gambit. This requires careful, extended discussions. It also needs 
closest cooperation Western participants these discussions. Such co- 
operation seems strained now by Moch’s attitude and may become 
worse if he continues on present course. Dept. would hope French 
Govt could advise French GA Del concert and cooperate with UK, 
Canadian, US Delegations on disarmament item. 

2. FYI. We do not know whether Moch acting for self or on in- 
structions and this might be good opportunity probe this important 
question. 

HOOVER 

* Drafted by Meyers of UNP. Repeated for information to New York as telegram 
Gadel 48 and to London as telegram 2181. 

2 None printed. (330.13/10-654)
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330.13/10-1854: Telegram a , 

The Ambassador in France (Dillon) to the Department of State | 

| - CONFIDENTIAL | Paris, October 18, 1954—7 p.m. | 

1634. Repeated information USUN 10 London 458. Reference: | 

Deptel 1418, October 16. ! 

2 Department’s concern as indicated reference telegram conveyed | 

: frankly to Parodi 2 today. He replied immediately Moch was acting 

on his own as usual and was difficult to control. He said Mendes * | 

| had yesterday been irritated with Moch over an article in London | [ 

Observer (which we have not been able to identify) and had sent 

him a sharp telegram last night. In response to our inquiry as to 

what might be done to control Moch, Parodi said he did not know | 

but would consult Mendes. He also suggested that I take it up di- 

: rectly with latter which I will do at first opportunity. 
| | DILLON 

1 Supra. oe oe | | 

- 2 Alexandre Parodi, Secretary General of the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

| 3 Pierre Mendés-France, Premier of France. 

330.13/10-1654 

| 
i 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for International 

| Organization Affairs (Key) to the Secretary of State * : 

CONFIDENTIAL | [WASHINGTON,] October 18, 1954. | 

Subject: Disarmament | | | 

1. Because of the French attitude toward the role of disarma- 

ment in its effect on rearming Western Germany, the following | 

| background may be useful to you in your forthcoming meetings on ! 

| implementing the London Act. ? 
2. The Disarmament item at this General Assembly assumed 

more importance than previously anticipated, when the USSR in- 

| troduced a draft resolution which proposed that the UN Disarma- | 

ment Commission prepare a draft Disarmament treaty on the basis 

of the UK-French proposal of 11 June 54, * as modified in certain : 

1 Drafted by Meyers of UNP. | | 

| 2 For documentation on the Nine-Power, the Four-Power, and the North Atlantic | 

1 Council Ministerial meetings at Paris, Oct. 20-23, see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1404 ff. 

| 8 For text of the Anglo-French memorandum submitted to the Disarmament Sub- 

: committee on June 11, 1954, UN doc. DC/SC.1/10, see Documents on Disarmament, 

1949-1998, vol. I, pp. 423-424, or Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 2 1954, pp. 182- 

| | 

| | |
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respects by the USSR. The UK-French memorandum only dealt 
with the last of the various elements necessary in a disarmament 
proposal, i.e., the phasing or “dove-tailing” of the various reduc- 
tions and limitations of the different types of armed forces and ar- 
maments. Consequently, the Soviet proposal was designed to give 
the appearance of a substantial measure of accommodation on 
their part, without in fact committing them to any fundamental 
changes of position. 4 

3. As the debate in the Political Committee has progressed, it 
now appears that the Soviets have not actually given up their pre- 
vious call for a one-third across-the-board reduction in conventional 
armaments and armed forces by the great powers, their often-re- 

| jected conception of a control organ to oversee the disarmament 
program which would have only very limited powers and would be 
subject to Security Council veto, and their general views on atomic 
energy control. On the other hand, by accepting in part the Anglo- 
French memorandum, the Soviets have apparently now expressed | 
willingness to delay the actual prohibition of nuclear weapons until 
the completion of one-half the agreed reduction of non-nuclear 
weapons and armed forces. While the USSR proposal on its face 
abandons previous Soviet insistence that initial prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons is a prerequisite to a disarmament pro- 
gram, at the same time Vishinsky attacked the President’s propos- 
al on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy on just this basis, and it 
seems probable that the Soviets will at the appropriate moment 
raise this issue again. | 

4. By careful probing, our delegation has tried to minimize the | 
Soviet effort to delude the Assembly into thinking there is very 
little difference now between USSR and Western views. However, 
it seems probable that the Disarmament Commission’s subcommit- 
tee of Five, which we have proposed be reactivated, will have one 
or two preparatory meetings before the end of this Assembly. This 
rapid pace is being forced not only by the desire of many General 
Assembly members to see whether Soviet and Western views can 

_ be reconciled, but in large measure by the actions of the French 
representative, Jules Moch. We have been alarmed by Moch’s free- 
wheeling technique, and the fact he apparently has been consulting 
Vishinsky without keeping his Western colleagues advised of the 
nature of these consultations. Consequently, we requested Embassy 
Paris on October 16 to convey to the French Government our ap- 
prehensions and our hope that the French delegation could be ad- _ 
vised to concert and cooperate wholeheartedly with the UK, Cana- 
dian, and US delegations on the disarmament item. We also in- 

* Regarding the Soviet proposal of Sept. 30, see the editorial note, p. 1525.
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formed the Embassy that we did not know whether Moch was : 

| acting for himself or on instructions from his Government, and 

thought this might provide a good opportunity to probe this impor- 

tant question. ea 

: S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 112 Py ee 

| Summary of Discussion in the NSC Planning Board Meeting of 

tee lady October 18,1954 . 

| TOP SECRET) / | , 

| _ REGULATION OF ARMAMENTS | 

General Cutler recalled the history of the NSC project for a | 
| ‘review of NSC 112.2 He thought the Planning Board might center | 

its discussion on (1) U.S. policy (2) recent Soviet initiatives (3) what 

| proposals the U.S. might advance as a result of Soviet moves. 

_ Mr. Bowie felt the discussion should begin with a look at the | 

basic issues. He said he admired the logical coherence of a study on 

the subject* prepared by General Loper (Defense), but was unable 

| to agree with its conclusions. As he understood it, the Defense | 

[ study concluded that, short of world government, it was not in the . | 

interest of the U.S. to seek disarmament, primarily because the ef- 

| fectiveness of a disarmament agreement depends on the good faith | 

| of the parties and the U.S. cannot rely on the good faith of the 

USSR. | 

fo Although he had not formulated any final conclusions, Mr. 

: Bowie wished to try a somewhat different approach. At the outset, | 

the following factors must be taken into account: | 

(1) As the Soviet production of nuclear material increases, a sub- 

| stantial range of error develops as to the amount of such material 

| produced by the USSR in the past, even if a disarmament system | 

permits access to current and future production. == os 

(2) If thermonuclear weapons were eliminated, the free world | 

| would be at a serious disadvantage in the absence of complicated | 

: controls over other armaments. | : 

(3) It is not clear whether an adequate system of inspection and sig 

: control can be devised for conventional weapons. a 

- 1 Drafted by Marion W. Boggs, Coordinator of the NSC Planning Board Assist- | 

| ms For text of NSC 112, July 6, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. 

| *““A Review of the United States Policy on the Regulation, Limitation, and Bal- | 

anced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments,” August 27, 1954. [Footnote in | 

the source text. A copy of the subject paper, 148 pages, is in S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D | 

; 1, “Armed Forces and Armaments”, as an enclosure to a memorandum of Dec. 1 : | 

from NSC Executive Secretary Lay to the Planning Board, which bears the hand- | 

| written designation “Loper Report’’.] : | | | | 

| 
|
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However, there are certain counter-balancing factors: 

(1) In determining whether any disarmament system is in the 
U.S. interest, we must ask: What is the alternative? The alterna- 
tive is a growing capability by the U.S. and USSR for mutual anni- 
hilation. While this condition would tend to deter war it would also 
produce tensions which might eventually increase the risk of war. 
Disarmament proposals must be measured against this risk, rather 
than against an ideal standard. 

(2) Since nuclear stocks in the U.S. and USSR are adequate for 
decades of peacetime use, production of such stocks could be discon- 
tinued without losing the advantages of peaceful uses of atomic 
energy. 

(3) We must examine not merely the possibility of concealing fis- 
sionable material under a disarmament scheme, but also the possi- 
bility of using such concealed material in a war. Use in war is a 
function of deliverability as well as availability, so that disarma- 
ment would have to include control of means of delivery (e.g., long- 
range bombers). | | 

(4) Even if it is assumed that outlawing of all nuclear weapons is 
not possible, progress toward a balanced reduction of all arma- 
ments (including nuclear) might be made. State has been working 
on this line of exploration, which appears promising, but is not yet 
ready to submit concrete suggestions. 

Mr. Bowie concluded that on the basis of past history and devel- 
oping capabilities, the prospects for humanity are grim. Each side 
will get more jumpy as it increasingly comes to feel it is living with 
a gun at its head. Faced with this prospect we must not accept the 
conclusion that disarmament does not serve U.S. interests. 

General Loper said that in reviewing existing policy as stated in 
NSC 112, Defense had examined the technical effectiveness of the 
UN disarmament plan. He estimated that 5 years would be re- 
quired to put any such plan into effect. By the end of that period 
the amount of nuclear weapon material produced and concealed by 
the USSR would be so great and pose such a risk as to make disar- 
mament ineffective and unacceptable to the U.S. Even if this were 
not true (i.e. even if the risks of Soviet concealed nuclear material 
were acceptable) disarmament would still not be in U.S. interest 
because it is impossible adequately to balance the factors of war po- 
tential (morale, productive capacity, etc.). Even if weapons are con- 
trollable, political shifts in alliances are not. Moreover, no country 
can be expected to agree to have its whole way of life changed, as 
would be necessary under a complete inspection system. 

However, General Loper thought a rejection of disarmament 
would be difficult to “sell” to U.S. allies and to public opinion. Ac- 
cordingly we will have to continue to deal with disarmament; but 
in doing so we should seek to guide the discussions toward the type 
of disarmament which best conforms to our interests. In conclusion
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General Loper noted that the Defense study had not examined the 

approach mentioned by Mr. Bowie (balanced reduction of all arma- | 

ments, including nuclear). | | 

Mr. Bowie felt that as long as nuclear weapons are such an im- 

portant component of total armaments, a great premium is placed 

: on forces in being. Historically, however, we have depended on — 

7 forces formed after the outbreak of a war. If the importance of the 

, nuclear component could be reduced, the importance of war poten- } 

tial would be restored, and this would favor the democracies, which | 

| find it difficult to maintain great forces in being but which have 

great productive capacity. 
2 General Loper said that any plan which we agree to must be en- 

forceable and such enforceability must be guaranteed in advance. 

Mr. Snapp said he had great sympathy for the thesis that disar- 

! mament is not a satisfactory vehicle for resolving the cold war; and 

he was troubled by the idea of continuing disarmament negotia- L 

tions if we are not really aiming at disarmament. | 

| General Bonesteel feared the U.S. would be forced into a disar- 

| mament scheme contrary to its interests and would end up with re- 

sources inadequate to fight a war. He thought the technical diffi- 

culties should have been emphasized earlier in talks with allies. 

| Now it was important to choose between catering to allies and 

| taking a position in conformance with US. interests. | 

| Mr. Amory said he feared a Soviet gambit on disarmament more 

| than he feared peripheral aggression. He asked whether an agree- 

| ment to abandon production of nuclear weapons would be in U.S. | 

: interests if it could be obtained in a year. | 

| General Loper said this hypothesis was too far fetched. It would | 

take a year merely to obtain Senate consent to an agreement. 

| Mr. Bowie said he would prefer a less secure plan which could be 

put into effect quickly to a perfect plan which involved delay. He 

| asked whether it was not possible that the Soviets had changed 

their position and were now seeking a disarmament agreement. 

| General Bonesteel said to assume this we must further assume 

| (1) the Soviets have given up hope of expansion or (2) they think 

| they can maneuver to catch us off guard. | ! 

| Mr. Bowie said alternatively we might assume (1) they are pre- _ | 

pared to make concessions to reduce the risk to themselves or (2) : 

they are willing to await “the inevitable decay of capitalism” pre- | 

dicted in communist doctrine. | a 2 | | 
| General Cutler asked whether the USSR would use nuclear 

| weapons. If not, it might be to Soviet advantage to eliminate nucle- : 

| ar weapons. | | | 

General Bonesteel said the crucial point was that the Soviets 

would never give up the potentialities which now exist in a combin-
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ation of guided missiles and nuclear warheads. They would contin- 
ue to be suspicious of free world disarmament proposals. 

Mr. Amory believed a disarmament agreement might be accepted 
in a relatively short time. He also believed the free world would 
gain more than the USSR (e.g. in intelligence) from an inspection- 

_ disarmament plan which ultimately had to be abandoned. 
Mr. Arneson then reviewed the UK-French-London memoran- 

| dum on disarmament and the recent Soviet moves, which amount 
to a declaration of intention to propose a resolution in the UN 
along the lines of the UK-French-London memo. 2 

After a discussion of procedure, the Planning Board agreed to 
consider the subject again on November 29 on the basis of a report 
showing areas of agreement and disagreement to be prepared by 
the State-Defense-AEC working group, which would be convened 
by Mr. Bowie. ¢ 

| 3 Regarding the Anglo-French memorandum submitted to the Disarmament Sub- 
committee on June 11, 1954, UN doc. DC/SC.1/10, see footnote 3, supra. Regarding 
the Soviet position, see the editorial note, p. 1525, and the memorandum by Key, 

nt By memorandum of Oct. 19, NSC Executive Secretary Lay transmitted two back- 
ground studies to the Planning Board. These papers, “Summary of the Current 
United States and USSR Positions on Disarmament and of Significant Develop- 
ments Since NSC 112” and “The Technical Feasibility of International Control of _ 
Atomic Energy”, had been generally concurred in by a State-Defense-AEC working 
group. (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 112) _ 

600.0012/10-1554: Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Mission at the 
United Nations 1 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, October 20, 1954—7:32 p.m. 

Gadel 56. For Ambassador Lodge. Re: Peaceful Uses of Atomic 
Energy (Delga 108, October 15.): 2. 

1. Thank you for suggestions contained reftel. Points you raise 
have previously, for most part, been considered. For example, a 
suggestion similar to your idea of setting up UN Committee com- 

_ posed of all or some of states now negotiating on international 
agency and having GA ask them continue negotiations was rejected 

by Secretary because it would bring UN too closely into picture in — 

establishing agency and thus would be contrary to position taken 

| by NSC. Our apprehension re active GA role in creation interna- 
tional agency was previously voiced Gadel 47, October 15. 3 

1 Drafted by Meyers of UNP. 
2 Ante, p. 1582. | : 
3 Not printed. (600.0012/10-1254)
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2. Re international scientific conference, our position is dictated 

by logic of situation. Secretary did not wish GA interfere in any 

way with our efforts establish international agency, nor did he be- 

: lieve there should be any action on our part other than reporting | 

history of negotiations. He realized this would not be sufficient 

: stem tide of GA desire “do something” about peaceful uses atomic | 

, ~ energy. Since US had previously, on President’s authority, declared | 

: we would call international scientific conference, most logical step | 

appeared be conference called under UN auspices thus enabling 

: take concrete action demonstrating desire advance peaceful uses of 

atom. This conference will deal with technical matters, not with 

negotiations for agency or other political matters, and was not in- | 

| tended in and of itself to fulfill President’s proposals of December 

| 8. Questions involving this conference, its scope and participants 

| were discussed at length in Europe this past summer by Dr. Rabi, 

j Chairman General Advisory Cmte to AEC, with leading British, 

Canadian, and French scientists, who also happen to be ranking | 

| Government officials concerned with atomic energy programs. On | 

the basis these discussions, scientific conference would not be un- 

7 wieldly or theoretical, and scientists would be responsible to gov- 

| ernments since all but very few would be Government representa- | 

| tives. As for representatives from Iron Curtain countries, way in | 

which we are proposing conference be organized should enable us 

substantially minimize wrecking activities you think this group | 

may seek carry out. On other hand, truly international conference | 

: should include representatives from behind Iron Curtain, and fact 

we are proposing this should demonstrate our sincere desire that 

| peaceful benefits of atomic energy be available to all, thus indicat- 

ing positive and affirmative leadership inherent in President’s uni- | 

po versal approach to peaceful uses. This particularly true since scien- | 

tific conference is only one element of our program, other parts 

| being creation international agency and interim activities made | 

possible by recent changes in US Atomic Energy Act. As for role of 

| UNSYG in conference, we believe arrangements will be effectively 

controlled by us or governments most closely associated with us, | 

| since SYG can only act upon advice of advisory committee of na- _ 

tions suggested in draft resolution attached to position paper. : 

| 3. So far as offering tangible inducements to smaller undeveloped 

countries is concerned, it is believed course presently contemplated, | 

| including interim assistance activities, is adequate meet this issue 

since we will state in our presentation that views of other states 

will be solicited at earliest opportunity after greater crystallization 

ideas of states presently negotiating on agency. However, we recog- : 

nize force your argument and suggest it might be possible in your
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speech to say that US and we are sure other states now negotiating 
would welcome comments, expressions of views, etc. 

: HOOVER 

741.5611/10-2754 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Office of 
British Commonwealth and Northern European Affairs (Raynor) 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] October 27, 1954. 

Subject: Atomic Energy Matters 

Participants: Sir Roger Makins, British Ambassador 
The Secretary 

Mr. H. Raynor, Director, BNA 

While calling on other matters this afternoon Sir Roger Makins 
said that he wanted to inform the Secretary not for the purpose of 
his taking any action but for general information that he, together _ 
with Sir Edward Plowden, the new head of the atomic energy mat- 
ters in the U.K. have started conversations under the new Atomic 
Energy Act which should make further collaboration possible with 
the Atomic Energy Commission on the civil aspects and with De- 
fense on the military aspects. He said he hoped that these conver- 
sations would result in new bilateral agreements in each field. He 
said in the past and presently in the military talks legal obstacles 
had often cropped up to make progress difficult. 

He said that talks had also been held with respect to the ques- 
tion of creating an atomic energy agency in line with the Presi- 
dent’s proposal and with respect to the convening next spring of 
the conference of atomic scientists. He said in these two fields he 
thought there was full agreement between ourselves and the U.K. 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “[AEA Policies” | 

Draft Memorandum by the Consultant to the Secretary of State for 
Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith) 3 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] October 27, 1954. 
The question has arisen as to whether the pooling concept of the 

document handed on March 19 to the Russians should be a sine , 
qua non of Russian participation in any International Atomic 
Energy Agency. | 

1 Addressee(s) not indicated on the source text, but see footnote 3 below.
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After the Lodge presentation next month in the UN it is possible | 

that the Russians may take a position that an Agency without the 

pooling concept such as Lodge will outline is much more to their 

| taste, that they would immediately like to join in the 8-power nego- 

a tiations. The United Kingdom and Canada have indicated informal- | 

: ly that in this event they would be opposed to a firm requirement | 

| that the negotiations go back to the March 19 pooling concept. 

, This position seems to conform to the position taken by the Na- 

| tional Security Council on August 12.2 The policy then taken was 

to set up an Agency which would not have a pooling function but | 

, the charter of which could be so drawn as to permit Soviet partici- 

| pation under proper safeguards. _ 

Therefore, if the Soviets seek to participate in the formation of 

| an Agency which does not have a pooling function, it is recom- 

mended that the United States should then probe the Soviet inten- | 

tions in the matter of contributions of information and amounts of 

material which they would earmark (rather than transfer to) the 

| Agency. This probing operation could probably be conducted in par- | 

| allel with negotiations with the other seven powers to actually set : 

up the Agency. Then after the Agency had been established, if the | 

Soviets had indicated a real interest in participating seriously they 

; might be taken into the Agency. — : 

However, the Soviets, after the Lodge presentation, may take the : 

2 position that the proposed Agency is entirely different from that 

| originally suggested by President Eisenhower and seek to make 

propaganda capital out of this allegation. In this event it is recom- 

| mended that the United States take the position that in the ab- 

! sence of Soviet participation we were proceeding with a slightly dif- 

| ferent type of Agency. But at any time that the Soviets indicated a 

, serious intent to participate and expressed their wish to enter into | 

| a pooling arrangement, the United States was agreeable to such a | 

move. 3 | | | 

| 2 See the memorandum of discussion at the 210th meeting of the National Secu- | 

rity Council, Aug. 12, p. 1482. 
| 3On Oct. 28, Gerard Smith drafted a memorandum for the file which reads as | 

follows: | | 

| “Admiral Strauss called to say that he agreed with the October 27 memorandum 
with the exception that he thought it was naive to expect that the Soviets would 

| honor any commitment merely to earmark material for an agency. I pointed out 

that we would require assurances even to the extent of physical inspection, but this | 

i was not good enough for him. He did say, however, that this was a matter for us to 

| decide and not for him. , 
‘T then put to him Phil Farley’s suggestion that if the Soviets wanted to negotiate | 

| on the October 6 type of Agency, we should agree if it was understood that material | 

| earmarked for specific projects of the Agency would be ponied up by all countries | 

| having fissionable material and physically held by the Agency. Strauss said ‘that’s | 

bully’ and seemed to see no objection in the proposal. I should discuss this matter in 

: . _ Continued
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Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “LAEA Policies” - 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Consultant to the Secretary of 
State for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith) 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, October 29, 1954. | 

Subject: Meeting with the Secretary 

Participants: The Secretary 
| IO—Mr. Key | 

| S/AE—Gerard C. Smith | 
This meeting with the Secretary had been arranged after Mr. | 

Wainhouse expressed to me his concern about the way things were 
going in New York on the “peaceful uses” item. It had been my 
understanding that Mr. Key would make the argument. However, 
when we started with the Secretary, Mr. Key asked me to discuss 
the matter. I pointed out to the Secretary my concern about the 

_ free wheeling in New York—that there was evidence of planning ~~ 
for hoopla in the form of movies and some form of atomic energy 
kit. I expressed concern about our ability to control what Mr. 
Lodge would say in Committee I. I did not mention the story about 
the Peabody Associates. I suggested that Mr. Dulles call Lodge and 
express the hope that Lodge will stick to the script as given to him 
by the Department. Dulles showed little inclination to do this, 
saying merely “I wish you had told me that yesterday, as I saw 
Lodge in New York last night.” 

I pointed out the Canadian and U.K. concern about Lodge’s re- 
marks and that we had given them and Lewis Strauss a commit- 
ment that they would be seen by them in advance. Key reiterated 
an earlier statement that we would certainly see Mr. Lodge’s re- 
marks in advance. The Secretary asked why I did not go to New 
York. I told him I would be glad to. The Secretary agreed that I 
had little chance of keeping a rein on the combination of Lodge 
and C.D. Jackson. The Secretary asked if any atomic energy ex- 
perts would be there. I said the AEC was having difficulty finding 
any available. I pointed out that apparently Lodge was now trying 
to get the Secretary to reverse himself on the question of U.S. spon- 
sorship of a resolution on the Agency. 

the morning with Bowie, Patterson, the United Kingdom, and Canada.” (Atomic | 
Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies’) 

The Oct. 6 document under reference is “Preliminary Outline of an International 
Atomic Energy Agency”, a paper used by the United States as a basis for discussion 
with friendly nations in Washington. A copy of this eight-page paper is in Atomic 
Energy files, lot 57 D 88, “IAEA-1954’’.
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Key then brought up this matter and approved of the idea. I dis- 
agreed, saying that such a resolution would attract sponsorship by 
other nations who would then want to get into the negotiations for 
the Agency. The Secretary said the matter would require further | 

: consideration. He suggested a half hour on Monday morning. * 

1 According to his appointment book, the Secretary did meet with Key and Smith | 

on Monday morning, Nov. 1. (Princeton University Library, Dulles papers, “Daily | 
| Appointments”) No other record of the meeting has been found. | 

| | a f 

| | 600.0012/ 10-2954: Telegram | : a | | 

| The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 
| a | the Department of State | 

, SECRET PRIORITY _ New York, October 29, 1954—11 a.m. 

: Delga 158. For the Secretary from Lodge. Re: Peaceful Uses of 
Atomic Energy. I consider it essential to proper presentation of US 

- position on above matter that I announce in my opening statement 

that the US is prepared to set aside 100 kilograms of fissionable 

material, enough to activate 40-50 experimental reactors, which 

| would be at the disposal of the international agency for distribu- 

: tion to other countries. This is essential follow-up of President’s 
| statement of Dec 8 that govts principally involved should “begin 

| now and continue to make joint contributions from their stockpiles | 
of normal uranium and fissionable materials to an International | 
Atomic Energy Agency.” : 

| - fo | | LODGE | 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” . | a | | 

: - Memorandum by the Consultant to the Secretary of State for Atomic 
| Energy Affairs (Smith) to the Secretary of State | 2 

, SECRET | | a _._ [WASHINGTON, | November 1, 1954. | 

| Subject: Proposed Reply to the Soviet Atomic Energy Note of Sep- | 
tember 221 and Further Negotiations with the Soviet Govern- : 

j ment on the President’s International Atomic Energy Agency | 
| Proposal > | ss | 

| Discussion; | - - 
| The President’s December 8 proposal and the March 19 outline ” | 

given to the USSR called for “pooling” of fissionable materials by | 
/ nations possessing them. After the USSR had indicated a lack of 

) —___—- | | | | 
1 The Soviet note is described in telegram 418 from Moscow, Sept. 22, p. 1518. | 
2 Ante, p. 1372. | 

|
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interest in this proposal, we shelved the “pooling” concept. It is 
now contemplated that projects sponsored by the Agency will call 
upon “earmarked” fissionable material in national stockpiles. 
When this modification of the original plan is announced next 

week by Cabot Lodge, the USSR may state an interest in partici- 
pating in the work of such an “earmarking” Agency as opposed to 
a “pooling” Agency. On the other hand, the Soviets may attempt to 

| exploit, for propaganda purposes, our shelving of the pooling con- 
cept. 

The proposed reply (Tab A) ® to the latest Soviet atomic energy - 
note dated September 22 has been prepared with both these contin- 
gencies in mind. It would “keep the ball in play” with the aim of 
permitting the U.S. to get on with the establishment of the Agency 
with the other nations principally involved. It attempts to probe 
Soviet intentions as to real participation in a cooperative effort to 
foster peaceful uses of atomic energy. | 

Informal consultation with the United Kingdom and Canada in- 
dicates their agreement that additional safeguards will be needed 
in the event of Soviet participation in the Agency as outlined in 
the October 6 document (the “earmarking” Agency).+ It seems 
likely that actual contributions of fissionable material will be re- 
quired rather than mere reliance on a promise to earmark. (This 
would not be a reversion to the original ‘‘pooling” plan, which con- 
templated syphoning off of relatively large amounts from the weap- 

ons stockpiles from the USSR and the U.S.) The U.S. then would 
also have to “pony up” the amounts which we now have or may in 
the future agree to “earmark” for the Agency. The organization 
and authority of the Agency will be such as to permit its holding 

fissionable material in the event that this becomes necessary be- 
cause of Soviet participation. 

Recommendations: | | 
1. That the draft reply (Tab A) be delivered to the Soviet Union 

immediately before the Lodge UN presentation next week so as to 

permit a statement by Lodge that the United States is continuing 

negotiations with the Soviet Union as requested by it on September 
22. 

2. If the Soviets seek to participate in the formation of the 
Agency, it is recommended the United States attempt to probe 

their intentions in the matter of contributions of information and 

| fissionable material to the Agency—while proceeding to form the 

Agency with the other nations principally involved. 

3 Tab A does not accompany the source text, but for the reply transmitted by Sec- 
retary Dulles to Soviet Ambassador Zarubin on Nov. 3, see infra. 

4 See footnote 3, p. 1543.
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3. If the Soviets seek to make propaganda capital out of the 
change in U.S. plans for the Agency, it is recommended 

that we 
2 point out that the sole reason for the change was the Soviet rejec- | 

7 tion of the President’s proposal and that we stand ready to negoti- 
7 ate with them and the other nations principally involved on a true | 

: pooling arrangement 
as contemplated 

in the President’s December 
: 8 proposal. ® / 

| GERARD C. SMITH | 
an: 

5 A notation on the source text states that the proposed reply to the Soviet aide- ~~ | 

mémoire of Sept. 22 received the concurrence 
of John Hall and Paul Foster of the : 

AEC and of General Loper and Colonel Carson of the Department of Defense. 

| Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Status 1954-1955” . 

The Department of State to the Embassy of the Soviet Union * 

| SECRET | | 

| The Government of the United States has considered the aide- 
| mémoire of September 22 delivered by the Soviet Government 

and | 

| wishes to make the following comments: 
1. The Government 

of the United States notes with satisfaction 
| 

| that the Soviet Government 
is now willing to continue the negotia- | 

: tions concerning the peaceful uses of atomic energy which followed | 

| upon President Eisenhower’s 
proposal of last December 8. | 

2. The Government 
of the United States has taken note of the | 

| “important principles” which the Soviet Government 
states must 

not be over-looked in considering this question of international 
co- | 

operation in the field of peaceful uses of atomic energy. The Gov- 
4 ernment of the United States is prepared to discuss these princi- 

: ples and their application to an agreement between nations to es- 
tablish an agency to foster the peaceful uses of atomic energy as 

| well as their application 
to the operations of such an agency. 

3. In its aide-mémoire of September 22, the Soviet Government : 
| states that it wishes not only to continue the negotiations 

on the | 

| President’s 
plan for the peaceful uses of atomic energy, but also to : 

: continue examination 
of its proposal of a preliminary 

ban on the ! 

; 1 President Eisenhower opened his news conference on Nov. 3 by reading a state- | 

ment indicating that “Today the Secretary of State, Mr. Dulles, is delivering to Mr. 
| Zarubin, the Soviet Ambassador, our reply to the Soviet aide-mémoire 

of September | 

22.” The President declined to stipulate the specifics of the U.S. reply, stating in 

response to a subsequent question that “obviously, I wouldn’t give anything out ! 

until the Soviets have had it and studied it. So I think it will have to be confidential 
| 

for a moment.” (Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Ei- : 
senhower, 1954, pp. 1009-1010, 1013) The Soviet Aide-mémoire 

of Sept. 22 is summa- | 

rized in telegram 418 from Moscow of the same date, p. 1518. 

| 

|
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use of atomic weapons. However, since the delivery of this aide-mé- 
moire of September 22, the Soviet Government has appeared to 
recede from its former position in the United Nations disarmament 
negotiations that such a ban must precede any useful planning for 
an international weapons control system. Under these circum- 

| stances the Government of the United States assumes that the 
Soviet Government has modified its earlier position that agreement 
on a ban on the use of atomic weapons is a necessary condition 
precedent to useful discussion and agreement in the matter of in- 

| ternational cooperation on the peaceful uses of atomic energy. 
4. As the Government of the United States has stressed through- 

out these negotiations, the President’s proposal of last December 8 
was not a disarmament plan. It was a definite step in international 
cooperation to bring the benefits of atomic energy to the peoples of 
the world. It was also an expression of America’s sincere desire for 
a new international climate in which the problems of disarmament 
might find a readier solution. It is hoped that participation by the 
Soviet Government in implementing the President’s proposal will, 
by the same token, be a demonstration of its real interest in chang- 
ing the present atmosphere of mutual distrust. 

The Government of the United States believes that the cause of 
| international harmony can be substantially advanced by coopera- 

tive efforts to foster the peaceful uses of atomic energy, such efforts 
to parallel the continuing negotiations looking to the establishment 
of a general and safeguarded disarmament program. The cause of 

humanity can only be prejudiced by deferring the international de- 
velopment of the peaceful uses of atomic energy until the immense- 
ly difficult problems of disarmament are solved. 

do. The Government of the United States notes that the Soviet 
Government’s aide-mémoire refers to the question of the possibility 
of diversion of fissionable material from power-producing atomic 

installations. The Government of the United States suggests that a 

good starting point at this stage of the United States-Soviet negoti- 
ations would be a mutual study of this problem and suggests that it 

be examined by experts from the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- 

lics and the United States. It would be agreeable to the Govern- 

ment of the United States for such discussions to take place at an 

early date either in the United States or in the Union of Soviet So- 

cialist Republics or in some third country. If this is acceptable to 

the Soviet Government, the time and place of such a meeting could 

be arranged at short notice. 
6. It is noted that the Soviet Government is ready to examine 

with the Government of the United States the opinion of the Gov- 

ernment of the United States that there are forms of peaceful utili- 

zation of atomic energy in which there is no need for weapons- 
|
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grade material. Such applications of atomic energy will be consid- | 
| ered by the international conference which the Government of the | 
| United States has proposed that the United Nations convene next 
| year. It is suggested that participation by leading Soviet atomic sci- 
, entists and engineers in the work of this conference will make 

i _ clear the basis for the belief of the Government of the United 
| States that applications of atomic energy which do not require 
| - weapons-grade material can be of great benefit to mankind. _ | 

7. The Soviet Government refers to proposals by it regarding the 
7 peaceful uses of atomic energy. The Government of the United 

: States will be glad to learn the details of the proposals of the 
Soviet Government and the extent to which it is prepared to coop- : 

| erate with other nations in fostering the development of the peace- 
! ful uses of atomic energy.  _— oS | 
| 8. The Government of the United States proposes that this note 
| and further negotiations between the Government of the United 

| States and the Soviet Government on this matter of implementing 
| the President’s proposal should proceed in private since confiden- 

tial negotiations offer the best prospect of a fruitful exchange of 

| views at this time. : oe 

WASHINGTON, November 8, 1954. | | ee 
| Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Policies” . | 

| Memorandum of Conversation, by the Consultant to the Secretary of 
| State for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith) } | 

| SECRET > | WasHINGTON, November 8, 1954. | 
, Subject: IAEA—Discussion at Luncheon Meeting _ - | | 

| - Participants: Secretary Dulles. | : | | 

2 Ambassador Lodge . | 
| Morehead Patterson | 

| Mr. Key—IO) | | 
| ee Mr. Wainhouse—IO | . S | 

Mr. Strauss—AEC | | 
| Mr. Barco © —_ : | 

| Mr. Smith—S/AE > oe | | 

Mr. Dulles opened the discussion by saying that he had brought 
| us together since there had been some evidence of need for coordi- | 

| 1 A separate record of this meeting prepared by Wainhouse of IO is in Secretary’s | 
i Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199. | ; 

| Of the participants listed below, James W. Barco was Senior Adviser for Political : 
| Affairs, U.S. Mission at the United Nations. |
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nating the various groups working on different facets of the Inter- 
national Agency problem. : 

The question was raised as to whether or not Mr. Lodge could 
state in his speech that the United States will hold available “x” 
kilograms of enriched material for projects sponsored by the 
Agency. * Mr. Strauss pointed out the difficulty was that Presiden- 
tial approval was necessary—it had not yet been obtained—and in 
addition he would like to consult with the Joint Committee on this 
matter in advance of their hearing about it in a public speech. Mr. | 
Strauss indicated that he thought the necessary clearance would be 
obtained, and it was agreed that Mr. Lodge might make the refer- 

- ence in a subsequent speech. 

Mr. Smith pointed out that this still left the question of whether 
Mr. Lodge could say that the United States would hold this materi- 
al for disposal by the Agency or for disposal by the United States 

Government. This depends upon whether we should seek United 

States participation in the work of the Agency by a treaty and rely 
on section 121 of the Act, or by an international arrangement and 

rely on section 124 and 123 of the Act. Mr. Smith pointed out the 
restrictions which would obtain if the latter course was pursued. 
There was discussion as to whether or not the necessity for a find- 
ing under section 123 that any specific cooperation by the United 
States must promote its defense, would prevent effective coopera- 

tion with neutral nations, for example. Mr. Strauss pointed out his 

belief that the Congress would be very anxious about the security 
aspects of any international plan and it would be well to make a 

very cautious start. If the limitations of section 123 prove too bur- 
densome, the new legislative authority could then be sought. Mr. 

Smith suggested that proceeding under section 124 and 123 might 
be tantamount to a United States position that it would only coop- 
erate in the International Agency with nations friendly to it. He 
pointed out that section 123 was a very restrictive channel and had 
been made so in the light of its possible use for transmitting mili- 

tary information to foreign countries and regional defense associa- 

tions. He pointed out that NSC 5481 had directed the Department 

of State and the AEC to proceed along two lines: (1) bilateral coop- 

eration, and (2) multilateral cooperation, and that apparently we 

were losing sight of the second direction.? _ 

Mr. Strauss pointed out that even in the case of research reac- 
tors there was a physical danger since they had produced quanti- 
ties of isotopes which, if improperly handled, could constitute an 
international hazard. Mr. Strauss pointed out that in his judgment 

2 See telegram Delga 158 from New York, Oct. 29, p. 1545. 
* Reference is to NSC 5431/1, Aug. 18; for text, see p. 1488.
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true multilateral cooperation was contingent on substantial Rus- 

| sian participation in the Agency. Absent that, he felt that at least 

in the beginning we should keep close control. - 
On the matter of the conference, Mr. Strauss pointed out how it 

| had been proposed by him in a speech last April after he had ob- 

tained the approval of the President. If it was to be UN sponsored, 

: the world would lose sight of its original Eisenhower sponsorship : 

. and we would lose a measure of credit to which the United States 
| was entitled. It seemed generally agreed that this decision was 

beyond recall. oo 
Mr. Smith pointed out that a resolution concerning the confer- 

| ence, if joined to a resolution concerning the Agency, would tend to 

confuse the fact that the Agency was to be separate from the 

United Nations as opposed to the conference which is to be a crea- 

ture of the United Nations. [The Agency (although planned to be a 

specialized agency of the UN) was to be separate from the UN as 

: opposed to the conference which was to be a creature of the UN.] 4 

Ambassador Lodge agreed and suggested that there only be a refer- 

| ence to the negotiations looking to the Agency in the resolution on 
the conference and that the UN not sponsor a resolution concern- 

ing the Agency. oo 

4 Brackets in the source text. | 

| | | Editorial Note — | | 

| On November 4, the General Assembly unanimously approved 

Resolution 808 (IX): Regulation, Limitation, and Balanced Reduc- 

| tion of Armed Forces and All Armaments; Report of the Disarma- | 

ment Commission; Conclusion of an International Convention | 

| (Treaty) on the Reduction of Armaments and the Prohibition of 

Atomic, Hydrogen, and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction. Under 

| the provisions of the resolution, the Disarmament Commission was 

instructed to continue its deliberations, reconvene its subcommit- 
tee, and report to the Security Council and the General Assembly 

| as soon as sufficient progress had been made. For text of Resolu- 

| tion 808 (IX), see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume I, 

| pages 444-446. | 

| Editorial Note | 

| On November 5, United States Representative at the United Na- : 
tions Henry Cabot Lodge delivered a major address to Committee I | 

(Political and Security) of the United Nations. Lodge first reviewed |
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the efforts of his government to advance the peaceful uses of 
atomic energy in the 11 months since President Eisenhower's 
“Atoms for Peace” address. He then turned to the specific activities 
contemplated for an international atomic energy agency, stating: 

“We believe that the agency should encourage worldwide re- 
search in and development of the peaceful uses of atomic energy; it 
should arrange for nuclear materials to meet the needs of research, 
development, and practical application to all manner of peaceful 
activities, including the eventual production of power. We believe 
the agency should foster the interchange of information on peace- 
ful uses.” 

Lodge added that the agency “should be created by a treaty 
which in our opinion should define the standards and principles 
governing the organization in the discharge of its functions. All 
states which originally ratified the agreement should become mem- 

| bers of the agency, and there should be a provision for accepting 
additional members. We believe that members should accept an ob- 
ligation to supply materials and information for the work of the 
agency, financial support, facilities for open discussion and contacts 
among scientists engaged in peaceful research activities.” 

But such an agency, Lodge continued, could not encompass all in- 
ternational atomic activities. The United States, therefore, was pre- 
pared “to start discussion with other countries for the conclusion of 
bilateral agreements which will make it possible, under our laws, 
to furnish technical information, technical assistance, and neces- 
sary amounts of fissionable material for the construction and oper- 

ation of research reactors to be located abroad.” Moreover, the 

United States was prepared to establish a reactor training school 

early in 1955 to begin training “between 30 to 50 scientists and en- 
gineers from overseas” in the area of “practical reactor engineer- 
ing.” 

Lodge concluded his presentation by calling for a United Na- 

tions-sponsored international conference to determine the fields in 
which peaceful atomic progress was technically feasible and to de- 
velop procedures through which various nations could make known 

their requirements. The conference would be organized by an advi- 

sory committee to the United Nations Secretary-General composed 
of representatives of states possessing knowledge of atomic energy 

development. 

On November 6, Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, the Union 

of South Africa, the United Kingdom, and the United States spon- 
sored a draft resolution to the First Committee (UN doc. A/C.1/ 
L.105) which reflected the position enunciated by Ambassador 
Lodge. Lodge’s address of November 5 to Committee I and the 

seven-nation draft resolution on the atomic energy plan are printed
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in Department of State Bulletin, November 15, 1954, pages 742-750. 

For text of the revised draft approved by the General Assembly on | 

December 4, see the editorial note, page 1578. vs 

i Eisenhower Library, Whitman file, Administration series—Lodge | | 

: The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 

| the President } 

| SECRET | New York, November 9, 1954. 

| DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: We are rapidly reaching a climax with re- 

| spect to our item on the peaceful uses of atomic energy. It will 

either be clean cut and world resounding, or it will be just a 

| “pretty good”, argumentative climax. _ | 

Using your December 8, 1953 speech as a springboard, the Secre- | 

tary of State spoke at the General Assembly opening. 

Last week, I added the following: __ : | 

. an offer of a large amount of informational and educational ma- 

| erial; . a | | | | | 

| an offer of facilities for the training of a large number of medi- 

; cal, scientific, agricultural, industrial, and electric power scientists, | 

- engineers, and technicians; | | | | 

and a reaffirmation of our willingness to implement your origi- 

: nal proposal, “under the aegis of the United Nations”. | 

But the thing that will make all of this come alive is missing. 

| That is a statement by the United States that it is setting aside a 

specified quantity of fissionable material to get this program off the 

; ground. The figure suggested a few weeks ago was 100 kilograms— | 

enough to activate 30 to 40 experimental reactors. —__ eo | 

|__| was advised yesterday that Lewis Strauss will place this matter 

before you on Thursday, ? and if he obtains your approval, will 

then get the blessing of his Joint Committee. | | | 

- Tf Atoms-For-Peace, which you so dramatically, yet convincingly | 

| launched last December is to have the kind of U.S. identification, | 

validity, and vitality that it deserves, it should have this “shot in | 

the arm”—a definite quantity of fissionable material, say 100 kilo- 

grams. wo Jpg k ages” | 
I know of your keen personal interest in this project, which is 

why I take the liberty of writing to you about it now. It really is 

| 1 The source text bears the following handwritten notation by the President: ‘15 | | 

November—approved this a.m.” | | 

' 2 According to the President's appointment book, his next meeting with Admiral 

Strauss was a minute off-the-record session on Monday morning, Nov. 15. (Hisen- 

| hower Library, Eisenhower records, “President—Daily Appointments’) 7 |
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important to move fast. I have already discussed this whole matter 
with Secretary Dulles and am telling him about this letter. 3 

Faithfully yours, | 

Casor L. 

, 3 Ambassador Lodge transmitted a copy of this communication to Secretary 
Dulles by letter of Nov. 9. (600.0012/8-954) 

600.0012/11-1054: Telegram 

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 
the Department of State 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY NEw York, November 10, 1954—4 p.m. 

Delga 209. Subject: Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy. Menon 
spoke to me before the opening of Committee One debate today to 
record his government’s unofficial disapproval at India’s not being 
consulted regarding negotiations on establishment International 
Atomic Energy Agency. He said India possessed tremendous re- 
sources in this field, referring as example to recent sale of 200 tons 
thorium nitrate to US (a sale which he described as contrary to 
Indian neutrality policy). As further example he pointed to fact 
that leading individual in research on use of isotopes for cancer 
was Indian. Menon did not wish exaggerate his protest and was not 
instructed to present these views in writing. He did, however, wish 
to register them in this way. | 

Menon then took up question of current GA debate on peaceful 

uses.! He said he planned to file no formal amendments to resolu- 
tion we have co-sponsored but urged our earnest consideration of 
certain suggestions to which he attached importance. Menon ex- 

pressed strong view that conference of governments should be held 
to consider draft treaty creating agency for peaceful uses after 

treaty negotiated out by eight countries now engaged in this proc- 

ess. He referred to conference as one which would be held just 
prior to ratification of the treaty and he spoke of conference func- 

tion as being to endorse draft treaty brought in by 8 negotiating 
powers. 

~ Menon did not specifically state that treaty should be signed at 

close of conference by all conference participants who wished to 
sign. However, he expressly drew the analogy of the Japanese 

1 Reference is to the ongoing discussion in Committee I, generated by the seven- 
nation “Draft Resolution on Atomic Energy Plan”, and submitted to the General 
Assembly on Nov. 6 (see the second editorial note, p. 1551). Lodge reported on these 
discussions in detail in various Delga telegrams found in files 310.5 and 600.0012.
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Peace Conference at San Francisco. Menon did not make it clear 
whether he favored either: 

a) A treaty to be signed at the end of conference by large number 
: of countries; or | 
| b) A treaty endorsed by conference and then signed and ratified 
: by small number of countries with treaty immediately open to ac- 

cession by others. | | 

Menon, upon my pressing him, agreed that conference he had in 

mind should not take longer than seven days. | 

I told Menon that, speaking personally and entirely without in- | 

| structions, a conference such as his and with such a worthy pur- 
pose would be worth considering if it were not a negotiating confer- 
ence and would involve no delay either in the actual creation of : 

| | the agency or in the beginning of the agency’s actual operations. | 

| expressed appreciation for Menon’s statement that he did not plan 

| to introduce any amendments in the First Committee, and agreed 
with him that he should feel free to talk to the UK and US about 
the peaceful uses item at any time. | 

7 Hope you will study feasibility of short inter-governmental 
con- 

ference like San Francisco Conference on Japanese Peace Treaty 
| without producing any material delay in creation and actual func- 
| tioning of agency. Conference would meet desires of many coun- 
po tries for increased sense of participation in planning for and estab- | 

| lishing new Atomic Energy Agency. At same time it must be clear 
| that US and small number of other principal contributing coun- 

| tries now engaged in negotiations would, as practical matter, com- | 

pletely control contents of treaty creating agency. | 

2 | | LODGE 

| a : 

Secretary's Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199 . | 

i 

Minutes of a Meeting Held in the Office of the Under Secretary of 

| State, Friday, November 12, 1954, 11:10 a.m. 

| SECRET | : 

| Present: _ | | 

For Belgium— 
: 

! Foreign Minister Spaak 1 | | 

! Governor Ryckmans _ | | 
| Baron Silvercruys, Belgian Ambassador | 

| Mr. Rothschild, Aide to the Prime Minister | 
| Mr. Julien Goens, Belgium Scientific Attaché | 

| 1 Foreign Minister Paul-Henri Spaak was in the United States to represent Bel- | 
gium at the Ninth Session of the United Nations General Assembly. |
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For the United Kingdom— ce 

Sir Robert Scott, British Minister — 

Mr. E. E. Tomkins, First Secretary, British Embassy 

For the United States— | oa 

Under Secretary Hoover 
Chairman Strauss, AEC 

Mr. John A. Hall, AEC 

Mr. Gerard C. Smith, S/AE 

Admiral Strauss opened up by referring to the superb coopera- 
tion which the Belgians had given to the United States in connec- 
tion with the raw materials for our weapons program. He then 
analyzed the paper entitled “Principles to be Incorporated in a 
Memorandum of Cooperation with the Belgian Government,” a 
copy of which was left with Mr. Spaak.? 

_ Sir Robert Scott then associated his Government with the tribute 
paid by Admiral Strauss to Belgian cooperation. He in turn submit- 
ted an informal paper to Mr. Spaak, stating that the United King- 

dom agreed in principle with the basic points in the United States 
memorandum. | | 

Mr. Spaak asked if it was contemplated that there would be two 

agreements, a Belgian-United States agreement and a Belgian- 

United Kingdom agreement. Admiral Strauss replied in the affirm- 

ative, adding “even if the agreements were identical.” 

Governor Ryckmans asked if it was contemplated that the agree- 

ments would be given publicity. Admiral Strauss replied in the af- 
firmative, pointing out that an exception should be made for such 
parts of the agreements which might be sensitive from the point of 

view of United States or United Kingdom security, or Belgian in- 

ternal considerations. 

Governor Ryckmans then pointed out the difficulty of keeping 

production figures secret in view of taxation and budgetary tie-ins 

which perforce have to be public. Admiral Strauss stated that he 

recognized this difficulty, but thought our policy should be to make 

it as difficult as possible for the Russians to obtain an evaluation of 

Belgian Congo production. 

Governor Ryckmans then asked how the United States proposed 

to treat the question of Belgium’s future needs in the event that 

the uranium was not needed any longer for free world strategic de- 

fense. . 

Mr. Hall answered that it was proposed that the United States, | 
for the term of the new contract (ten years), sell Belgium its ree 

quirements for uranium metal and enriched material. Mr. Strauss 

2 No copy has been found in Department of State files. . -
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then explained, for Mr. Spaak’s benefit, what constituted enriched 

material. It was pointed out that this offer to sell enriched materi- 
2 als was a sharp change from past United States policy and was a 

| very valuable right which Belgium would have for ten years, re- 

: - gardless of whether or not Shinkolobwe production continued. 

: _ Mr. Speak pointed out the Belgian internal political situation re- 

| quiring that the Belgian negotiators provide for the contingency | 

that the day might come when Belgian uranium was not needed : 

for strategic purposes and Belgium had stripped itself of its urant- | 

| um by sales to the United States and the United Kingdom. | 

| Governor Ryckmans pointed out that while recognizing the im- | 

portance of the United States offer to sell enriched material, it | 

only covered annual requirements of Belgium for actual power re- 

| actors and research reactors, and that what Belgium wanted was 

reemption rights for larger quantities to stockpile against the day 

that its mine would bottom-out. He argued that Belgium had two 

- choices, (1) to retain a part of current production for Belgian stock- 

piling, or (2) to permit that part to be stockpiled, in the United 

| States, in weapons form, subject to a right of reemption in Bel- 

| gium. no . | , 

| Mr. Spaak asked if this matter could not be covered by a clause 

| in the contract to the effect that Belgium’s obligation to supply 

| uranium under the contract would cease in the event of a disarma- 

| ment treaty. a | | | 

_ Governor Ryckmans pointed out that unlike normal armaments, | 

| uranium in weapons form also constituted a great investment for 

peacetime uses. | 

| Admiral Strauss pointed out that it should be kept in mind that 

not only was Belgium getting current payment for its uranium | 

sales, but also was getting the security which American weapons | 
| strength offered. | Oe ed 

| Sir Robert Scott pointed out the significance of the access to 

| United States and United Kingdom technology which this contract 
| would offer the Belgians, even if Shinkolobwe bottomed-out during 

the life of the contract. ee | | 
| Mr. Spaak indicated that he felt two provisions would be desira- | 

ble: (1) a provision permitting the Belgians to buy back some per- ! 

centage of production under the contract in the event that it was 
no longer needed for strategic purposes, and (2) a provision that a 

disarmament treaty would justify a renegotiation of the contract. 

Governor Ryckmans pointed out the possibility that Belgium’s 
right to buy enriched material for its needs should be greater in 
the event that no reemption right for stockpiling purposes was | 

: agreed upon. | | | | : | |
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Sir Robert Scott pointed out that the provision for annual review 
of Belgian requirements seemed to protect Belgium against the 
contingency which was giving it concern. | 

Governor Ryckmans pointed out that in a few years state central 
banks may be buying uranium as they now buy gold, and he point- 
ed out how awkward it would be if Belgium, a prime producer of 
uranium, did not have at such time a right to buy back some of its 
uranium. | 

Mr. Hoover pointed out that Belgium should consider the value 
of the saving in investment accruing to Belgium by the United 
States offer to enrich Belgian uranium and supply the enriched 
material to meet Belgian needs. | 

Admiral Strauss again emphasized the value of a continuing call 
which Belgium would have under the proposed contract on United 
States enriched material. He mentioned that no other nation was 
in such a preferred position. 

Mr. Spaak asked if the United States and the United Kingdom 
could now sell uranium. 

Admiral Strauss answered in the affirmative, but pointed out 
that as a matter of practice, requests from abroad for uranium had 
been referred to Belgium, citing the recent sale to the Swiss. Mr. 
Spaak said that he had heard of a recent Norway case which was 
handled differently. Mr. Strauss stated flatly that the United 
States was not selling uranium to anybody, adding that the present 
statutory authority to export uranium was drawn to permit United 
States participation in the President’s pool. 

Mr. Smith suggested that possibly the Belgian concern might be 
met by a provision giving them the first refusal on any uranium 
which the United States might sell abroad in the future. 

Mr. Spaak suggested that his Government study carefully the 
two memoranda and meet with the United States and the United 
Kingdom in the very near future. 

Mr. Strauss suggested that members of the staff of the three 
countries involved see if something could be worked out to meet 
the Belgian point about stockpiling for its “future needs.” 2 

’ The source text is accompanied by an additional memorandum of conversation, 
prepared by Gerard Smith and dated Nov. 12, which reads: 

“After the meeting with Foreign Minister Spaak, Mr. Hoover, Mr. Strauss, Mr. 
Hall, and Mr. Smith remained in Mr. Hoover’s office. Mr. Strauss suggested that 

Mr. Hall and Mr. Smith attempt to draft a provision for the proposed contract 
which would provide for a complete review of the contract in the event that a disar- 
mament program was adopted. 
“Note: 

“Mr. Smith was later advised that, at a luncheon on November 12, Adm. Strauss 
again spoke to Mr. Spaak about this matter and suggested the following provision:
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600.0012/11-1254: Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the United States Mission at the United | 

Nations } | | 

| CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, November 12, 1954—5:51 p.m. | 

| PRIORITY 

Gadel 98. Further to Secretary’s telecon with Lodge re Menon’s 
proposal conference of governments be held to consider draft treaty 

fo creating international agency after treaty negotiated out by 

present eight powers (Delga 209, November 10).? | 

While appreciating probability there would be some benefits in 

indicating publicly now our general approval this kind of confer- 

: ence, we doubt advisability so doing. It will require some period of 

| time reach agreement with other seven negotiating states on de- 

) tails before establishing agency, and circumstances prevailing at 

| that time would have major bearing on desirability such procedure | 

as Menon suggests. Moreover, as Acting Secretary indicated previ- 

; ously in Gadel 47, October 15,3 there are considerable dangers in 

giving opportunity to such large group of states in a conference to | 

| express disapproval treaty aspects not completely satisfactory to 

them. Contrariwise, these states may be more restrained when in- 

| dividually deciding whether ratify treaty and obtain benefits mem- 

| bership in international agency on terms which we and other seven | 

| negotiating powers should largely be able determine. | 

| Consequently, we believe you should, after advising UK, Canadi- | 

; an and French delegations of intended course, inform Menon as fol- 

| lows: 

1. Dept appreciates India’s views and will continue keep them in | 

mind: | 7 | 
2. However, US would not wish to commit itself now to future 

| course of action, particularly when we are still in process of negoti- 
ations on details involving creation international agency; 

| 3. Initial US reaction is negative to Menon’s suggestion, since we | 

believe would be preferable consult individually with states other 
| than present negotiating group, in order ascertain their views and | 

| Should the circumstances of world utilization of atomic energy be substantially al- | 
tered during the life of the Agreement, the three governments will undertake to re- : 
examine the bases of this arrangement. Mr. Spaak is reported to have expressed the | : 
belief that such a provision would solve his parliamentary difficulties at home.” 
(Secretary's Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199) | 

| 1 Drafted by Meyers of UNP. | 
2 Ante, p. 1554. | ! 

| 3 Not printed. (600.0012/10-1254) | | 

| . : 
| | |
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eventually secure their agreement and ratification of treaty estab- 
lishing agency; a Ee 

4. India will, of course, be one of the countries whose views on 
agency will be solicited as soon as ideas negotiating powers have 
further crystallized. - 

Above views discussed November 11 with Morehead Patterson, 4 
who agrees with general line. 

DULLES 

*U.S. Representative, with the personal rank of Ambassador, for IAEA negotia- 
tions, since Nov. 4. 

Editorial Note 

| United States Representative Lodge addressed Committee I of 
the United Nations General Assembly on November 15 on the 
peaceful uses of atomic energy. At the close of his lengthy remarks, 
Lodge stated that he had just received authorization from the 
President “‘to state to you that the Atomic Energy Commission has 
allocated 100 kilograms of fissionable material to serve as fuel in 
the experimental atomic reactors to which the Secretary of State 
and I have previously referred and which are to be situated in vari- 
ous places abroad.” Lodge’s address is printed in U.S. Senate, 84th 
Cong., Atoms For Peace Manual, December, 1953-July, 1955 (Gov- 
ernment Printing Office, 1955), pages 304-309. 

600.0012/11-1654: Telegram | 

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 

the Department of State 

CONFIDENTIAL NIACT New York, November 16, 1954—noon. 

Delga 2388. Verbatim text. Re meeting with Vyshinsky on peace- 
ful uses atomic energy. | 

1. At meeting yesterday afternoon co-sponsors draft res reached 
agreement on treatment Soviet amendments (see Delga 236)! and 

authorized me present group’s views to Vyshinsky. I saw Vyshin- 

sky at 8 p.m. accompanied by McSweeney and De Palma. We were 
joined in his office by Zarubin, Sobolev and interpreter. 

’ Delga 236 from New York, Nov. 15, transmitting an account of the meeting that 
day of representatives of the cosponsors, is not printed. (310.5/11-1554)
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2. Re Soviet amendments (see Delga 230) 2 I explained co-spon- | 

sors had unanimously decided first Soviet amendment unaccept- | 

2 able because such words as “by all means” and “only” were obvi- | 

2 ously intended to encompass questions which should be dealt with 

: in disarmament framework and not confused with peaceful uses. I 

: then reported that cosponsors had proposed as substitute for this | 

amendment the following, to be inserted as second para in pream- 

ble: “Desiring to promote the use of atomic energy to serve the | 

: peaceful pursuits of mankind and to ameliorate their living condi- 

3. Concerning second Soviet amendment I reported co-sponsors 

| found it unacceptable because they understood “the corresponding ! 

! states” to mean only US-USSR, leaving out 8-power negotiations. I L 

| said that if USSR really meant to refer to both sets of negotiations, 

, this already covered by last preambular para our res which begins ! 

3 “Noting that negotiations are in progress, etc.” | 

4. On third substantive Soviet amendment, making agency re- 

sponsible to GA and SC, I said co-sponsors agreed with USSR that | 

| we should not employ language tending prejudge relationship | 

agency to UN, but they felt that Soviet amendment prejudged rela- | 

| tionship by specifying agency should be responsible to GA and SC. 

It was therefore unacceptable. I added that in effort meet Soviet | 

' point, co-sponsors were willing delete from para A-1 of our res | 

| words “similar to those of the specialized agencies”’. | | 

; 5. Re last Soviet amendment, which would invite all other states 

: desiring to participate, I reported co-sponsors found it unacceptable 

because raised question of invitations to several “ineligible” states 

~ and also question as to meaning of “states”’. | 

| 6. I also told Vyshinsky that co-sponsors had decided to add as | 

2 last preambular paragraph of our res “recognizing the desirability _ | 

that the agency, under the aegis of the UN, make the fullest possi- | 

| ble contribution towards the principles and purposes of the UN”. | 

7. In course of 50 minute discussion Vyshinsky asked why we | 

- could not agree to words “by all means” in his first amendment, 

| explaining that all he was trying to say by this language was that : 

| we should promote energetically the peaceful uses of atomic energy | 

| and not that this should be done by all methods. He said he was | 

not trying to put anything over on us and was not referring to a 

| prior ban on atomic weapons. a a 

2Delga 230 from New York, Nov. 12, containing the text of Soviet suggested 

: amendments to the seven-power draft resolution, is not printed. (600.0012/11-1254) 

| Re Soviet amendments were subsequently circulated as UN doc. A/C.1/L.106 and
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I pointed out that our substitute paragraph had same effect. Vy- 
shinsky implied that his point might be met by inserting some 
word like “energetically” in our substitute paragraph. 

, 8. Speaking of his second amendment, Vyshinsky said he was 
willing delete word “corresponding” and merely refer to fact that 
“. .. the states should continue their negotiations . ..”, I said it was 
still ambiguous because not clear whether reference was to US- 
USSR negotiations or those of 8-powers. Vyshinsky said he was re- 
ferring to both sets of negotiations. 

I then suggested his point could be met by modifying last pream- 
bular paragraph our original resolution to read “noting that nego- 
tiations are in progress and should continue for the establishment, 
etc.” Vyshinsky said he could accept this if we further modified 
paragraph to read “and should continue with the aim of reaching 
an agreement for the establishment, etc.’ I pointed out his extra 
words were unnecessary since to continue the negotiations for the 
establishment of the agency obviously implied that agreement had 
to be reached. He said he would think this over. 

9. Most interesting point emerged from Vyshinsky’s explanation 
his next amendment, making agency responsible to GA and SC. 
Both Vyshinsky and Sobolev insisted they not trying prejudge 
agency's relationship to UN, but merely seeking assure that agency 
would operate in framework SC in respect to matters which under 
charter are responsibility of SC. He said he was willing modify this 
amendment to read about as follows “Recommends that the agency 
should be established as an agency responsible to the GA and, 
when cases arise concerning the security of any state, to the SC.” He 
said this language was taken from the Soviet note of September 22, 
1954. 
When I pointed out that this still specified that agency would be 

responsible to SC and GA and was therefore unacceptable, he ad- 
mitted this was his intent and stressed that USSR concerned over 
danger arising from possible “leakages” or illegal diversion of fis- | 
sionable materials produced in connection with peaceful applica- 
tions. 

I replied that his remarks had given me a much clearer under- 
standing of his intentions. I pointed out, however, that I had said 
in my statement that there would undoubtedly be some relation- 
ship with the SC since SC would have to consider any abuses of 
peaceful applications atomic energy affecting security any state. I 
said I thought we had met his point by deletion reference special- 
ized agencies our first operative paragraph, but he said this only 
met him about “one-fourth of the way.” 

10. We then got into a discussion of the veto with Vyshinsky as- 
serting US clearly intended use it to protect its vital interests,
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which is only reason USSR had used it. I asked him what vital 

| Soviet interest had been protected by veto in Guatemala case. He | 

| merely laughed. | 

| 11. In explanation his last amendment Vyshinsky did not seem 

| particularly concerned with Communist China, but with number of 

: states ruled out by our formula. Vyshinsky asked how we justified 

exclusion certain states when in preamble our resolution we said | 

“ _ that all nations should cooperate in promoting the dissemina- 

tion of knowledge, etc.” 
| I repeated we regarded such “states” as Communist China, East 

Germany and Outer Mongolia as ineligible. Then I asked if by his 

| amendment he meant to invite certain individuals in their person- 

| al capacity. He replied that possibility might be considered, but did | 

| not clarify point. | 

| 12. Soviet group was affable and relaxed throughout and kept up 

| running commentary in Russian, trying find alternative or more 

| acceptable language. From their preliminary reactions I was im- 

| pressed by apparent strong Soviet desire climb aboard this band- 

| wagon. , 

| At end of meeting Vyshinsky said he was acting under instruc- | 

| tions his government to speak honestly and frankly to US repre- 

| sentatives even if not always possible reach agreement. I said I : 

| always had believed in speaking frankly. Friendly atmosphere pre- | 

| vailed to end when Vyshinsky personally ran elevator down to | 

| lobby and saw me to door. | | 

| LODGE 

600 .0012/11-1754 | 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Howard Meyers of the Office of 

| United Nations Political and Security Affairs * | 

| TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,] November 17, 1954. | 

| Subject: Revision of NSC 112, Basic Disarmament Policy | 

| Participants: - | | 

2 Department of State: | 

Messrs. Bowie, Arneson and Stelle, S/P | | 

| _ Messrs. Smith and Farley, S/AE | ; 

| - Howard Meyers, UNP | | | 

| Department of Defense: —_ 

: Major General Loper > | 

| Major Wriedt a 

1 Drafting information on the source text indicates that this memorandum was i 

prepared on Nov. 22. | | | |
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AEC: | | 
_ Messrs. Hall and Trevithick 

Drs. English, Thornton and Fine 
Mr. Bowie outlined the points of agreement and of disagreement, 

as he saw them, between Defense and State views on basic disar- 
mament policy. State and Defense agree: | 

1. A continuation of present trends in the scale of Soviet and 
U.S. military power, particularly in the field of nuclear weapons 
and means of delivering them, may well tip the military balance in 
favor of the Soviets in the near future. This also increases the dan- 
gers of peripheral aggression. 

2. The U.S. must take a public position favoring disarmament. 
3. It is not possible technically to account fully for past produc- 

tion of nuclear material. 
4. It would be feasible to close down fissionable material produc- 

tion facilities for a considerable period of time, provided this is 
done within the next few years, and thereby substantially mini- 
mize the danger that the Soviet Union could destroy the United 
States, while maintaining effective U.S. nuclear superiority over 
the USSR. | | | 

o. There must be effective and far-reaching inspection in a disar- 
mament program. | | | 

6. The control agency must be in position and ready to exercise 
| its functions prior to the commencement of agreed reductions and | 

limitations. | pa 
7. There should be stages in carrying out an agreed disarmament 

program. | | 
8. A disarmament program should include both the nuclear and 

the conventional aspects. | 
9. The U.S. should be free to act in its own interest if there are 

violations of an agreed disarmament program. 

State and Defense disagree on the following: | 

1. State believes the UN plan for international control of atomic 
energy is no longer feasible; that nuclear weapons can no longer be 
completely eliminated from national armaments; that the U:S. 
should support a plan for control of atomic energy which will pro- 
vide for reduction of nuclear weapons rather than their elimina- | 
tion, and for the retention of a sufficient number of nuclear weap- 
ons to guard against the probable error in accounting for past fis- 
sionable production by other countries; that this disarmament plan 
should not assume good faith but provide means to detect breaches 
in the agreement. Defense, while agreeing that the UN plan can no 
longer eliminate nuclear weapons, continues to support the UN 
plan but is only prepared to implement this plan when the Soviet 
Union can concretely demonstrate this good faith by other means. | 

2. State believes that it is necessary in the interests of U.S. secu- 
rity to seek a disarmament plan of the nature described above, __ 
rather than allow the present military threat to continue. Defense 
believes that no disarmament plan is of any value in the absence of 
prior demonstrated good faith by the Soviet Union. |
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8. State believes that past United States efforts to achieve disar- : 

mament have helped strengthen the support of our allies for gener- : 

al U.S. policy objectives. Defense considers that our past support 

1 for disarmament has been detrimental to building free world 

| strength, as negotiations on disarmament have weakened the sup- 

! port of our allies for necessary rearmament programs. | 

2 General Loper, while agreeing that Mr. Bowie had in substance 4 

, fairly stated the issues of agreement and disagreement, emphasized | 

| that the basic problem for Defense was that it believed any disar- 

mament plan would be disadvantageous to the U.S. since the free _ 

a world would reduce its armaments or fail to support its existing 

military strength adequately in the period between the signing of a 

disarmament agreement and the time when there would be real | 

evidence that the Soviet Union intended to live up to the scheme. | 

| He explained that when Defense talked about “good-faith” it | 

meant that a nation must be willing to accept a detailed disarma- | 

| ment agreement which would at the very outset, infringe on its 

| sovereign rights, in the sense of permitting extensive international 

inspections and control. He divided this problem into three stages: | 

the initial stage of disclosure and verification, the supervisory | 

| stage of reductions and limitations, and the control stage at which | 

the agreed levels were maintained. He opposed drafting a disarma- | 

ment program which would be couched only in broad language, | 

| since it was necessary to provide a detailed disarmament plan as a | 

. test of that good faith which Defense believes essential. Otherwise, | 

the Soviet Union would agree on the general principles without 

4 any commitment to those infringements on sovereignty which De- 

fense believed fundamental. It was his conclusion that it was not in 

the interest of the United States to reach agreement on disarma- 

: ment, whereas it was advisable to continue negotiations in this 

| field because of the strong public pressure for such a demonstra- 

tion of continued support for disarmament. = ~~ Oe ! 

_Mr. Bowie remarked that it would be perfectly consistent with 

: clever bad faith for the Soviet Union or any other state to accept a | 

disarmament program which in one sense or another infringed on | 

| its so-called sovereign rights by permitting international inspec- | 

tions. The difficulty lay in defining either “good faith” or “sover- | 

| eignty’”. In State’s view, the test was the degree of risk which the ! 

United States could accept in a disarmament program, and wheth- | 

er this risk could be accepted as better than continuation of : 

! present military trends. It was quite possible that a more practical — | 

approach would be to go step-by-step rather than spelling out all . 

| details of a disarmament program, and thus benefit at the end of 

each stage from the experience gathered during the course of this 

stage, so far as working out details for the next stage. Perhaps it 

{ |
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would be better if the NSC could examine this problem from the 
standpoint of the basic elements of a disarmament program, along 
the lines contained in State’s draft paper of November 9, 1954, 2 
rather than get into details. 

General Loper disagreed, and emphasized the Defense view that 
the disarmament plan should be in greater detail. 

The AEC representatives commented on the State paper of No- 
vember 9, making two principal points: 

1. Real problems were raised by State’s proposal that nuclear 
fuel removed from national arsenals each year should be turned 
over to the International Agency and converted into a form unsuit- 
able for weapons use but suitable for reactor use. A distinction 

| must be made between U-235 and plutonium, and the State propos- 
al was certainly practicable for U-235 but it was quite difficult to 
do this for plutonium. 

2. The sections of the State plan which related to reducing the 
risk of nuclear war are generally too optimistic in tone, in large 
measure because of the difficulties of accounting adequately for 

_ past production of fissionable material. Nevertheless, the AEC rep- 
resentatives agreed that the UN plan was not feasible and that a 
plan generally along the lines proposed by State would be a feasi- 
ble approach, provided that it was recognized at all times that a 
considerable risk was involved. They agreed that risks for the U.S. 
had increased measurably since 1946 and that a continuation of the 
present impasse on disarmament does not improve the relative sit- 
uation between the Soviet Union and the United States. 

Summing up, Mr. Bowie proposed that the NSC should first 
decide whether or not it was in the basic interests of the U.S. to 
reach agreement on disarmament, to meet the basic issue posed by 
the Defense attitude, and then should direct the formulation of the 
kind of disarmament plan which would result from this decision. 

General Loper suggested that it was better for the NSC to consid- 
er both aspects of the problem at one time; that State and Defense 
should each present their papers, together with an analysis of 
points of agreement and disagreement. Mr. Hall supported this ap- 
proach. Mr. Bowie said he would consider this matter and commu- 
nicate subsequently with General Loper. 

2 Not found in Department of State files. A report by a State working group, 
“Review of U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments”, 31 pages, Nov. 29, 1954, is in S/ 
S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, NSC 112.
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600.0012/11-2954 | | 

The Soviet Foreign Ministry to the United States Embassy in the | 

: | Soviet Union } 

: TOP SECRET Moscow, November 29, 1954. 

: ~The Soviet Government, having considered the memorandum of | 

the United States Government of November 3 which is in answer 

| to the aide-mémoire of the Government of the Union of the Soviet 

| Socialist Republics of September 22 of this year, considers it neces- 

sary to state the following: 
| In the aide-mémoire of the Soviet Government of September 22 of 

| this year it was pointed out that agreement of positions between 

! the United States of America and the Soviet Union on a number of 

: substantive questions regarding use of atomic energy has impor- 

| tant significance for achievement of international agreement on 

the utilization of atomic energy for peaceful purposes. At the same 

7 time the Soviet Government drew the attention of the Government 

: of the United States of America to certain important principles 

| which must be taken into account in considering the question of in- 

: ternational cooperation in the field of peaceful utilization of atomic 

energy. | | | 

| In this connection it was pointed out that an important prerequi- | 

| site of international agreement under reference is the recognition | 

| that such agreement must not place any country or group of coun- 

tries in a privileged position whereby this country or group of 

| countries could enforce its will on other states. | 

| In its aide-mémoire the Soviet Government drew the attention of 

the Government of the United States of America also to the fact 

| that an international organ which can be created on the basis of an 

appropriate agreement between states will only successfully dis- : 

| charge its functions if this organ is not used to the detriment of the ! 

| security of some or other states. At the same time the Soviet Gov- | 

ernment stated that it shares the opinion of the Government of the | 

| United States of America, expressed in its memorandum of March | 

| 19 of this year, to the effect that appropriate international organ | 

| 1 The source text is a Department of State memorandum entitled “Soviet Aide- | 

| Mémoire of November 29, 1954”. The translated text of the Soviet note of Nov. 29 | 

| was transmitted to the Department of State in telegram 847 of Nov. 29 from | 

Moscow. (600.0012/11-2954) In telegram 842 from Moscow of the same day, Chargé | 

| Walter Walmsley had reported: “Molotov handed me at 1300 today Moscow time | 

| three and one-half page note on peaceful uses of atomic energy in reply to our | 

memorandum of November 3. In delivering note he said (1) that Soviet Government | 

agrees with US suggestion that further negotiations on this subject be kept confi- | 

dential and (2) in this connection Soviet Government is treating our memorandum | 

as confidential and hopes that US Government treat Soviet note as confidential. | 

Translation in preparation for later cable transmittal today.’ ’ (600.0012/11-2954) |
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“should present reports to the UN Security Council and General 
Assembly”’. Oc Pog: | 

In its memorandum of November 38 of this year, the Government 
of the United States stated that it is ready to discuss important 
principles under reference which were advanced by the Soviet Gov- 
ernment in its aide-mémoire of September 22 and the application of 
these principles to the agreement regarding the creation of an in- 
ternational organ on peaceful use of atomic energy as well as their 
application to the activity of such organ. _ 

It must, however, be noted that the proposal introduced by the 
United States jointly with six other states at the Ninth Session of 
the General Assembly of the United N ations is in contradiction 
with the above-mentioned principles inasmuch as it contemplates 
the formation of an international organ not as an organ of the UN 
responsible to the General Assembly and in appropriate instances 
to the Security Council but as a specialized institution not obliged 
to report to the UN. In view of this, the Government of the Union 
of the Soviet Socialist Republics assumes that the Government of 
the United States of America will take steps to eliminate the 
above-mentioned contradiction in the position of the United States. 

In its memorandum the Government of the United States of 
America expressed the opinion asserting that the Soviet Govern- 
ment had changed its previous position on the question concerning 
the prohibition of use of atomic weapons since it did not bring up 
the question that agreement concerning prohibition of atomic 
weapons should precede agreement on the question of international 
cooperation in the field of peaceful utilization of atomic energy. 

In connection with this the Soviet Government considers it nec- 
essary to state that, as before, it proceeds from the premise that 
only conclusion of international agreement on the unconditional | 
prohibition of atomic weapons is capable of ensuring wide interna- 
tional cooperation in the field of peaceful utilization of atomic 
energy and of elimination of threat of atomic war. 

As an important step on the path toward the full elimination of 
atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass destruction from ar- 
maments of states together with the establishment of strict inter- 
national control, the Soviet Government has proposed and proposes 

_ that states participating in the agreement assume a solemn and 
unconditional pledge not to use atomic, hydrogen and other types 
of weapons of mass destruction. | 

In the course of the discussion in the United Nations of the ques- 
tion concerning the prohibition of atomic weapons and also in the 
course of negotiations which have taken place between the Union 
of the Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America 

| on the atomic problem, it has become clear that the principal ob-



ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION | 1569 | 

stacle to the achievement of the above-mentioned agreement is the | 

| position of the United States of America which refuses to accept 

| the above-mentioned proposal of the Soviet Government. _ | | 

| Taking this circumstance into account and striving to facilitate 

: the achievement of this agreement on international cooperation in 

2 the field of peaceful use of atomic energy, the Soviet Government 1 

| expressed agreement with the proposal that negotiations on above- | 

mentioned international cooperation should not have as a precondi- 

: tion prior achievement of an agreement regarding unconditional 

: renunciation by states of the use of atomic and other types of 

3 weapons of mass destruction. In this the Soviet Government pro- 

| ceeds from the fact that both the question of prohibiting atomic 

weapons and the question of reducing armaments of the conven- 

| tional type are being considered in the United Nations. The posi- 

tion of the Soviet Government on this question is expressed in its 

proposals introduced for the consideration of the General Assembly 

on September 30 of this year. _ | Se | 

4 The Soviet Government considers it necessary to remind the Gov- 

~ ernment of the United States that in its aide-mémoires of April 27 

, and September 22 of this year it drew the attention of the Govern- | 

ment of the United States of America to the fact that the very uti- | 

lization of atomic energy for peaceful purposes is connected with 

the possibility of increasing the quantity of fissionable materials | 

| which serve as the basis for the production of atomic weapons | 

| which inevitably leads to increase in the scale of production of 

atomic weapons and to increase in stocks of them. | 

2 The Government of the United States of America, in its memo- | 

3 randum of November 3, proposed that the above-mentioned prob- | 

lem should be jointly studied by experts of the Union of the Soviet — | 

Socialist Republics and the United States of America. | 

The Soviet Government does not object to the joint study of this 

problem by experts of the Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics 

| and the United States of America. As regards the place and time of 

2 the conference of experts, it is the opinion of the Soviet Govern- 

| ment that this question will not meet with difficulties once agree- 

ment on the program of work of the experts has been reached. | 

| The Soviet Government expresses agreement with the proposal | 

' of the Government of the United States of America that further | 

| negotiations on the question of international cooperation in the | 

| field of peaceful use of atomic energy be confidential. a | 

| | |
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Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “IAEA Status, 1954-1955” 

Memorandum by the United States Representative for International 
Atomic Energy Agency Negotiations (Patterson) } 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] November 30, 1954. 
Subject: Proposed Course of Action for United States to Implement 

the President’s Proposal. 

| The attached memorandum suggests that the Soviet Union will 
seek to prevent or delay the establishment of an effective interna- 
tional atomic energy agency. I recommend that the U.S. pursue the 
following main courses of action in order to achieve maximum 
progress despite Soviet delays: | 

1. The U.S. should prepare as rapidly as possible a Charter or 
draft statute of the international agency and seek to secure agree- 
ment thereon. Presumably the draft of the statute would not be 
forwarded to the Soviet Union without substantial preliminary 
agreement at least among the U-S., the United Kingdom, and 
Canada. 

2. The U.S. should conduct negotiations in such a manner as to 
make it clear that the onus for any delay lies on the USSR. 

3. The U.S. should simultaneously with the multilateral negotia- 
tions commence negotiations with a few countries, several of which 
should be countries other than those negotiating the international 
agency, with the objective of making available to these countries, 
under appropriate arrangements, technical training, technical li- 
braries, and, in some instances, research reactors. Whenever it ap- 
pears that the Soviet Union is seeking to delay or prevent the for- 
mation of the international agency, the U.S. should be in a position 
to announce from time to time the successful conclusion of a bilat- 
eral negotiation, pointing out that this arrangement was necessary 
because of the failure of the Soviet Union to agree upon the estab- 
lishment of an international agency. | 

4. The U.S. should consult informally with all states expressing 
an interest in this program in order to fulfill the assurances given 
by the Secretary of State and Ambassador Lodge to the General 
Assembly that we will consult with all governments indicating an 
interest and take their views into consideration. We should seek to 
prevent these consultations from interfering with the expeditious 
creation of an international agency. 

0. The U.S. should bear in mind that it will be advisable to 
submit a progress report to the General Assembly of the United 
Nations in September, 1955. 

1 This memorandum was directed to Smith of S/AE, Key of IO, and Bowie of S/P. 
It was drafted by Bechhoefer, now an assistant to Patterson in S/IAE. For an ac- 
count of IAEA negotiations, see Bernhard G. Bechhoefer, “N egotiating the Statute | 
of the International Atomic Energy Agency”, International Organizations, vol. XIII, 
No. 1, Winter 1959.
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| I am anxious to have your comments on these suggested courses | 

of action. S/AE would presumably make appropriate arrangements 

| with the AEC on the respective roles of State Department and AEC 

: in performing the specific tasks envisioned in this program. 

2 I am stating my personnel requirements on the basis of the as- 
2 sumptions contained in this memorandum. | 

| [Annex] 

| 

| MEMORANDUM | 
| a | 

| Subject: Peaceful Uses of the Atom 

' A. Soviet Tactics during General Assembly discussions. 

| 1. Ambassador Lodge, after his first meeting with Mr. Vishinsky, 

| stated his firm conviction that the Soviet Union would vote for 
practically any resolution which we put forward. He therefore saw 

no need for any bargaining—except possibly to satisfy the co-spon- 

sors of our resolution—because we held all the trump cards. The 

| entire negotiations between the United States and the Soviet 

Union, as well as the vote in the First Committee, proved the com- 

plete accuracy of Ambassador Lodge’s diagnosis. ? 

2. The Soviet viewpoint as contained in the statements of Mr. Vi- | 

shinsky, and Mr. Sobolev after Vishinsky’s death, * give a strong | 

| indication as to probable Soviet. tactics in connection with future 

| negotiations after General Assembly action has been completed. 

| The balance of this memorandum deals with these probable tactics | 

| and an explanation of possible motives for such tactics. | 

B. Probable Soviet tactics in connection with negotiations for an 

| International Agency. | 

| 1. The Soviet representatives in their statements in the First | 

| Committee in connection with the item on peaceful uses of the 
} atom, stressed three objections to present plans of the United 

| States. It is suggested that all three objections foreshadow a gener- 

al Soviet tactic of seeking to delay the establishment of the agency. | 

Ambassador Lodge, in his opening statement, * described in one 

| simple sentence the underlying objective of the United States: “The : 

2On Nov. 23, Committee I unanimously approved the joint resolution (A/C.1/ 
| L.105 and Rev. 1), having rejected the Soviet amendments (A/C.1/L.106 and Rev. 1). 

| For the report of the First Committee, see Atoms for Peace Manual, pp. 310-315. On 
Dec. 4, the General Assembly also approved the joint resolution; see the editorial 

| note, p. 1578. | | , | 

8 Vyshinsky died on Nov. 22 and was succeeded as head of the Soviet Delegation 
by A.A. Sobolev. 

| 4 See the second editorial note, p. 1551. |
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thought that has governed all our suggestions is that what we pro- 
pose to do is feasible—is do-able.” The Soviet Union apparently 
wants to make certain that this objective will not be realized. 

2. The first fundamental Soviet objection to the suggestions of 
the United States was that incorporated in the first Soviet amend- 
ment to the Joint Resolution—an amendment that received affirm- 
ative votes only from the Soviet bloc. It provided that the interna- 
tional agency, when created, should be responsible to the General 
Assembly and “in cases provided for by the Charter of the United 
Nations’ to the Security Council. While this amendment would not 
necessarily have required the negotiating states to secure the con- 
sent of either the General Assembly or of the Security Council to 
the Charter of the agency prior to its taking effect, nevertheless 
Mr. Vishinsky made it plain that he interpreted this paragraph to 
have such an effect. He cited the General Assembly resolution of 
January 24, 1946, creating the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission, as a UN decision that should govern the relationship 
of the new Agency to the United N ations. In practice, this would 
mean that the negotiating parties would make a report to the Secu- 
rity Council and the General Assembly, and the report would be 
considered by those agencies. The Soviet Union could veto the ap- 
proval of the report by the Security Council. Even if the approval 
of the Security Council were unnecessary—and the specific wording 
of the Soviet amendment might be so construed—General Assem- 
bly approval of an agency which, in effect, was controlled by the 
Great Powers might not be possible, and in any event would result 
in great delays. It is even possible that the Soviet representatives 
foresaw a situation where to avoid delay we would accede to Soviet 
wishes and thus secure immediate approval by the Security Coun- 
cil. We need not consider whether the Soviet thinking actually 
went into as great detail as indicated here. (From observation of 
Soviet staff operations on this subject, we believe that Soviet plan- 
ning was more precise and more subtle than indicated above.) In 
any event, however, it is clear that the chief effect of this tactic 
would be delay. | 

3. The second Soviet tactic was to object to the small number of 
states participating in the negotiations by describing them as a 
small and exclusive club and advocating participation by all states 
in the negotiations. The Soviet Union never incorporated this ob- 
jection into a specific amendment, for the probable reason that the 
first choice of the Soviet Union would not be to expand the number | 
of negotiators but to reduce them from nine to two—the Soviet | 
Union and the United States. Failing in that objective, the Soviet 
Union doubtless found propaganda advantages in urging the expan- 
sion of the number of negotiators. While the primary motive of the
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Soviet Union in taking this tactic was doubtless purely one of prop- 

aganda, nevertheless the effect of the Soviet suggestions once more | 

: would be to delay the negotiations. oe | 

| 4. ‘The third Soviet tactic, which probably received the greatest | 
| stress, was to seek to create an impression that the United States 

2 ‘was narrowing down and limiting the scope of the President’s pro- 

. posals. In Mr. Vishinsky’s initial statement he asked the question: 

| “Can you tell us why it is that the present United States proposal 

for the organization of international cooperation in developing 

peaceful uses of atomic energy narrows down the volume, scope, 

| and form, of such cooperation as compared to previous proposals, : 

and especially in relation to the technical and economic assistance | 

| to be offered underdeveloped countries?” A careful reading of Mr. | 

| Vishinsky’s second intervention shows clearly that the Soviet 

Union recognizes as well as the United States, that we are a long 

| distance from abundant electric power utilizing atomic fuel. Why | 

then would the Soviets seek to focus the entire debate on the phase 

| of peaceful uses of atomic energy that was most remote in point of | 

| - time? One, although not the only reason, for this Soviet position | 

| again seems to be delay—the desire to avoid at all costs a situation 

| where the agency will actually have achievements to its credit in | 

1955. This could be assured if the agency concentrated on projects | 

| which at present are not scientifically or economically feasible. 

C. Soviet motivation. , 

: 1. As set forth above, the primary Soviet tactics seem fairly 

| clear:—support the General Assembly action, thus giving an ap- 

| pearance of Soviet participation in international cooperation;—see 

to it that the international cooperative effort has no tangible re- 

| sults in the immediate future. The motivation for the tactic of | 
jumping on the bandwagon is clear enough. It is part of the “new” | 

Soviet line of co-existence. The other part of the Soviet plan re- 

| - quires considerably more analysis. | eo | 

| 2. The most obvious motivation for Soviet efforts to delay and | 

| sabotage the implementation of the President’s proposals relate to 

| world propaganda. Any success in international cooperation in this | 

| field would inevitably be linked to the initiative of the United 

| States and would redound to the credit of the United States. In and 

| of itself this would be sufficient to explain the dual Soviet tech- 

| nique of jumping on the bandwagon and then preventing the band- | 

| wagon from going forward. —s| ; TE 

| 3. A second motivation closely allied to the first may stem from 

| the Soviet reaction to the decision, several times reiterated by the | 

| President, to “proceed with like-minded states in establishing an 

international agency” regardless of the Soviet attitude. The Soviet | 
:
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tactics, if successful, might entangle the negotiations to such an 
| extent that the United States would not be in a position to proceed 

expeditiously with like-minded states. 
4. A third and more subtle motivation, however, may exist in the 

relationship between peaceful uses of the atom and the question of 
disarmament. Mr. Vishinsky and Mr. Sobolev both go to great 
lengths in claiming that there was no feasible method to prevent 
power reactors from producing “weapon-grade” materials. This was 
a part of the larger point which they constantly stressed, that it 
was not possible to divorce peaceful development of the atom from 
the general subject of disarmament. 

A careful study of the Soviet statements in the disarmament 
item in the UN indicates the distinct possibility that the Soviet | 
Union may be moving toward a proposal for the complete cessation 
of the production of any fissionable materials for any purpose. If 
this is the Soviet disarmament line, its corollary would be that as 
few countries as possible should possess fissionable materials. 

While this possible motivation cannot be excluded, its relation to 
the immediate Soviet tactics seems a trifle remote. It is suggested 
that the primary Soviet purpose is to create the appearance of a 
desire to cooperate but in fact prevent any tangible accomplish- 
ments which would redound to the credit of the United States. 

D. Suggested U.S. counter tactics. 

1. From the above analysis of the Soviet tactics and motivations 
it seems essential that the United States move forward as rapidly 
as possible to secure tangible achievements during 1955 in the di- 
rection of carrying out the President’s proposals. 

2. The first move, of course, would be to secure agreement on a 
Charter or statute of the international organization. It will be nec- 
essary to include the Soviet Union among the states negotiating 
this Charter. This makes practically certain endless exchanges. of 
notes with little or no progress. : 

3. We must, therefore, look toward other means of progress. The 
progress which we anticipate in 1955 was set forth in considerable 
detail in the statements of Ambassador Lodge. It included (a) pro- 
viding technical training for nationals of other countries; (b) distri- | 
bution of technical libraries and information; and (c) making re- 
search reactors and certain classified material available to other 
countries. 

If the international agency were in existence it would have some 
| role in connection with all these programs. Since it probably will 

not be in existence, the United States must carry out these pro- 
grams under agreements with beneficiary states. From the stand- 
point of public relations it is essential that the announcement of
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these achievements must be correlated with the announcements of | 

Soviet intransigence in negotiations to establish the agency. World 

: public opinion must realize that the international agency would | 

| have played a considerable role in connection with each of these 

3 tangible achievements if the Soviet Union had not obstructed the 

: establishment of the international agency. : 

We must be in a position to report to the Tenth General Assem- 
bly (a) tangible achievements either by the international agency, 

the United States, or both, along the lines set forth above; (b) the 

establishment of an efficiently functioning agency which is assum- 

: ing responsibility for parts of the functions set forth above or, in 

: the alternative, impressive efforts on our part to establish the 

agency—efforts which were frustrated by the Soviet Union. 

| 4. The achievement of a program of this nature in 1955 will re- 

| quire a tremendous effort on the part of the United States. This 

will include (a) multilateral negotiations, including the Soviet 

| Union, to establish an international agency; (b) bilateral negotia- 

tions with a number of countries in order that research reactors 

may be placed in these countries. This type of bilateral negotiation | 

| must be sharply differentiated from negotiations with countries 

: which are large suppliers of uranium and other materials associat- 

ed with atomic fission; (c) “consultations” with any state that has 

ideas in connection with the formation of the agency. | 

| The Secretary of State, in his opening address to the General As- 

| sembly on September 28, 1954, said: “I would like to make perfectly 

: clear that our planning excludes no nation from participation in 

: this great venture. As our proposals take shape, all nations inter- 

: ested in participation and willing to take on the responsibilities 

will be welcome to join with us in the planning and execution of 

| this program.’ Ambassador Lodge, on November 15, ° under de- | : 

1 partmental instructions, reaffirmed this position and stated: “The 

governments engaged in the current negotiations intend to consult 

| those governments which indicate an interest in participating in 

| the agency before the agreement establishing the agency is submit- : 

| ted for ratification. Views expressed by the governments so consult- 

| ed will, of course, be seriously taken into account.” While the | 

| volume of “consultations” in Washington can be reduced through | 

appropriate instructions to our Missions abroad, nevertheless | 

| whenever technical problems are raised it will be necessary for our 

missions to communicate with the Department of State and for the : 

Department of State to be in touch with the Atomic Energy Com- 

| mission. We may thus envisage a large number of “consultations”. : 

The United States’ objective in these consultations will be to assure | 

5 See the editorial note, p. 1560. , | 

. !
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interested states that their ideas—regardless of their merit—are 
receiving our attention. a ae 

(d) The arrangements for the International Conference must be 
worked out in such a manner as to conform to this program. 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | 

Memorandum by the Staff Secretary to the President (Goodpaster) 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

NoTEs ON MEETING WITH THE PRESIDENT 

0900 1 DEcEMBER 1954 

Others present: 
Secretary Wilson 
Admiral Strauss 
Admiral Radford | 
General Loper | | 
Colonel Goodpaster : 

Admiral Strauss, Secretary Wilson and Admiral Radford dis- 
cussed with the President the proposals relating to deployment and 
custody of atomic weapons contained in the attached letters from 
Admiral Strauss and Secretary Wilson respectively. 1 

The President indicated that he viewed the problem in distinct 

parts: actions within the United States, where security should be 

possible to maintain; action in those foreign areas in which we al- 

ready have necessary permission; and action in additional foreign 

areas where new permission must be sought. The latter would be 

the most difficult. Admiral Strauss indicated that deployment to a 
considerable number of sites in the United States is envisaged. He 

thought the Joint Committee should be advised. 

-1The letter from Admiral Strauss is not printed. Secretary of Defense Wilson’s 
letter of Dec. 1 reads in part as follows: | 

“Dear Mr. President: The Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended and I have ap- 
proved, as essential to an improved position of military readiness, the deployment of 
additional numbers of atomic weapons to our overseas bases and the dispersal of 
atomic weapons to certain operational bases in the United States. The purpose of 
increased overseas deployment is to make possible the integration of atomic weap- 
ons into the operations of our deployed forces without imposing the logistic effort, 
delays and transportation hazards involved in shipments from central storage in the 
United States. The purpose of on-base storage in the United States is to permit our 
combat forces to react instantly to attack or warning of attack without the serious _ 
delays incident to the trans-shipment of weapons and other complex arrangements 
necessitated by reliance upon central storage. In addition to enhancing our position 

: of readiness, further overseas deployment and dispersal within the United States 
will greatly decrease the over-all vulnerability of the stockpile to enemy attack.” 
(Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file)
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The President thought the plan of dispersal was acceptable. He | 
| thought the Joint Committee could be informed without undue risk 
: of loss of secrecy. Ee i tag 
; The President indicated that dispersal arrangements should not 

| be limited to fission weapons. He examined a copy of the letter tc 

| him from Secretary Wilson which indicated the numbers of weap 

ons involved, and stated that he found the proposal satisfactory. 

| _ The President indicated that before transferring custody of weap- 
| ons, AEC and Department of Defense must agree that the Defense 

: Department is technically ready to handle them. He also stated 
2 that before additional weapons are deployed in foreign areas, the 

approval of the Secretary of State must be obtained (as envisaged 

| in Mr. Wilson’s letter to him). 
| He instructed Admiral Strauss to prepare for his signature let- | 

| ters giving effect to his decisions. Toward the end of the morning, 

| Admiral Strauss provided these letters which the President signed | 
| at about 12:30. The signed originals were handed to a representa- 
: tive of Admiral Strauss by the undersigned. a | | 

| Copies are attached. 2 ee | oe 

| ae Oo _ A. J. GOODPASTER 
| ine | Colonel, CE, US Army | 

2 The copies of the letters from President Eisenhower to Secretary Wilson and Ad- | 
| miral Strauss, dated Dec. 1, are not printed. - | 

Atomic Energy files, lot 57 D 688, “Exchange of Notes With USSR” | | 

| Memorandum for the File, by the Consultant to the Secretary of — | 
| . State for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith) _ | 

| TOP SECRET _ [WasHINGTON,] December 2, 1954. 

Subject: Soviet note 1—Meeting with Secretary, Murphy, Bowie, 
| Merchant and Bohlen. ga 

The Secretary read the excerpt from the November 3? note | 
| about the diversion problem and asked me how we proposed to 
| reply to the Soviet offer. I told him that I had put it up to the AEC : 
: to prepare an agenda and that after a decent interval I thought we ? 
| should forward it to the Soviets. | ee ee 

| I pointed out that the Soviet note of November 29 showed no real | 
| interest in the President’s proposal but was merely a method of | 
| “keeping the ball in play.” I said that this seemed to be in our in- | 
| terest in that we could go ahead and form the Agency without Rus- : 

| 1 Dated Nov. 29, p. 1567. Be eo | 
2 Ante, p. 1547. | | | 

| 

|
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sian sponsorship and then go into the question of whether the Rus- 
sians would participate in the Agency as formed. 

There was some discussion of the diversion question and Mr. 
Dulles recalled how he had been completely puzzled by Molotov’s 
reference to it during the Geneva conversations. ? The Secretary 
asked Bohlen to consider the matter further and get in touch with 
me. 

I asked if a copy could be sent to Mr. Lodge with a covering 
letter from the Secretary stating that it was eyes only. The Secre- 
tary directed me to prepare such a letter. 

’ See the memorandum of conversation by Merchant, May 1, p. 1413. 

Editorial Note 

At its 503d plenary meeting, December 4, the United Nations 
General Assembly unanimously approved Resolution 810 (IX) on 
the peaceful uses of atomic energy. The resolution had also been 
adopted unanimously by Committee I on November 23. For state- 
ments in support of the resolution by Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., the 
United States Representative, November 18, 19, and 23, see Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin, December 13, 1954, pages 918 and 920-925. 
For the report of the First Committee endorsing the resolution, No- 
vember 26, see U.S. Senate, Atoms for Peace Manual, pages 310- 
315. For the pertinent portion of the record of the 503d Plenary 
Meeting of the General Assembly, see ibid., pages 316-335. For ad- 
ditional information on the evolution and passage of Resolution 810 
(IX), see Yearbook of the United Nations, 1954 (New York, United 
Nations Publications, 1955), pages 1-10, and U.S. Participation in 
the UN: Report by the President to the Congress for the Year 1954 | 
(Government Printing Office, 1955), pages 16-24. 

Resolution 810 (IX) reads as follows: 

“The General Assembly, | 

Believing that the benefits arising from the momentous discovery 
of atomic energy should be placed at the service of mankind, — 

Desiring to promote energetically the use of atomic energy to the 
end that it will serve only the peaceful pursuits of mankind and 
ameliorate their living conditions, | | 

Recognizing the importance and urgency of international coop- 
eration in developing and expanding the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy to assist in lifting the burdens of hunger, poverty and dis- 

' ease, | 
Believing also that all nations should co-operate in promoting the } 

dissemination of knowledge in the realm of nuclear technology for 
peaceful ends,
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A | 
[ 

| Concerning an International Atomic Energy Agency | 

| Recalling the initiative of the President of the United States, em- 
bodied in his address of 8 December 1953, 

Noting that negotiations are in progress, and the intention that : 
| they should continue, for the establishment as quickly as possible | 
| of an International Atomic Energy Agency to facilitate the use by ! 

the entire world of atomic energy for peaceful purposes, and to en- : 
: courage international co-operation in the further development and i 

: practical application of atomic energy for the benefit of mankind, 
| 1. Expresses the hope that the International Atomic Energy 
| Agency will be established without delay; | 

2. Suggests that, once the Agency is established, it negotiate an 
appropriate form of agreement with the United Nations; 

| 3. Transmits to the States participating in the creation of the 
Agency, for their careful consideration, the record of the discussion 

| of this item at the present session of the General Assembly; 
q 4. Suggests that Members of the United Nations be informed as 

3 progress is achieved in the establishment of the Agency and that 
2 the views of Members which have manifested their interest be fully 

| considered; | 

cnn | Concerning the International Conference on the Peaceful Uses of | 
| _ Atomic Energy | 
| _ | 
| 1. Declares the interest and concern of the General Assembly in 
2 helping in every feasible way to promote the peaceful application | 
| of atomic energy; — 
: 2. Decides that an international technical conference of Govern- 

ments should be held, under the auspices of the United Nations, to 
| explore means of developing the peaceful uses of atomic energy 
| through international co-operation and, in particular, to study the 
| development of atomic power and to consider other technical 
| areas—such as biology, medicine, radiation protection; and funda- 
| mental science—in which international co-operation might most ef- 

fectively be accomplished; | 
: 3. Invites all States Members of the United Nations or of the spe- 
| cialized agencies to participate in the conference and to include 

| among their representatives individual experts competent in the 
atomic energy field; | | | 

| _4. Suggests that the international conference should be held no | 
| later than August 1955 at a place to be determined by the Secreta- | 

| ry-General and by the Advisory Committee provided for in para- | 
| graph 5 below; | | | 

5. Requests the Secretary-General, acting upon the advice of a | 
| small committee composed of representatives of Brazil, Canada, | 
| France, India, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United | 
| Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United | 

States of America, to issue invitations to this conference, to pre-
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pare and circulate to all invitees a detailed agenda, and to provide 
the necessary staff and services; 

6. Suggests to the Secretary-General and the Advisory Committee 
that, in making plans for the international conference, they consult 
with competent specialized agencies, in particular the Food and Ag- 
riculture Organization, the World Health Organization, and the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization; 

1. Invites the interested specialized agencies to designate persons 
to represent them at the conference; 

8. Requests that the Secretary-General circulate for information 
a report on the conference to all Members of the United Nations, 
and to other Governments and specialized agencies participating in 
the conference.’ (Department of State Bulletin, December 13, 1954, 
page 919) | | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, NSC 112 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the NSC Planning Board (Cutler) 
to the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense (Wilson), and 
the Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission 
(Strauss) } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, December 10, 1954. 

Subject: U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments 

1. This memorandum is addressed to you as members of a Special 

Committee constituted under NSC Action No. 899 (September 9, 
1953) to review the policy contained in NSC 112 (July 6, 1951). 2 

2. The Planning Board has received from the members of the 

Special Committee’s Working Group: 

a. A statement by the Defense Member, with four annexes 
(August 27, 1954). 3 

b. A synopsis of the Defense Member’s position (November 24, 
1954). 4 

c. A statement by the State Member (November 29, 1954). 5 
d. A statement by the AEC Member (December 2, 1954). § Each 

member of the Working Group made clear that these statements 
constituted only working drafts which had not received agency 
clearance. 7 

1 By memorandum of Dec. 10, NSC Acting Executive Secretary Gleason trans- — 
mitted copies of this memorandum to the members of the NSC, the Secretary of the — 
Treasury, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Director of 
Central Intelligence. | 

2 See the memorandum of discussion at the 161st meeting of the NSC, Sept. 9, : 
1958, p. 1210. | 

3 Not printed. (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, “Armed Forces and Armaments’’) 
4 Not printed. (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 112) 
5 Not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, NSC 112) 
6 Not found in Department of State files.
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2 3. The Planning Board has discussed these papers. The Board has 

not attempted to prepare a summary description or an evaluation | 

of the plans proposed by the State and Defense Members. Instead, 

the Board has sought to identify the principal issues underlying 

- the two plans and to express succinctly (in the attachment) the po- 

sitions asserted by the State Member and the Defense Member on 

q these principal issues. The Board feels that this brief indication of 

: opposing views should assist the Special Committee in trying to re- 

solve the principal issues before consideration by the National Se- | 

: curity Council on January 6,1955. a ; | 
| Rosert CUTLER | 

| | | 

| - [Annex] | | | 

| 
| Memorandum by the NSC Planning Board | | 

4 : a : i 

U.S. Poticy oN CONTROL OF ARMAMENTS: AGREEMENTS AND DIFFER- 
| ENCES BETWEEN THE PosiTIONS ASSERTED BY STATE AND DEFENSE 

| 3 WorKING GRouP MEMBERS ON PRINCIPAL ISSUES | | 

| AGREEMENTS 

) 1. State and Defense agree that: _ | 
| a. No disarmament plan should be based on good faith on the | 

| part of the USSR. | 
b. Continued support of the UN Plan involves unacceptable risk | 

: to the U.S. and will be construed as hypocritical by our major | 
allies. - | 7 | | | 

ms ss DIFFERENCES , | me | 

| 2. a. State: The possibility should be tested that the USSR might _ | 
: consider the elimination or reduction of the threat of nuclear war- | 

fare to be in its interests. | a a es 

| b. Defense: There is no possibility of USSR agreement to a disar- 
| mament plan acceptable to U.S. security, failing the abandonment 

: of Soviet ambitions. An effort to test this possibility through step 
| by step negotiation and partial implementation will place the USS. 

under pressure to accept a disarmament plan inimical to U.S. secu- 
| rity. : | | | oo 

| 3. a. State: The State phased plan would entail less risk to U.S. 

security than the continuation of current armaments trends. 

b. Defense: The risk to U.S. survival is less under the U.S. con- 

tinuing to depend on its safeguarded retaliatory capacity to deter 

Soviet nuclear attack than under any disarmament plan, unless 

i
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there is abandonment of Soviet ambitions or in the absence of 
world government. 

| 4. a. State: Proceed by safeguarded phases, each beneficial to U.S. 
security, to a system which might become progressively more reli- 
able and extensive (learning by experience and with the ability to 
discontinue if necessary, without having impaired U.S. security). 

b. Defense: As an essential pre-condition, have a comprehensive 
and enforcible system before any disarmament action is taken. 

5. a. State: The State plan will reduce the likelihood of total nu- 
clear war as compared to reliance on current armament trends. 

b. Defense: There is less likelihood of total nuclear war in reli- 
ance on current armament trends than in reliance on any feasible 
disarmament plan, unless there is abandonment of Soviet ambi- 
tions or in the absence of world government. 

6. a. State: It is feasible to phase proportionate reduction of 
atomic stockpiles so that the U.S. will always have more atomic 
material than the USSR, even allowing for some Soviet secretion 
and diversion. 

: b. Defense: It is unrealistic to presume that the Soviets will agree 
to any plan which continues the U'S. in a position of atomic superi- 
ority. 

7. a. State: Stoppage in production of atomic material and a par- 
tial reduction in atomic stockpiles under State’s phased plan would 
be better, or no worse, than a continuation of current armament 
trends. 

b. Defense: Stoppage in production of atomic material and initi- 
ation of partial reduction in atomic stockpiles will put the U.S. at a 
greater disadvantage in conventional power relations than a con- 
tinuation of current armament trends and, among other things, 
will lead to pressure from allies and uncommitted countries for fur- 
ther reductions unacceptable to U.S. security. 

8. a. State: Agreement and execution of control and reduction of 
conventional weapons will be aggressively sought, but will not be a 
precondition to agreement and execution of control and reduction 
of nuclear weapons in the initial phases. 

b. Defense: Agreement on control and reduction of both nuclear | 
and conventional weapons must be the first step; subsequently, the 
execution of control and reduction of both types of weapons would 

proceed in concurrent stages to be defined in the plan. 

9. a. Defense: The State plan is technically inadequate to accom- 
plish the purposes for which designed. 

b. State: According to the Defense report, any plan, including the 
State and Defense plans, is technically infeasible.
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: 600.0012/12-1154 
. . 

| | The Secretary of Defense (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

| TOP SECRET _ Wasuineton, December 11, 1954. 

- Dear Mr. Secretary: As a result of National Security Council 
Action Number 899 on September 9, 1953, representatives of the 

Departments of State and Defense and of the Atomic Energy Com- 

| mission have been working on a review of NSC 112, the United 

| States Policy on the regulation, limitation and balanced reduction 
of armed forces and armaments. } A draft study which represented 
tentative Department of Defense views on this subject was trans- 

| mitted to representatives of the Department of State and the 

! Atomic Energy Commission on July 7, 1954, and a slightly revised | 

: edition was transmitted on August 27, 1954.2 The Department of | 

| Defense working group has given careful consideration to the State 

. Department’s staff studies of November 9, 1954, and November 29, | 

1954. Comments on the State Department studies have been fur- 
nished to the State working group. ? — | | 

| On the basis of the studies and conferences of the working 
groups thus far, it has become apparent that there is a major and 

probably irreconcilable divergence in basic concepts and principles 

| and in the application of principles between the State and Defense 
working groups. The Atomic Energy Commission staff has submit- 

| ted to the working groups in both Departments its views on the 

technical aspects of the problem of international control of atomic 

| energy. The Atomic Energy Commission staff study and its conclu- | 

: sions have received substantially divergent application in the re- | 

| spective studies of the two Departments’ working groups. — | 

In the meantime a formal Department of Defense paper consist- | 

ent with the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has been prepared. | 

The paper is also consistent with the thinking of the Assistant Sec- | 

| retary of Defense (International Security Affairs). I recognize the 

importance of this matter and the difficulties of achieving complete 

| agreement since it involves both military and political points of 

view and decisions. In the interest of saving time, I am inclosing 

herewith this paper. 4 I am also referring it to the Secretaries of i 

1 See the memorandum of discussion at the 161st meeting of the NSC, Sept. 9, 

| 1958, p. 1210. | —_ = - 
| 2 The 148-page study of Aug. 27 is not printed. (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, “Armed 

Forces and Armaments’) The draft of July 7 has not been found. | 

| 3 The Department of State study of Nov. 29 is in S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, NSC 
| 112. The Nov. 9 study has not been found. However, comments on it by Loper of | 

perense (Nov. 22) and Hall of AEC (Nov. 26) are in file 330.18/11-2254 and 380.13/ 

4 The enclosure is not with the source text. A copy of this letter in the Disarma- 
, ment files, lot 58 D 133, ‘““NSC Papers 1953-1955” is accompanied by a note indicat- 

Continued
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the Military Departments for their careful personal review and rec- 
ommendations, and will be prepared shortly to express what might 
be called a formal Department of Defense position in regard to this 
Important matter. I believe that the principals of the Special Com- | 
mittee appointed by the National Security Council to review NSC 
112 should meet as soon as practicable to consider this problem. It 
is my hope that a single, agreed position could be arrived at prior 
to the National Security Council meeting now tentatively sched- 
uled for 6 January 1955, but in the event this could not be done, I | 
suggest that each principal should submit to the National Security 
Council either a unilateral report or such comments as he may 
wish to make on any report submitted by one of the other princi- 
pals. 5 

I am sending an identical letter to the Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission. | 

Sincerely yours, | 
| C.E. WILSON 

ing that the formal Defense paper referred to here was being further reviewed in 
Defense prior to the establishment of a fully cleared Defense position. 

* On Dec. 30 Dulles wrote Secretary of Defense Wilson as follows: 
“My Dear Mr. Secretary: I have your letter of December 11 regarding the report 

to the National Security Council on disarmament. 
“I suggest that members of the Special Committee meet in my office on January 4 

at 3:00 p.m., in order to consider how to present this matter to the Council at its 
meeting on January 5th.” (600.0012/12-1154) 

Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State } 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] December 14, 1954. 

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION WiTH Mr. THoMAS MuRRAY _ 
Monpay, DECEMBER 18, 1954—3:55 p.m. 

The conversation lasted only for 5 minutes because there was 
confusion about the appointment, and I had another engagement. 
Mr. Murray said that he thought there could be a moratorium on 

: all thermonuclear, as distinct from atomic, explosions and that this 
would be in the interests of the US. He said that it was possible to _ 
distinguish between atomic and thermonuclear explosions so that 
this would not involve fixing a magnitude limit which might inter- 

1 The original of this memorandum was transmitted to Admiral Strauss on Dec. 
14.
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- fere with atomic experimentation. Also, it would be easily suscepti- 

| ble of independent verification. I thanked Mr. Murray for his ideas. 

a Se | a JOHN FosteR DULLES 

| _00,0012/12-2954 wt elle 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Howard Meyers of the Office of | 

, United Nations Political and Security Affairs } 

| TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] December 29, 1954. | 

| Subject: Review of United States Policy on Control of Armaments | 

Participants: . — ; 

| The Secretary me Mr. Bowie, S/P | | | 

| Mr. Murphy, G ao Mr. Stelle, S/P | 

Mr. MacArthur, C _ Mr. Gerard Smith, S/AE | 
; Mr. Merchant, EUR Howard Meyers, UNP > 

Mr. Barbour, EUR a | | oe - | | 

Mr. Key,IO Soon ha | os | 
The Secretary suggested that the key question in considering this | 

| subject was whether it was possible to have elimination of nuclear 

_ weapons without a corresponding reduction in the conventional ar- 

| - maments field. He thought it might be possible to work out effec- 

| tive controls in the nuclear field, but that it was not really feasible 

| to control conventional weapons because this involved so many 

complicated items and because there was such great opportunity 

| for evasion of agreements in the conventional field. The practical | 

! effect of insisting that there could be no limitations in the nuclear 

field without limitations in the conventional field meant that there | 

might well not be disarmament, unless there should be a mutual | 

de facto disarmament by both sides individually cutting down their | 

: armaments and armed forces. Thus far, the United States retained 

| superiority in the nuclear field. Although there was a danger of 

under-rating the Soviets, the Secretary believed that the US. 

| .  ghould be able to maintain this superiority even in the future. © 

Thus, if the U.S. should agree to eliminate nuclear weapons alone, 

we would be depriving ourself of those weapons in which the U.S. 

: was ahead and would not be taking action in the area of Soviet su- 

periority, the conventional armaments field. This created an obvi- | 

| ous danger to the United States. On the other hand, it could be 

argued that atomic weapons are the only ones by which the US. 

| can be virtually destroyed through a sudden attack, and if this 

| 1 Drafting information on the source text indicates that this memorandum was 

prepared on Jan. 3, 1955. | |
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danger of destruction should be removed by eliminating nuclear | 
weapons this would help the U.S. by enabling retention intact of 
our industrial power which has acted both as a deterrent against 
total war and as a principal means of winning a war. | 

Mr. Bowie said that the Department of Defense position on this 
review of basic disarmament policy 2 had raised a question which 
preceded the key question noted by the Secretary. This was that 
Defense believed any form of disarmament was contrary to U.S. se- 
curity interests, principally because we could not trust the Soviets, 
who would violate any agreement. 

The Secretary observed that in the conventional field, at least, 
there were so many areas to be covered that no plan could insure 
against all violations, and that in large measure the protection 
against violations of an international agreement involved the exist- 
ence of such trust between nations that in fact there would be no 
need for a disarmament agreement. He thought that there was 
little difference between his views and those of the Defense Depart- 

| ment, since he believed it would be impossible to insure absolutely 
that a disarmament program would be in our security interest. 
However, this came down to a question of the kind of risks we were 

| willing to assume, and he believed that the real issue was how to 
maintain intact our industrial potential. | 

Mr. Bowie believed that the basic problem is how to remove the 
atomic threat to U.S. security, which had approached the point 
where failure to get disarmament now constituted a threat to U.S. 
security. He would be happy if an agreement could be reached 
which would cut down conventional armaments as well as nuclear, 

| but this appeared to be too complicated a problem. The approach 
which seemed to offer the most promise was to take a little seg- 
ment of the disarmament problem (cessation of nuclear fuel pro- 
duction) and see whether agreement could be reached with the So- 
viets on this objective, which would require simpler and more 
easily enforceable safeguards. 

Mr. Murphy observed that it was not easy to separate the nucle- 
ar and conventional aspects of disarmament, because of the inter- 
mingling of both nuclear and conventional weapons systems and 
the fact that the means for delivering nuclear weapons involved 
conventional armaments, such as aircraft, artillery, etc. _ | 

The Secretary, in this connection, referred to the benefits given 
us by the existence of bases surrounding the Soviet Union, which 
enable us to deliver nuclear attack over such a wide area that it 
would be difficult for the Soviets to prevent an attack from being 

2 See the letter from the Secretary of Defense to the Secretary of State, Dec. 11, p. 
1588.
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2 delivered on target. On the other hand, the Soviets could only hit 
) the continental U.S. from one area, the North, which should make 

. it easier for us to stop a good portion of a Soviet nuclear attack. 
| Mr. Bowie said that this did not take account of the fact that the 

Soviets within a fairly short time should be able to use submarine 
| attacks against the American continent through firing guided mis- 

siles with nuclear warheads, and that before too many years the 

2 Soviets would probably have intercontinental ballistic missiles 
which could press home such attacks and would be fired from | 

- Soviet territory. ; 
Mr. Meyers noted that one factor which had not been brought 

out in the discussion was that it was generally agreed that it was 

| not possible to account fully for past production of nuclear materi- 

als, involving militarily significant amounts. This meant that it | 

would be impossible to eliminate nuclear weapons, since we could 

| not be sure that the Soviets would not hold out a sufficient amount 

: of nuclear material (which could not be accounted for) so that they | 

might launch a surprise attack. If we had agreed to eliminate all | 

, nuclear weapons we could not retaliate against such surprise 

| attack, nor could we deter this attack by a nuclear capability in 

| readiness. This factor seemed to indicate that an acceptable disar- 
mament program had to link conventional and nuclear reduction. 

In part, this was required because we could not afford to reduce 

our nuclear stockpiles unless the Soviets reduced the conventional 
| armaments in which they had superiority. In part, this linkage 

seemed required because, as Mr. Murphy had previously pointed 

| out, the means of delivering nuclear weapons involved convention- 

al armaments, and it certainly would be necessary to cut down de- : 

| livery capabilities if we were to cut down our nuclear capabilities. | 

| Mr. Bowie agreed that the impossibility of assuring the elimina- | 

tion of nuclear weapons at least led to the need to reduce the | 
means of delivering these weapons. He emphasized the necessity | 

| for the U.S. to carry out a strenuous effort toward disarmament in : 
| all sincerity. The proposal which he had advanced was based on: (a) : 
| the fact that the effectiveness of an inspection system depends on : 

| experience gained in the operation ‘of such system, since this is : 

| such an unexplored area; (b) the fact that increasing nuclear inven- | 

: tories increased the difficulty of inspection to verify what had hap- 
| pened to this nuclear material. This led him to believe that much 

could be said for minimizing this problem by stopping the produc- 

| tion of all nuclear fuels, if this can be done without danger to our 

' security. : a 
| Mr. Murphy referred to a suggestion previously made by Mr. | 
| Smith (S/AE) that the United States should conduct a trial run of 
| an inspection system to see what were the difficulties. |
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The Secretary remarked on the great difficulty of securing com- 
petent personnel to check on the enforcement of any disarmament 
program. This was the reason why the Baruch Plan had proposed 
that the international control organ should run all nuclear plants, | 
so that policing would follow automatically from the management 
operation. | 

Mr. Meyers explained that there was general agreement in the 
Department that cessation of nuclear fuel production within the 

_ next few years would be in U.S. security interests if protected by 
adequate safeguards. Disagreement with Mr. Bowie’s views arose 
from the question of how to put forward such a proposal, since no 
other area in the Department concerned with this problem believed 
it would be politically advisable to make this suggestion except as 
part of proposals for reductions of nuclear and conventional arma- 
ments. There were two reasons for this view: (a) stopping nuclear 
fuel production at this time obviously favored the U.S. by freezing 
our nuclear superiority so that the Soviets would be bound to pro- 
pose reductions in stockpiles or an unconditional ban on the use of 
all nuclear weapons, and this in turn would lead us to insist on re- 
ductions in the conventional field in which the Soviets had superi- 
ority; (b) it was doubtful that a proposal limited as Mr. Bowie sug- 
gested would be acceptable to certain of our principal allies, nota- 
bly the United Kingdom, because they would not have adequate 
nuclear stockpiles for military or peaceful purposes. There was also 
considerable disagreement with Mr. Bowie’s plan because of the 
safeguards he proposed and the stages he suggested for reaching 
this goal. 

The Secretary believed that this was the kind of a problem which 
fundamentally could not be solved by controls or by limiting weap- 
ons. Once weapons of great power had been discovered, it seemed 
most doubtful that they could be eliminated. In fact, there would 
seem to be more chance of success if one could eliminate war. 

Mr. Murphy directed the Secretary’s attention to the memoran- 
dum which he had just laid before the Secretary, and which was 
agreed to by all the interested areas in the Department. This pro- 

posed that the Secretary should ask the National Security Council 
to recommend that it is important for the United States to contin- 
ue efforts to achieve safeguarded disarmament, as politically neces- _ 
sary and in US. security interests; that the review of basic disar- 

| mament policy should be continued and that the President should 
promptly appoint an outstanding person to direct this review and _ 
perhaps to represent the United States in the London disarmament 

_ discussions, which would commence in February. 

The Secretary agreed that it would be advisable to bring in a 
man of outstanding qualifications, as suggested in the memoran-



| 
| ATOMIC ENERGY; ARMS REGULATION 1589 | | 

dum, to head up this review. He believed that this required a deci- | 
sion by the Government, and not just by the State Department, 

| and indicated that he would consider this matter further. 

| | 

| | | 
| oe 
po 

| :



DISCUSSIONS WITH THE UNITED KINGDOM AND CANADA 
REGARDING THE DANGER OF GENERAL WAR WITH 

| THE SOVIET UNION AND THE USE OF UNITED STATES 

BASES IN THE UNITED KINGDOM AND CANADA IN THE 
EVENT OF GENERAL WAR; ARRANGEMENTS FOR EMER- 
GENCY USE OF U.S. STRATEGIC BASES IN FOREIGN 
AREAS } | 

1 Documentation on this subject is scheduled for publication in volume VI. 
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_ THE UNITED STATES FOREIGN INFORMATION PROGRAM 1 

A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “United States International Information Agency” 

, Department of State Departmental Announcement No. 42 _ 

[WASHINGTON,] January 16, 1952. 

| ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL | 
| INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION (IIA) | | 

| | | 1. Purpose , | | 
| The purpose of this announcement is to establish the United | 

States International Information Administration (IIA) for the con- 
: duct of the Department’s international information and education- 
| al exchange programs, to describe the functions assigned to this or- 

| ganization and to the Assistant Secretary of State for Public Af- 
| fairs and the functions with respect to IIA programs assigned to | 
| other areas of the Department, and to maintain and further | 
| strengthen integration of the United States international informa- 

tion and educational exchange programs with the conduct of for- 
eign relations generally. | 

2. Establishment of United States International Information Ad- , 
ministration | | 

There is hereby established within the Department of State the | 
| United States International Information Administration. This orga- | 
| nization shall be headed by an Administrator who shall be directly | 

accountable to the Secretary and the Under Secretary for the plan- — 
| ning and execution of the Department’s programs under the 
| Smith-Mundt Act (Public Law 402, 80th Congress) and related leg- 
| islation and other foreign information activities for the administra- 
| tion of which the Secretary is responsible. 

| 1 For previous documentation on this subject, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, 
pp. 902 ff. See also documentation on national security policy, pp. 1 ff.; and the : 
Report of the President’s Committee on International Information Activities, June | 

| 30, 1953, p. 1795. | | 
| *On Jan. 18, 1952, the Department of State publicly announced the establish- | 
| ment of the International Information Administration in Press Release 43 which in- 
| cluded a two-page biographical sketch of Dr. Wilson M. Compton, Administrator-des- 
| ignate of the IIA and former president of Washington State College at Pullman, | ! 

Washington. The press release is printed in the Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 28, 1952, p. 151, and a copy is in A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “United States Interna. | 
tional Information Agency’”’. | 

| 1591 ]
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3. Administrator of the United States International Information 

Administration 

a. Serves as Chairman of the Psychological Operations Coordinat- 

ing Committee and discharges the responsibility of the Secretary of 

State for international information and educational exchange pro- 

grams in the interdepartmental field. 

b. Directs the development of international information and edu- 

cational exchange (IIA) policies designed to implement and 

strengthen the foreign policies of the United States, with the | 

advice of the regional bureaus and other areas of the Department 

as appropriate and with the aid of guidance from the Assistant Sec- 

retary of State for Public Affairs. 

c. Directs the planning of IIA programs, with the advice of the 

regional bureaus. 
d. Directs the execution of all IIA programs at home and abroad, 

submitting field communications for the advice or review of those 

areas of the Department having specific advice or review authority 

with respect to the matters dealt with in such communications. _ 

e. Determines the selection and assignment of personnel to the 

IIA program, at home and abroad, under the personnel policies and 

procedures applicable to the IIA program, securing the review of 

the regional bureaus as to the selection of the chief public affairs 

officers at posts abroad and their advice as to their principal subor- 

dinates. — | 

4. Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs 

a. Participates in the formulation of policy of the Department 

from the standpoint of public opinion factors and advises the Secre- 

tary, the Under Secretary, and other top staff of the Department 

on public opinion factors, domestic and foreign, involved in the for- 

mulation of departmental policy. | 

b. Develops policies on public information and directs the execu- 

tion of programs designed to keep the United States public in- 

formed on international affairs and to maintain contact between 

the Department and the United States public. 

c. Provides guidance to the development of international infor- 

mation and educational exchange policies and serves as the staff of- 

ficer to the Secretary responsible for the approval of major IIA 

policy guidances. | | - 

| d. Develops policies for and supervises the conduct of a program 

of research on American policy, historically considered, for use of 

the Department and the public, in consultation with other areas of 

the Department. 
e. Develops policies on substantive matters relating to United 

States participation in UNESCO, subject to review by the Bureau
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of United Nations Affairs, plans and implements UNESCO's pro- | 
grams in this country, serves as the channel of communication be- _ 
tween the Department and UNESCO and between the National +t 
Commission and UNESCO, and reviews determinations of the — | 
Bureau of United Nations Affairs pertaining to UNESCO. a 

, f. Advises the Bureau of United Nations Affairs of obstacles to _ 
| freedom of information encountered in operations of public affairs 
: programs; assures the maintenance of liaison with American mass 

) communications industries to interpret and to secure advice and 
| support for United States policies and actions related to freedom of 

information. ee (tens | 

| 3d. Regional Bureaus a Eh - | 
| The responsibility and authority of the regional bureaus with re- 
| spect to information policy for their areas are not changed. The re- | | 

| gional bureaus shall have the following functions with respect to 
_ programs of the United States International Information Adminis- 

tration: | wo ee 

| _ *a. State the foreign policies applicable to the region as a basis 
for the development of international information and exchange | 

| policies. | ~ : 
_“b. Advise ITA on the development of international information 
and educational exchange policies applicable to their regions and 

| the Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs on policy guidance to 

| c. Consider and advise IIA on program plans applicable to their 
_ areas, with the right of appeal in the event of differences. | 

d. As requested by ITA, or upon own initiative, advises IIA on the 
| area suitability of IIA materials and activities. cas | 

_e. Advise ITA on the total IIA complement to be stationed at each | 
| post. | we | f. Review the IIA selection of the chief public affairs officer for | 

each post and advise on the selection of his principal subordinates. | : 
g. Advise ITA on budgetary provision to be made for administra- | 

| tive support of ITA staff and operations at posts abroad. - . 

| 6. Departmental Support of ITA Operations TE a oe : 
6.1 Adequate services will be provided to IIA by strengthening | 

the central facilities of the Department where required or by estab- 
, lishing special facilities within IIA. It is intended to assure the pro- 

| vision of services in such a manner that the requirements of IIA __ 
| will be met and the responsibility of the Administrator for the IIA 

| program will not be impaired, at the same time maintaining the _ 
| necessary uniformity of policy and practice, and retaining central- | 

| *The other substantive areas of the Department also discharge these responsibil- | 
ities with respect to areas of foreign policy for which they are responsible. [Footnote | 
in the source text.] | ! 

| |
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ized facilities where important economies can be effected without 

impairing service for ITA. 

6.2 The basic lines to be followed in providing administrative 

support for IIA in the immediate future are set forth below. Con- 

tinuous study shall be given to all phases of administrative support 

operations and further modifications shall be made where experi- | 

ence proves that they are necessary to provide adequate support 

for the ITA program. 

6.3 Departmental services in the fields of communication, securi- 

ty, building operations and like services will be utilized by IIA. 

6.4 Personnel operations will be conducted by the central facili- 

ties of the Department, but modifications in existing policies on ap- 

pointment, promotion, salary, transfer, etc., and special procedural 

arrangements will be made wherever such adaptations are neces- 

sary in the interests of effective operation of the IIA program. In | 

order to assure that full attention is given to the needs and prob- 

lems of the IIA program, a special IIA unit will be organized 

within the Office of Personnel. 

6.5 IIA will prepare, present and justify its own budget and 

manage its own financial affairs, subject to such review by the 

Deputy Under Secretary for administration as is necessary to 

assure compliance with general departmental budget and fiscal 

policies. 

6.6 A special IIA unit within the Division of Central Services will 

| handle IIA procurement. - 

7, Administration of ITA Programs at Posts Abroad — 

7.1 The United States diplomatic mission chief shall continue to 

be fully responsible for the conduct of IIA programs at his post. 

The public affairs officer serves as a principal member of his staff 

with the status of chief of a major section of the mission. Mission 

chiefs are encouraged to delegate to public affairs officers authority 

to communicate with the Department in the name of the mission 

chief on as broad a range of IIA matters as practicable. 

| 7.2 The mission chief will be responsible for assuring that the 

IIA program works cooperatively with the other operating United 

States programs within his country and provides information sup- 

port to such programs. | 
7.3 The mission chief shall be responsible for seeing that ade- 

quate administrative support is provided for IIA programs in ac- 

cordance with their requirements. Administrative support will nor- 

mally be provided by the administrative officer of the mission. 

Other organizational arrangements may, with the approval of the 

mission chief, be made whenever required to assure efficient sup-
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port of IIA operations. The name “United States Information Serv- | 
ice” will continue to be used to identify the program abroad. — : 

8. Installation of Reorganization | 
The Deputy Under Secretary for administration shall be respon- : 

sible for providing leadership in the installation of the new plan of 
| organization set forth in this announcement and in facilitating the 

transfers of personnel, funds, records and equipment. 
| | 

! 9. Personnel Designation 

United States International Information Administration 
Administrator—Wilson Compton 7 | 

A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “United States International Information Agency” | | 
| 

| Memorandum by the Deputy Under Secretary of State for Adminis- 
tration (Humelsine) to the Regional Bureau Executive Directors | 

[Wasincton,] January 380, 1952. | 
Subject: Strengthening U.S. International Information Program ! 

| Several background papers were prepared to point up the signifi- ! 
| cant issues which led to the issuance of Departmental Announce- 
| ment No. 4 “Establishment of the United States International In- 
| formation Administration (IIA)” on January 16, 1952.2 These 
| papers included: 

1. A summary statement of the Department of State program for 
| strengthening U.S. international information. | 
| 2. A detailed staff paper regarding the U.S. International Infor- | 
| mation and Educational Exchange Program. | 

| These papers describe the nature and purpose of the steps which 
| are being taken to provide more effective administration of the in- 
| ternational information program. The Secretary approved the | 
| changes being made in the information program on the basis of the 
! analysis contained in these papers. | 
| Copies of these documents are attached for your information and | 
| use as background material during the period of transition to the | | 
| new form of organization. They should be helpful in providing gen- 
: eral guidance regarding the new organization and in amplifying 
: the Departmental Announcement, which remains the authoritative 

| statement on this subject. These papers do not, of course, provide 

| * Copies of this memorandum were sent to: S/S, S/P, G, H, L, UNA, IIA, P, FBO, 
| REP, OBF, OOF, CON, PER, A/FS, and FI. . f 

| 2 See Departmental Announcement No. 4, supra.
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precise blueprints of all operating relationships. The details will be 
worked out gradually within the framework of these basic papers. 

CARLISLE H. HUMELSINE 

[Attachment A] . 

Summary Statement Prepared in the Department of State 

[WASHINGTON, undated. |] 

PROGRAM FOR STRENGTHENING U.S. INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION 

SUMMARY 

I. Purposes 

1. To improve the USIE program by a greater centralization of 
responsibility for its planning and execution in the Administrator 

of a U.S. International Information Administration (IIA) to be es- 
tablished as a semi-autonomous agency within the Department of 

State. He | 

2. To maintain and to further strengthen the integration of the 
U.S. international information and educational exchange activities 
with the conduct of U.S. foreign relations generally. 

3. To make available to the Secretary and top officers of the De- 

partment expert advice on information problems and information 

considerations in the development of foreign policy on a sounder 

basis by freeing the Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs of any 
responsibility for the planning and execution of the USIE program. 

(This will also assist in the accomplishment of No. 2 above.) 

IT. Background 

Present arrangements within the Department for the conduct of 

information activities have the following limitations: : 

1. Responsibility for the USIE program is too broadly diffused 

within the Department of State. 
2. Responsibility for country program planning is discharged by 

the Regional Bureaus, which are not accountable to the top man- 

| agement of the program. 
3. Responsibility for the supervision of field operations is located 

in the Regional Bureaus, separated from the top management of 

the program and from the media facilities. | 

4. The General Manager has to rely entirely upon the central 

management and service facilities of the Department of State, 
which are not subject to his control. 

5. The USIE organization is not upon an adequate footing in © 

terms either of its status within the Department and some of the 

missions abroad or its internal structure.
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| _ 6. The present organization places an impossible burden on the 
| Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs who, in addition to his re- 

sponsibilities as policy adviser to the Secretary and as head of the 
| Domestic Public Affairs program, must act as head of the USIE 
: program in many matters affecting Congress, the public, and other 

departments of the government. a 

| III. Proposals , a ee | 

| 1. Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs — an | 

p The Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs will continue — 
| to serve as the officer responsible for advising the Secretary on 
| opinion and attitude factors in the development of foreign policy, 
| for bringing information factors to bear on top policy discussions | 
| and decisions, for providing to the foreign information program 

| _ guidance based upon policy decisions at the highest levels in the : 

Department, and for directing programs designed to keep the U.S. | 

public informed on international problems and programs of the De- 

| partment of State including the international information pro- | 
gram. However, he will be relieved of responsibility for supervising 

| the USIE program and will delegate responsibility for domestic in- 
| formation operations. _ | | | | 

| 2. USITA Administrator | oo | | 

| The International Information Administration will be established ! 
| within the Department of State. It will be so designed as to 

strengthen the administration of the program, provide greater | 

| flexibility of operations and make it possible to hold the head of | 

| the program accountable for its operations. | | 
The IIA Administrator will be given general authority to carry 

out the responsibilities of the Secretary of State in the field of in- 
| ternational information and educational exchange. | 

His responsibilities for the USIE program will include those now 

discharged by the USIE General Manager, plus certain others now | 
| placed elsewhere in the Department. He will also assume the 
| present USIE responsibilities of the Assistant Secretary for Public 

| Affairs except for an over-all role in the field of information policy 
| described above. _ | | | 

3. Foreign Information Policy | | 
Arrangements for the development of foreign information policy 

guidance will be such as to assure that the present integration of | 
| such policy with U.S. foreign policy in other fields is maintained | 
| and strengthened. - | 
| The Regional Bureaus and the other substantive areas of the De- | 
| partment will continue to state the approved foreign policies and to ; 

| advise on the development of information policy applicable to their | 
| areas exactly as is now the case. | | | 

|
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The Administrator of ITA will be responsible for: (1) developing 
information policies in support of approved foreign policies; and (2) 

assuring that IIA programs follow approved policy guidances. In 
developing information policies, IIA will be provided with broad 
guidance by the Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs, who will act 
as the Secretary’s representative in (1) assuring that information of 
approved foreign policies is promptly, fully and currently available 
to ITA in the formulation of its information policy guidance and (2) 
approving, or seeking the approval of the Secretary of major IIA 

policy guidances. 

Although the size of the Public Affairs staffs in the Regional Bu- 
reaus will be reduced in line with the reduction in the total Re- 
gional Bureau information functions, staffs will be maintained for 

performance of the continuing Bureau functions with respect to in- 
formation policy and programs, including advice to Bureau officers 

upon foreign public attitude considerations in the development of 

foreign policy. | 
4. Program Planning 

Responsibility for planning country information programs will be 
transferred from the Regional Bureaus to ITA. 

Responsibility for planning the information program for each 
country, under the general world-wide plan developed by the USIE 

General Manager, is now vested in the Regional Bureaus, an ar- 

rangement which restricts the General Manager seriously in the 

discharge of his responsibility for the program as a whole. This ar- 
rangement was dictated by the basic principles upon which the De- 
partment was reorganized in 1949 * and in fact might be adequate 

for a smaller and more stable program. In the situation which has 
now developed, however, the greater flexibility of centralized pro- 
gram planning for all areas of the world is required. Country pro- 
gram plans will be submitted for the advice and consideration of 

the Regional Bureaus, which in the event of differences shall have 
the right of appeal. 

“Centralized” program planning should be understood to refer to 
the planning functions which must be discharged within the De- 

partment; full reliance will be placed upon the mission in develop- 
ing the program within each country. 

5. Supervision of Field Operations 

Responsibility for the supervision of field operations will be 
transferred from the Regional Bureaus to the ITA. 

Under the present arrangement responsibility for program oper- 

ations is divided between IE for the media facilities and the Re- 

3 For documentation on the 1949 reorganization of the Department of State, see 
. Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.
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gional Bureaus for field activities. Unified direction of an integrat- | 
| ed program and speed and flexibility in the supervision and sup- 
| port of field programs can best be produced by bringing together 

under the Administrator the media facilities, control of funds and 
| personnel and responsibility for supervision of information plan- ! 

ning and operations in the field. 
6. Administrative Support and Services | 

| Adequate services will be provided to IIA by strengthening the 
| central facilities of the Department where required or by establish- 

ing special facilities within ITA. | , 
Departmental services provided to the ITA program have been re- | 

| viewed in order to determine the action which should be taken in 
| each field. It is intended to assure the provision of services in such 
| a manner that the specialized requirements of IIA will be met 
| promptly and the responsibility of the Administrator for the oper- 
! ations of the program will not be impaired, at the same time main- 

| taining uniformity of policy and practice where such uniformity is | 
| essential to the most effective conduct of the foreign affairs of the 
| _ United States, and retaining centralized facilities where important | 
| economies can be effected without impairing service for IIA. | 

| Departmental services in the field of personnel, communications, | 
| security, building operations, language, and other services will be 

| utilized by ITA. : 
| Personnel operations will be conducted by the central facilities of 
| the Department, but modifications in existing policies on appoint- | 

| ment, promotion, salary, transfer, etc., and special procedural ar- | 

| rangements will be made wherever such adaptations are necessary | 
| in the interests of effective operation of the ITA program. In order | 

| to assure that full attention is given to the special needs and prob- | 

lems of the IIA program, a special IIA personnel unit will be estab- 

lished within the Departmental personnel office. 
The Regional Bureaus will review the ITA selection of the chief | 

! Public Affairs Officer at each post and will advise on the selection 
. of his principal subordinates. | 
| ITA will prepare, present and justify its own budget and manage ! 

| its own financial affairs, subject to such review by the Deputy 
| Under Secretary for administration as is necessary to assure com- 
| pliance with general departmental budgetary and fiscal policies 
| and that adequate financial arrangements affecting other areas of | 

| the Department have been made. 
| A special ITA unit within CS will handle TIA procurement re- | 

| quirements. | 
! 7. Conduct of USIIA Programs at Post Level 
| Integration of the information program within the total conduct | 

of foreign relations at the country level will be assured by main- 

i! 
E
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taining the authority of the U.S. Mission Chief over the program, 
with the Public Affairs Officer serving as the chief of one of his 
major sections. The Mission Chief will be responsible for assuring 
that the IIA program works cooperatively with the other operating 
U.S. programs within his country and provides information support 
to such programs. | 

Administrative support will be provided to IIA by the Adminis- 

trative Office of the mission, although, with the approval of the | 
chief of mission, special arrangements may be made to meet re- 

quirements at particular posts. | 

8. Salary Legislation 

The Department will propose, for early submission to Congress, 
legislation authorizing more appropriate salaries for the key IIA 

positions. 

9. A Single U.S. International Information Program 

The IJA has been so designed as to provide a framework for the 

inclusion of all U.S. international information and educational ex- 

change activities in a unified program, although the establishment | 

of IIA is being undertaken without respect to whether it is possible 

to effect the consolidation of any such activities at the present 
time. | | 

[Attachment B] 

Staff Paper Prepared in the Department of State 

| [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

PROGRAM FOR STRENGTHENING U.S. INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION 

[Here follow a table of contents and a list of tabs.] 

I. INTRODUCTION | 

The present international situation demands the development of 

an adequate program of international information in support of 

U.S. national objectives. The existing means for the planning and 

execution of such a program should be strengthened. This paper 

and the attachments hereto set forth measures which are being un- 
dertaken by the Department of State to this end. 

II. BACKGROUND OF PRESENT INFORMATION PROGRAMS | 

During World War II, the United States executed large programs 
of propaganda and psychological warfare. Although we were lack- 

ing in experience and made many mistakes in the early days, we
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developed considerable skill and effectiveness in these areas in the | | 
course of the war. : Do 
_ After the end of the war, the propaganda program of the Office | 
of War Information was transferred to the Department of State 
and very largely liquidated. A greatly reduced program undertook © | 

. the task of presenting ‘‘a full and fair picture of the United States” 
to the rest of the world. When it became apparent that Russia in- 

| tended to conduct the grossest kind of world-wide propaganda 
against the United States, Congress enacted the Smith-Mundt Act 

| (Public Law 402, 80th Congress, 1948) in order to provide the ma- 
| chinery for the United States to counteract and overcome the effect _ | 

of this campaign. | | 

| The program authorized under Public Law 402 was maintained 
| on a very limited scale until the President directed the Secretary of 
| State in the spring of 1950 to prepare a vigorous “Campaign of 

Truth” as a U.S. offensive in the psychological field. Funds appro- | 
priated in the fall of 1950 afforded a basis for rapid expansion of | 

| the program; policy-wise it had already moved far from the “full 
| and fair picture” basis. a - en 
| The USIE program, which at its lowest point in 1948 employed 

fewer than 1,500 persons throughout the world and was operating 
| at a level of less than $20,000,000 per year, has now been built up i 

. to a program which calls for a staff of 8,900 and a level of oper- | 

ations of approximately $100,000,000 to be reached during the cur- 

| rent fiscal year. Even the larger program of today is below the 
| level required for a full fledged U.S. propaganda program on an all- | 

out ‘cold war” basis. 
| After 1948 upon Congressional initiative, ECA developed in West- 
| ern Europe an information program designed to meet the Congres- : 

sional requirement that the U.S. should receive full credit for its | 
contributions to the European economy. With the intensification of | 

: the cold war, however, and the transition of economic assistance | 
! programs into programs of military alliance and military assist- 
Lo ance, the informational objectives logically to be associated with 
| these programs have become increasingly identified with the objec- | 

tives of the USIE program under the “Campaign of Truth.” | | 

! | | III. CRITIQUE OF PRESENT USIE ORGANIZATION © | | | 

| The present position of the U.S. in the field of propaganda has 
3 been greatly strengthened in the last two years. Arrangements for 

| over-all mobilization and coordination in the psychological field | 
| have been improved by establishment of the Psychological Strategy 

Board; the USIE program has been rapidly expanded and its oper- : 

ational and propaganda methods radically adjusted to meet present i 

requirements; the policy guidance process within the Department 

| 

| | | 
| | :
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of State and interdepartmentally has been much improved; within 
the Department of State and elsewhere there is a more acute real- 
ization that “action is the best propaganda’; the work of the Psy- 
chological Operations Coordinating Committee has done much to 
develop a common understanding among agencies concerned with 
propaganda problems and has stimulated extensive joint action by 
these agencies; the ECA information program has been strength- 
ened and has been adjusted in the direction of the propaganda 
methods now employed in the USIE program; close coordination of 
the USIE and ECA information programs in the field has been 
achieved. 

There remain, however, areas of weakness in our international 

information programs which require attention. With respect to the 

USIE program, the principal problems are as follows: 

I. Responsibility for the USIE program is too broadly diffused 

within the Department of State. 

The present plan of organization makes it impossible to hold any 
one officer fully responsible for the success of the program. This 

condition results from applying to this program in too literal a 

fashion the principles underlying the reorganization of the Depart- 

ment carried out in 1949. The arrangements developed at that time 

may have been adequate for a smaller and more stable program, 
but they fail to provide the centralized authority and accountabil- 
ity and the flexibility of operations required for the period ahead. 

The major aspects of this diffusion of responsibility are described 
as separate items below. 

2. Responsibility for country program planning is discharged by the 
Regional Bureaus, which are not accountable to the top man- 
agement of the program. 

Although the General Manager of the USIE program is responsi- 

ble for developing a world-wide program framework, the Regional 

Bureaus plan the specific country programs. This arrangement 

limits the authority and accountability of the General Manager, 
greatly restricting the flexibility with which he can apply his total 
resources to the total world-wide problem; it also necessitates an 

unwieldly process of coordinating country planning with media 
planning. 

3. Responsibility for the supervision of field operations is located in 
the Regional Bureaus, separated from the top management of 
the program and from the media facilities. 

This arrangement is unsatisfactory for much the same reasons as 

those set forth under “2’’ above.
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: 4. The General Manager has to rely upon the central management | 
and service facilities of the Department of State, which are not 
subject to his control. | 

For certain functions, this arrangement is. entirely satisfactory. — 
For example, there would be no advantage, and very serious disad- 
vantages, in establishing separate facilities for communications, se- 

curity and intelligence. Furthermore, the relationship of the USIE 

| program management to the other areas of the Department in the | 
: field of foreign and information policy development has been great- 
| ly improved in recent years and should not be substantially modi- 

fied. / 
| In certain other fields, such as the procurement of specialized : 
| program equipment and the construction of broadcasting facilities, 

| USIE requirements are entirely different from those of other areas 
| of the Department and require special treatment. ! 

| In the fields of budget and personnel greater authority and flexi- 
bility within the program structure are required, although uni- | 

, formity of policy and practice throughout the Department in cer- 

tain respects must be maintained. | 

, 5. The USIE organization is not upon an adequate footing in terms | 
| either of its status within the Department, its internal struc- 

2 ture, or in some of the missions abroad. | 

| Location of the General Manager under the Assistant Secretary | 
| for Public Affairs tends to layer the program within the Depart- 

| mental structure. This factor, plus the internal USIE organization 
| pattern and the authorized salary scale, have made it impossible to 

attract outstanding men to key positions in adequate numbers. The 
| General Manager is the only officer concerned exclusively with the ! 
| USIE program whose position is classified above GS-15. 

6. The relationship between U.S. international information pro- 
grams and other U.S. programs operating abroad is not suffi- 

: ciently clear and constructive. | | 
| Establishment of the Psychological Strategy Board is an impor- 
| tant step in the direction of assuring adequate coordination among 
| psychological programs and with U.S. programs in the economic, 

! military and political fields. There remains, however, the need for | 
| improving the working relationships between U.S. international in- | 

! formation and educational exchange programs and programs in the | 
| other fields operating abroad, such as the economic, military and | 
| technical assistance programs under the Mutual Security Act. 4 

| While improvements in headquarters’ (Washington) relationships 

| are important, the problem is most concretely evident at the coun- i 

+ For documentation on the Mutual Security Program, see vol. 1, Part 1, pp. 460 ff. |
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try level, where it is necessary to arrive at one strong information 
organization and then to assure that it operates in coordination 
with other psychological programs and in full support of and col- 
laboration with other major U.S. programs. - 

IV. ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN BY THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

In order to meet the problems set forth in the preceding section 
of this paper, the Department of State is establishing a U'S. Inter- 
national Information Administration (IIA), the Administrator of 

which will report directly to the Secretary of State and the Under 
Secretary. The authority to be vested in the Administrator, the role 
of the Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs and the relationship of 
the U.S. International Information Administration (IJA) to other 
areas of the Department are set forth below. 

1. The Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs will continue 

to serve as the officer responsible for advising the Secretary on 
opinion and attitude factors in the development of foreign 
policy, for bringing information factors to bear on top policy 
discussions and decisions for providing to the international 
information program guidance based upon policy decisions at 
the highest levels in the Department, and for directing pro- 
grams designed to keep the U.S. public informed on internation- 
al problems. He shall serve as the senior officer of the Depart- 

| ment on all information policy matters, but ITA may propose or 
initiate, through the Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs, the 
consideration of any international information policy matter 

arising in connection with its activities. However, he will be 
relieved of responsibility for supervising the USIE program and 
he will delegate his operational responsibilities in the domestic 

field. 

The present organization, in addition to reducing the level of the 

operating USIE organization by locating the General Manager 

under an Assistant Secretary, places an impossible burden upon 

the Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs. In addition to his re- 
sponsibilities as policy adviser to the Secretary and as head of the 

domestic public affairs program, he must act as the head of the 

USIE program in many matters affecting Congress, the public and 

other departments of the Government. 

Under the new arrangement, he will have no supervisory author- 

| ity over the USIE program. He will continue, in matters of policy 

determination, to serve as the link between the USIE program and 

the top policy councils of the Department. Although the IIA Ad- 

ministrator is expected to be available for such considerations 

when necessary. In developing information policies, IIA will be pro-
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vided with broad guidance by the Assistant Secretary, who will act — | 
as the Secretary’s representative in (1) assuring that information of 

: approved foreign policies is promptly, fully and currently available 
to IIA in the formulation of information policy guidances and (2) 
approving, or seeking the approval of the Secretary, of major IIA 
policy guidances. He will not be responsible for developing and pro- 

| viding to the foreign information operators policy guidances on the 
) full range of problems involved in the foreign information pro- 

gram. This responsibility (of the kind now discharged by the For- | 
| eign Information Policy Staff) will be discharged within the IIA as | 
| described below. The Administrator’s principal policy officer will 

work for this purpose in close cooperation with the Assistant Secre- | 
tary for Public Affairs, | | 

| The UNESCO Relations Staff will remain under the direction of | 
| the Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs. Consideration 
| has been given to the transfer of this unit to the United Nations : 

| Affairs Area, but it is believed that present arrangement should be | 
maintained for the immediate future. — | oe | 

| 2. The U.S. International Information Administration will be estab- | 
! lished within the Department of State so designed as to | 

| strengthen the administration of the program, provide greater | 

! flexibility of operations and make it possible to hold the head | 
| of the program accountable for its operations. 

The IIA Administrator will be given general authority to carry 
| out the responsibilities of the Secretary of State in the field of in- | 
| ternational information and educational exchange. | 
| _ His responsibilities for the USIE program will include those now 

| _ discharged by the USIE General Manager, plus certain others now | 
| placed elsewhere in the Department. He will also assume the | | 

present USIE responsibilities of the Assistant Secretary for Public | 

Affairs except for an over-all role in the field of information policy 
| described above. | —— oe 
| The principal features of this arrangement are set forth as sepa- 
| rate items below. — a | _ 
| _ An outline of the organization to be provided within the Depart- 
| ment for domestic and foreign information is attached as Tab A. | 

3. Arrangements for the development of foreign information policy — 

guidance will be such as to assure that the present integration 
| of such policy with U.S. foreign policy in other fields is main- 
| tained and strengthened. | | 

! The Regional Bureaus and other substantive areas of the Depart- | 

ment will continue to state the approved foreign policies and to 
advise on the development of information policy applicable to their 
areas. The Administrator of IIA will be responsible for developing | 

| |
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information policies in support of approved foreign policies and for 

assuring that U.S. programs follow approved policy guidances. In 
developing international information and educational exchange 
policies, IIA and the other areas of the Department will be provid- 
ed with broad guidance by the Assistant Secretary for Public Af- 
fairs as set forth under IV, 1 above. Specifically, he will approve, or 
seek the approval of the Secretary of major [IA policy guidances. 
The rationale for these arrangements is set forth as Tab B to this 

paper. 
Although the size of the Public Affairs staffs in the Regional Bu- 

reaus will be reduced in line with the reduction in the total Re- 
gional Bureau information functions, staffs will be maintained for 
performance of the continuing Bureau functions with respect to in- 
formation policy and programs, including advice to Bureau officers 
upon foreign public attitude considerations in the development of 
foreign policy. | 

4. Responsibility for planning country information programs will be 

transferred from the Regional Bureaus to IIA. 

Responsibility for planning the information program for each 

country, under the general world-wide plan developed by the USIE 

General Manager, is now vested in the Regional Bureaus, an ar- 
rangement which restricts the General Manager very seriously in 
the discharge of his responsibility for the program as a whole. This 

arrangement was dictated by the basic principles upon which the 

Department was reorganized in 1949 and in fact might be adequate 
for a smaller and more stable program. In the situation which has 

now developed, however, the greater flexibility of centralized direc- 
tion of program planning for all areas of the world is required. 

With the establishment of IIA, the Administrator will deal directly 
with the missions in carrying out this responsibility. Country pro- 

gram plans will be submitted for advice and consideration of the 

Regional Bureaus, which in the event of differences shall have the 

right of appeal. 
It should be understood that it is intended to “centralize within 

IIA only those program planning functions which must be per- 
formed as a headquarters function; full reliance will be placed 

upon the missions in developing the local program within over-all 
policies, plans and fund availabilities.” | 

5. Responsibility for the supervision of field operations will be 
transferred from the Regional Bureaus to IIA. 

Under the present arrangement responsibility for program oper- 

ations is divided between USIE for the media facilities and the Re- | 

gional Bureaus for field activities. Unified direction of an integrat- 

ed program and speed and flexibility in the supervision and sup-
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port of field programs, can best be produced by bringing together | 
under the Administrator the media facilities, control of funds and 
personnel and responsibility for supervision of information plan- : 
ning and operations in the field. | | 

6. Adequate services will be provided to IIA by strengthening the 
central facilities of the Department where required or by estab- 
lishing special facilities within ITA. — | 

: Departmental services provided to the USIE program have been 

reviewed in order to determine the action which should be taken in 
| each field. It is intended to assure the provision of services in such 

a manner that the specialized requirements of IIA will be met 
promptly and the responsibility of the Administrator for the oper- | 

| ations of the program will not be impaired, at the same time main- 

| taining uniformity of policy and practice where such uniformity is _ 
| essential to the most effective conduct of the foreign affairs of the 

United States and retaining centralized facilities where important | 
| - economies can be effected without impairing services for IIA. Ar- | 

rangements with respect to IIA use of Departmental services will | 

| be kept under continuous review and further modifications will be 
| made when required to meet the needs of the program and, in the : 
| absence of agreement with the Administrative area on IIA propos- | | 

| als, the Administrator may appeal. In summary, the arrangements 
| to be made initially are as follows: | 
| a. Communications | | 
| The ITA will use the present communication system of the De- 
| partment in the same manner as any other area of the Depart- | 
| ment. a | 
| This arrangement will place at the disposal of IIA a highly devel- 
| oped world-wide system embracing wire and wireless facilities, cou- | 
| rier service and the most modern security methods and devices. 

| Duplication of this entire system would be highly uneconomic as | 
| well as creating dangers to security. | | 
| Not only will IIA use the Department’s facilities for the trans- 
| mission of messages, but the distribution of information as well as 
| action copies of messages to IIA will maintain intact the present | 
| flow of information on foreign policy and operations generally to 
| the information staff. | | 
| Attention has been given to the matter of “direct communica- 
! tion” between the Public Affairs Officers in the field and IIA, 
| Washington. All messages to the field are transmitted in the name 
! of the Secretary of State, but approval of such messages is the re- 
| sponsibility of the officer having action responsibility for a given | 
| matter. This means that with respect to the great majority of infor- | 
: mation matters, IIA officers will have full responsibility for approv- |
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ing messages to the field. Advice or review of other areas of the 
Department will be secured when the contents of the message re- 
quires such treatment. Within the mission abroad, freedom for the 
Public Affairs Officer to communicate in the name of the Mission 
Chief on his own authority is for the determination of the Mission . 

_ Chief as the responsible head of the entire mission. Such delega- 
tions should be encouraged. 

b. Security | 

No real purpose would be served by changing the present appli- 

cation of the Department’s security program to the information | 

program as a regular part of the Department. 
In the field of physical security, the necessity for one security op- 

eration is readily apparent, since ITA will share a common commu- 

nications system and other physical facilities in Washington and in 

the field. | 

In the field of personnel security also there appear to be no im- 

portant advantages and many disadvantages in any separation. 
The extraordinary efforts which have been made by the officers of 

the Department responsible for the security program to speed up 
all personnel security processes for the information program, in- 
cluding FBI investigations, will be continued. 

c. Budget and Finance | 
The problem in respect to ITA budget and fiscal administration is 

to provide the IIA Administrator that degree of latitude and flexi- 
bility in the use and control of funds which is necessary for effec- 

tive program management, while at the same time assuring 

through the budget and fiscal process that IIA programs and activi- 

ties are in harmony with and reinforce total Departmental objec- 

tives and reflect over-all Department decisions as to priorities and 

emphasis in foreign operations. For this purpose the following ar- 

rangements are proposed: / 

(1) The Deputy Under Secretary for administration will remain 
responsible for the Department’s budget, including the budget of 
the IIA and the information program generally. Budget estimates, 
apportionment requests and other fiscal proposals affecting the IIA 

program will be submitted to the Budget Bureau and the Congress 
through the Deputy Under Secretary for administration. 

(1) [2] The Deputy Under Secretary for administration will nor- 

mally look to the IIA to prepare, present and justify its own budget 
and manage its own financial affairs, subject to such review by the 

Deputy Under Secretary for administration as is necessary to _ 

assure compliance with general departmental budget and fiscal 

policies. , 
(3) ILA will be responsible for maintaining accounts and prepar- 

ing fiscal reports on the IIA program, with the advice and assist- 
ance of the Office of Budget and Finance. Payrolling, auditing and
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disbursing functions will be retained by the Office of Budget and | 
inance. | 

| _(4)_ Estimates for support and services to IIA by other units of | 
the Department, including field administrative support, will be 
worked out jointly by IIA and the Departmental units concerned 
and will be developed and submitted as part of the total budget 
presentation and financial plan for the IIA program. So far as — 
practicable, ITA shall make its funds for administrative support, in 
the United States and in the field, available for specifically desig- 
nated services, organization units and posts and they shall be ac- 

_ counted for in that manner. Each departmental unit or field mis- 
: sion will be informed of the funds available to it for IIA adminis- 

trative support. 2 | | | | 
(5) The Deputy Under Secretary for administration will call | 

| upon the Director of OBF and, as appropriate, other officers of the : 
Department for staff advice and other assistance concerning budget | 

| and fiscal matters affecting ITA. | 

| d. Personnel : | = | | 
IIA will place basic reliance on the central personnel facilities 

and procedures of the Department, but modifications in existing 
policies as to appointment, promotion, salary, transfer, etc., and 
special procedural arrangements will be made whenever such adap- | 

| tations appear necessary in the interests of effective operation of : 

| the IIA program. This arrangement is the one which has been de- | 

| cided upon for the Point 4 Program. It appears to be the solution | 
| which best reconciles the need for personnel flexibility in an oper- 

| ating program with the efficiency and economy of central oper- | 

! ations and the desirability of assuring as great a measure of con- 

| sistency in conditions of employment in the United States and | 

abroad as is feasible in view of the difference between the several | 

activities to be carried on abroad. | | 
| In order to assure that full attention is given to the special needs 
| and problems of the IIA program, a special IIA personnel unit will 

| be established within the Office of Personnel to assure prompt 
service and full attention to special IIA problems. s | 

| _ The Regional Bureaus will, within reasonable time limits, review 
| the IIA selection of the Chief Public Affairs Officer at each post 
| and will advise on the selection of his principal subordinates. 7 
| IIA will have action responsibility for the selection and assign- 
| ment of field personnel, subject to the review of PER within the 
| applicable standards. | a 
3 Specifically, ITA will assume those responsibilities relative to the 

selection, assignment, transfer and promotion of field personnel 
| now vested in the Regional Bureaus. oe / 
: e. Procurement | 

| (1) While the procurement of supplies and equipment for IIA ad- : 
ministrative and program needs is in many respects similar to 

| 
|
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other administrative and program procurement done in the De- 

partment, special IIA requirements and problems must be met. The 

Department’s procurement regulations, organization, and proce- 

dures should be applied to IIA procurement, except that the regula- 
tions, organization, and procedures should be modified as necessary 

in accordance with the exigencies of the ITA program. 

(2) In recognition of the need to give IA procurement require- 
ments adequate and prompt consideration, CS will establish an ITA 

procurement staff. This staff will maintain close liaison with IIA 
and become thoroughly conversant with its programs and objec- 
tives, so that it can interpret and represent procurement needs of 

IIA for both common service items procured elsewhere in CS and 

special program items procured by this section. 
(3) IIA should develop two aspects of procurement planning to 

the maximum extent, so as to meet the demands of a dynamic pro- 

gram: | 

a. prescribing standard specifications for items and developing 
guides for the purchase of new or the replacement of existing 
items. | | 

b. stockpiling standard items so as to expedite the filling of IIA 
mission requisitions. 

_ f. Buildings Operations | 
IIA space requirements will be met by the central facilities of the 

Department and the Foreign Service. ITA will provide the Division 

of Foreign Buildings Operations with requirements for various 

types of space and will review FBO plans for the provision of space 
for such specialized purposes as motion picture theaters and librar- 

1es. | 

g. Language Services ‘ 
IIA will utilize as far as practicable the Department’s facilities 

for translation and interpretation, but with the advice of the Divi- 

sion of Language Services may establish additional facilities if war- 

ranted by volume or other special circumstances. 

h. Other Services 

The various services not described above, such as space manage- 

ment, domestic communications, graphic presentation and repro- 

| duction shall continue to be supplied by the Office of Operating Fa- 

cilities. Adjustments in the manner of rendering such services shall 

be made where necessary to meet the requirements of IIA oper- 

ations, and IIA may establish separate facilities when experience 

indicates that they are required in order to provide adequate sup- 

port. 

i. Administrative Support for New York IIA Operation
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| Arrangements for administrative support for IIA operations in 
New York will be developed in agreement with the basic arrange- 
ments set forth above. Some of the present functions of the New 
York Administrative Office will be assigned to an IIA administra- 
tive office; such functions with respect to IIA as are retained by the 
Administrative area of the Department, and must be performed in 
New York, will be the responsibility of a Department administra- 

tive office in New York which will continue the present NAO func- 
| tions of providing support to non-IIA offices in New York and dis- 

charging certain responsibilities in support of the overseas oper- 

| ations of the Department. | 

| 7. Administration of Program at Posts Abroad. 

| Integration of the information program with the total conduct of 

| foreign relations at the country level will be assured by maintain- | 

! ing the authority of the U.S. Mission Chief over the program, with 
| the Public Affairs Officer serving as the chief of one of his major 
| sections. Primary reliance in the development of program plans 

| will be placed upon the judgment of the Public Affairs Officer and 

the Mission Chief as to the situation within the area and the type 
| of IIA program required, continuing a practice which has been em- | 

| phasized in the development of recent program plans. ! 

| The chief of the U.S. diplomatic mission will be responsible for 

| assuring that the IIA program works cooperatively with the other : 

| operating U.S. programs within his country and provides informa- 

tion support to such programs. | : 
Administrative support normally will be provided to IIA by the | 

| administrative officer of the mission, but other organizational ar- | 
| rangements may be made with the approval of the Mission Chief in | 

! order to assure efficient support of IIA operations whenever re- 

quired. | 
A more detailed statement of the relationships to be established | 

| for carrying out the information program at U.S. posts abroad is 

| set forth as Tab C to this paper. 

| 8 Salaries for Key ITA Positions. | | 

| The Department of State will propose for submission to Congress | 

| early in the new session legislation authorizing more appropriate 

| salaries for key positions in the ITA organization. | | 

| Under the existing organization and salary structure it has been | 

| almost impossible to persuade a sufficient number of outstanding | 
! men from private life to come into the program. The plan of orga- | 

| nization for IIA will be helpful in this matter, with responsibility 

! more clearly placed upon the head of the program, with his status | 

| within the Department improved, and with a more “horizontal” 

| type of organization designed to emphasize the importance of the | 
| 

| |
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key media and functional positions. These factors, plus improve- 
ment in executive salaries, should make service in this program far 
more attractive to the kind of men the program requires. 

9. A Single U.S. Information Program. 

It is clearly desirable that there should be a single U.S. program 
in the field of international information. The IIA has been designed _ 

so as to provide a framework for the inclusion of all U.S. activities 

in this field in a unified program, and the further development and 

installation of the IIA structure will be made in the light of this 

| eventual requirement and objective. Relationships between the ITA | 
and other departments of the Government and the role of the Mis- 
sion Chief and the chief Public Affairs Officer in each country will 
be developed with a view to providing an adequate instrumentality 

| for meeting the requirements of the U.S. Government as a whole in 

the field of international information. 

Tab A | 

Paper Prepared in the Department of State 

| - [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

U.S. INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION: INTERNAL 

| ORGANIZATION 

1. The attached chart is largely self-explanatory but some clarifi- 
cation of several of the elements depicted is necessary to avoid mis- 

understanding. 
2. Field Representatives. It is intended that these officers be sta- 

tioned overseas as direct representatives of the Administrator. It is 

not intended that they become channels of communications or field 
supervisors. They will act in an advisory and consultative capacity 
to the missions chiefs, the Public Affairs Officers and the Depart- | 
ment in the development of IIA country programs, will maintain 

liaison among IIA programs in their areas, and will carry out spe- 

cific assignments for the Administrator. 

3. Field Programs. This Assistant Administrator will have re- 
_ sponsibilities as follows: (1) the global program planning function 

- now carried on by PRS, (2) assuring that the country missions pre-_ 

pare adequate country program, now carried on by the Regional 

Bureaus, and (3) expediting the interest of the country missions in 
personnel, budgetary and related matters. | | 

4. Management. This will include a Management Staff, and per- 
sonnel budget and finance, and administrative facilities and serv-
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ices activities. Provision is also made for Secretariats to provide for | 
| advisory commission secretariats and for certain activities similar 
| to those performed by the Departmental Secretariat. These include 

| the development and conduct of briefings, the development of dis-_ | 
plays, the preparation of executive reports and reports to Congress, 
and the issuance of the USIE Newsletter. The New York Adminis- 

| trative Office will serve IIA activities located in New York. The re- 
! sponsibility of the Assistant Administrator for this activity is di- 

rectly related to the degree of responsibility delegated to IIA in the 
| field of administration, especially in personnel, budget, finance, 

and administrative facilities and service fields. 
5. Private Enterprise Cooperation. This is set up under an Assist- 

! ant Administrator since it is not a staff function but an operating 
| activity of a special kind and because in this activity prestige is of 
| utmost importance, probably more so than in any other activity un- 
| _ dertaken by IIA. | | | | | 

| , | 

| | Tab B | | 

| Paper Prepared in the Department of State . 

Le. [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

| RATIONALE OF THE ARRANGEMENTS FOR FOREIGN INFORMATION 
| Poticy PRoviIDED IN CONNECTION WITH ESTABLISHING THE U.S. 
| INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION (IIA) 

| During World War II our propaganda was not always designed to 
| support approved national objectives and major actions in the mili- 

tary economic and political fields, although the fault was by no 
means exclusively that of the propaganda agency. One of the im- 

portant reasons for transferring the OWI program to the Depart- | 
| ment of State in 1945 was the need for a more immediate associa- 

tion between the foreign information program and the development 

| of foreign policy. There are three primary considerations involved: 
| (1) The need for assuring that information experts are given an op- | 
| portunity to influence the development of foreign policy. (2) The 

| need for assuring that information programs and output support 
| approved foreign policy. (3) The need for providing a free flow of | 
| classified information concerning both policy and operational mat- 

| ters from all parts of the State Department to the operators in the | 
| information field. This transfer, however, effected no immediate 

| remedy. It was necessary for officers in other areas of the Depart- | 
ment at all levels to realize the nature and importance of interna- 
tional information and for all concerned to realize that there is “‘in- | 

: 
|
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formation policy’ in addition to, but in agreement with, foreign 
policy. It was necessary for substantive and information officers to 
learn the process of working together in the development of policy 

in the field of information which would best meet the sometimes 
conflicting requirements of long-range, as opposed to short-range, 
objectives and the needs of our policy in one region of the world as 
opposed to other regions. Many lessons had to be learned in the at- | 
tempt to bring to the process of developing foreign policy adequate 
consideration of foreign attitude factors. Procedures and methods 

for the development and transmission of information policy guid- 
ance required much attention. 

Not all of these things were accomplished overnight, and much 

remained to be done at the time of the reorganization of the De- | 
partment in 1949. Rapid improvement in the policy process has 

taken place since that time. The Department is now in a far 

stronger position than ever before to develop and apply sound in- 

formation policy and to take into account in all of its activities the 
sound maxim that “action is the best propaganda.” 

Present Policy Arrangements 

The Public Affairs Staffs in the Regional Bureaus (which were 

established by the reorganization of 1949) and the relationship of 
these staffs to the Public Affairs Area of the Department are the 

heart of the present policy mechanism. 

Tab C 

Paper Prepared in the Department of State 

[WASHINGTON, undated. | 

ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION PROGRAM AT 
THE COUNTRY LEVEL 

Role of the Ambassador | 

The Ambassador or Chief of Diplomatic Mission is the principal 
United States representative in the country which he is accredited. 

He has direct responsibility for all activities carried on within the 
Embassy organization, and has responsibility for providing leader- 

ship, and assuring coordination of other programs and activities of 

the U.S. Government. With respect to the information program, 

the Chief of Mission has direct authority over the program. His 
continued interest and support are necessary for its success. The 

level of interest and degree of personal participation in the direc- 

tion of the program will vary with the importance of the program
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| in the total US. effort in the country concerned, but will generally 7 
2 be concerned with the following matters: 

| (1) Assuring that the information program is planned and exe- 
| cuted consistently with U.S. policy objectives, local conditions 

within the country and the over-all conduct of U.S. relations with 
the country. i 

| (2) Assuring that the information program is conducted in close 
| working relations with other operating U.S. programs within the | 

| country and with due attention to the information problems of | 
| such programs. | a | | | | | 
| (3) Exercising direction of any official [words missing in the 

source text] local government. | 
| (4) Keeping informed of programs and specific activities with sig- | 
: nificant political importance or implications. 

| Role of the Public Affairs Officer 

| The status of the Public Affairs Officer should be that of the | 
chief of a major section of the mission. He serves the Ambassador 
in two distinct ways. First, he has an important policy advisory 
function on the information activities of the U.S. Government, and | 

| on the information aspects of other Embassy and program oper- : 

| ations, and on public opinion factors generally in the conduct of re- 

| lations with the local government. In this capacity he serves as a | 
| staff adviser to assist the Ambassador in the surveillance of all | 
! U.S. activities within the country. Secondly, the Public Affairs Offi- __ | 
2 cer is responsible to the Ambassador for the planning and execu- 

| tion of the information program within the country. In this capac- 
| ity he will be responsible for the direct supervision of program op- | 

| erations, for proper working level coordination of the program with | 

| Embassy activities and other U.S. programs, and for keeping the 

| Ambassador informed of matters requiring his attention. | 

It should be emphasized that IIA Washington will place principal | 
reliance upon the mission for determining, within approved poli- | 

| cies, plans and funds, the information activities to be conducted lo- | 

cally. | | 
| No inflexible pattern of relationships below the mission level | 
oo should be prescribed. In general, however, the Public Affairs Offi- : 

| cer at a consulate will bear the same relationship to the Principal 
| Officer as the mission Public Affairs Officer has to the Ambassa- 
| dor. In some cases, the information program will be the principal | 
! activity of a post, and a Public Affairs Officer may be assigned as 
| the Principal Officer. | | | 

| Administrative Support | 

| In the interest of efficiency and economy of operations, adminis- 
| trative support functions for IIA normally will be performed by the 
| administrative section of the mission. The Chief of Mission will be 

| 

| 
L
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responsible for seeing that support is provided in accordance with 
the relative needs of the various functions under his direction and 
the purposes for which funds are allocated. He must assure that es- _ 
timates for IIA program activities and administrative support are 
properly related to each other so that it is possible to provide ade- 
quate support within the financial plan. He will also see to it that 
the character of the services provided to IIA is based upon the 

actual requirements of the program rather than the application of | 
blanket standards and practices to all mission activities. 

Other organizational arrangements may, with the approval of 
the Chief of Mission, be made wherever required to assure efficient 
support of IIA operations. 

511.00/2-1552: Circular 

| The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic and Consular Offices 1 

CONFIDENTIAL | WASHINGTON, February 15, 1952. 
No. 21 | | : | | 

| - Subject: Quarterly Propaganda Emphases _ 

1. Purpose 

This circular describes the quarterly propaganda emphases ap- 
proach planned for 1952 in general, and specifically as it relates to 
the second phase. Reference is made to the circular airgram on this 
subject, dated November 17, 1951,211:05am. | 

2. General Quarterly Propaganda Emphasis Approach 

2.1 Plan for the Quarterly Approach 
2.11 In order to afford posts an opportunity to give maximum 

impact to various carefully planned and coordinated approaches to 
the major continuing objectives of United States foreign policy, the 

Department has developed and proposes to continue to develop ma- 

terials which will have four discernible thematic emphases, corre- 

sponding to the four quarters of 1952. The selection of these em- 

phases is dictated by the psychological task of building unity and 

confidence in support of efforts to achieve peace with freedom. The 

broad basic theme for all four quarters of 1952 is Progress Through 

Strength Towards Peace With Freedom. 
2.12 It should be understood that no departures from established 

United States policy are contemplated. The four major propaganda 

1 This Foreign Service Information and Educational Exchange Circular was draft- 

ed by Charles P. Miller of OII and cleared by Orville C. Anderson of PRS. Sent to 

all USIE posts and to HICOG Bonn, Johannesburg, Jerusalem, Salisbury, and Cama- 

guey. Sent “Air Mail Urgent”. : 
2 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 961.



| 
po | | 

FOREIGN INFORMATION PROGRAM 1617 | 

campaigns here outlined involve themes and aims which are being | 

sustained and will continue to be sustained for the foreseeable 
future. The Department’s purpose in dividing them into four three- | 
month phases is two-fold: first, to enable IIA’s operating media to 
plan far enough in advance to take advantage of useful dates and 
occasions, and to synchronize the fastest media products with the 
slowest; and second, to enable the posts to arrange well in advance 

| for adaptations, translations, printing (locally or through the Re- 
| gional Production Centers in London and Manila), and distribution | 

facilities, and for such related local activities as appear to be indi- | 
| cated in each instance. EE | | 

2.2 Operation of the Quarterly Approach a | 

2 2.21 Certain operational points may be noted in connection with 
| press and publications campaign output: _ - | 

: a. Campaign materials will not be forwarded all together in a kit, | 
but each item will be sent as soon as completed as a component 
part ot the steady routing flow of press, photo and publications ma- | 
erlal. | Oe 

| pb. Leaflets will be sent in the usual 10 English language pilot | 
! models to each post, with separate attribution instructions for 
| each. _ | ) | | | 

| 2.22 Officers should give the most serious consideration to the ! 
| plan as it is presented, and should approach it as a technique for | 

| maximizing our propaganda potential in terms of specific areas. 

| Posts, of course, are urged to continue to exercise their discretion 

| and judgment on the use or adaptation of given items or themes. 

| Field comments are welcome, and should include constructive sug- | 
| gestions on projects outlined in this and succeeding communica- 

| tions and/or new approaches which more closely fit area require- | 
ments. — a | , Wee as | 

| 2.23 Officers should bear in mind that campaign themes and ma- | 
| terials are applicable to most phases of cultural programs, as well _ 

as to media operations. Servicing of campaign materials will be 

| carried on in the same manner as in the past. | | : 

| 3. Development of Phase One | | 

. 3.1 Major Emphasis for Phase One | On 
| The major emphasis for Phase One (January, February, and | 
| March) is on Peace With Freedom, with three concurrent subhead- | 
| ings: (1) “The Peace We Believe In”; (2) “Peace Through Deeds”; (3) 
| “The Kremlin—Disturber of the Peace’. Phase One was planned as 

| an intensification of the effort to capture for the United States and | 
| its co-partners of the Free World the idea of peace which has been 
| perverted and exploited so successfully heretofore by Soviet propa- 

gandists. It seeks to give the word “peace” a broader and richer | 

| | 
| | | | 
| | ee
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content more reflective of basic human needs and aspirations, and 
sequester the idea against further misuse by the Kremlin by link- 
ing it indissolubly with the ideas of freedom and justice. 

3.2 Materials for Phase One | | 
Shipment of long-range materials for use in Phase One virtually 

has been completed. The Wireless Bulletin and other fast media 
will continue to supply appropriate items on the first theme until 
the close of the first quarter. This applies particularly to informa- 
tional materials for use in specific regions and countries. 

8.8 Transition to Phase Two | 
Effort is being made to shift from one major emphasis to the 

other without a noticeable break in the psychological task under- 

taken in this coordinated approach to furtherance of continuing 
major U.S. foreign policy objectives. One phase is expected to pass 
imperceptibly into the next. The elements of each phase are expect- 

ed to prove useful in succeeding phases, either through mere per- 

sistence of their psychological effect or through actual re-employ- 
ment to complement the new themes. To a very large extent, the 

precise nature of themes for Phases Three and Four will be deter- 
mined by events and by the experience of field officers in the utili- 
zation of campaign materials. It is the Department’s desire that 

this whole concept be regarded as a flexible frame of reference for 

the posts. 

4. Development of Phase Two 

4.1 Major Emphasis of Phase Two 
4.11 In further developing the broad basic theme for 1952, 

Progress Through Strength Towards Peace With Freedom, special 

emphasis will be placed on the theme Strength for Peace With Free- 

dom in materials prepared for use during the second quarter 

(April, May and June). Elements of the first phase, Peace With 

Freedom, should prove useful in the Phase Two. 

4.12 The major emphasis for Phase Two, Strength For Peace With 
Freedom, has three concurrent subheadings: (1) “Aggression Has 
Been Stopped”; (2) “The Free World is Invincible’; (3) “The Slave 
System is Doomed”’. | | 

4.2 Materials for Use in Phase Two | a 
4.21 Phase Two material is intended to show that the Free World 

has the material strength and the spiritual will to: (1) resist aggres- 

7 sion; (2) attain a peace based on freedom and justice through 

mutual cooperation; and (3) build up its industrial potential not 

only to attain and preserve peace, but also for the general advance- 

ment of mankind. It also will show that strength in the hands of 

the Free World threatens the freedom of no one, in contrast to the 

misuse of force by the Communist imperialists; that the great
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strength of the Free World is in its human resources, particularly 
| its workers and its youth, and that the price of freedom is high, | 
| requiring sacrifices on the part of those who would remain free. 

| 4.22 So far as the program for the second quarter relates to 4 
motion pictures provided to the field by the Assistant Administra- 

tor for Motion Picture Services (IMS) and to leaflets, photo dis- 
plays, posters, picture stories and press features produced by the 
Assistant Administrator for Press Services (IPS), the items which 
have been shipped or are in preparation are listed in an enclosure 

| to this circular. This is by no means a complete list of the materi- | 

als to be supplied for use in Phase Two. It does show the scope of : 

: the preparation made for the second quarterly emphasis. | 

| 4.23 Many of the press, photographic and publications items sup- 

! plied for Phase Two will be marked, either through the use of a | 
: rubber stamp, or by a special transmittal sheet. Press material, 

generally, will be unmarked due to the technical difficulties in- 
volved. The presence of the subthemes listed in paragraph 4.12 | 

| above should be easily discernible in press materials designed for 
| this campaign. | | 

| 4.24 Voice of America feature and commentary materials will be 
| developed in accordance with the general themes and subthemes | 
| cited for IPS materials. | 
| 4.25 The Assistant Administrator for Information Center Serv- | 
| ices will follow this circular with a communication listing materi- 
| als on hand at centers abroad which are applicable to the themes | 
| and subthemes on Phase Two and materials which it plans to send 
| to the field in support of the quarterly program. | 

| _ 4.26 The Department recognizes that USIS officers already are in | 
| possession of a large body of materials—press items, films, radio | 

| transcriptions and scripts, books, pamphlets, photos, et cetera— | 

| which may be used for exploiting the theme Phase Two. Some of 

| the previously shipped material might be usefully employed to 
: complement the materials especially prepared by IPS for use in the 

| second quarter propaganda emphasis. 

| d. Subsequent Instructions | 

| 5.1 The themes and subthemes for the third and fourth quarters | 

| will be elaborated in subsequent instructions. USIS officers will 
also be advised of materials prepared for use in the campaign | 

| during the third and fourth quarters of 1952. 
| ).2 The Department will in a series of communications, issue fur- 

ther guidance on the execution of the plan, as well as set forth 

| what is being done by the IIA operating media to implement the 

plan. | 

| |
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5.8 Attention of USIS officers is again called to the fact that the 
whole concept of the four thematic emphases, corresponding to the 

four quarters of 1952, should be regarded as a broad frame of refer- 
ence with the greatest flexibility indicated. 

Enclosure 7 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

MATERIAL SHIPPED OR IN PREPARATION BY IPS AND IMS RELATING 
TO PHASE Two 

A. LEAFLETS, PHOTO DISPLAYS, POSTERS, PICTURE STORIES, AND PRESS 
FEATURES 

1. Aggression Has Been Stopped | 

Pamphlets and Leaflets: | 

a) Communism is Losing. Eight-page leaflet showing the decline 

of Communist strength in trade union memberships, elections, 

party memberships, etc. 
Shipping date: Feb. 20 

b) United Action in Korea. 24-page photo pamphlet proving that 
collective security, as exemplified by U.N. action in halting Com- 

munist aggression in Korea, is a working reality. This publication 

is a reprint of a United Nations pamphlet. It was previously 
shipped to the field and will be reissued. 

Shipping date: Feb. 15 

| c) Aggression Can Be Stopped. Four-page leaflet which itemizes 
postwar Communist aggression and how it was stopped by courage 

and concerted effort. | 
Shipping date: Feb. 28 

Picture Stories: — | 
a) Strength of United Action. Strength of free world as shown 

through NATO and SHAPE. | oo 
Shipping date: March 15 

b) Strength Through Sacrifice. Sacrifices of U.N. forces in Korea 
to preserve peace. | 

Shipping date: March 5 

Posters: | 

a) NATO. A Power for Peace. Emphasis not only on U.S. contri- 
bution but on contributions of other members. 

Press Features: 

a) How Communist Imperialism Has Been Checked. Series of by- 
liners, columns, press features, magazine reprints, and commen-
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taries on how the Free World has succeeded in blocking the Krem- ! 
lin’s grab for world control. 

. b) Collective Security Seen as Block to Soviet Imperialism. Pre- 
| pared especially for Middle East. 7 ae | 

c) Free World Agriculture Helps Stop Communist Aggression. 7 
d) Free World Scientists Help Check Communist Aggression. _ 

: 2. The Free World is Invincible oo | 
Pamphlets and Leaflets: __ | | 
a) The People are Winning. Illustrated leaflet recounting the 

achievements won by free peoples in the fields of labor, economics, 
| politics, etc. To be written in three versions for Europe, Southeast | 
| Asia, and Middle East. : 
| Shipping date: March 1 ! 
| b) American Labor Unions. 48-page illustrated pamphlet which | 
| tells the story of the American labor movement, how arbitration | 
| and collective bargaining operate, and the role of the ICFTU. This 

| publication was previously sent to the field and is being reissued in | 
| conjunction with the campaign. - ) | 
| | - Shipping date: March 10 | 
| c) Working Together, the Role of Cooperatives. 48-page pamphlet 
| illustrated by photos and drawings. Tells the story of cooperatives | 

all over the world, what they are, the problems they face. Exam- | 

ples taken from Nova Scotia, India, Israel, Denmark, Egypt, U.S. ! 

| Previously shipped to field; being reissued. 
| Shipping date: March 20 

d) Consumer Capitalism in Action. 24-page pamphlet with photos. 
A simplified account of how capitalism works in the U.S., how 
labor and management negotiate, etc. Previously sent to field; to be 

| reissued. | 
| Shipping date: March 1 

e) Why We March. Four-page leaflet. Comparison of May Day in 
2 free and Communist worlds; comparison of the workers; life in a 

free society and a Communist world. Primarily aimed at Germany, 
| Italy, France, but adaptable for other audiences. | 

| Shipping date: Feb. 15 
| f) NATO For Peace. Eight-page leaflet. Because aggressors respect | 

strength only, the best insurance for peace and security is NATO. 

| | a Shipping date: March 15 
|. Photo Displays: 

| a) Aid to Other Nations. Accomplishments of ECA, TCA, etc. 
| | , oo Shipping date: Jan. 30 ! 

__b) Practicing Brotherhood of Man in the U.S. Red Cross, Commu- | 

nity Chest, etc. — | 

Shipping date: March 28 | 

| | 

| |
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c) NATO. Activities of Allied nations for preserving world peace. 
_ Shipping date: April 15 

d) Western Metropolis. Where Many People Live in Peace and Se- 
curity—San Francisco melting pot. 

e) NATO. A Power for Peace. Emphasis as in feature poster—but 

with different pictures, and at least one picture for each member, 
Greece and Turkey included. 

f) Religion. A Power for Peace. Emphasis on part that religion 
plays in daily lives of Americans and on religion as a power for 
peace. 

g) Washington. At Work for Peace. Emphasis on those features of 
a great capital which directly or indirectly stand for peace of free- 

dom and defense of that peace. 

Picture Stories: 
a) Strength Through Knowledge. Foreign students exchange pro- 

gram. 
Shipping date: Feb. 26 

b) Invincibility in the Free World. U.S. military power. 

Shipping date: Feb. 15 

c) Power of Youth to Obtain Peace Objectives. PAL, ? Boys Town, 
etc. 

Shipping date: Feb. 19 

d) Progress of Point Four in Various Countries. 
Shipping date: March 

e) The Only Goals We Seek. U.S. and free world efforts to elimi- 

nate poverty, disease, illiteracy, etc. 
Shipping date: Feb. 26 

f) NATO. A Power for Peace. Similar in emphasis to feature 
poster and photo display of same title but with different pictures. 

g) Religion. A Power for Peace. Emphasis as in photo display, but 
pictures telling a story of a spiritual pilgrimage and retreat in a 
monastery in Kentucky, (for discretionary area use). 

h) Ideas. A Power for Peace. Similar in emphasis to World Photo 

Review Poster with different pictures. Pictures will cover all major 

areas. 
Posters: 

a) They Work For Peace. World Photo Review No. 35. | 
Shipping date: Dec. 10 

b) World Leaders Meet to Promote Peace. World Photo Poster No. 

36. 
Shipping date: Jan. 12 

c) Borders Without Bayonets. World Photo Review Poster No. 37. — | 

Shipping date: Jan. 25 

3 Police Athletic League. |
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d) International Exchange of Ideas. Feature Poster No. 38. 

\ Shipping date: Feb. 8 
‘e) Atomic Energy for Peacetime Uses. Newspaper Insert No. 5. 

| Shipping date: Jan. 25 
f) Point Four in Action. Educational Poster No. 1. 

Shipping date: Jan. 18 
g) International Understanding Through Youth Groups. Educa- | 

| tion Poster No. 2. 
| | Shipping date: March 18 
| h) Harmonious Labor-Management Relationships. Educational 
| Poster No. 3. | 

| Shipping date: May 18 
| i) Museums of Science and Industry. (Cultural) Feature Poster 2 
| No. 37. | 
| Shipping date: Jan. 26 | 

j) Ideas. A Power for Peace, World Photo Review Poster. Empha- 

sis on exchange of ideas through international exchange of stu- 
| dents. Pictures will cover all major areas. | | | 
| Press Features: | 
| a) Free World’s Growing Strength to Defend Itself: Series of by- | 
| liners, columns, press features, magazine reprints, and commen- 

| taries on the material and spiritual strength of the Free World. | 

| b) Strength of Free World Is In Cooperation. Series of Special 
| Press Features to be sent out by Mission Service European Unit. 

| c) Asia’s Growing Power to Defend Itself. Prepared especially for 
Far East. 

d) Organization of American States Knits Hemisphere into Strong 
| Force for Peace. | 

e) Americas Share Military Know-How to Strengthen Peace 
| Power. | | 

i 3. The Slave System is Doomed 

| Pamphlets and Leaflets: | 

| a) Where Are They Now? 24 pages. Names, pictures, and biogra- 
| phies of old-time Bolsheviks, formerly Stalin’s cronies, who were 

| purged. | | 
| | _ Shipping date: Feb. 25 

b) Slave Labor in the Soviet World. 32 pages. Documenting 
| [words missing from the source text.] | 

| Shipping date: Feb. 12 
. c) The Deadly Parallel. 16-page comparison of the similarity be- ! 

| tween Nazism and Communism. : 

| Shipping date: April 15 : 

| | 
| 

| |
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d) Blood Money for Mao. 8-page leaflet describing the Chinese 
Communist extortion racket, mainly for Far and Middle East. 

Shipping date: Feb. 15 

e) Buddhism Under the Soviet Yoke. 4-page leaflet. Reports of 
plight of Buddhism in Communist countries, with a statement by a 
“Living Buddha”. 

_ Shipping date: Jan. 31 

Picture Stories: | 

a) Pattern for Slavery. Comparing Nazism and Soviet Commu- 

nism. 

b) Development of a Soviet Satellite. 

Posters: 

a) Vishinsky Laughed. Emphasis of pictures on various scenes of 

war-caused misery, on U.N. efforts towards peace, and on Vi- 

shinsky’s celebrated U.N. scoffing. | 

Shipping date: Jan. 8 

b) Stalin’s Slave Empire. Emphasis on ‘Gulag’ may [name?] of 
Russian slave labor camps. Feature poster No. 36. | 

Shipping date: Jan. 11 

Press Features: 

a) Unrest Behind the Iron Curtain. Series of byliners, columns, 
press features, magazine reprints, and commentaries citing the 

growing weakness of the Soviet Union and its satellites. 

b) Purges Behind the Iron Curtain. 

c) The Iron Curtain—Symbol of Soviet Decadence, Fear, and 
Weakness. 

d) Failures of Soviet Economic Institutions to Reach Objectives. 

e) Falsification of Soviet Statistics to Cover Failures. 

| B. FILMS 

1. Films Previously Distributed 

a) In Defense of Peace | 
b) One Year in Korea | 

c) UN Aids Korea 

2. Films in Current Distribution 

a) Plan for Peace. Animation depicting plan for international 

control of atomic energy as presented at the UN General Assem- 

bly, Paris. Released for distribution by Republic Pictures. 

b) Japan Joins the Free Nations. Pegged on signing of the Japa- 
nese Peace Treaty at San Francisco. 

c) Soldiers of Freedom. Filmed at Fort Benning, Ga., and showing 

the training of military personnel from NATO and other nations.
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| 3. Films to be Distributed - | | 

a) Workers For Peace. Embrace the 9 living winners of the Nobel 
Peace Prize, highlighting most recent recipient, Ralph Bunche. 

b) Foreign Language Press and Radio in the U.S. Stressing the 
freedom of the press and radio throughout the U.S. to disseminate 

2 information in various foreign languages for the benefit of those | 
who do not understand English. a | 

} c) Operation Mascot. Demonstrating humanitarian efforts to re- 
| habilitate the children of Korea for useful lives in a peaceful world. | 

d) Peace Worth Having (The first two films of the “Peace With 
| Freedom” Series. The third and | | | 

| e) Keeping the Peace final film will be “Defending the Peace” | 
| and will be released toward the end of the year.) | | 

Secretary's Daily Meetings, lot 58 D 609, 1952 , | | 

| Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Executive | 
| | Secretariat (Mc Williams)1 | 

| | [Extract] | | | | | 

| | | | 
| SECRET | a WASHINGTON, May 5, 1952. 

| Subject: Summary of Meeting with the Secretary | 
! Participants: Mr. Acheson _— |. Mr. Jessup | | 

. Mr. Bruce Mr. Nitze | 

| | Mr. Matthews | Mr. McWilliams. 

| | Mr. Humelsine Mr. Battle | 

| o Mr. Armstrong fs | 

I Item 4. American Motion Pictures Shown Abroad | 

: Mr. Cowen 2 brought up the subject of American motion pictures | 
i shown abroad and the damage to our standing by certain types of | 
| pictures. He mentioned particularly pictures on subjects of racial 

| discrimination and also pictures of the gangster type. He urged 
that either the Secretary or Mr. Bruce talk to Eric Johnston ° to | 

| see what could be done about this. The suggestion was also made 

: that a list of pictures considered harmful be compiled and also our 
| Ambassadors be asked their views of damage done by specifically : 

: 1 Copies to Matthews and Battle. | | 
| 2 Presumably Myron M. Cowen, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for | 
| Mutual Security Affairs. 

3 President of the Motion Picture Association of America, Inc. 

| 
| |
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what pictures. (I have talked to Mr. Phillips about these points and 
he will see what can be done about them.) 

W. J. McWILLIAMS 

511.00/6-1752: Circular airgram 

The Secretary of State to All Diplomatic Offices 3 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, June 17, 1952—7:35 p.m. 

EXPOSING OF COMMUNIST PROPAGANDA TECHNIQUES 

The purpose of this communication is to obtain the Missions’ con- 
sideration and recommendations for further use among intellectu- 

als of certain materials exposing Communist propaganda tech- 

niques. | 

A number of recent books and other publications deal with Com- 

munist techniques for warping mental attitudes. Two outstanding 

treatments of the subject are “Brain Washing in Red China” by 
Edward Hunter and “The Reds Take A City” by John W. Riley and 
Wilber Schramm. Distribution copies of the former book were 

shipped to Missions on October 380, 1951, and of the latter on De- 

cember 19, 1951. Every Mission received at least one copy. 

The Department believes that those portions of these books 

which reveal the purposeful and brutally efficient manner in which 

Communist officialdom sets out to change the basic mental atti- 

tudes and thought patterns of people living in areas under Commu- 

nist control should be brought to the attention of intellectuals. It is 

felt that those portions of the books emphasizing disruption of 

family loyalties, betrayal of traditional social and economic pat- 
terns, abnegation to Communist ideology and the stifling of initia- 
tive, can be effectively used to wean intellectuals of Asia and the 
Middle East away from Communism. To a more limited, but none- 
theless important extent, they may be useful in other areas of the 
world as well. It is recognized that in many countries the impact of 

this material might be more effective without passages emphasiz- 

ing “the hate America” campaign. 
A report is requested on the use of the two titles and of other 

similar materials. 

A current IBS series entitled “Forbidden Literature” reports one 
facet of “operation brain washing.” Reprints of articles entitled 

1 Drafted by G. Huntington Damon of IIA on May 29. Cleared by IFI, IPS, and 
ICS.
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“What You Can Read in Russia” and “The Great Liquidation: Sat- 
| ellite Culture” are in process for field use. 
| The Department will from time to time transmit further materi- 
| als on this subject and summaries or popularized adaptations of 

such materials suitable for newspaper, magazine, or indigenous 
pamphlet use. 

The use of such materials should be planned in terms of a long 
| term program directed at intellectuals. This program should not be 
| blatant. It should be adapted to the psychological situation and i 
| _ conditions in each country. One phase of it should consist of a | 
| steady and consistent reiteration of methods used by Communists. | 
| to attain control of thought processes. ) : 
| Would the Missions be interested in cartoon or other pictorial 
| treatment of the subject? | 
| The Missions are requested to evaluate with particular care and | 

to report to the Department on the extent to which this effort | 
| should and can be successfully conducted by indigenous sources, 

| with the open activities of USIS or any other U.S. source held 
| either to a minimum or kept entirely in the background. 

The Administrator of the International Information Administra- 
| tion of the Department has recommended that every key officer in 
| the International Information Administration read “Brain Wash- 
| ing in Red China.” It is hoped that the Public Affairs Officers, if — 

| they are not already familiar with the book, will give it their care- 
| ful attention at the earliest opportunity. Other appropriate officers 
| of the USIS should also do so. 2 
| ACHESON 

| 2 The only reply to this airgram found in Department of State files is despatch 33 
| from Prague, July 28. It stressed the difficulties of carrying out Acheson’s requests : 

from a post in Eastern Europe. (511.00/7-2852) | i 

Oo | 
| Editorial Note | 

| On June 30 the Senate adopted a resolution creating a special | 
| subcommittee of the Foreign Relations Committee charged with ex- 

amining the overseas information programs of the United States. | 
| The subcommittee was composed of Senators Fulbright (chairman), 
| Gillette, Benton, Wiley, Hickenlooper, and Mundt. The subcommit- 

| tee submitted an interim report (83d Congress, Senate Report No. : 
| 30) on January 30, 1958, urging that United States overseas infor- 

mation services and programs as well as those of private agencies 
| be strengthened. 

.
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110.4/7-2952 : gee 

Memorandum by the Administrator of the International 
Information Administration (Compton) to the Secretary of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, July 29, 1952. 

It is six months since I have been on this “job”. The order by 
which you established the U.S. International Information Adminis- 
tration included a number of other matters with which officially I 
am not concerned. In the attached report, therefore, I am referring 

only to the matters related to either the International Information 
Administration itself, or to the Psychological Operations Coordinat- 

ing Committee of which, during the past four months, I have been 

acting as chairman. 

As you know, I have tried deliberately to administer my respon- 

sibilities and authorities without encroaching on your time or on 

the time of your own office. Some of the matters still in suspense 

may require action by you. If so, the indicated action will, I believe, 

be apparent. 

I have suggested to your office that the most expeditious way of 

handling these matters would be that you have an opportunity to 

examine this report and thereafter, at your early convenience, that 
I have an opportunity to discuss it with you personally. This, if con- 
venient for you, may be before you leave for Honolulu 2 or shortly 
after your return. Certain important decisions for 1953 should be 
determined not later than August 15. 

IIA still has more problems than answers, a condition I notice 

which seems to apply quite generally nowadays in the Department. 

But the ratio of answers to problems is, I believe, in every respect 

more favorable than when you established this consolidated activi- 

ty last January. | 
I warmly appreciate the prompt action which you have taken on 

the few occasions on which it appeared appropriate to ask you for 

affirmative action. 

Yours sincerely, , 

WILSON COMPTON 

1 A handwritten notation on the source text reads: ‘Sec Saw’’. 
2 Acheson attended the first meeting of the ANZUS Council at Honolulu from 

Aug. 4-8, 1952. For documentation on this meeting, see vol. xu, Part 1, pp. 172 ff.
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| | : [Attachment] | . | 

Report by the Administrator of the United States International 
Information Administration (Compton) to the Secretary of State | 

| 
CONFIDENTIAL . - Oo [ WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

| U.S. INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION (IIA) * 

1. Establishment | | | | 

The U.S. International Information Administration was officially | 
| established on January 16, 1952 (Departmental Announcement No. | 

4).8 I became its Administrator on January 20. The necessary con- | 
| solidations and reorganization of the “International Information | 
| and Educational Exchange Program” were initiated at once with 
| the cooperation of the Deputy Under Secretary for Administration. 

They have been pressed as rapidly as the facilities available and 

| the interests of the Department would permit. The reorganization | 

| is now far advanced but not yet completed. | - : 

| 2. Scope of IIA a | : its SE , | 

Your order provided that under IIA jurisdiction were to be in- | 
| cluded the “foreign information activities for the administration of 
| which the Secretary is responsible’. With the execution on March 
| 27, 1952 of an appropriate agreement with TCA; the transfer to IIA 

by the Army following April 28, 1952 of the Japan program; and 
| the transfer to IIA as of July 1, 1952 (Departmental Announcement 
| No. 84) of the information programs in Germany and Austria, the | | | : | 
| consolidation of administration in ITA, of all the foreign informa- | 

| tion activities for which you are responsible is on the way to com- 
| pletion, - | | - | o 

| 3. Funds for Operations Ves oe | | 

| For these activities (except the German and Austrian programs 

| which are separately financed) the appropriations for 1952 were 

| $86,575,000. For 1953 the funds requested, funds recommended, and 
funds appropriated were as follows: | | | 

Requested for 1953 | $133,272,914. | 
| Recommended by House Com. 111,066,000. | 
| Voted by House | 86,575,000. | 
| _ Recommended by Senate Com. 86,575,000. | 
| Voted by Senate 88,556,516. 

| *A six-months’ report to the Secretary of State, July 20, 1952. [Footnote in the 
| source text.] | 

3 Ante, p. 1591. |
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Appropriated in 1952 for 1953 , 87,325,000. 
(Appropriation in 1951, for 1952 85,000,000.) 

In addition to these are a number of miscellaneous special ear- 
marked funds. By amendment to the MSA Act ITA, with respect to 
its exchange of persons activities, has now been put in the position 
of an authorized general claimant for counterpart funds. This 
should be useful. No additional appropriation was made for the 
Japan program. | 

4. Capital Funds | | 

For 1952 no additional capital funds were appropriated. For 1953 
IIA requested $36,727,086 for additional radio facilities overseas 

and in the United States (Ring Plan). The House Committee recom- 

mended $20,500,000. No funds were appropriated by either House. 

5. Financial Status of Program (1953) 

The cost of continuing, through 1953, of the 1952 year-end scale 

of program (including Japan; also including provision for operating 

new radio facilities; but not including Germany and Austria) is es- 
timated at approximately $100,000,000 or about $12,500,000 more 

than the 1953 funds appropriated. Some economies and savings 
have been made. Others are underway. Still others are under in- 

| vestigation, with the help of inside and outside management sur- 

veys. 

Some curtailments of scope of program nevertheless are neces- 

sary. These after consultation with the divisions concerned are 
being made selectively, based on (1) priorities, (2) evaluations, (8) 
consultation with overseas missions, (4) advice of regional bureaus. 
The funds allocated to broadcasting and overseas mission activities 

will be increased in 19538 over 1952; to the other media reduced. 

1953 will be a period of consolidation and selection, not expansion. 

6. Relations with Appropriations Committees | 

The House Committee in February made a penetrating investiga- 

tion of IIA 1953 proposed budgets, and recommended support of 

practically all of the proposed activities, except most of the so- 

called “special projects”. The House hearings were promptly and 
skillfully conducted. They were merciless. But they were fair and 
in constructive spirit. The Senate Committee hearings were 

reached in May. They were less extensive than the House hearings, 

well attended by Committee members. The Senate hearings were 
fairly and firmly conducted in a friendly atmosphere. The Commit- 

tee recommended the figure previously voted by the House
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| | 
| ($85,575,000) expressing the opinion that a “good” program can be | 

conducted with this amount and that “expansion” should wait. | 
Notwithstanding the sharp criticism of individual items or pro- 

posals or of proposed scope of activities, no hostility to the program 

itself was manifested in either Committee. I am told by colleagues, | 
with respect to “atmospheric conditions’, that these hearings in 
both Houses were more of a contrast than a comparison with simi- 
lar hearings in recent past years. 

| 7. Supplemental Appropriations 1953 

| Tentatively we plan to propose a supplemental budget, 1958, for 

| further improved radio facilities (and a few other items, not includ- 
| ing operations funds). Reason: Our progress in radio programming 
| has already outstripped our progress in facilities for delivering a 

| satisfactory radio signal overseas. In radio we are “out of balance”. 
| While some curtailment in some radio programs is justified, the 

| more constructive answer to the present unbalanced situation is to 
| expedite the authorization and completion of additional units of | 
| the “Ring Plan”, including additional mobile broadcasting units | 

(Vagabond type). The initial ship-mounted mobile unit (The ‘Couri- 

| er’) has already demonstrated an electronic performance consider- | | 
| ably beyond expectations and much in excess of specifications re- 

| quirements. The feasibility of mobile land units (car- or truck- | 
| mounted) is being investigated. : 

| 8. Organization of ITA | 

| Consistent with the objectives of IIA as defined in your original | 
| order of establishment, many consolidations and other organization | 
| changes have been made or are underway. These are summarized | 
| in the attached chart of January 30, 1952. Among the more impor- : 

tant arrangements are these: | 

| (a) The overseas operations are now under a single Deputy Ad- 
| ministrator for Field Programs. These are the heart of the pro- | 
| gram. The overseas operations “come first”. This is to put the 

horse before the cart. | 
(b) The media divisions (with the partial exception of the radio 

broadcasting services) are being reoriented essentially as service 
| agencies to assist and implement the overseas operations. 
: (c) An Office of “Policy and Plans” has been established under an 
| Assistant Administrator for guidance to all operating units. 
| (d) The Evaluation (and related research) Staff reports to the 

Office of the Administrator, rather than to the media divisions. 
Evaluation should be kept separate from operations. | 

: (e) The Advisory Commissions are attached to the Administra- 
! tor’s Office rather than to the media divisions. | 
| (f) A Management Division under a single experienced Assistant 

Administrator reports to the Administrator. It is expected to devel- 
op all opportunities for improvement in business management. _
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| (g) Additional facilities have been provided to encourage and fa- 
cilitate private cooperation and private participation in the pro- 
gram. 

The first IIA Organization Manual was published within the De- 

partment on June 12. Additional installments to include all units 

of IIA are scheduled to be completed during calendar year 1952. 

9. Media Divisions 

The present status of the media divisions in general terms is as 
follows: 

a. Press—satisfactory 
b. Information centers—satisfactory 
c. Exchange of persons—fair 
d. Motion pictures—fair 
e. Radio—unsatisfactory | 

Most of the media have made substantial progress during the past 

six months toward better organization, administration and manage- 

ment. | 

10. “Unfinished Business” of Organization 

IITA is still operating under important handicaps. Most of these 

are beyond the direct control of the Department of State. Some, 

however, are within its competence. 

Among the factors largely beyond the control of the Department 

are these: 

a. Space 
Space accommodations for IIA in general are mediocre. Widely 

scattered and inadequate space has been a hardship especially to 
the crucial Office of Policy and Plans (Connors); the Division of 
Field Operations (Johnstone); 4 and the Information Center Service 
(Lacy). ° These conditions are gradually being improved. Had there 
been ordinary cooperation on the part of other Federal Agencies 
(notably the Federal Power Commission) many of these handicaps 
would have been relieved long ago. 

b. Amendments to P.L. 402 | 
The most important part of the amendments to P.L. 402 proposed | 

by the Department relates to “super-grades” for IIA (asked by the 
Department, 20; approved by the Bureau of the Budget, 12). The 
bill, when it finally reached the Capitol, was buried in Committee. 
In fact it apparently had no consideration in either House or 
Senate except a decision by the House Committee to postpone con- 
sideration to the next Congress. | 

Explanation . 
These provisions are important if IIA is to secure and hold supe- 

rior top personnel, and in the long run it will not have superior 
bottom personnel unless also it has superior top personnel. At 

# William C. Johnstone. 
5 Dan T. Lacy.
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present ITA includes one-half of the total personnel of the Depart- : 
| ment and has considerably more than 40 per cent of its total funds. 4 

The Department of State, in positions subordinate to the Secretary 
and the Under Secretary has 65 statutory or Civil Service super- 
grades. Of these 65 super-grade positions 1 (a grade GS-17) is now 
assigned to IIA. The only other access of IIA to “super-grades” or 
equivalent is by temporary assignment of top-ranking Foreign 
Service Officers. There are few such assignments. In fact the 

| number of Foreign Service Officers in IIA has evidently dwindled 
during the past three years by more than one-half notwithstanding | 

| that the total personnel of ITA during the same period has been | 
| more than doubled. | 

| This conspicuous unbalanced personnel situation of IIA is per- ; 
| haps its greatest basic weakness. IIA employment is not “popular’”’ 

| in the Department. Experienced career men do not ordinarily en- 
| courage younger men to seek a “career” by the route of the Infor- | 
| mation Service. Some discourage it. As long as the top positions in 

IIA are so conspicuously below the top positions in other services of 
the Department the Information Service evidently will be judged : 
and rated accordingly. Six months ago I thought this matter was | 
comparatively unimportant. I still think that it should not be im- : 

| portant. But by the prevailing standards within the Government | 
| with respect to rank, rate, and position, it is important. I have re- | 
| luctantly concluded that it is not feasible to achieve one of your : 
| basic objectives in establishing IA, i.e. to “lift” the status of this | 

program within the Department of State, until this unbalanced | 
| personnel situation is substantially improved. : 

, Among the factors within the Department’s competence are 

| these: | - | 

a. Personnel a . | | 
This, as you know, has been a difficult matter from the outset, | 

| and as important to IIA as it is difficult. Your original order estab- | 
| _ lishing ITA in January includes the specification that the Adminis- 

trator: — | a 7 | 

“determines the selection and assignment of personnel to the 
| IIA program, at home and abroad, under the personnel policies — 
| applicable to the IIA program.” | Oo 

| : | 

| This evidently was a new procedure, a new precedent, within the | 
| Department. It was quietly resisted down the line. For a time it ap- 
| peared that it was somewhere being “sabotaged’’. For several 
| months IIA did not succeed in securing a reasonable chance even 
| to “start to commence to get ready to begin” the establishment of 

the special ITA unit within the Office of Personnel as provided in 
| Departmental Announcement No. 4. This neglect was finally ap- i 
| _ pealed in June to the Deputy Under Secretary for Administration. 
: With the cooperation of the Director of the Office of Personnel af- 
| firmative actions were taken. I hope they will work. | | 
| b. Foreign Service Reserve Positions 

| Early in July it was evident that action by Congress to provide a 
few “super-grade”’ positions for IIA would not be taken until next 

|
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year. IIA then asked the assignment to it, as a partial temporary 
substitute, of a few top-grade foreign service reserve positions (sub- 
stantially equivalent to super-grade positions). This request was re- 
jected by A on the grounds of Department policy. This rejection 
may have been warranted. But it may be noted that similar foreign 
service reserve appointments have been recently provided for de- 
partmental service in other areas of the Department. 

c. “Administrative Support’”’ 
This blanket category represents about one-sixth of the total 

dollar expenditures of IIA. Months ago after consultation with the 
Deputy Under Secretary for Administration IIA asked a thorough 
review of the manner of determining these “administrative sup- 
port” charges. There has been no disagreement in principle. But 
the review is tedious. 

ITA, of course, should pay its proportionate share of the cost of 
all of these common services of the Department. All that IIA was 
objecting to was the “pig-in-a-poke’” method of determining the 
amounts to be assessed against its funds. This method had little if 
any visible relation to the services actually rendered or actually 
used. There is little room for doubt, especially in overseas missions, 
that administrative support funds actually provided by IIA were 
being used regularly to support other services of the missions. We 
have asked that ITA funds for administrative support be so identi- 

_ fied, and that the charges against these funds be hereafter deter- 
mined on the basis of services actually rendered. In the review for 
these purposes, now underway, IIA is represented through its Man- 
agement Division (Kimball). 

11. Relations of IIA to Other Areas of the Department of State 

The principal contacts of the Administrator’s office during the 

six months period have naturally been with U, A, P, H and TCA. 

These contacts have been uniformly constructive, friendly and 
helpful to ITA. Continuous staff contacts have been maintained 

with the Regional Bureaus. These contacts on the whole have been 

satisfactory. The ITA conception was a new idea in the Department. 

As you know, from the outset, there has been some skepticism 

about the idea; also some resistance. There still is. 

But the dragging of feet has been dwindling. As a fair generaliza- 

tion, at the end of six months, overt resistance to the IIA idea may ~ 
be said to have subsided. The residue of “talking it down”, describ- 
ing it as “temporary”, or referring to it as having no “future” to 
the careerist, and the like, is of consequence I think only insofar as 

it discourages promising young people from accepting IIA employ- 

ment. The Office of Personnel is alert to it and is taking steps | 

which I think will be substantially effective in neutralizing this 
sort of inside “propaganda”. For these constructive results at the 
end of a difficult six months period the earnest cooperation of the 

Under Secretary and the Deputy Under Secretary for Administra- 
tion and his Staff is largely accountable.
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12. Congressional Relations | | | 
On the whole I think the Congressional relations of IIA are rea- 

sonably good. At least they are much better than evidently they 
were. This applies to both parties. We have succeeded I believe in | 

2 maintaining the non-partisan position of IIA. There is little hostili- 

| ty,—at least little vocal hostility,—to the program in either party; 
and from time to time there have been strong public commenda- 
tions, in which partisan terms if they exist are at least indistin- 

| guishable. IIA so far has had little direct attention from the Com- 
mittees on Foreign Relations and Foreign Affairs and the exigen- 

cies of the coming elections presage possibilities of important 

| changes in these Committees as well as in the Appropriations Com- | 
2 mittees. | 
| The recent approval of the Benton-Wiley Resolution (S. Res. 74) 6 
| and the formation of the new Fulbright 7 Committee to make the 
| study authorized by it, may provide a chance to lift the whole level 
| of the overseas information and educational exchange program to a 
| higher stature in the affairs of Government. As of this date the | 

Committee has not been formally appointed. But the Committee on 
| Foreign Relations has appointed Senators Fulbright (Chairman), 

| Hickenlooper, ® Wiley and Gillette. ° It is understood that the Vice- 
| President contemplates appointing Senator Benton and possibly | 

Senator Morse !° or Senator Mundt. 11 The Committee itself does ! 
not anticipate any Committee (as distinguished from Staff) activity 

| until September 15. Evidently there will be short public hearings 

| and overseas committee investigations both eastward and westward 
| this fall. The resolution requires the Committee to report to the 

| Senate by January 31, 1953. 

| ITA has provided the Foreign Relations Committee staff with de- 

| sired information and will assist the Committee and the Staff in 
whatever ways are available. The Committee study is expected to 

; include (1) appraisal of the needs and opportunities for overseas in- 

| formation (2) evaluation of present U.S. program (3) estimate of 

| various information techniques (4) consideration of relation of U.S. ' 
| programs to programs of other countries and (5) exploration of the | 

question of the location of the information service (i.e. in the De- 

partment of State or outside). | 

| 13. Thurman L. Barnard has completed his six-months’ commis- 2 
! sion from you to look into the status and conduct of the overseas 

| § See the editorial note, p. 1627. Senator William Benton (D., Conn.), 1949-1953. | 
| 7 Senator William Fulbright (D., Ark.). 

8 Senator Bourke B. Hickenlooper (R., Iowa). | 
i 9 Senator Guy M. Gillette (D., Iowa). | | | 
| 10 Senator Wayne Morse (R., Ore.). 
| 11 Senator Karl Mundt (R., S.D.). | 

| ! 
| | 
| |
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activities of this program in the Far East, Middle East and Europe. 

He has given me a copy of his report to you. 12 He has shared with 
me his impressions, such as these: 

The “general high calibre of American personnel’. 
Information program is “pretty good’, with “great unevenness” 

| in its operations. 
In “too many missions we are trying to do too many things’. 
“Essential that we get three more Hultens (regional representa- 

tive in Europe) in the field” for ‘‘cross-fertilization, to raise the 
level of the poorer ones to the level of the better ones.” 

| We are still operating in the field “too much on the basis of 
hunch’; or “flying blind”’. 
Washington is still trying to “mastermind” the field operations. 

“Too much material is still going to the field that is dreamed up 
back home.” 

We need “more authority and more responsibility in the field.” 
“Qur radio problem is a long way from being solved.” 

In these views generally I concur. We have made much progress in 

identifying our problems; and we have made substantial progress 
toward finding the answers. 

14. General Comments on ITA Program 

(1) Good progress has been made toward integrating the infor- 

mation operations of IIA and MSA in Europe; and steps toward 
similar integration in other MSA countries are underway. TCA and 
IIA have an overseas information agreement which is satisfactory 
to ITA and, so far as I have reason to believe, satisfactory to TCA. 

(2) IIA can provide a reasonable minimum information service in 

Japan in 1953 only by scaling down the IIA program elsewhere. 
This is being done. | 

(3) The German-Austrian program, relatively, is amply financed. 

(4) About 35 per cent of the complete proposed “Ring Plan” of 
improved world-wide radio facilities was authorized and appropri- | 

ated for in 1950, 51. This includes seven out of twenty proposed 

major units. The specifications, estimating and contracting of these 

units have not been well handled by our International Broadcast- 
ing Service. ) | 

(5) You have had a recent report elsewhere on the organization 
and business management of the radio services of IIA, the urgent 

need for improvements, and the contemplated action. | 

(6) The recent two-way suspension of the ‘““Amerika” Magazine 

in the Soviet Union and USSR publications in the United States 
seems to have had general, but not universal, public approval. , 

(7) To reduce the hazards of promiscuous criticism at home ITA , 

is following a policy of avoiding the employment of “borderline” 

12 This report cannot be further identified. |
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| persons; use of “borderline’’ authors; selection of “borderline” writ- | 
- ings or other products. This policy is hard to define and harder to | 
administer. But it seems to have reduced the extent of domestic 
“Sssues” and it does not appear to have impaired the service. 

(8) IIA is seeking gradually (a) to improve the quality of its 
American staff overseas; (b) to place more responsibility upon, and 

: give wider discretion to, the overseas staff in each country; (c) to 
increase the proportionate use of local nationals, to select them 

| more carefully and to pay them better. Ce 
(9) In attempting, where it has seemed appropriate for the Ad- _ 

| ministrator to do so, to influence the spirit and direction of our 
| work overseas and in the United States, I have been relying more 

oe ] bb - | 
: upon giving our key staff members a “point of view” (rather than 
| explicit instructions), and a sense of “mission’’. This approach I be- 
| lieve is proving itself. I am planning during next November and 
| December, in company with the Deputy Administrator for Field 
| Programs to meet in convenient groups our principal Public Affairs 

| Officers in the Far East, Southeast Asia, Middle East and Europe. 
Meantime I am regularly meeting each month, here or in New 

_ York, the staff officers of each of our media divisions. _ | 
| (10 ) We are seeking in the IJA program, more effectively to mo- 

| bilize the element of religious interest as the most important single 
common denominator of universal appeal. | 

| (11) In recent months (largely traceable I think to world-wide | 
| propaganda over the germ warfare and Korean prisoner allega- 

| tions) there have been increasing pressures on IIA to “take a leaf | 

~ out of the book of the Big Lie.’’ These have been rejected and they 
| will be. We have said that the “Voice of America” will not be the 
| voice of Americans unless it is the voice of truth; and if we were to 

_ seek to model after the international communists, that we would | 

| lose even if we won. 7 oo ao | 
| (12) Like you I have been uneasy over the continuing charges— _ ! 

| some nebulous and some less nebulous—of disloyalty to the United | 
| States within IIA. That such charges are leveled mostly at the In- | 
| ternational Broadcasting Service may be due to the fact that the | 

_ “Woice of America” is the most conspicuous feature of IIA. But 
| where there continues to be as much “smoke” there may be some 
| “fire”. The Assistant Administrator in charge of IBS is himself con- 
| fident of the loyalty of its Staff and its loyalty must be protected | 
| from encroachment from either outside or inside. I have often said 
| that this program is no place for “half-hearted” Americans. It may | 

| be that our problem is not so much one of “disloyalty” in its tech- 
| nical sense as of faintheartedness in carrying out a mission. Within | 
| the past fortnight I have had further assertions from within IIA of | 
| “disloyalty”. I have, of course, at once transmitted this information | 

| 
| | | 
| | |
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to SY for FBI investigation. FBI may be counted upon to deal with — - 
problems of loyalty and security. It cannot help us to deal with the 
problem of unsuitability of persons who are engaged in a “mission” 
but have no sense of mission. That I regard as an important part of 
the “unfinished business” of ITA. : | 

15. Psychological Operations Coordinating Committee 

The chairmanship of POC is a second function which you asked 
me to undertake. Recent changes in the POC set-up and staff plan 

have evidently had satisfactory results. The staff work of this inter- 
departmental cooperation is now centered under the direction of 
the IIA Assistant Administrator for Policy and Plans. Under this _ 

plan the work of the interdepartmental staff (State, Defense, CIA 
and MSA) seems to “‘count for more’. Apparently the present plan 
and operations of POC are satisfactory to the participating agencies 

(also to the Psychological Strategy Board). The daily reports and 
guidances of its “Watch Committee’”’ seem to have been useful to 
the Far East Command, the United Nations Command and the 

Bighth Army. 

lda. In all these matters during the past six months I have done 
what I could. | 

| WILSON COMPTON 

CON files, lot 53 D 283, “Investigations, 1952” 

Memorandum by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Admin- 
istration (Scott) to the Administrator of the United States Inter- 
national Information Administration (Compton) } 

CONFIDENTIAL EYES ONLY [WASHINGTON,]| September 12, 1952. 

Subject: Investigation at Voice of America, New York City | 

Our Security people have reported the results obtained so far by 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation and SY ? on certain charges 
and allegations made by employees of IBS. ° | 

Since the IBS employees against whom allegations have been 

made were originally investigated by the FBI, the FBI was called 

in to make the appropriate inquiry. The FBI has reported on the 

basis of an initial investigation that most of the allegations con- 

cern administrative practices, with fewer charges bordering on dis- 

loyalty or suitability. The charges concerning disloyalty are, in 

1 Drafted by John W. Ford, Assistant Chief of the Division of Security, Bureau of 

Administration. 
2 Division of Security, Bureau of Administration. | 
3 International Broadcasting Service, U.S. International Information Administra- 

tion.
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most part, allegations of deliberate tone-down and sabotage of 

Voice program content. Deliberate, skillful countering of U.S. ob- 

| jectives by choice of material and emphasis is alleged. 

| The FBI representative at New York stated that since their ini- 
tial inquiry had indicated the greater percentage of the informa- 

tion was primarily State’s responsibility to investigate, it was the 
FBI’s desire that SY develop all information possessed by inform- 
ants, and refer to the FBI only such data as would form the basis 

| for an FBI investigation on loyalty. 
| As a result of Mr. Ford’s recent visit to New York, and from the | 
| results of SY’s inquiry to-date, it does appear that the greater per- 

| centage of the charges will concern administrative practices. How- 
| ever, there are a considerable number of allegations pertaining to 

| moral deviation, security or loyalty. Some of the allegations on 

| moral deviation have been proved true and the individuals in- 
volved have been dismissed. Other moral deviation allegations are | 

| currently under investigation. 

| For the purpose of conducting an investigation into the situation, 

| four SY Agents have been assigned to New York to carry out the © 

| required interviews. The Agents are obtaining insofar as possible 
! full signed statements from the persons interviewed. Information | 
| developed by SY during the investigation will be segregated into 
| the following categories: | | 

| (a) loyalty information to be furnished FBI for investigation. 
| (b) information requiring further SY inquiry on security or suit- : 
| ability grounds. | L 
| (c) information requiring administrative inquiry on policy or pro- 
| gram questions. | | 

| I suggest you may wish to approach the investigation of these al- | 
legations of an administrative or policy nature by undertaking a 

thorough review of the content of questioned broadcast material, 

| checking the selection of material, emphasis, et cetera. A study of | 

| this sort would have to cover a sufficient number of broadcasts to | 

: establish a clear case, which I realize would impose a considerable 
| burden. | | | | 

| I suggest, therefore, that you designate Mr. Art Kimball to con- | 

| sult immediately with Mr. Ford concerning the findings of an ad- | 
| ministrative or policy nature which have been obtained so far, in | 

! order that Mr. Ford and Mr. Kimball may jointly recommend | 
: action to be taken in light of the investigation now in progress. | 

i 

| | 

| i
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PSB files, lot 62 D 333, PSB D-34, “Miscellaneous Correspondence” | 

Memorandum by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Public 
Affairs (Phillips) to the Under Secretary of State (Bruce) } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, December 11, 1952. 

Subject: Propaganda Implications of the Slansky Trial and the 
Rosenberg Case. 2 | 

Recent reports from European posts suggest a revival of interest 

in the Rosenberg case on the part of the Communist press and vari- 

ous left-wing and front organizations. This may be partly explained 
by the standard Communist policy of distorting and exploiting U.S. 
legal judgments against Communists and members of racial minori- 
ties, but it is probably related more directly to the intense Europe- 
an reaction to the Slansky trial and its anti-Semitic implications, 
which have resulted in a decisive propaganda setback for the Com- 

munists, save possibly in the Arab States. | 

Judging from the limited reports available at the present time, it 

can be assumed that current agitation on behalf of the Rosenbergs 

| is largely the work of front organizations and probably does not 
represent any significant doubt on the part of the non-Communist 

public regarding the integrity of U.S. action in the case. The posi- 
tive effect, if any, of the Rosenberg campaign has been within Com- 

munist circles and secondarily, upon groups or individuals who do 

not believe in capital punishment. 

So far, according to the best reports available, some two thou- 

sand protests have been received to date, principally by our mis- 

sions in London and Paris, principally from recognizable Commu- 

nist sources regarding the Rosenberg case, an insignificant number 

compared to, say the Willie McGee case. | 

With regard to the Rosenberg case, full documentation and edito- 

rial comment has been carried by our media. More recently (No- 

vember 1952), it was felt desirable to supply affected posts with re- 

buttal material in the form of a review, including legal documenta- 

tion and comment, in USIS Special Feature 130 of November 17, 
and the Wireless Bulletin 274 of November 18. In response to the 

recent renewal of Communist propaganda on the Rosenbergs, the 

findings of the Supreme Court, the Court of Appeals, and of the 

American Civil Liberties Union, were provided to missions as 
source material for effective local handling. Such material has also 

been the basis for Voice of America output, as well as informal 

1 Drafted by Coulter D. Huyler of P. 
2For documentation on the trial of Rudolph Slansky in Czechoslovakia, see 

volume vi. Julius and Ethel Rosenberg had been convicted of atomic espionage in | 
January 1951 and had been incarcerated while the verdict was being appealed. |
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briefing, both here and abroad, of responsible representatives of 
the foreign press. | | 

_ With regard to the Slansky case, our own media output and guid- 
| ances stressed, where appropriate, the anti-Zionist angle, and gave 

full play to the Communist trial technique as contrasted with the 
| democratic processes of law. No attempt was made to defend those | 
| on trial, but full emphasis was given to the fact that they were 
| being tried on trumped-up charges. The Slansky trial has been the — 

! subject of some forty VOA scripts tailored for regional consump- 
tion. International press coverage of the Slansky trial, basically in 

| support of our views, has been exceptionally good. | 

| There is little doubt that present Communist agitation of the | 
| Rosenberg case is a deliberate diversionary tactic whose principal 

| aim is to divert attention from the Slansky trial. It is safe to say 
: that this attempt has been unsuccessful and has little effect save 

| within Communist circles. a 

| A/ MS files, lot 54 D 291, “IIA—Miscellaneous Reports” - / 

| Extract From a “Report on International Information Administra- 
| tion—1952” to the Secretary of State from the Administrator of 

ITA (Compton) December 31, 1952 } | 

| CONFIDENTIAL - 
Under date of August 8, 1952 at the end of the first six months of 

operation of the International Information Administration, I made 
an informal written report to you. 2 In that report I mentioned my | 

| intention, during November and December, to meet overseas with | | | 
our principal Public Affairs Officers in the Far East, Southeast | | 

| Asia, the Middle East and Europe. Within the last few days this — | 
extensive schedule of conferences has been completed. Finally 

| these have included more than 50 countries and have involved over 
| 21,000 miles of travel. I have, so to speak, looked into the “nooks | 
| and crannies” of the United States Information Service around the 

| world. - a | 
| _As reported to you, the International Information Administra- 
| tion is in the midst of a formidable transition. Historically the In- 

formation and Educational Exchange Program has been developed 
| largely as five media programs (press and publications, radio, i 
| motion pictures, information centers, and exchange of persons) 

! 1 A handwritten notation on the source text reads: “For personal use of A—Mr. 
| Humelsine.” A complete copy of this report has not been found. | 
| 2 Reference is presumably to the attachment to Wilson Compton’s memorandum I 
| of July 29; p. 1629. - | 

) 
: \ . i
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with initiative and responsibility centered in New York and Wash- 
ington and with country outlets overseas. The program has had the 
elements of strength, and the greater elements of weakness, of a 

“mass” approach to the differing political, economic, cultural and 
ideological situations and opportunities in the 87 countries covered 
by this enterprise. We are now gradually converting it into a 

| world-wide program consisting of individual country programs, 

each adapted to its appropriate objectives, each directed at selected 
population groups, each using the media best suited to these pur- 

poses. 

Transition to Country Programs 

Under present budget regulations the completion of this transi- 
tion evidently will take at least 12 months and perhaps 18. If we 
continue information activities in all 87 countries—and this matter 
is itself under review—the total operating program of the Interna- 
tional Information Administration will eventually consist of 87 
country programs and nothing else; its operating budget will consist 

essentially of 87 country budgets; the media will be service agen- 
cies to implement the approved country programs; and the media 

budgets will be derived from the country budgets. In the vernacu- 
lar this transition means exchanging the “shot-gun’ for the “rifle’”’. 

This plan has inspired the general enthusiasm of our missions 
overseas. It is approved—and now even insisted upon—by the 

Bureau of the Budget. It has long been encouraged by Committees 

of both Houses of the Congress and has been endorsed in principle 

by our Advisory Commissions on Information and on Educational 
Exchange. Eventually it will multiply the effectiveness of our over- 
seas information program on whatever scale it may be undertaken. 

It is a further long step toward enabling us to take the “offensive” 
in the war of ideas. 

This transition means a heavy increase in the extent of responsi- 
bility, authority and discretion lodged with our Public Affairs Offi- 
cers and missions overseas. It means important problems here of 
personnel selection, information policy guidance, basic program 

planning and media support as well as of management. With the 

improvements in organization and management already made or 

well under way, we now have, or will soon have, the means of deal- 

ing effectively with these problems of program mechanics. 

Impressions of Overseas Information Services 

| Our Public Affairs Officers in conference groups in Tokyo, Ran- 
goon, Bonn and Brussels or individually elsewhere have made 

many useful and practical suggestions for improving the effective- 

ness of our overseas information program. These suggestions are 

being analyzed by the Office of the Deputy Administrator for Field
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| Programs. They are in considerable detail. They are not included | 
| here. But they are readily available to you if you wish. Meantime i 

may I mention some general impressions of our staff, organization i 
and performance here and overseas; and certain steps which if / 
taken will strengthen and improve our overseas information serv- { 
ice: , | ! 

1. Our overseas information program generally is “much im- 
| proved”. That is my own impression. It seems also to be the gener- | 
| al verdict of observers and investigators. There are many weak | 

| spots, especially in radio and in press and publications. These are | 
| having attention. We are still doing a better job of reaching the | 
| people who think the most than the people who, by their numbers, | 
! count for the most. We are making good progress in working with 

| and through indigenous groups and indigenous sponsorship. ! 
| 2. Among our Public Affairs Officers overseas about 60 per cent 
| are highly qualified; about 15 per cent are fairly qualified but need 
| more training or experience. Between 10 and 15 per cent, with good 
| general qualifications, have insufficient aptitude for their particu- 
| lar present posts and should be reassigned. About an equal number 
| are “misfits” and should be dropped. — 

3. In Southeast Asia and the Middle East we have our most acute 
| problems of qualified American personnel. Generally in these im- | 
| portant areas living is difficult for Americans. The customary two- 
! year service term is not working well. We will do better with fewer 
| Americans each with living experience and language background 
| in the country and available for a longer term of service than two 
| years. 
| 4. In total we have in this program too many Americans over- 

seas. In a few countries we do not have enough. In more countries | 
| we have too many. We should use qualified Americans for program 
| policy and planning, major supervision, public representation on 
| high levels, and security maintenance. We should make more use 
| of qualified local nationals for other purposes; and we should pay 
| them better. a | | | 

| 5. “Departmental” information officers should be encouraged by 
| personnel and promotion policies to undertake more frequent and | 
! more substantial overseas assignments; and we should provide | 
| more adequate prior training for overseas information service. 
| 6. In many countries we are scattering our activities over too ; 
| wide a range. We should seek greater concentration on limited se- 
| lected objectives or ideas which we would like to have associated, in 
| the minds of other peoples, with the policies and purposes of the | 
: United States. _ | | 
. 7. We should use primarily our so-called “fast media” (e.g., Voice : 
: of America, Daily Wireless Bulletin and Press Service) for current 
| defensive propaganda. So far as feasible we should use our longer : 
| range media (e.g., books, book translations, motion pictures, exhib- | 

| its, information centers, exchanges of persons and educational serv- 
| ices) as well as radio and press for longer range affirmative objec- 
| tives such as: | 

| | : | | 
| |
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a. Progress (productivity, health, education, higher living 
standards, etc.); 

b. Independence—political (freedom from aggression, mainte- 
nance of national or racial integrity, religious entity, self-deter- 
mination, etc.); 

c. Freedom—individual (opportunity, right to choose, 
“human rights’, etc.); 

d. Peace; 
e. “Good neighbor” motive (“Golden Rule’, tolerance, help- 

fulness, etc.); 
te) Mutual security (common interest, voluntary association, 

etc.); 
g. Truth. 

In our information policy and program guidances we should con- 
tinuously seek to encourage world-wide recognition of the United 
States as a symbol and an advocate of such affirmative objectives 
as these. We are dealing in hope. The international communists 
are dealing in fear. 

8. We should aim a greater concert of effort at ideas which may 
be expected to promote disunity and eventually political disintegra- 
tion behind the Iron Curtain, especially in the Satellite Countries. 

9. We should “speak” overseas more through the voice of indige- 
nous groups; and where feasible through the voice of mutual inter- 
est groups, e.g., NATO, possibly ANZUS. | 

10. We should provide the basic framework and nucleus of a 
world-wide information organization which may be conveniently _ 
expanded whenever National policy and public support of it favor 
the gradual conversion of a “war of armaments’ into a “war of 
ideas’. That time is not here. But it will come. 

Information Service as Part of Program of National Security __ 

The extent to which further practical steps in these directions 

can be taken now or soon is, of course, dependent in part upon the 
verdict of the Bureau of the Budget, the incoming Administration 

and the Congress with respect to funds. The “Campaign of Truth” 

initiated in 1950 had, as you know, an authorized five-year annual 

operating-funds objective of over $250,000,000 by 1956. Last year 

the President’s Budget included for operations of the Information 

Program $133,000,000 (not including foreign currencies for the Ful- 

bright Educational Exchange Program). This year, for 1954, the 

President’s Budget will ask $115,000,000 (including $9,000,000 of 

foreign currencies for the Exchange Program). For the first time 

since 1950 the sights of the Bureau of the Budget for this program 

are lower, not higher. oe 

But in large part the effectiveness of America’s voice is depend- _ 

ent less on what it says overseas than on what it does overseas—or 

on what together with other nations it is prepared to do overseas. _ 

This involves, I dare say, some of the most formidable policy ques- 

tions which have faced you and will face your successor. I do not
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| think that our people generally take the “cold war’ seriously as a 
| potential means of averting a “hot war’. By “hot war’ I mean war 
! not up to our knees but up to our necks. My personal view, as a 

reasonably well-informed citizen with some knowledge of history, is | 
| that, if we keep on doing what we are now doing and do nothing | 

more than we are now doing to forestall it, we will land in another ~ | 
hot war. 

| “Cold War”’ . - | 

, _ As a nation we are not really trying to win the “cold war’. We : 
| are relying on armaments and armies to win a “hot war” if a “hot 

| war’ comes. But winning a hot war which leaves a cold war un- _ | 
| won will not win very much for very long. Our present facilities for 
| the “war of ideas” should enable us to retard the advance of inter- 
| national communism, dull the edge of its propaganda and help to | 
| give the free world a breathing space. This itself is important. But 

these facilities will not enable us to win the “cold war”. Nor per- 
haps will even larger facilities enable us to win it, until as a | 

j nation, or mutually with other nations, we can couple what we are 
able to say overseas more effectively with what we are able to do 

| overseas. | : 

Budget Sights | | 
| The present lowering of budget sights for our foreign information 
| activities is, I think, not accidental. No doubt it is in part a reflec- 
| tion of the evident disinclination of the Congress to make heavy in- | 

vestment in these activities. That disinclination in turn is a reflec- 
| tion of a general apathy toward a Government program overseas, | 
| about which the public so far has little understanding, which is 
| praised by some and criticized by others, which the people of the 

United States themselves never hear and never see. If our people 
ever get an understanding that winning a “cold war’ may be a | 

| practical way of avoiding or largely reducing the needs of continu- | 
3 ous gigantic investments in the means of “hot war” there will be | 
| less public indifference. That is the reason that I have said: “That | 
! time is not here. But it will come.” All this involves not merely the | 
| International Information Administration and the Department of : 
| State, but also... a formidable prospect which I hope will be ex- 

| plored. | 7 — 
: Many of the improvements in the overseas information program 
| which I have mentioned can be accomplished, however, within the 

funds now proposed. During the year 1952 we have much improved 
| the “housekeeping”’ of many of our operations. The savings next | 

year should be even more substantial. There are also other oppor- t 
ene | | | 

3 Ellipses in this document are in the source text. | 

! | | i



1646 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

tunities for economies. These are being systematically explored 
with the aid of outside experienced surveyors. From the standpoint 
of good management and “dollar value” you are turning the for- 
eign information and educational exchange program over to your 
successor in a much stronger condition than at the first of this year 

when you established the U.S. International Information Adminis- 
tration. 

Semi-Autonomous Agency 

The framework of organization, the administration of which a 

year ago you asked me to undertake, was established by you last 
January in Departmental Announcement No. 4. It provided for a 
“Semi-autonomous” agency within the Department of State. The 
expected extent of autonomy in the sense of opportunity of IIA to 
determine its information policies and to develop and execute its 

information programs overseas has materialized satisfactorily. The 

planned ‘‘semi-autonomy” with respect to (1) the selection, assign- 
ment and management of personnel and (2) the control of its own 

finances has not worked out satisfactorily. To achieve such “semi- 
autonomy” implies a high degree of consolidation of authorities 
and responsibilities which heretofore have been widely dispersed. 

There is within the Department a reluctance to accept these 

changes, and if not a resistance, at least a formidable inertia. 

...A full year’s experience appears to justify a strong doubt that 
an extent of “semi-autonomy” for IIA such as you aimed at a year 
ago can be achieved within the framework of the Department of 

State. Possibly it may be achieved (1) if a separate ITA personnel 
unit and a separate IIA personnel authority are established; and (2) 
if authority to make arbitrary assessments against IIA funds for 
the use of other services of the Department is terminated. 

... In my six months’ report to you last summer I mentioned the 
importance of attracting better talent into this program. At that 

time, for example, out of 65 so-called “super-grades”’ in the Depart- 
ment of State only one was in IIA, notwithstanding the fact that 
IIA included 40 per cent of the Department’s total personnel. Since 

then, due to your help, the number has been increased to three. 
That is not enough. The pending proposed amendments to Public 

Law 402 (Smith-Mundt) should be helpful. I hope that these ) 

amendments will be pressed to early enactment. 
... This program needs more experienced executives who are not 

fearful of prejudicing a career by doing something “different” and 
are not too timid about tampering with ‘‘vested interests’ which 

| should be tampered with.
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“Voice of America” , | 

| I have spoken of the present “lower sights” for the investment of 
public funds in this program. All of our activities accordingly are 
under budget review. Perhaps I should comment specifically on the i 
“Voice of America’—the International Broadcasting Service. It is | 
our largest single feature, the most spectacular, the most widely : 

known. It has strong friends—in Congress and elsewhere—and | 

ardent critics. In terms of expenditures it is our most inflexible | 
media service. Its “fixed charges” (operation and maintenance of 29 | 
domestic transmitters and 38 relay transmitters overseas) are a | 

half of the total cost of the radio service. The ratio will be greater 
| this year as several new and more powerful transmitters come into | 
, operation. | | | 
| Under the stimulus of the apparent receptivity of the Congress 
| in 1950 to an expanded “Campaign of Truth’, the Voice of America | 
| was rapidly expanded by 1952 to a level of 46 languages. Last year 
| decision was reached not to expand further the language programs 

| by an additional six as proposed by VOA. The number of languages 
now on the air is 45 and will be further reduced. Meantime we 

| should soon be enabled in many countries to deliver a more audible 
| signal. Our single most useful new relay is the 150 k.w. transmitter 

| on the “Courier” now harbored on the Island of Rhodes and broad- 
| casting daily to the Balkan countries and the southern tier of the 

| Soviet Union. | 
| The Voice of America now has the dual task of (1) operating : 

| within its funds and (2) maintaining as best it can the means by 
which the United States Government through facilities under its 

| own control, can speak to people in crucial areas overseas. Accord- 

ingly we are now seeking to establish this general pattern for our 
radio service: | 

| . 1. To concentrate VOA services more on the Iron Curtain coun- 
| ries. : 

| 2. In other countries, where practicable, to put our VOA broad- 
2 casting over its own facilities, on a more limited or a “stand-by” 

! asis. | 
| 3. Wherever practicable to establish access, in each country, to 

the use of its own radio broadcasting facilities to which its own | 
| people are accustomed to listen. This will mean more local and re- 
| gional origination of programs and less of dependence on live pro- 
| grams originated in New York. 

| Because of its relatively high ratio of fixed charges and its pro- 
| portionately heavy investment in radio language program talent 

| recruited from all over the world, the “Voice of America” has a for- 
| midable problem in making substantial budget readjustments when 

| E 

:
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these are necessary. Fortunately it has equally formidable execu- 
tive talent. 

“Educational Exchange” 

The Advisory Commission on Educational Exchange in a letter to 
me dated December 24, 1952 # has raised a serious question of the 

relation of “educational” to “information” activities. In general it 

identifies the former with long range and cultural objectives and 

the latter with short range propaganda or political objectives. It ex- 

presses the view that the former have been and are being subordi- 
nated to the latter. The Advisory Commission asks consideration of 

the feasibility of some further form of “separateness” in the admin- 
istration of the educational exchange and related educational 

_ phases of the program under Public Law 402. 
For this purpose it has proposed for consideration these four pos- 

sibilities: | 

g L A separate administrative unit outside the Department of 
tate; 
2. Giving the Advisory Commission itself or a new board or com- 

mission to be created, certain executive or administrative authority 
and function; 

3. An administrative unit within the State Department, separate 
_ from ITA; 

4. A separate administrative unit within ITA. | 

This, I understand, has been a more or less active issue for many 

years. Many eminent American educators have been uneasy over 
what they conceive to be the hazard of domination of the educa- 
tional exchange activities by the ‘propaganda’ motives of the in- 
formation program. I have, however, no reason to think that the 

Board of Foreign Scholarships itself has shared this sense of un- 

- easiness. | 

As yet I have merely acknowledged the Commission’s letter and 

have urged that a copy of it be sent to the “Fulbright Committee” 
now investigating for the Senate the entire foreign information and 

educational exchange service of the United States. This has been 

done. I do not regard as wholly valid the implied distinction be- 
tween education as “long range” and information as “short range’; 
or between the one as “cultural” and the other as “political”. Such 
a conception, I think, is not compatible with the philosophic and > 

moral basis of the “Campaign of Truth”, a basis to which we 
should steadfastly adhere. I doubt that a useful purpose would be 

served by any organic separation. An administrative separation 

within the framework of IIA might, however, be serviceable. On 

October 4 before I left for the Orient, I asked our Office of Manage- 

4 Not found in Department of State files.
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ment to explore the “assets and liabilities’ of the possibility of es- | 
| tablishing such a consolidated unit under such title perhaps as Di- 

| vision of Educational Exchange or Educational Services. I expect ; 
| its report soon. My judgment is that we should seek to establish a | 

| basis of organization and function which will have the genuine con- : 
fidence of American educators generally. In these times of growing | 
uneasiness especially among our colleges and universities about in- | 

| trusion of Government into public education, I hope that IIA may | 
| be kept clear of any such implication. _ ie | 

| Advisory Commissions and Program Policy . | , | 

| Public Law 402 states, with respect to the Advisory Commissions : 
: on Information and on Educational Exchange, that they shall “for- 

| mulate and recommend to the Secretary policies and programs for | 
| the carrying out of this act”. In my judgment it would be a gain to | 

| the program if for these purposes the Commissions would under- 
take an even greater responsibility than heretofore. The commis- 

| sion members are rendering an important public service at consid- 
| erable inconvenience to themselves and without compensation. 7. 
| Most of them are able and willing to devote considerable time to | 

| this enterprise. I can not too much stress the importance to this 
| program of well-informed objective criticism and suggestion. 
| During the month of January 1953 the terms of two members each, 
| of the two Advisory Commissions, will expire. I hope that the nomi- 

| nations to the President for successor appointments will be made | 
with these factsin mind. | | 

_ Private Cooperation — vn? | | 
| It seems to me also that we should increase our efforts to encour- 
| age private cooperation in furthering the objectives of our overseas 

| information and educational exchange activities. After all the his- 
| toric “voice” of America has been the ordinary trade, travel, com- | 
! munications, emigration and immigration, which have been our 
| normal stream of contact with the people of other nations. We 

| should seek to restore the flow of this stream. The ordinary voice of 
| the people, in many ways, is a more potent source of international f 

understanding and good will than is the “voice” of the Government | 
itself. We have an exceptionally able and ingenious Private Coop- L 

| eration Staff. But it needs more tools to work with and more en- 
| couragement. | | ae | 

| Loyalty and Security | | 

| Regarding loyalty and security we have used, as you know, every ; 
available means of assuring that we do not employ, and do not | 
keep in employment, any person of doubtful loyalty to the United | 

| |



1650 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

States. So far as I have reason to believe, the International Infor- 
mation Administration is rid of all of its “security risks’. 

A Congressional Joint Committee - 

Some months ago after our appropriation hearings, I suggested 

to some members of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 
that it would be helpful to the guidance and progress of our work 
and to more satisfactory understanding with the Congress if a Con- 
gressional Joint Committee on Overseas Information Services 

might be established. That idea is not new. But it has never been 
implemented. So far as I know it has not been thoroughly consid- 
ered. I hope that the feasibility of such an arrangement will be ex- 
plored. 

During the past year I have been impressed by the evidences 
that lack of more clear-cut statement of Congressional intent tends 

to encourage our services to “scatter” their shot—seeking to do 

something which will satisfy each point of view. Public Law 402 

states general objectives. Appropriation legislation expressly or by 

implication sometimes stresses additional or different objectives. 

Applicable National Security Council instructions propose even dif- 
ferent standards for our guidance. I do not believe that statutory 
declarations of Congressional intent, however precise these may be, 

can be expected to solve this problem. There still is a great area 
within which opportunity for regular consultation with representa- 

tives of both parties in both Houses might be helpful. 
If, as I think likely, the ultimate solution of our “cold war’ prob- 

lems will include more and more a division of labor between the 

. . . activities of IIA and the. . . services of other agencies, such a 

device as the proposed Congressional Joint Committee may be of _ 

even greater importance. I should think that it might follow the 

general pattern of the Congressional Joint Committee on Atomic 

Energy. 

Future of International Information Administration 

There are, of course, continuing speculations about the “future” 
of the International Information Administration; its relation to the 

information services of the Mutual Security Agency; the distinc- 
tions between “information” and “education’’; and the prospects of 
“separation” of the information program from the Department of 
State. These are issues of national policy which will be determined 

by the Administration and by the Congress. The sooner they are 

settled the better. Especially so, the policies with respect to these 

matters on the part of the incoming Administration. 

The establishment of the International Information Administra- | 
tion, of itself, was a big gain; and its establishment has made possi- 

ble other important gains. But it is not a “last word”. The foreign
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information program preferably should be administered within the 
| framework of the Department of State, especially overseas. There | 
| is otherwise the hazard of two “foreign offices”. But this is not con- 
| clusive. Unity in the spokesmanship overseas of the United States 

| Government is primary. The choice of mechanics is secondary. The | 
important objective is that this issue be decided as promptly as de- | 
liberate decision may be reached. | 

| Offices of TA | 
| May I make one final suggestion? Availability of suitable space | 

has been a continuing plague upon the entire Department of State. 

On the whole I think space allocation has been well handled by the 
| Administrative Office. The offices of IIA are now scattered over ! 
| seven buildings. It has no offices in the New State Building. Con- 

| ferences of IIA officers with principal policy and administrative of- 

| ficers of the Department, however important, are accordingly in- 

| convenient and time-consuming. This condition has tended to dis- 

| courage a kind of collaboration which should be encouraged; and 
| has tended to make IIA a sort of “island”, at least separated from 

| the “mainland”. If the International Information Administration is 
| continued as a part of the Department of State, I believe that a 

| useful purpose would be served if at least its Policies and Plans 
| Staff and the immediate Office of the Administrator were to be ac- 

| commodated in the New State Building. | | | 

7 It is just a year ago that you asked me to “pull my cap down 
| over my ears” and tackle what you described as one of the most 
| “difficult” jobs in the Government. I have found it so. Also I have 
| found in it a great challenge to the impulse of public service. As I 

| have said around the world to my colleagues: “This is a mission.” 
| _ During the year we have made progress—on the whole, I think, 

good progress. We have better organization, better management, 

better “housekeeping”. We have a stronger world-wide program. 
| Our Congressional relations are better. We are learning how to 
| make the dollars “count for more’. We are, I am confident, making | 
| more runs, more hits, fewer errors; not so many are left on bases; 
! and we have a long way yet to go! | | : | 

| | 

| / 

| | 
| | 
|
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--511.00/1-1958: Circular telegram ete ae 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, January 19, 19583—6:31 p.m. 

779. Verbatim text. Following is InfoGuide Bulletin 237: 
Eisenhower: Inaugural Address 2 provides subject and themes for 

heaviest, continuing exploitation by all US foreign information 
media and US official publicity outlets overseas during coming 

_ weeks. a | os 
We maintain tone of output, in originating and selecting com- 

ment as well as in reporting, on same level of dedication to high 
moral purpose as is set by tone of speech itself. © 

It is essential that we make clear to all areas a fully balanced 
picture of the address. The new President has outlined principles of 
a world-wide approach in which all major elements are interdepen- 
dent. Therefore we must avoid over-regionalization in initial states 
of exploitation, and seek, wherever possible, to overcome any tend- 

ency by other media to give any area only those sections of address 
which deal exclusively with that area. Regional aspects, emerging | 

after initial full treatment, will be the subject of further guidance. 

We should stress that this address is a non-partisan document; 

| that the President has stated a creed incorporating basic principles 
to which Americans, regardless of politics, can and do adhere. Be 

alert for all comment along this line, and use it to build a picture 
of a united America, ready now under new leadership, to rededi- 
cate its dynamic energies toward a plainly-stated goal. 

In treatment generally, we bear always in mind that this is 
statement principles repeat and underline principles, not repeat 

not policies. Fuller definition of projected policies repeat policies, 
both foreign and domestic, must await “State of Union” message, 
which may be sometime in preparation. * Pending that message, 

therefore, we carefully avoid any comment, foreign or domestic, 
which seeks speculatively to interpret any particular phrases or 

passages Inaugural in terms of future actual policy Eisenhower Ad- 
ministration, or to commit new Administration to policies in ad- | 

vance their official enunciation by qualified spokesmen. 
Above caution applies particularly to passages dealing with 

‘Soint effort” (principle 1), economics and trade (principle 6) and 

1 Drafted by Edward P. Montgomery and Edward V. Roberts of IIA. Cleared in 
draft by W. Bradley Connors of IIA and Phillips of P, telegraphed to 16 posts, and 
pouched to 73 others. 

2 President Eisenhower’s inaugural address, Jan. 21, 1953, is printed in Public 
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pp. 1-8. 

3 President Eisenhower’s first Annual Message to Congress on the State of the 
Union, Feb. 2, 1953, is printed ibid., pp. 12-34.
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“regional groupings” (first paragraph principle 7) which may be 
subject intensive speculation certain areas. es | ! 

| For later condensation and amplification in original and selected 
| comment, these are key-notes, themes and passages most useful our 

_ purposes abroad. - a . | | 

Key-notes: (a) “We are called, as a people, to give testimony, in | 
the sight of the world, to our faith that the future shall belong to 
the free’; —_ 

, (b) “It is our faith in the deathless dignity of man, governed by | 
eternal moral and natural laws”; 

(c) “The peace we seek, then, is nothing less than fulfillment of | 
our whole faith among ourselves and in our dealings with others”; 

| _ (d) “Abhorring war as a chosen way to balk the purposes of those | 
| who threaten us, we hold it to be the first task of statesmanship to 
| develop the strength that will deter the forces of aggression and 
| promote the conditions of peace’. | | | 

We give major emphasis in output in general to themes ex- | 
| pressed in following passages (listed for convenience in order of ap- | 

pearance in speech, not in order of priority for emphasis): ole 

(a) Passage beginning “At such a time in history, we who are 
free etc.’’, and ending “that make all men equal in His sight’. 

(b) Passage beginning “It decrees that we, the people, elect lead- 
| ers etc.”, and ending “faith in our country and in the watchfulness 

of a divine Providence’’. | 
| (c) Immediately following passage beginning ‘‘The enemies of this | 
| faith know no god but Force, etc.,’ and ending “This conflict 
| strikes directly at the faith of our fathers and the lives of our 

sons’. | 
| (d) Passage beginning ‘The faith we hold belongs not to us alone | 
| etc.,”’ and ending ‘“‘the American life given in Korea’. | | 
| (e) Passage beginning “No free people can for long cling to any 

| privilege etc.,’ and ending “thousand-fold intensity in the event of | 
war’. og | 

(f) Passage beginning “So it is proper that we assure our friends | 
) again etc.,’ and ending “spasmodic reaction to the stimulus of 
| emergencies’. _ | | | 
| (g) Passage beginning “We wish our friends the world over etc.,” 
| and ending “capital offense against freedom, a lack of staunch | 
| faith”. : 
| (h) Passage beginning “Abhorring war as a chosen way etc.,” and 

ending “and so make possible drastic reduction of armaments’’ 
| (principle 1). a | | | 
| (i) Passage beginning “Realizing that common sense and common | 

decency etc.,’ and ending “soldier’s pack is not so heavy a burden 
| as a prisoner’s chains” (principle 2). | | 
| ) Passage beginning “Honoring the identity and heritage of | 

| each nation etc.,’ and ending “our own cherished political and eco- | 
| nomic institutions” (principle 4). | | 

| _ (k) Passage beginning “In the Western Hemisphere etc.,” and 
| ending “fraternal trust and common purpose” (principle 7). | 

| 
| |
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(1) Passage beginning “In Europe, we ask, etc.,” and ending “its 
spiritual and cultural treasures’ (principle 7). 

(m) Passage beginning “Conceiving the defense of freedom, etc.” 
and ending “in any sense inferior or expendable” (principle 8). 

(n) Passage beginning “Respecting the United Nations etc.,” and 
ending “nor tire, nor ever cease” (principle 9). 

(0) Passage beginning “The peace we seek, then, is nothing less 
etc.,’ and ending “‘and with prayer to Almighty God”. 

ACHESON 

A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “VOA & IBS” 

The Chairman of the House Committee on Appropriations (Taber) to 
the Administrator of the United States International Information 
Administration (Compton) 3 | 

WASHINGTON, January 22, 1953. 

Dear Dr. Compton: So that you may have an opportunity to 

make a little record and perhaps find out something more about 

your department, I would suggest that you go into the question of 

the advisability of installing the so-called Baker East-Baker West 
Projects any further until after the Appropriations Committee can 

look into the situation and see what the interest of the Govern- 
ment requires at this time, and whether sufficient results could be 

obtained by modest expenditures in improving transmitting facili- 
ties already in existence. 

I have been terribly disappointed in the failure of representatives 

of the State Department to realize their responsibilities. We must 

have a reappraisal of this problem and an intelligent approach to 
it. 

Very sincerely yours, 

JOHN TABER 

1The source text and Compton’s response, p. 1656, were attached to a covering | 
memorandum from Compton to Humelsine transmitting the correspondence for Hu- 
melsine’s information. 

511.00/1-2658: Circular telegram 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts } | 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, January 26, 1958—4:06 p.m. 

801. Following is InfoGuide Bulletin 241: | 

1 Drafted by Irving R. Wechsler and E. Lewis Revey of IIA; cleared in draft by 
Ralph Block and Joseph Gerrety of IIA, and in substance by Merritt Cootes of EE 

ontinue
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USSR: Communist Hate Campaign: Henceforth basic element in | 
our treatment Soviet-Communist ‘“Hate” campaign is to interpret | 

| it as general assault on non-Communist Governments and peoples. | 
| Purpose this approach is to (a) counteract developing Communist 

efforts to identify US as only “real”? enemy of USSR and to alien- ! 
: ate and isolate non-Communist countries from US; (b) broaden un- : 

derstanding of Communists opportunistic use of “Hate” propagan- | 
da as instrument of Communist imperialism, directed now and in | 

| past at many other nations and groups. Demonstration latter point | 

| should be one of our major continuing purposes. | | 
| Where “Hate America” campaign is considered to have been ef- 
2 fective, we should address ourselves to correcting specific misappre- | 
: hensions created and to component parts of “Hate” campaign as 

| necessary. We also continue our emphasis on our own positive 

| themes. While general references to Communist ‘Hate” techniques 
| may be useful, misconceptions can best be corrected by specific 

_ practical presentation of materials offsetting Communist charges 

rather than by general refutations. / 
| In accordance with above, we should avoid (a) mounting cam- 

| paign against Soviet “Hate America’ propaganda which would 
| tend to emphasize that Soviet Hate campaign is directed primarily 
| at US and not at others; (b) giving further publicity, especially 

| among non-Communist peoples, to term “Hate America”; (c) ex- | 
| pressing indignant responses to Soviet campaign of atrocious vilifi- 

| cation of US. 
| Comprehensive and regional (especially USSR and Communist | 

China) discussion and policy treatment this subject in IA Special 
| Instruction upcoming. | 
| DULLES 

—___ 
and Huyler of P; approved by Joseph Polakoff of IIA; telegraphed to 12 posts, | 

pouched to 61 others. | | 

501/1-3053: Circular airgram | | 
7 

| _ The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, January 30, 1953—1:50 p.m. 

| “A Mi PaRECER” | 
I 

! The International Press Service is initiating this week a regional | 
| column to be transmitted, henceforth, regularly on Tuesday in the | 

1 Drafted by Charles V. Hurtado of IIA, cleared by Gene Karst of IIA, sent to 13 | 
missions in Latin America. _ | | i 

|



1656 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 

Latin American Wireless Bulletin and specifically designed to 

project positive themes spelled out in IA Instruction PO-2, Novem- 

ber 28, 1952, “Positive Content in IIA Programming to the Other 
American Republics’’. 2 . 

The column, titled “A Mi Parecer’” and bylined by Hugo Martin, 
will be transmitted in Spanish. Since other columns and stories in 
the bulletin supply a balancing amount of anti-communist materi- 

al, the Latin American column will rarely ever deal directly with 
this subject but will concentrate on sections A and B of the refer- 

enced instruction. 
The psychology serving as the keystone of this column can be 

summed up by the phrase—“The Americas are one.” In projecting 
| this concept the column will deal with personalities, events and _ 

policies of direct interest to the Americas. The fact that the column 
will not be basically an anti-communist column does not mean that 

this theme will be ignored. It does mean that attacks on Commu- 

nism will be indirect and aimed to clarifying and debunking major 

misconceptions about the United States and Inter-American rela- | 

tions which Communists throughout the Americas are exploiting. | 

The column will be written in informal and friendly style and will 
avoid the ‘‘pundit” approach. oe | | 

Missions are urged to make comments and suggestions to IPS 
after receiving the first three columns. Moreover, IPS believes 

firmly that the effectiveness of this column can best be maintained 
and strengthened on the basis of continuous suggestions from the 

field. | 
| DULLES 

2 Not found. 

A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “VOA & IBS” | 

The Administrator of the United States International Information 
Administration (Compton) to Representative John Taber 1 

| WASHINGTON, February 3, 1953. 

My Dear Mr. Taser: I have received and I appreciate your letter 

of January 22, 1953. 2 In this letter you question the advisability of | 

proceeding further with the installation of the so-called “Baker 
East” and “Baker West’ projects. 

: 1 Copies to various offices and individuals within IIA and also to the Secretary of — 
State; Thurman L. Barnard of the Office of the Secretary of State; Humelsine; 

George Gray, Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary of State for Congres 
sional Relations; and Donold Lourie, Under Secretary of State for Administration. 

2 Ante, p. 1654. =
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| _ Within the scope of my authority and my instructions from the | 
Secretary of State, I will cooperate with any effort which the Ap- 
propriations Committee may undertake toward a review by the | 
Congress of the authorities, instructions and appropriations per- 

| taining to these projects. I am sure that you would expect me to do | 

| that. | | a | i 
The two stations, Baker East and Baker West, at each of which : 

there will be two one megawatt transmitters, are an integral and 
| essential part of a global radio broadcasting network known as the | 

Ring Plan. These two plants will, when completed, be the primary | 
| feeder stations to our existing overseas stations and those to be | 
i completed within the present fiscal year. mo | 

| This Administration, within the past few months, has employed | 

| an independent engineering management firm to survey all of the | 
domestic transmitting facilities of the International Broadcasting 

| Service. It was made with a view to eliminating ineffective equip- | 
|. ment and establishing new operating procedures and standards. 
| The report recommended that consideration be given to the reha- 

| bilitation of some facilities and the elimination of others. We now 
| have these projects under engineering consideration. ot 

| At this time it is planned to build only two of the six domestic 
| megawatt plants included in the original plan. Overseas only 8 or 9 

at most are under construction or serious consideration out of an 
original plan which called for fourteen. Qualified radio advisors 
have informed me that it would be unwise to eliminate the two : 

megawatt plants now being constructed in this country. It is not | 

: possible to obtain this superpower with the equipment presently | 

| available or by any changes which could be made economically in 

| existing plants. __ - ee a 
| | A majority of the existing domestic facilities were built before | 
| and during World War II. The commercial stations that were taken | 
| over during the war were largely intended for experimental pur- | 

poses and broadcasts to relatively few selected world areas. They 
| were not intended as permanent, high quality components of a 
| broadcast network. For this reason I have viewed the installations 

at Baker East and Baker West as the minimum augmentation to 
our existing facilities to put the United States in a position to de- 

! liver an adequate radio signal to strategic areas, especially to areas 
| behind the Iron Curtain which we will reach by radio if we reach 

them at all. * — oe 
| Contracts have been let for the construction of these two plants 
| and work is under way. Suspension of construction would involve | 

considerable expense; cancellation of these contracts would, of 

course, entail heavy liquidation costs and damages. Oo 

| | ! 
{
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I have forwarded to the Secretary of State a copy of your letter 
of January 22. I am advised that Mr. Lourie, the Under Secretary- 
Designate for Administration, also has been informed of your views 
in this matter. 

As a matter of firm intention and practice, I have been able to 

establish a workable understanding and, I hope, a relation of 
mutual confidence with the Appropriations Subcommittee con- 
cerned in these matters. I am quite concerned if anything has oc- 
curred during my absence from the United States which would 

, cause you to regard the administration of the International Infor- 
mation Service as having been unmindful or neglectful of its re- 

sponsibilities. I hope that I may have opportunity at your conven- 

lence to correct any misunderstanding either on my own part or on 
the part of the Committee. 

Sincerely yours, | 

WILSON COMPTON 

501/2-453: Circular airgram | | 

The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic and Consular 

Posts } | 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, February 4, 1953—7:10 p.m. 

CERTAIN CHANGES IN THE WIRELESS BULLETIN 

Recent communications from USIS field posts and the recently 

completed field trip by the Director of the International Press Serv- 

ice (IPS) indicate an immediate need for: 

1. A restatement of the basic purposes of the Wireless Bulletin 
and its role in the overseas information program. 

2. Certain adjustments in style, content and technique to make 
this product more effective as the program’s fastest channel of 
communication to the field operations. 

Most Public Affairs Officers and their staffs are familiar with 

the history of the present Wireless Bulletin, but a brief recapitula- 

tion might serve as useful background. The Wireless Bulletin was 

started in 1946 as a combination of the former State Department 

daily overseas file for the information of Foreign Service personnel 

and the news and features file sent abroad by cable and wireless by 
the former Office of War Information. Thus, it was designed to 

1 Drafted by Charles P. Arnot of ITA, cleared by various offices in ITA, and sent to 
69 missions and 33 consulates. Secretary Dulles was in Western Europe at this time 
on a tour of various capitals. For documentation on this visit, see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 

1548 ff.
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serve a dual purpose: (a) To provide USIS staffs with fast official 
| news and background material for placement in the foreign press, | 
| and (b) To keep post staffs informed of daily domestic and foreign f 

developments to assist them in their official duties. | 

. The Campaign of Truth brought two significant changes: (a) In- 

creased field staffs, both U.S. and local personnel, so that Depart- 
| ment products such as the Wireless Bulletin could be edited, adapt- 

| ed and translated locally, and (b) A greater program emphasis on 

| awakening the world to the dangers of communist aggression. This 
| latter responsibility brought an increase in the amount of negative : 

| or anti-communist material carried in the Wireless Bulletin as well 
! as throughout the program generally. Simultaneously, the USIS 
| field need for a greater selection of material from the Department 

| necessitated a certain reduction in the Bulletin’s Foreign Service or | 
‘information only” section so that more wordage could be sent | 
overseas for local adaptation, translation and press placement. 

| During the past year, and more notably during the past six 
months, there has been another highly significant and commenda- 

| ble change relevant to the Wireless Bulletin and its field usage. As 

| the enlarged field staffs have become more experienced and more | 

: familiar with their local problems, there has been a decided trend 

| away from the mass-distribution or “‘assembly-line”’ type of field op- : 
| eration and toward the _ selective-servicing, personal-influence 

| method of operation. 

| On his field trip, during which he visited 24 overseas operations, 
| the Director of IPS found that some USIS posts had discontinued 
| entirely a bulk daily distribution of the Wireless Bulletin and sev- 
| eral others were contemplating similar moves. In many countries, 

he found, the availability of foreign exchange had enabled local 

editors to purchase more commercial news and feature services, 

thus decreasing their former dependence upon USIS for daily offi- 

cial news and background material about the U.S. This situation, 
| of course, does not apply world-wide, but it can be viewed as a sig- 

| nificant trend. — | 
| Several USIS posts had discovered that editors no longer had 

time to read several thousand words of daily USIS “packets” and 
that the more important items in the Wireless Bulletin were being 
lost in the daily flow of words crossing editors’ desks. Further, the 

| daily processing of the complete Wireless Bulletin for mass distri- | 

| bution was found in some countries to be: (a) Costing more in terms 
| of staff (for editing and translation), reproduction and distribution 

| than could be measured in comparable results of audience impact, 

and (b) Keeping key U.S. staff members desk-bound during much of 

| the working day and thus preventing them from carrying out an 
|
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effective personal-contact program with influential editors and 
opinion leaders. e tee 

The effectiveness of local Wireless Bulletin usage cannot be—and 

should not be—measured in terms of column inches of material 
placed in the local press. The same applies to press features and 
other printed materials serviced by the International Press Service. 
Frequently, it may be more effective—from the viewpoint of audi- 
ence impact—to assure the printing of a single paragraph of impor- 

tant policy material in a newspaper’s editorial page than to place 

an entire column of less significant material on some other inside 

page. Whether the material is or is not attributed to USIS depends 
entirely upon local circumstances. The Director of IPS found on his 
trip that an increasing number of USIS posts were finding unattri- 
buted material more effective. | 

It is recognized that conditions and circumstances vary greatly 

from area to area and post to post. However, IPS has noted—from 

recent reports and field trips—a trend on the part of many posts 

toward some version of the following “formula” in the use of the © 
Wireless Bulletin as a file of source material. — 

1. Press Releases: Instead of editing, adapting and translating the 

entire Wireless Bulletin file (of 5,000 to 7,000 words), an increasing 

number of posts are reducing their daily output to the issuance of 

several press releases, the number depending entirely upon the 

available material. Press Officers in these posts select carefully 
from the Bulletin material those items of immediate importance 
and edit, adapt and translate them for priority-rush distribution— 

as single items. These posts have found that editors will give more 

attention to single, shorter items than to the bulky package-type 
complete Bulletin. There is also the advantage in this system of 
being able to process each important item as it is received instead 
of awaiting the transmission of the final Bulletin article. Distribu- 

tion of these press releases is confined to newspapers, radio sta- — 
tions and possibly some selected periodicals; i.e., only those outlets 

which carry fast-news material. There is no distribution of these 

press releases from USIS direct to the general public. Some posts 
report they do not issue a press release every day, but on some 

days the number may reach four or five, depending entirely on the 

urgency of the available material. Important official texts always 

are handled on the fast press-release basis, or as supplements to 

summary leads, which are released immediately. 

2. Official Bulletin: The second daily product of this “formula” is 
the daily “official Bulletin.”” On the average, this will consist of 
about 2,500 to 3,000 words of Wireless Bulletin (and perhaps local- 

ly-prepared) material distributed to a select group including the 

Embassy (Legation, Consulate) staff, key local government officials,
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| other foreign diplomatic missions and a small number of important | 

| opinion leaders. This generally is distributed only in English and 
| may include selected portions of the Foreign Service Section clearly _ : 

marked ‘Not For Publication.” The “official Bulletin” is distribut- | 
ed generally in not more than 100 copies and is designed for official | 
information and background usage. It may or may not be sent to | 

| local editors as a later supplement to the press releases, depending | 
| upon the local situation. Those parts of the Foreign Service Section — | 
| ~ concerning only the U.S. “official family” such as foreign service 

changes or “information only” articles are reproduced and distrib- 
uted separately in sufficient copies to meet Embassy (Legation, 

: Consulate) needs. eee oa | | 
| 3. Weekly Newsletters: More and more posts are finding that | 
| their most effective means of reaching their priority audiences di- 

| rectly is through a locally-tailored (and largely locally rewritten) 
| weekly or biweekly newsletter. Instead of reaching this audience | 
| with the full daily Wireless Bulletin, many posts have found it is | 
| more effective to prepare a weekly or biweekly background and 

| summary product to give not only the ‘‘what” but the “why” ele- 
| ment in their written output. These newsletters are now appearing | 

| in several different forms: (a) Australia produces a weekly mimeo- 

, graphed “American Newsletter’ locally written and edited by the : 
| Information Officer from material saved during the week from the 
| Wireless Bulletin, plus certain airmail feature material and arti- 
| cles originated locally to conform with policy directives; (b) India 

| produces a biweekly tabloid-size newspaper (proposed distribution 

600,000 copies) complete with background articles on the news, edi- 

torials and a letters-to-the-editor column with staff-written replies; 
| Lebanon produces a weekly small-magazine size “U.S.A. News 

| Review” combining pictures and features and a news roundup. All 
of these weekly and biweekly roundups, according to the posts, : 

| have enabled USIS to focus more attention on the longer-range sig- | 
| nificance of official U.S. news developments and tie their output 
| more closely in with policy guidances. They also have the second- 
| ary advantage of not being competitive with local daily newspapers 
| or with commercial press agencies. Some other larger posts (specifi- _ 
| cally Germany) have a series of such weekly newsletters, including 
| those designed for special-interest groups—women, labor, youth, 

| farmers. 8 | | | 
| 4. Special Article Placement: The discontinuance of the large- | 
| scale servicing of the full daily Wireless Bulletin has enabled sever- | 

al posts to devote more staff time to the placement in key local 
| newspapers and periodicals of important special articles with out- 1 

| standing success. From the daily Bulletin file, these posts select | 

certain policy-keyed background and commentary items (including | 

| 
| |
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the bylined commentaries) and place them through personal con- 
tact with influential local editorial writers, commentators and the 

free-lance writers. An increasing number of posts are finding that 
the U.S. policy story can be told most effectively by providing well- 
documented background material to respected local writers whose 
articles then appear in various publications under their own names 

with no attribution to USIS. This technique has been employed suc- 
cessfully by many posts for some time, but other posts have not 
given the personal-contact operation sufficient emphasis largely 

due to lack of time and staff. Some posts also are finding that influ- 

ential local citizens are willing to write letters to newspapers for 

letters-to-the-editor columns if provided with sufficient background 
information. The Press Officer in one post manages to have lunch- 
eon with at least two editors or writers weekly. As a result of these 
luncheons, background articles are provided the editors on key 
policy subjects, and the placement rate has been reported at more 

than 90 per cent. Other posts have developed on their staffs quali- 

fied local employees who visit the offices of local editors regularly 

with feature and article materials. If the proferred features and ar- 

ticles are not accepted, the editors generally make special requests 
for certain other material, these posts report. 

Again, the Department recognizes that the foregoing “formula’”’ 
cannot apply to every post. But it requests all posts to reexamine 

the present method of operation to determine whether greater re- 

sults could be achieved from a more selective, personal-contact type 
of service. One post which recently discontinued the daily mass dis- 

| tribution of Wireless Bulletin material reported that it now gets 

nearly 100 per cent usage of Bulletin material (through the “for- 

mula” outlined above) whereas less than 30 per cent of the Bulletin 
was found to be effectively used previously. 

Consistent with field needs to meet the new placement and usage 

trend, the Department desires to emphasize that it does not consid- 

er the Wireless Bulletin to be a “package product’ ready for uned- 
ited and untailored field distribution. Instead, the Bulletin should 

be regarded as a fast service file of source material for careful field _ 
selection, editing, adaptation and translation to meet local needs. 

The Bulletin represents a fast transmission facility; in other words, 
it is the facility by which the Department can put into the hands of 
USIS posts overseas that official material which, in the judgment 
of the Department, the field most needs during a 24-hour period to 

strengthen and explain the policies of the United States. If the 

most important policy development of the day is a lengthy speech _ 

by the President or the Secretary, the entire Bulletin may be de- 
voted to the text of that speech. The Department is in no way 

obliged to carry in any Bulletin a great variety of material, and
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thus the Bulletin can in no sense be considered to be in competi- 
tion with U.S. or other commercial wire services, nor will the Wire- 

less File ever attempt to “beat” commercial wire services. Major 
policy stories will be handled as speedily as careful, responsible re- 

| porting and editing will permit. They will be transmitted in time to 
follow as closely as possible actual news developments to assure i 
maximum timely impact abroad. | | | 

For such major posts as Bonn, Vienna, London, Paris, Rome and | 

| New Delhi, the daily Bulletin now is supplemented (five days a | 
| week) by a special fast file. Army Signal Corps facilities, where | 

| available, and commercial communications facilities supplement 
| the Bulletin to all posts, including those listed above. To meet spe- | 
: cific field needs for special material, the Bulletin transmissions are : 

| supplemented by IPS facilities for special request articles and back- 
| ground stories. | | 
| All of these supplementary services, plus the regular flow of air- 
| mail features and reprints, should, the Department believes, pro- 

| vide the posts with sufficient source material from which to fashion : 
| their own press and publications output to meet specific local needs | 
| consistent with the policy guidance. The Bulletin itself is carefully 

| keyed to the policy lines of the information program. During his 
| trip, the Director of IPS was told by responsible USIS officers that 
| the past year’s reorganization of IPS had resulted in improvement 

| in the Wireless Bulletin, ranging from “some” to “100 per cent.” 

| There may be instances when a post will elect not to use a cer- 
tain item in the regular section of the Bulletin due to local circum- 

| stances. However, all “discretionary” or “for information only” | 
| items generally are confined to the Bulletin’s Foreign Service or 
| “Not For Publication” Section so that the posts may determine 

| how they shall be used. | 
This Airgram will be followed shortly by a formal Foreign Serv- 

ice Information and Educational Exchange Circular restating the | 
purposes and intended uses of the Wireless Bulletin. Meanwhile, 

| the posts should note carefully the following list of proposed 

! changes which are being made to meet current field needs as de- 
| tailed in recent reports and as stated to Department personnel 

| during recent field conferences and tours: | 

| Change from “Bulletin” to “File” 

| Effective February 15, 1953, the “Wireless Bulletin” henceforth 

| will be known as the ‘Wireless File’ consistent with the accepted 
| concept that it is not a package product but a fast file of up to i 

| 8,000 words maximum daily of source material from which the 
| posts design their own local output. There will be four completely 
| different regional files five days a week (European, Middle Eastern, | 

! 

| | 
|
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Far Eastern and Latin American) and a single world file on 
Sunday. There will be no Wireless File on Saturday. Those posts 
which now are operating only five days a week are urged to reex- 
amine their staffing schedules so that a skeleton staff may be avail- 
able on the sixth day (Saturday in the Far East, Sunday elsewhere) 
to give immediate attention to important policy material. As a gen- 
eral rule, IPS editors are attempting to balance the present ratio of 
positive to negative material on a 70-30 basis; i.e., 70 per cent posi- 
tive material supporting the policies and goals of the U.S. and the 
free world as against 30 per cent negative or anti-communist mate- 
rial. Oo 

Types of Material in File | | 

The Wireless File will consist, as previously, of two basic sec- 
tions: (a) The regular “for publication” section averaging 5,000 to | 
7,000 words, depending upon the news flow, and (b) The Foreign 

Service or “Not For Publication” Section averaging 1,000 to 1,500 
words. These sections will include: © 

A. Regular Section: There will be seven types of material in the 
regular “for publication” section as follows: 

1. General Items: These, ranging from 150 to 750 words, will 
cover in accepted wire-service news style the general range of U.S., 
UN and foreign developments which strengthen, clarify and ex- 
plain U.S. foreign policy. Efforts will be made to keep these items 
shorter and crisper to meet field requirements. They will be date- 
lined as to source and identified as to time by the use of “today” in 
the lead, or by the use of the day of the week if referring to prior 
or future dates. All IPS editors have been alerted to field re- 
quests—as stated in reports and during recent field conferences 
and trips—for a more “tightly written” Bulletin. 

2. Newsbriefs: These will consist of a series of brief items, 50 to 
100 words each, which support U.S. policies and can be used as 
“fillers” or as each post elects. This addition to the Wireless File 
during the past year has met with widespread field approval. _ 

3. Commentaries: Since repetition is the key to effective emphasis 
of those policy points the program is designed to make with audi- | 
ences abroad, the commentary offers a valuable technique for re- 
viewing and recapitulating after the ‘‘spot news” elements have 
been exhausted. Field reports show that many regular newspaper 
and periodical “customers” have been developed by important posts 
for these commentaries, largely through the personal-contact tech- 
nique described earlier in this Airgram. Certain posts also receive 
special regional and country-targeted commentaries in the regional | 
Wireless File serving their area or via radio-teletype, Army Signal 
Corps or commercial cable facilities. A separate Airgram on com- : 
mentaries will reach the field shortly. Meanwhile, the following 
commentaries will continue to reach all posts regularly in the 
Wireless File:
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| “The World Today’ (By Paul L. Ford)—A general back- | 
- ground and commentary column dealing with world develop- | 

| ments consistent with U.S. policy. Three columns weekly, one | 
of ywrhich will replace the discontinued weekly David C. Brooke | 
column. | 

| “The U.S. This Week” (By John Kerigan)—A summary com- 
| mentary dealing with major developments in the United — | 

_ States. One column weekly. a | | 
“Economic Letter from the United States” (By Guy Sims 

: Fitch)—A discussion of economic trends and developments. 
| One column weekly. __ | oe - 

“Behind The Curtain” (By Benjamin West)—A semi-intelli- 
| gence report of how the police state system is affecting the peo- 

ples, economies and cultures of the Curtain countries. One 
| column weekly. | | os : 

: 4. Backgrounders: To meet field needs for more background and | 
| factual material for locally written articles and for use in the per- 

| sonal-contact programs, the Wireless File will carry a minimum of 
| three items weekly identified as “Backgrounders.’ These will be 
| keyed closely to policy developments and will be designed to meet oe 
| stated field needs for more “unclassified guidance’ type of materi- 
| al. It is planned to run two such background pieces in each Sun- 
| day’s Wireless File, and the other when wire space permits. They 
| should be found useful particularly for local editorial writers and | 

commentators and for speech material. — 
5. Editorial Roundups: Nearly every post has, from time to time, 

| requested a greater flow of world editorial comment on major U.S. 
| policy issues and developments. The Wireless File now carries and 

will continue to carry such roundups whenever sufficient pertinent 
| editorial comment is available. Many posts have requested that 
| more non-U.S. editorial comment be carried. This, of course, de- 

pends upon the filing to IPS by the posts of all available editorial 
| comment which could be used in such roundups. Key paragraphs of 
| direct quotes are required— not summaries or paraphrases. The 

editorial roundups filed to the Department by Political Sections are 
| not often usable because they do not include enough direct quotes, 

and, due to cable processing, frequently do not arrive on time. It is 
| the responsibility of each post to provide IPS with a regular flow of 
| editorial comment, utilizing Signal Corps channels where available. 

A daily roundup would be desirable, but material frequently is not _ 
! available. In this connection, the Wireless File will, from time to ~—| 
| time, carry at the end of a major policy speech or statement (or fol- 

| lowing a significant policy story) an “Editor’s Note’ requesting | 
that the posts file collect to IPS subsequent local editorial com- 

| ment. These ‘‘Notes” should be regarded as reminders and are in 
! no way intended as a reflection on any of the posts which faithfully 
| file local editorial comment—and other important local coverage. 

6. Texts: The Wireless File will, as a standing rule, carry the full 
| texts of all major foreign policy speeches by the President and the | 

Secretary of State. These texts will be supplemented by summary | 
| leads of up to 750 words. Other texts will be carried in full depend- | 

ing upon their policy importance. Major excerpts and summary 
leads will be carried on all those key speeches where it is decided 

( 

| | 
| |
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not to carry complete texts. The text treatment will vary according 
to the importance of each speech or statement to a particular 
world area. 

7. “X” File Material: The regionalization of the International 
Press Service and the four completely-regional Wireless Files five 
days weekly enable IPS to deliver more area and post-tailored _ 
items. The Wireless File thus will continue to carry, in each of its 
area editions, certain items considered of interest only to one or 
two posts. So that field operators and editors are not burdened with 
handling items of specific interest to one or more other posts, IPS 
will identify such items as “X” File Material. Thus, the Far East 
Wireless File may carry an item of specific interest only to Manila, 
and such an item would carry the heading: “X’ File Material— 
Manila Only.” Radio operators at other posts would then not be re- 
quired to monitor this item. The use of the “X” File identification 
will vary according to the amount of such material available, the 
urgency of getting such material to the post or posts concerned and 
the availability of other transmission facilities. When other trans- | 
mission facilities are available, special single-post request articles 
ordinarily will not be included in the Wireless File. 

B. Foreign Service ‘Not For Publication” Section: There have 

been recent field requests for certain expansions in the Foreign 
Service “Not For Publication” Section to keep the “official family” 
more fully informed of news and policy developments of impor- 
tance to Foreign Service personnel in discharging their official 
duties. This Section was reduced somewhat because of a one-hour 
reduction, for budgetary reasons, in the total wireless transmission 
time. By shortening certain items and more carefully editing 

others, it will now be possible to expand certain parts of the For- 
eign Service Section. Effective February 15, 1953, there will be five 
types of material in the Foreign Service “Not For Publication’ Sec- 
tion of the Wireless File as follows: 

1. Newsroundup: The Newsroundup will be expanded to an aver- 
age of 600 to 800 words daily and will include brief items of impor- 
tance covering the day’s domestic and foreign news developments, 
including major sports results. These items are taken from com- 
mercial news agencies and major U.S. newspapers, and the Depart- 
ment does not guarantee their accuracy any more than it can guar- 
antee the accuracy of items in the daily press. This roundup is only 
for the information of Embassy (Legation, Consulate) staffs abroad 
and must in no way be included in the material serviced by USIS 
to the local press or public. 

2. Newsletter: The Newsletter, averaging 500 to 600 words, will be 
carried five days weekly (Monday through Friday). This will be an 
IPS prepared summary of what U.S. columnists are saying, what 
significant articles U.S. magazines are carrying and reports of 
“‘behind-the-scenes” developments in the U.S. and abroad. It will be | 
designed primarily for the background and information of Foreign 
Service personnel abroad, but should find a certain usefulness in 
the USIS personal-contact program with editors and opinion lead-
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| ers. It is not, however, designed for general distribution as part of 
| the regular USIS output and should not so, be used. 

3. Opinion Summary: This weekly review of opinion trends on | 
major policy issues in the U.S. will be carried regularly in the For- | 
eign Service Section of the Sunday Wireless File. It is prepared by 
the Department’s Division of Public Studies and is intended for the 
field’s background and information use only. | 

4. FYI Items: These “For Your Information” Items can and will 
| cover a wide range of subjects—and, in each instance, it will be for 

| the Public Affairs Officer and his staff to determine how they will 
be used. They will include, for example, reports of Congressional 
action on Departmental and program appropriations, accounts of 
speeches by program officials on new program techniques, and cer- 

| tain background items which may require discretionary treatment 
| in the field. In this latter category, for example, IPS will make 
| available background material setting the record straight on issues 

/ which may be deliberately distorted by the opposition. The Public 
| Affairs Officer and his staff, after gauging the effectiveness of the 

opposition’s campaign, then may elect to use or discard the materi- 
: al as the situation requires. a | 

| ). Foreign Service Changes: Beginning February 15, the Wireless 
_ File will carry Foreign Service changes including both assignment 

| and grade changes. _ , 

| On the basis of the above, USIS personnel may wish to review 
! the present system of distributing the Foreign Service “Not For 

Publication” Section of the Wireless File to see that it will reach 
| all key post personnel. Every post should make certain that this 

| section is clearly marked “Not For Publication.” Failure of certain 
| posts in the past to identify this material as being only for the “of- 
| ficial family” has brought complaints from commercial news agen- 
| cies that USIS was in the competitive news field. 

| The Department has given careful consideration to certain field 
| suggestions and requests that the Wireless File carry more “unclas- 

sified guidance material,” perhaps in the form of a regular column 
(identified with a byline such as “By Our Diplomatic Correspond- 
ent’) in the Foreign Service “Not For Publication” Section. Consid- 

| eration also has been given to suggestions that this section of the 
| Wireless File carry regularly a feature called “Today’s Headlines” 
| and listing in order of importance the current developments which } 
| require priority policy emphasis by the field. It has not been found 
| feasible to include either of these suggested guidance items in the } 
! Wireless File as of February 15. These two suggestions will be thor- 
| oughly reviewed in the light of the recommendations made at the | 
! recent conferences of Public Affairs Officers. The Wireless File : 

closely follows information policy guidance as transmitted to the 
field in classified telegram form. Wireless File material is prepared 
in close consultation with the Department’s information policy | 
staff and, to this extent, may be considered unclassified guidance. |
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The Wireless File can only serve field needs effectively if the 
field keeps the Department informed regularly of those needs. It 

must be recognized however, that each of the four regional Files 
must serve a number of countries, some of which have needs unlike 
others. Decisions as to content, style and the handling of each 
Wireless File item are made for each of the regional files on the 
basis of how the majority of countries needs can best be served, 
giving all high priority countries foremost consideration. 

The Department’s attention has been invited to the fact that 
some USIS posts are sending the present Bulletin (except for the 
“Not For Publication” Section) directly to newspapers, radio sta- 
tions and periodicals before it has been checked or edited by a US. 
editorial staff member. This practice should be discontinued, since 
certain Bulletin items are carried to meet only the specific policy 
needs of certain countries or of similar language areas. These 
items, if given general distribution in other countries, might lead 

to unnecessary friction or even embarrassment. No Bulletin item— 
or any other USIS material— should be permitted to reach a local 
editor or the local public without first having been checked and ap- 

proved by a responsible American staff member. 2 
| | MATTHEWS 

| 2 Department of State file 501 contains several lengthy and detailed comments on 
this circular airgram from posts abroad. | | 

511.00/2-1153: Circular telegram a 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, February 11, 1958—7:45 p.m. 

862. Following is Infoguide Bulletin 260: 
Rosenbergs: 2 US output should give matter-of-fact treatment in 

news and comment to announcement February 11 President’s 
action sustaining death sentence imposed on Julius and Ethel 
Rosenberg, indicating in tone and content that decision is ordinary 

exercise of Presidential power based on scrupulously fair process of 
law. We do not adopt apologetic, defensive tone, but concentrate 

our efforts on serious, factual presentation of facts of case and its — 

judicial history. 
In reporting and accompanying comment on President’s decision — 

we cast discussion in judicial framework, explain President’s consti- 

1Drafted by George Jaeger of IIA; cleared by Flexner of L, MacKnight of P, 
Harris of FE, Sanger of NEA, Cootes of WE, Cox of EUR and Herron of ARA; ap- 
proved by Montgomery of IIA; telegraphed to 27 posts, pouched to 51 others. 

2 See footnote 2, p. 1640. |
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| tutional responsibility (Art. II, Par. 2, Sect. 1, “. . . he shall have 
: power to grant reprieves and pardons for offenses against the | 
| United States, except in cases of impeachment’’) as highest execu- | 
| tive authority to receive and pass on appeals for clemency by indi- 

viduals found guilty and sentenced by courts of United States; care- 
| fully establishing fact that President cannot change verdict of jury, | 

may only relieve sentence in cases where in his judgment justice | 
should be studied. Review of case has failed to develop any addi- | 

| tional grounds to question soundness of decision of court which | 
might have justified act of clemency. Major considerations are: | 

| (a) Review of legal history of case establishes beyond reasonable | 
| doubt that Rosenbergs did procure and pass atomic secrets of major 
| significance to agents of Soviet Union . . . Rosenberg defense at 
| trial limited to wholesale denials of all charges levelled against 
| them and failed to produce any witnesses who able to substantiate 
| their testimony. : | 

- (b) Rosenbergs had and took advantage of every possible legal 
right to appeal verdict of jury even to Supreme Court, in legal 

| process lasting almost two years, and as last resort appealed for 
: Presidential clemency to modify sentence. Proper conduct of trial 
| sustained at every level. Rosenbergs’ own lawyer said to Judge 
| Kaufman at end of trial that “I, and all my co-counsel feel that you 
| have been extremely courteous to us and you have afforded us law- 
| yers every privilege that a lawyer should expect in a criminal 

case. oe 
| (c) Sentence, however severe, well in proportion to enormity of 

| their deliberate and premeditated crime which in Judge Kaufman’s | 
words “dwarfs contemplated murder by comparison”. By delivering 

| essential atomic secrets to Soviet Union, Rosenbergs compromised 
| not only security of United States, but security of other countries 
| free world by speeding progress Soviet atomic research. This done 
| in full knowledge aggressive and hostile intentions Soviet regime 

toward US and free world. a 
(d) Neither during trial, nor any time since have Rosenbergs by | 

| their attitude or actions provided extenuating considerations which _ 
| might constitute grounds for clemency. — ns | 

| In reporting President’s decision, we do not link directly with 
| Communist trials, avoiding parallelism Rosenbergs who are con- 
| victed spies, and Communist victims of Communist purges. We may 
| however, where necessary, encourage indigenous sources compare 
| travesties of justice, with painstaking progress protecting rights of | 

| accused and aiming toward highest possible degree of justice.  — | 
Efforts to impugn sentence on grounds anti-Semitism should be | 

met by presentation legal history; reference, only where necessary, | 
| to June 3, 1952 statement National Community Relations Advisory 

Council on behalf all US Jewish community relations agencies, | 
which condemned Communist efforts “to mislead the people of this | 

| | | | 
| | |
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country by charges that the religious ancestry of the defendants 
was a factor in the case”. ee 

In areas where particular efforts to counteract Communist dis- 
tortions appear necessary efforts should be concentrated on induc- 
ing indigenous comment and analysis. Official US sources should 
avoid being drawn into open controversy, maintain serious factual 
attitude. 

For further reference this case see IA Special Instruction PO-53- 

34 December 11, 1952, entitled “The Rosenberg Case’’. 3 
_ DULLES 

3 Not found, but see the memorandum by Phillips, Dec. 11, 1952, p. 1640. 

Eisenhower Library, John Foster Dulles papers, ‘Telephone Conversations” 

Memorandum of Telephone Conversation 1 

[WASHINGTON,]| February 12, 1953. 

. TELEPHONE CONVERSATION WITH GEORGE SOKOLSKY 2 | 

Mr. Sokolsky telephoned Feb. 11 and said that whenever Mr. 
Dulles had a moment he would like to talk with him. The Secreta- 
ry returned his call today. 

Mr. Sokolsky said that the investigation now going on in New 
York (Sen. McCarthy) would touch on the VOA material. * The in- 
terpretation is that they are still pro-left and this will come out in 
the hearings. He wanted Mr. Dulles to know about it. 

The Secretary pointed out that he took office less than a month 
ago and that none of his assistants were sworn in until much later 

and that it was impossible for him to personally study the VOA 

material. He pointed out that Mr. Lourie was still not in office, 4 

although he would be in a position to do something about this had 

he been confirmed. 

Mr. Sokolsky said that the investigation had brought out that in- 
structions were sent to an O’Connor to use Howard Fast (a Commu- 

1 Drafted by Secretary Dulles’ personal secretary, Burnita O’Day. 
2 George E. Sokolsky, nationally syndicated newspaper columnist, radio commen- 

tator, and lecturer. 
3The Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, which McCarthy 

chaired after January 1953, conducted hearings into the operations of the Voice of 
America in February and March 1953 as part of its more general inquiry of the De- 
partment of State information program. See the editorial note, infra. | 

4 Donold Lourie was confirmed as Under Secretary of State for Administration by 
Senate action on Feb. 138, 1953. | !
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| nist) as an example or expression of America. * He just wanted Mr. 
. Dulles to know these things and that he will be protected. | 
| The Secretary explained that the President has set up a Commit- | 

tee to study the status of VOA, ® whether it should be included in 
the State Department. He is hesitant to do anything about it until | 
he knows whether it is his responsibility. : 

Mr. Sokolsky said that McCarthy is in New York, that they are | 
going ahead with the investigation. The Secretary said he did not 
object to that, he thought they might be helpful, if they do not un- | 
fairly try to blame him for things he has had nothing to do with. 

The Secretary also mentioned Mr. Humelsine’s resignation. 7 Mr. | 
| Sokolsky said, “Isn’t he one of the Hiss men?”, JFD said he knew 
| nothing about that. Sokolsky said he would tell Sen. McCarthy, he | 
| thought he would be interested. He will keep in touch with the Sec- | 

retary if anything comes up. | | | 
| 

° For information on this incident, see the testimony of W. Bradley Connors, As- 
sistant Administrator for Policy and Plans, U.S. International Information Adminis- 

| tration, in 83d Cong., Ist sess., U.S. Senate, Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga- 
| tions of the Committee on Government Operations. Hearings: State Department In- 
| formation Program—Voice of America, Part II (Government Printing Office, 1953), | 
| pp. 126-143. Further documentation on the instructions concerning the works of 
| Howard Fast issued in 1952 and 1953 is found in the paper prepared in the Depart- 

ment of State entitled, “Chronology of Pertinent Directives”, July 18, 19538, USIA | 
| files, lot 58 D 581, “Material for McCarthy Hearings”. 
| * For information on the reorganization of the foreign information program in 
| June-July 1953, which led to the abolition of the U.S. International Information Ad- | 

ministration in the Department of State and the creation of the U.S. Information | 
Agency, see the editorial note, p. 1709. 

7 Carlisle H. Humelsine resigned as Deputy Under Secretary of State for Adminis- 
tration on Feb. 13, 1953. | | 

| 

| Editorial Note | 

| | | 
| On February 13, the Permanent Investigations Subcommittee of | 
| the Senate Government Operations Committee, under its new 

| chairman, Joseph R. McCarthy (R., Wisc.), began hearings regard- | 
| ing charges that the Voice of America’s anti-Communist propagan- 

! da had been weakened, that some employees of VOA were Commu- | 
| nist sympathizers, and that its engineering projects had been badly | 

managed. The hearings were conducted in New York City and | 
| broadcast nationwide on radio and television. For the published 
| record of these hearings, see 83d Cong., 1st sess., 1953, Senate Com- | 
| mittee on Government Operations, State Department Information 
| Program—Voice of America: Hearings before the Permanent Sub- — 

committee on Investigations (Government Printing Office, 1953). 
| The Permanent Investigations Subcommittee continued to meet | 

| throughout the first session of the 83d Congress, and it eventually 

|
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broadened its initial hearings on the Voice of America to include 
the entire Department of State overseas information program. 

After the 83d Congress reconvened its second session, the subcom- 

mittee filed three reports, early in 1954, dealing with the overseas 

information program in general. These were: 83d Cong., 2d sess., 

1954, Senate Committee on Government Operations. Waste and Mis- 
management in Voice of America engineering projects; Senate 
Report 880 made by the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations 

, (Government Printing Office, 1954); 88d Cong., 2d sess., 1954, 

Senate Committee on Government Operations. Voice of America; 
Senate Report 928 made by the Permanent Subcommittee on Investi- 
gations (Government Printing Office, 1954); 83d Cong., 2d sess., 

1954, Senate Committee on Government Operations. State Depart- 
ment information program . . .; Senate Report 879 made by the Per- 
manent Subcommittee on Investigations (Government Printing 

Office, 1954). | 

Editorial Note — | | | 

On February 18, the Secretary of State announced the resigna- 
tion of Wilson Compton as head of the International Information 

Agency. Secretary Dulles stated that Compton’s resignation had 
been submitted the previous month and was being accepted in line 

with the new administration’s policy of bringing in new people 

where major policy changes or views were involved. (New York 

Times, February 19, 1953, page 1) 

Editorial Note 7 

Senate Resolution 44 (83d Congress), passed on February 20, gave 

the special subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Commit- 

tee investigating overseas information programs (see the editorial 

note, page 1627) an extension to June 30, 1953. Under the chair- 

manship of Senator Hickenlooper, the senior Republican member 

who had replaced Senator Fulbright, the subcommittee began hear- 

ings on March 6, 1953. These hearings continued sporadically . 

through May 13 and on June 5 the subcommittee submitted Senate 

Report No. 406. For documentation on the 1953 hearings of the sub- 

committee, including a brief legislative history of the subcommittee 

to that date with the pertinent Senate Resolution, see 83d Cong., 

Ist sess., 1953, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. Overseas In- 

formation Programs of the United States; Hearings before a Sub- 

committee (Government Printing Office, 1953). The Report of the 

subcommittee was transmitted to the Senate and printed as Report
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No. 406, 88d Cong., Ist sess., June 15, 1953 (Government Printing | 
| Office, 1953). | | 

A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “ILA, 1953” , 

| Memorandum by the Assistant Administrator for Policy and Plans | 
of the United States International Information Agency (Connors) 
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Administration 
(Scott) } | | | 

| CONFIDENTIAL > [WASHINGTON,] February 20, 1953. 

| Subject: Controversial Persons 2 . | | 

| This office has issued a policy directive that no materials by any 
Communists, fellow-travellers, etc., will be used under any circum- | 

stances by any IIA media or mission. _ oe | 
There is no official list available to ITA which authoritatively dis- 

closes all those persons known or alleged to be in one way or an- 
| other Communists or fellow-travellers. — | 

. oy qe . . i 
| I need urgently advice as to the possibility of procuring a list of 

| such persons. 2 : 

1 Copies to Bracken of L/P, Phleger of L, McCardle, and Compton. | 
2 On Feb. 23 Scott transmitted Connors’ memorandum to Samuel D. Boykin, the 

| Special Assistant to the Administrator of the Bureau of Security and Consular Af- 
| fairs, with the request for an appropriate reply. In his covering memorandum to i 
| Boykin, Scott wrote, inter alia, ‘The problem seems to have two phases—American 

authors and non-American authors. Wouldn’t the House Un-American Activities 
files be the best place to start? It seems to me we should also see what assistance we | 
can get from the FBI and the CIA. I am sure there are other sources which I _ 

| haven’t thought of offhand.” (A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “IIA, 1953”) For Scott’s re- 
| plies to Connors’ memorandum, see infra and p.1674. 

| A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “ILA, 1953” . | | | 

| Memorandum by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Admin- i 
| istration (Scott) to the Assistant Administrator of the Office of 
| Policy and Plans, United States International Information | 

Agency (Connors) } - 
| , | | , | 

: CONFIDENTIAL | _ [WasHINGTON, undated.] 
. Subject: Controversial Persons | 7 | 

i 1 Drafted on Feb. 26 by Herbert F. Linneman, Deputy Director of the Office of | 
| Security, Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs. Copies to Bracken, Phleger, | 
| _ McCardle, and Harris of IIA. |
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I refer to your memorandum of February 20, 1953. 2 I am advised 
that a complete authoritative list of Communists or fellow-travel- 
lers does not exist and that it would be virtually impossible to com- 
pile and maintain such a list. 

A possible solution to your problem would be to have the several 

ITA offices request the Office of Security to make name checks of — 
the authors whose works it is proposed be used. SY would then fur- 

nish to the responsible official the results of the name check and a 

decision could then be made upon the basis of the information dis- 

closed. If this solution appears to you to be feasible, I would suggest 
that you get directly in touch with John Ford in SY to work out 
the details. One very important detail would be the extent of the | 

name check coverage. This will depend entirely upon the amount 

of time available to SY to make the checks. I would urge that the 

fullest checks possible be made in order that all pertinent security 

information in the files of other security agencies could be made 
available for the use of IITA. If the volume of requests for name 
checks is to be large, it will be necessary that funds be made avail- 
able to cover the costs of these checks. | 

2 Supra. 

A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “ITA, 1953” 

Memorandum by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Admin- 

istration (Scott) to the Assistant Administrator of the Office of 
Policy and Plans, United States International Information 

Agency (Connors) 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] February 27, 1953. 

The Office of Security has been doing everything possible to be of 
assistance with reference to your memorandum dated February 
20.1 They have been in contact with the FBI, CIA and House Un- 
American Activities Committee and have been informed that these 
agencies do not have any such list as you request. If IIA will 

submit a list of people whose work has been used in the past as 

well as a list of people whose work IIA intends to use in the future, 

the Office of Security will take these lists and conduct “name 
checks” with the FBI, CIA, House Un-American Activities Commit- 

tee and the Division of Biographic Information in the Department. | 

The results of these checks could then be passed along to ITA for 
their guidance and use. | 

1 Ante, p. 1673.
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| It may be necessary that funds be made available by IIA to cover 
| the costs of these checks, particularly if the number of names sub- | 

mitted is large. 2 | 
| | W.K. Scorr 

. 2Qn Mar. 2, Scott transmitted to Scott McCleod, the new Administrator of the 
Bureau of Security and Consular Affairs, copies of this memorandum and of the I 
Connors memorandum of Feb. 20. In a covering memorandum, Scott wrote that in 

| view of McCleod’s assumption of office it was important that McCleod be apprised of | 
| “this important problem promptly’. (A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “IIA, 1953’’) | 

———— | 
511.00/2-2753 | 

| Memorandum by the Director of Congressional and Public Informa- | 
| | tion of the United States International Information Administra- 
| tion (Crosby) to Francis B. Stevens, Staff Member of the Presi- 
| dent's Committee on International Information Activities } | 

| 
| WASHINGTON, February 27, 1953. | 

| Subject: Public and Congressional Criticisms of IIA | 

| You asked me several days ago to give you a list of the major | 

: criticisms directed at this program by the Congress and the public. 
| Many of these have been aired recently in the McCarthy investiga- | 
| tions ? and others probably will be heard at future hearings. These 

| criticisms have been aimed primarily at the broadcasting service 
! (Voice of America) of the International Information Administra- 

| tion. | | | 
1. Waste and Inefficiency: The construction program of the Voice : 

of America’s radio transmitting facilities has been under fire for 

| some years. It began late in 1951 when the Department asked for | 

$98 million and was granted $9 million. This budget was prepared 
on short notice and not adequately studied. Consequently the 7 

| House Appropriations Committee directed that the Department | 

| review the entire proposal. Last year the Administrator of the in- 

| formation program had two major surveys made of the Voice of 
| America operation. One was on management and administration of 
| the New York operations and the other on domestic transmitting 
| facilities. These investigations uncovered many failings and errors, 
| which to a considerable degree have been corrected at the present 

: | f 

| ' The final report of this Committee, issued June 30, is printed on p. 1795. | | 

2 See the editorial note, p. 1671. | 

| 

! | . 
i
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time. Attached is an interim progress report on the management 

and administration document. =— | 

2. Communists and Left Wingers: The Voice of America has been 
severely criticized for having questionable persons in its employ. I 

do not think it is necessary to expand on this. | 

3. Blunderbuss Approach: The program is still being criticized for 
not having designed its overseas operations to conform to the needs 

of the different countries. Great progress has been made in this di- 

rection during the last year, and I think that the criticisms are no 
longer valid. 

4. Content: For some years the information program attempted to 

give a picture of America’s material wealth and power. This ap- 
proach did not accomplish the desired objective. In fact it only 
served to create general envy and jealousy overseas. Criticism is 

still directed at the program for following this line. 

On the other hand, the program has been criticized for not pre- 

senting a full and fair picture of America’s material wealth to our 

audiences abroad. | —— 

5. The Red Tape of the State Department: Many people have said _ 
that this program will never be effective until it is separated from 

the diplomatic bureaucracy of the Department of State. At the 
same time, there is an articulate segment of opinion that empha- 

sizes the need of more closely integrating the program within the 
framework of the Department. | 

6. Location of the Voice of America: Several influential members 
of Congress keenly feel that the Voice of America should be more 
carefully controlled policy-wise and that this cannot be accom- 
plished as long as it remains in New York. Consideration has been 

under way for some time concerning this question of moving the 

Voice to Washington or some other location. 

7. Quality of Personnel: Criticism has been directed at the calibre 
of the personnel engaged in the information program. At the 
present time it is true that there is no major reservoir of trained 

propagandists. The Department has maintained a brief course of 

training, but has not been satisfied and has not been able to devise 

an adequate training course. . | 
There is also the view that the program should make use of pro- 

fessional advertising, public relations, and newspapermen. Many 

people who hold this view regard the information program as a gi- | 

gantic selling proposition which must utilize salesmanship tech- 

niques. 

3 Not found.
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8. Overstaffing: Members of Congress have contended that the _ 
Voice of America could run with 100 people rather than the ap- 
proximately 2000 presently employed. | | | | 

) 9. Not Sufficiently Anticommunist: The information program has 
| not, according to many people, carried sufficient anticommunist | 

_ material in its various media. Much of this criticism stems from | 
the fact that few Americans have placed themselves in the position | 

| of the foreign nationals whom we are trying to reach. Unquestion- | 

| ably, however, there have been instances where program content 
: was not sufficiently directed or purposeful. | 

10. The Voice of America is Not Objective: This criticism is to the 
: effect that the Voice of America carries too much propaganda and | 
| does not have the results of the BBC. This criticism usually comes | 
| from people who have a general understanding of some of the prob- | 
| lems of this world-wide program. a | | 

The last two items mentioned are cases in point of the fact that 
the International Information Administration has on occasion been 

| “damned if it does and damned if it doesn’t” follow a particular ap- 
| proach. , | | | 
| Psychological operations have become much more important | 

| during recent years. However, Congress, which was extremely | 
| busy, has not been able to establish a means of being kept in- 

formed of the problems and of the program. Strong recommenda- 

f tions have been made to the effect that there should be either a 
| joint committee on propaganda and psychological operations or two 

| selected committees. I think this would be of tremendous help to | 
| the program. | 

In closing I urge that you study the attached reports, particular- 

| ly the recent report of the Advisory Commission on Information. _ 
| | BEN G. CROSBY 

| USIA files, lot 56 D 581, “Info Guide Bulletin 303” | | 

Summary Memorandum Prepared by the Office of Policy and Plans, | 
| United States International Information Administration! __ | 

| CONFIDENTIAL — - [WASHINGTON, undated.] | 

| BACKGROUND INFORMATION RELATING TO THE IIA INSTRUCTION OF — | 
| THE USE OF MATERIALS BY CONTROVERSIAL PERSONS 

| The purpose of this instruction was to establish criteria to govern 

| the use in the IIA program of already existing books, writings, | 

1 Source text is accompanied by a covering memorandum from W. Bradley Con- 
nors of the Office of Policy and Plans to IIA Acting Administrator Johnson dated | 

| Continued 

: 
|
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paintings, music, etc., produced by persons who are subjects of 
public controversy. et : Oo 

The instruction restricted a recommendation from the US Advi- 
sory Commission on Educational Exchange which recommended in 
the case of books for USIS libraries abroad that the criterion be 
based on content without regard to authorship. | 

Considering these recommendations too all inclusive, Dr. Comp- 
ton directed that specific criteria be established to govern the use 
of materials by controversial persons, and to state that controver- 

sial authors would be used only under exceptional circumstances. 
Criteria established to govern the exceptions are listed in the in- 

struction which states that materials produced by persons whose | 

ideologies or views were questionable or controversial would not be 
used unless: 

a. It supported importantly, not incidentally, a specific psycholog- 
ical objective and none of the content was detrimental to the objec- 
tives of the US Government. _— 

b. It was substantially better than other material available for 
the purpose. 

c. Failure to include it would impair our general credibility. 

To illustrate, works by Howard Fast, some of which are favorable 

to the US were cited. The idea was to use such materials, in excep- 
tional circumstances, particularly to influence a left winger or 

fellow traveler who knew that some of Fast works were Soviet en- 

dorsed, and we could use the materials favorable to the US as 

opening bait. A copy of the instruction is attached. ? 
2. On February 12 Mr. McCardle was informed that the Voice ® 

had been instructed to use Soviet endorsed writers like Howard 
Fast. Mr. McCardle asked Mr. Connors who found the instruction 
of February 3 which mentioned Mr. Fast. 

3. On February 18 Mr. McCardle ordered the instruction rescind- 
ed. This was done. Mr. McCardle also asked that the works of all 

communist, fellow travelers and the like be banned. 

4. On February 18 a written instruction * was issued to all ITA 

media stating: “In connection with IA Instruction PO-9 dated Feb- 
ruary 13, 19538, rescinding IA Instruction PO-5 of January 30, 1953, 

concerning use of materials by controversial persons, in order to | 
avoid all misunderstanding, no repeat no materials by any contro- 
versial persons, Communists, fellow-travelers, etc., will be used 

under any circumstances by any ITA media.” 

Mar. 3, which reads: “Attached for your information is a summary of the back- 
ground of this instruction and the action taken to date.” 

2 Not found attached. 
3 Voice of America, New York. 
4 The reference instruction cannot be further identified. |



FOREIGN INFORMATION PROGRAM 1679 | 

| 5. On February 19 an Infoguide Bulletin (attached) ® was issued | 
| to the Media and the field repeating the above instruction but with 

the deletion of the phrase ‘‘controversial persons.” This instruction 
was approved by Mr. McCardle and Mr. Phleger. _ a | 

6. February 20, teletype message from Morton (Voice Director in : 

New York) to Connors referring to Infoguide Bulletin 272 and stat- | 

ing: a | 

| “IBS in accordance with existing policy will continue to use the | 
works and words of Communists, fellow-travellers, etc., to expose 

| them or to make them eat their own words or in furtherance of the 
| American national interest. | | 
| “As an example of the implementation of the above standing pro- 
| cedure: IBS will quote Stalin, Vishinsky, Gromyko and other Com- 
| munists to the extent that the use of such material advances our 
| causes.” | | 

| 7. February 20, teletype message to Morton New York from Con- | 
nors stating: a | | 

| “Reference your 4:15 p.m. memo, Infoguide Bulletin 272 of Febru- ! 
ary 19 is binding policy and under no circumstances can be amend- 
ed. IBS will not, repeat not, use the works or words of any Commu- 2 

| nists, fellow-travellers, etc.” | 

| 8. February 21, Mr. Lourie on the Hill was informed by Mr. Flan- _ 
| nagan (Chief Counsel to McCarthy Committee) that a message had 
| been sent either to New York or Washington (between Morton and 
| Connors) to disregard Secretary’s instruction. Mr. Connors provided 

| the exchange of messages to Mr. Lourie. 

| 9. On February 21 after a telephone conversation, New York sent | | 

| down a draft of a proposed VOA directive quoting Infoguide Bulle- : 
| tin 272 in full and making several suggestions for approval. This } 

was received at 5:12 p.m. 

This was discussed by Mr. McCardle, Mr. Phillips and Mr. Con- 
| nors. 7 

| Clarification as approved here and issued in New York provided: 

: “The news desk will continue to report accurately and within the 
| frame of established policies, legitimate news emanating from Com- | 
| munist sources based on credible news services. Original shirt-tails 

quoting Communists or fellow-travellers for any purposes will be | 
: suspended. 

“Original comment using Communist or fellow-traveller authors 
| for any purpose is banned. | 
| “IBS will make maximum use within the framework of US poli- | 
| cies of material appearing in US published sources to refute Com- | 
| munist propaganda. 

| 5 Not attached. Presumably this was Infoguide Bulletin 272 a copy of which is in | 
| file 511.00/2-1953 as circular telegram 889. | 

| 
/ L
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“IBS will make maximum use of statements by administration 
officials and Members of Congress to refute Communist propagan- 
a. - 
“A maximum effort to present positive Americana of an unre- 

proachable nature will provide us with ample material to bridge 
the gap until our directives regarding psychological warfare are 
clarified.” — | 

Because of the week-end holiday, IBS did not issue this directive 
until February 23rd. 

10. February 25, special arrangements made for coverage of Gen- 
eral Assembly. 

Compliance with Infoguide Bulletin 272 

1. The attached memoranda indicate the action taken. The media 
activities affected are outlined in Connors’ memorandum to Mr. 

Phillips of February 26. ® It involves, for example, whether or not 

we can use the words of communists to refute their own stories on 
such subjects as forced labor in the Soviet Union, germ warfare 
charges and the prisoner of war issue in Korea. 

2. Informational Media Guaranty Program: The question arose as 

to whether this instruction pertained to magazines which are 
bought on contract and which may include articles or quotations 

| from communists. ICS was advised not to cancel the contracts until 
further consultation with the legal advisor. The opinion of the legal 

advisor was transmitted to Mr. Humphrey. 7 Meanwhile, however, 
a letter was written on February 24 © to all the contractors under 

the guaranty program requesting that they give assurance that 

none of the materials they provided fell within the prohibited cate- 

gories. This letter was based upon a misinterpretation of the in- 
-. struction, which did not contain the phrase controversial persons, 

and was rescinded on February 27. , 
3. Ruling on Communists, fellow-travellers, etc.: Connors has 

asked that the A area provide us with a list of such persons. He 
has been informed that no such list is in existence. It was suggest- 
ed that ITA submit a list of all materials which it now uses or is 
considering using for a name check. This is done on a routine basis 

by the press and motion picture service. In the case of libraries, 

: however, some tens of thousands of authors are involved. Also it is 

not feasible that the list of articles in all magazines bought on sub- 
scription be submitted for advance checking. 

4. In addition to program activities, this instruction also raises 

questions relating to the publication and use of a number of docu- 

6 Not found. . , 
7 Presumably Richard A. Humphrey, Acting Assistant Administrator of the Inter- 

national Information Center Service, U.S. International Information Administra- 

tion. , |
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| | | 

ments produced by the intelligence area of the Department, includ- 
ing Soviet Affairs notes which is based almost entirely upon the ! 
writings and statements of Communists. oO Neh Ss | 

5. We have recommended that in view of the above consider- | | 
ations, Infoguide Bulletin 272 cannot be fully applied without a se- | 

rious cut in both the nature and effectiveness of IIA operations, © 

| and should be amended. PU ! 

| 511.00/3-553: Circular telegram - ee | 

| _ The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts 1 | | 

: CONFIDENTIAL | _ WasuHinctTon, March 5, 19538—17:53 p.m. | 

| 925. Following is InfoGuide Bulletin 285: _ a | | 
| Stalin: This is supplement to Infoguide Bulletin 283 of March 4, ; 
| 1953. 2 (FYI begins: Stalin’s illness has naturally caused enormous | 

| interest in free world mainly on question who will control Soviet | 
| Communist world. Little doubt this uncertainty paralleled among | 

Soviet orbit peoples (including bulk party activists) who have never | 
| been permitted speculate openly about this eventuality; this state | 
| of mind will become more acute when Stalin dies. Among Kremlin : 

clique, we may assume feelings may be classified into one of two 
| general categories: confusion and anxiety—in case problem “succes- : 
| sion” has not already been adequately settled; or rivalries—in case 
| regime has already prescribed solution. Seems unlikely that regime 
| has been able to evolve clear-cut succession plan which both elimi- 

nates uncertainty and satisfies all potential aspirants. | 

In output to Soviet orbit, it is within our psychological objectives 

to capitalize on emotions which may be presumed exist among | 
these various classes. Regarding uninitiated Soviet masses we seek 
isolate them further from regime. With regard to initiated elite we = 

| seek exacerbate their confusion and rivalries in order complicate _ 
: delicate succession question and thus weaken regime. _ | 

; In regard to Soviet popular masses, our actions must not appear 
| offend their sensibilities or exceed bounds good taste, thereby con- 
| firming Soviet propaganda image of Americans as crude barbar- | 

| ians, and tending unite popular opposition to US. Specifically, we | 

1 Drafted by Lewis Revey of IIA, James Pratt of EE, and Huyler of P; cleared by 
| Bohlen, Nitze, Harris, Boughton of NEA/P, Cox, Barbour, Pratt, Phillips, Connors, | 
| and Godel of Defense; approved by Montgomery; telegraphed to 11 posts, with a | 
| copy to the Department of Defense, and pouched to 64 other posts. ee 

: 2 Not printed; it was transmitted in circular telegram 919 of Mar. 4 and contained | 
| “interim guidance pending detailed governmental consideration and determination | 

re important and complex issues created by Stalin illness’. (511.00/3-453) For a l 
summary and guide to further documentation concerning the response of the US. : 
Government to the illness and death of Stalin, see the editorial note, p. 290. 

E 

E 

| |
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must take into account fact that for generation Stalin has been 
only leader people have known; he has been carefully sheltered 
from popular resentment against bureaucratic, dictatorial regime: 
moreover, he has been systematically built up as symbol of power 
and prestige acquired by Soviet state in war and peace. 

While same considerations apply to ruling clique, more impor- 
tant is fact we know little about intricacies of succession problem. 
There is no evidence that succession has not already been settled, 
at least temporarily. Even if it has not we do not know that it 
cannot be settled without bloodshed. Accordingly, we must confine 
ourselves to questions and hypotheses, without committing our- 
selves to any one solution, creating doubt, suspicion, distrust, and 
jealousy. Ends FYI) 

Treatment: In order assure maximum psychological advantage, 

and permit sustained psychological exploitation of situation as it 

may develop over coming critical period—possibly of considerable 
duration—output should: (a) maintain tone of controlled, deliberate 
restraint, taking cue from White House statement March 4th, 3 

avoiding stridency or vituperation; (b) keep such balance in our at- 

tention to subject that it does not give impression of constant, pre- 

dominant preoccupation on part of free world with issues arising 
from Stalin illness. | 

Care should be taken not to make positive assertions re probable 

course events. Intent should be to raise questions and cause doubts, 

but strictly to avoid direct forecasts which will prevent or compli- 

cate exploitation of situation as it unfolds in USSR. 
Following list of themes should be developed where possible 

through selected comment, with full attribution to source, and, 

where such selected comment is unavailable, may be developed 
sparingly in restrained factual original material which does not | 
repeat not commit US information output to any single or over- 

riding interpretation: 

1. To Soviet Orbit and China: | | 

a. General review of Stalin’s own coming into power including 
accurate historical detail and review of internal dissensions at that 
time. | | 

b. Balanced presentation of alternative possibilities for succession 
including: . 

(1. ) Impracticability of “committee directorate’’. 
(2. ) Possibilities of triumvirate rule. | 
(3. ) Balanced comment re relative merits and deficiencies in- 

dividuals within Soviet system and their claims to succession. 

3 “Statement by the President Concerning the Illness of Joseph Stalin, March 4, 
1953” in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisen- 
hower, 1953, p. 75. |
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| (4.) Careful balanced comment upon various protagonists’ | 
| “right to succession’. , 

| c. Sympathy for Soviet peoples who placed in their present un- | 
certain position by secretive and dictatorial nature of regime. 

d. Doubt as to ability of any of known aspirants to fill adequately 
| position which Stalin consolidated under his personal direction | 

over years. | 
| e. Questions as to why regime had to wait 48 hours before in- 

forming people of event which so gravely concerned them. 
| f. Suggestion it is not endurable demand more sacrifices from ) 

Soviet people to build up power of successor inevitably weaker than 
| talin. | | _ | 

| g. Doubts as to whether system would survive were it submitted | 
to vote of Soviet people. 

h. Questions as to ability, good faith, trustworthiness of any and 
| all would-be successor or successors. : 
! i. Intimations, based on history, concerning possibility of overt or 
| covert purges of any actual or potential rivals or non-supporters of 

successor or successors. 
j. Questions as to competence and prudence of possible succes- | 

sors. : 
: k. Statement that even elaborate ritual of detailed medical exam- 
2 ination and report may not save certain party leaders from possi- 
: bility of second Moscow “doctor’s plot”. 
! I. Only recent guide to action left by Stalin for his successors is 
| verbose “Bolshevik” article, whose reactionary tone and confused | 

reasoning have caused it be treated gingerly by Soviet theoreti- | 
| cians. 
| m. Speculation as to whether Mao Tse-tung may now become ide- 
| ological theoretician and spokesman for world Communism. 

| 2. Specifically to European Satellites: | 

| a. Suggestions to satellite leaders that their ties to Moscow are 
likely be loosened by trouble there. 

| b. Suggestions that tenure of satellite leaders is now even more 
uncertain since they cannot know definitely whom to back. 

c. Hints that satellite leaders, whose performance record so far is 
| not good, will be among first to feel new broom of successor 
| Moscow. | | 
| Caution: Output to Soviet satellites must endeavor restrain and 
| moderate any excessive hopes of immediate Soviet collapse and lib- 
| eration. oe 
| 7 

| 3. Specifically to China: 

a. Doubts as to ability of any new Soviet leader to understand 
|. and cope with Asian problems. 
| b. Questions as to ability of USSR to pursue actively an Asian 

| policy while faced with such huge problems at home. | 
c. Doubts as to claims of any would-be successors who are inferi- 

! or to Mao Tse-tung in experience, ability and perhaps age. | 
l 

4. Specifically to free world: 

i
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Output to free world, in giving balanced picture of US and free 
world reaction, should place strongest emphasis on following 

points: ee 

a. Fact that Stalin’s passing does not indicate any lessening of 
tensions or Soviet pressures. 

b. Particularly in output to Europe, pick up selected official and 
unofficial comment with full attribution to source, emphasizing 
fact that prompt effective ratification EDC and support NATO ob- 
jectives no less imperative at this time. 

Caution: Avoid any comment suggesting possibility that Stalin’s 
passing increases likelihood of actual warfare. 

| DULLES 

511.00/3-653: Circular telegram 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, March 6, 1953—8:27 p.m. 
| PRIORITY | | 

931. Following is InfoGuide Bulletin 287: _ 

Stalin: In light Moscow announcement new governmental organi- 
zation following death Stalin, 2 all US information output on sub- 

ject overall, in addition to reporting factually hard news of develop- 
ments and backgrounding personalities involved with suitable bio- 

graphical material, should concentrate on following themes, devel- 

oped in form of insistent questioning: 

(a) Is Malenkov competent to succeed Stalin, in terms political 
experience, ideological leadership, and party and state authority 
and control? Malenkov’s whole personality and record shows he no 
Stalin No. Two. | 

(b) Are party seniors now subordinated to Malenkov going to rec- 
oncile themselves to present relative positions in new governmen- 
tal party structure; to seeing Malenkov sitting in Stalin’s chair? 
May not period of another struggle for power be expected? | 

For subsidiary themes, those outlined Department Circular Tele- 

gram 925 (Infoguide Bulletin 285) of March 5, still stand, except for 

obviously outdated portion FYI section and themes relating to “suc- 

cession”. — | | 

It should be emphasized that it continues be our major objective 

to sow doubt, confusion, uncertainty about new regime not only 

1 Drafted by Montgomery and Huyler; cleared in draft by McCardle, Pratt, and 

Connors; in substance by Phillips and Bohlen; and approved by Montgomery. Distri- 

bution was same as for circular telegram 925, supra. 
2 See the editorial note, p. 290.
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_ among both Soviet and satellite elites and masses, but among local | 
| Communist parties outside Soviet Union. - | 
| -, | DULLES 

Eisenhower Library, Dulles papers, “Bookburning” . . 

| Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs 
| _ (McCardle) to the Acting Administrator of the United States In- | 

ternational Information Administration (Johnson) | 

| CONFIDENTIAL [WasHincTON,] March 17, 1953. | : 
| PERSONAL AND PRIVATE | | 
| Subject: Directives to the ITA concerning use of material by Com- | | -munist Authors —s_— | 
| I have your memorandum of March 5.1! The Secretary’s decision 

isasfollows; = | | 
1. Material produced by Communists or their agents or sympa- 

| thizers should be used only with great care and when responsible 
persons judge them to be an effective way—and the uniquely effec- 

| tive way—to confound international Communism with its own 
| words, to expose its fallacies and refute its doctrines. | 

2. It should be our policy not to identify by name any living in- 
ternational communist unless absolutely necessary. This must not | 

| be carried to the point of absurdity in treatment of straight news 
| but even here a conscious effort not to build up our living oppo- 
| _ nents by naming them should be made. As often as possible, writ- i 
| ings or statements of living persons can be ascribed to some such | 

| anonymity as “a leading international communist or Stalinist’. 
| Skillful use of this treatment in commentary and in our anti-com- 
| munist publications can be especially effective. = | : 

Our own press and radio have in the past built up Soviet person- | | 
| alities to such an extent that whatever they do or say commands 
| widespread attention. I believe we should replace individual build- | 
| ups with anonymity to those hostile to us. a | 

3. Reputable, responsible U.S. periodicals of program value may | 
| be included in USIS overseas libraries. However, the Mission | 

| should withdraw any individual issues containing any material det- | 
| rimental to U.S. objectives. Periodicals, which are receptive to in- 

| 1 Not found. Johnson had also written to Dulles about this matter; see Dulles’ | 
| memorandum for the President, June 27, p. 1715. Dulles’ own personal reply to 

Johnson, also dated Mar. 17, 1953, was subsequently released on June 25, in con- 
junction with responses to Congressional queries concerning book policies in over- 
seas libraries (see footnote 3, p. 1716); for text, see Department of State Bulletin, 
July 13, 1953, p. 59. | | : 

| | 
! | | |
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ternational communist propaganda, have no place in the program 

and cannot be used. ne | 

4. I do not think we should make the works of Communist au- 
thors a part of our public libraries. | 

5. If you find these ideas acceptable, I must rely on you to trans- 
late them into what is an appropriate and practicable “working- 

level’ directive. 
CarL W. McCarDLe 

USIA files, lot 56 D 581, “Info Guide Bulletin 303” 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts ' 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, March 17, 1953. 

Following is Infoguide Bulletin 303: | 

Department circular telegram 889 (Infoguide Bulletin 272)? of 

February 19 is herewith canceled. | 

Following effective immediately: 7 

1. Material produced by Communists or their agents or sympa- 

thizers should be used only with great care and when responsible 

_ persons judge them to be an effective way—and the uniquely effec- 

tive way—to confound international Communism with its own 
words, to expose its fallacies and refute its doctrines. Responsibility 
for this judgment rests with directors of media services, PAOs and 

their designated alternates. | 
2. Our policy is not to identify by name any living international 

Communist unless absolutely necessary. This must not be carried 

to the point of absurdity in treatment of straight news but even 

here a conscious effort not to build up our living opponents by 

naming them should be made. As often as possible, writings or 

statements of living persons can be ascribed to some such anonymi- 

ty as “a leading international Communist or Stalinist”. Skillful use 

of this treatment in commentary and in our own anti-Communist 

publications can be especially effective. 

Our own press and radio have in the past built up Soviet person- 

alities to such an extent that whatever they do or say commands 

1 This message was transmitted as circular telegram 961, Mar. 17. The central file 

copy of this circular telegram (511.00/3-1753) was removed in July 1953. A notation 

on the source text reads: “Copied from carbon tissue, March 18, 1953.” The source 

text also indicates this message was drafted by W. Bradley Connors of the Office of 

Policy and Plans, U.S. International Information Administration, and by Assistant 

Secretary of State for Public Affairs Carl W. McCardle, and was approved for trans- 

mission by IIA Administrator Robert L. Johnson. 

2 See footnote 5, p. 1679.
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widespread. attention. We should replace individual buildups with | | 

| anonymity to those hostile to us. | | 

| 3. Reputable, responsible US periodicals of program value may | 

be included in USIS overseas libraries. However, the Mission 
; should withdraw any individual issues containing any material det- | 

rimental to US objectives. Periodicals, which repeatedly publish in- | 

| ternational Communist propaganda, have no place in the program | 
| and cannot be used. | | | 

| 4. Works of Communist authors are banned from all USIS public 
| libraries and information centers. | | 

| PAO in each country mission has responsibility for taking all | 

: reasonable efforts for removal of individual issues of periodicals 

: “containing material detrimental to US objectives”. PAO must im- 
| mediately carry out the ban against use of periodicals “which re- 

| peatedly publish international Communist propaganda” and the 

| “works of Communist authors” by removing all material known to 
. him or his staff to be within these categories. (For the purposes of | 

this instruction authors who obviously follow the Communist line | 
or participate in Communist front organizations will be considered 

| Communists and their works banned.) — | 
| Realizing that the PAO and his staff may not be aware of all 
| Communist authors or publications which repeatedly publish inter- 

| national Communist propaganda, the Department will attempt as 
! promptly as possible to furnish specific guidance on individual peri- 

| odicals and books to be banned. To facilitate review of material ac- 

| quired locally, all posts which have not already done so, should pro- 

| vide Department with list of these acquisitions. 

This directive also cancels any previous directives or sections 

thereof that may conflict with the instructions herein. ® 

| ————_ 
| 3 Infoguide Bulletin 303 was supplemented by two further instructions. Circular 

telegram 1065 of Apr. 28 reads as follows: ‘Ref. Depcirc. 961 (Infoguide Bulletin 303) 
| dated March 17, 1953 books of persons taking refuge behind the Fifth Amendment 
| in refusing to testify as to their political affiliations before a Congressional Commit- _ : 

tee should be removed from the shelves of Information Centers. IIA hearing Wire- 
less File FS section since March 16, 1953 contains names of persons seeking such | 

| refuge before McCarthy subcommittee. Further information will be furnished by ILA ! 
| as secured from records of previous hearings and other Congressional committees.” H 
| (511.0021/4-2853) For documentation on the foreign policy aspects of Congressional E 
: loyalty and security investigations and concern over declining prestige abroad, see | 

vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 1879 ff. On June 18, certain diplomatic posts were told in circular ; 
telegram 12138 that, in reference to Infoguide Bulletin 303, “pending further instruc- 
tions names, authors or titles books removed should not be made public.” (511.0021/ | 

| 6-1858) | 
| | 
| | 
| [
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103 USIA/3-2353 a / 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American 
Affairs (Cabot) to the Acting Administrator of the United States 
International Information Administration (Johnson) | 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,| March 23, 1953. 

Subject: Information and Educational Exchange Program in Latin 
America. 

My attention has been called to anticipated reductions in funds 
to be requested for fiscal year 1954, particularly as they would 

apply to USIS operations in Latin America. I have asked members 
of my staff to furnish me with certain data which are embodied in 
this memorandum and which I hope you will consider in reaching 
a decision on the proportion of such funds to be made available by 

Congressional appropriations for USIS field operations in Latin 

America. It was my hope to send you soon carefully considered rec- 
ommendations with regard to the program in the area, but have 
deemed it necessary to send you this incomplete memorandum in 
view of the development noted above. / a 

I should like to say first of all that I have every confidence in the 
information and educational exchange program and consider it an > 
exceedingly important part of our overall effort in the other Ameri- 

can republics. It is for this reason that I am particularly disturbed 
to learn of the proposed action. | 

The one area of the world which has proportionately suffered the 

most, in allotment of IIA funds and attention, over the past seven 

years, has been Latin America. The Secretary recently stated that 
Latin America compared in some respects to the China of 1930 and 
the President and he both have stated the intention of the new ad- 
ministration to intensify our efforts in Latin America. I have, in 

fact, recently discussed with the Secretary a number of possibilities 
for expanding the program in certain phases, the cultural program 

and motion pictures in general, and high calibre professors and lec- 

turers to go to the area in particular. The fact is that improvement 

of our relations with these countries is seriously handicapped be- 

cause of charges of neglect upon which Communists and ultra-Na- 

tionalists play for their own ends. Some of the steps I understand 

| have been proposed would directly contribute to increasing the 
bases for such charges. | 

I am informed that the field program budget in Latin America is _ 

to be cut 25 percent from present levels. The seriousness of this 

proposed cut is apparent when some of the program history is ob-



| 

_ FOREIGN INFORMATION PROGRAM 1689 | 

served. Specifically, it is proposed to cut authorized American posi- | 
| tions in Latin America from the presently authorized level of 146 

to about 110. This cut would put the Latin American operation at a 
level below that which it enjoyed on June 30, 1946. At that time 
the entire USIS operation was conducted with an expenditure of 
about 22 million dollars. On June 30, 1946, there were 122 Ameri- | 
can USIS positions authorized for Latin America (excluding 11 

| _ American librarian positions now included in the proposed 110.) In | 
_ other words although the total funds available for USIS have in- | 

creased since June 1946 by almost four hundred percent, USIS per- 
| sonnel authorized for Latin America will have been decreased by 
| over ten percent. | 
| It is my understanding also that the proposal has been made to | 

| eliminate support to all bi-national centers in Latin America. This 

| decision, I fear, is being taken without sufficient thought to the | 
nature of these centers and to the effect such a move would have | 

| on U.S. foreign policy objectives in the area. (It is worth recalling : 
that no such cut was deemed necessary in 1948 when the entire 
USIS had a mere 12 million dollars, less than fifteen percent of the 

money anticipated as being available next fiscal year.) | - | 
| Our missions in Latin America are almost unanimous in consid- | 
| ering the bi-national centers one of the most important phases of | 

their ITA program; several consider the centers the most important 

of all media. Attached for your information is a copy of a memo- 
randum made available to IIA several months ago which states the 

Bureau’s views on the subject. 1 Almost all our missions have reit- 
erated the need for increasing cultural activities as opposed to 

| strictly informational if we are to win our battle. Yet this proposed 
action would ‘eliminate the basic arm of the cultural program. | 

Budgetary decisions made in haste frequently result in bad judg- | 
| ment. It may also be difficult for some officials to change a point of 

view which has been allowed to continue for seven years. Yet the 
| realities of the situation, as you so well know, make it imperative 
| that this way of thinking be changed if we are to do everything ex- | 

pected of us in meeting the administration’s increased concern 

with Latin America. | | | 

_ May I say here that the Bureau has no objection to cutbacks in a | 
great deal of the materials now being sent to the field (many mis- | 

| sions have complained about receiving quantities of material which 
| they cannot handle) and even to further cutback in shortwave | 
| broadcasts to the area (in view of the fact that, as our Ambassadors 

1 A notation at the bottom of the source text indicates that the reference memo- 
randum was dated Jan. 29, 1953, and was from Philip Raine of ARA/P to Elinor | 
Reams of IAE/S. It has not been found. | | oe 

| |
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have informed us, the most effective work in the radio field is done 

locally by missions). In other words, I consider it of vital impor- 
tance to preserve as nearly intact as possible the present field orga- 
nization in preference to retaining Departmental personnel whose 

job it is to backstop the field. After all, it does little good to have a 
large staff to backstop on operation, whereas the field organization 
can always on its own do a great deal of effective work with rela- 
tively little backstopping. | | 

I certainly hope that it will not be necessary to take such drastic 
action with regard to the program in Latin America as has been 

proposed. If you consider that such a reduction is necessary, I hope 
that we can discuss this further before a decision is taken. 

Let me reiterate that it is my deep concern for the important 

role which the ITA program plays in Latin America and my person- 

al desire to see you succeed in this exceptionally difficult undertak- 

ing that prompts me to bring the foregoing to your attention. You 

can count on my full cooperation for any assistance which this 
Bureau, with its lengthy experience in observing, administering, 

and now advising the informational and educational exchange pro- 
gram, can give you. 

511.0021/3-3153 

Senators William E. Jenner and Pat McCarran to the Secretary of 
State } 

| WASHINGTON, March 31, 1953. 

My Dear Mr. SeEcretAryY: In the April 1953 issue of The Ameri- 
can Legion Magazine, Mr. Karl H. W. Baarslag, of the National 

Americanism Commission of The American Legion, calls attention 

to the fact that libraries of the United States Information Service 

abroad do not have copies of the hearings and reports of the Senate 

Internal Security Subcommittee. 
As the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member, respectively, of 

the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee, we respectfully request 
your advice as to whether you believe these publications properly 

should be made available through the USIS libraries abroad. If you 
believe they should be made available, the committee will, we are 

sure, be glad to arrange to provide copies of these publications and 

documents to the State Department for distribution to the USIS li- 

1 Senator Jenner (R., Ind.) was Chairman of the Internal Security Subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary; Senator McCarran (D., Nev.) was ranking minor- 

ity member. A handwritten notation on the source text reads: “acknowledged by 
phone, 4/9/53.” A more formal, written reply was made on Apr. 23 by Assistant Sec- 
retary of State for Congressional Affairs Thruston B. Morton, printed on p. 1706.
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| braries. If you hold the view that these publications and documents 
should not be made available through USIS libraries abroad, we 
ask that you inform us of the reasons why you take such a posi- 
tion. | 

With highest esteem and all best regards, we are | 

Sincerely, | | | 
| WILLIAM FE. JENNER | 

| Pat McCarrRAN | 

PSB files, lot 62 D 333, “Psychological Strategy Board” | 

| Memorandum for the President by the President's Advisory 
| Committee on Government Organization ! 

| Memorandum No. 14 WASHINGTON, April 7, 1953. 

| Subject: Foreign Affairs Organization 

| Introduction | 
The security and welfare of the Nation have become increasingly 

| and critically dependent on the successful conduct of our foreign af- 

: fairs in all its aspects: political, military, economic, and psychologi- 
| cal. In the conduct of our foreign policies and programs, it is not 

| enough simply to react to developments as they occur; it is impera- 

| tive that all our material and intellectual resources and skills be 
harnessed to the formulation and execution of positive and effec- : 

| tive efforts designed to achieve the National goals. 
| The organization of the Federal Government for this task can be 
| materially strengthened. | | 

! The Committee considers it of the highest importance that the : 
Secretary of State have sole responsibility (subject to the President) : 
for the formulation and control of foreign policy and that he be 7 

freed from foreign program operations in order that he may con- | 

| centrate on his primary function. a | 
| The foreign policy primacy of the Secretary of State should be | 
| maintained through clear Presidential mandate and through the | 
| President's consistent practice of employing the Secretary of State | 
| ———_——— | | 

| 1 President Eisenhower established his Advisory Committee on Government Orga- | 
nization on Jan. 29, 1958, naming Nelson A. Rockefeller of New York as chairman. 

| President Eisenhower subsequently discussed the purpose of this Committee at some 
| length in his first Annual State of the Union Message to Congress, Feb. 2, 1953 | 
| (Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1958, p. 

25) and in his memoirs (Mandate for Change (New York, 1963), p. 133). For the list 
: of Committee members and a résumé of the Committee’s work, see U.S. President’s | 
| Advisory Committee on Government Organization; Report of Nelson A. Rockefeller 
| ... summarizing the Committee's principal activities from January, 1953 to date 
| (Government Printing Office, 1958).
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as the Executive’s channel of authority on foreign policy questions. 
This relationship should, of course, be sustained on specific issues 

by the President. 
At the same time, within the framework of foreign policy, the 

Secretary of Defense (subject to the President) should have clear 

primacy in the formulation and direction of military policy. 
The Committee considers that to achieve this clarity of responsi- 

bility and to assure the proper coordination and execution of our 
foreign operations, it is essential that there be a single agency in 
which all foreign assistance and economic operations, to the great- 

est degree practicable, shall be centralized or coordinated, and that 

a similar consolidation be effected in the administration of the for- 
eign information programs. These agencies should exercise their 

functions subject to foreign policy as determined by the Secretary 
of State, and military policy as determined by the Secretary of De- 

fense. | 

Accordingly, the following steps are recommended: 
| [Here follow recommendations 1, 2, and 8 dealing with a pro- 

posed foreign operations agency to oversee the Mutual Security | 
Program. These recommendations are printed in volume I, Part 1, 
page 615.] | | 

Recommendation No. 4—Hereafter the term “Voice of America” 
should be applied only to statements of the official United 

States’ positions, including those on current developments, for 

use abroad. | | 

The State Department should have responsibility for develop- 

ment of this program. The material should be given to a new for- 

eign information agency (to be established as set forth in Recom- 
mendation No. 5) for dissemination abroad as directed by the De- | 

partment of State. | 
No other material, regardless of its nature, origin, or medium 

used for its dissemination, should be identified as the “Voice of 

America’. | 

Recommendation No. 5—Establish a new foreign information 

agency, in which would be consolidated the most important 
foreign information programs and cultural and educational 
exchange programs now carried on by the United States Inter- 

national Information Administration, by the Technical Coop- 
eration Administration, by the Mutual Security Agency, and 
by the Department of State in connection with the Govern- | 
ment of Occupied Areas. | | | 

| Under this proposal, the major activities for interpreting abroad 

United States policies and practices (with the exception of formu- 
lating materials for the official ‘“Voice of America” program which
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shall be handled as outlined in Recommendation No. 4) together | 

| with foreign cultural and educational exchange programs, would be 
| placed under a new foreign information agency. This transfer | 

| would not apply to foreign information and educational exchange 
| services which are an integral part of technical assistance pro- 
| grams. The new agency would be established under the National | 
| Security Council under arrangements paralleling those set forth in 

| the National Security Act for the Central Intelligence Agency. | | 
The above would require legislation or action through Reorgani- 
zation Plan.. OC SR Aw oe - | 

| The head of the new agency would be appointed by the Presi- 

| dent, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. He would 
| _ have full administrative authority for the operations of the agency, 
| including development of programs, budget, administrative proce- 

2 dures, and the hiring and dismissal of personnel, but subject to for- 
| eign policy as determined by the Secretary of State and to such 
| other instructions as may be furnished by the National Security 
| Council. With respect to the official “Voice of America” program, 

the new agency should accept responsibility for dissemination 
abroad, including necessary services of translation, technical prepa- 

ration, transmission, and distribution, for which services the new 
| agency should provide within its budget. | a 
| Since the successful functioning of this agency will depend upon 
| the skill and wisdom of its operations no less than upon its adher- 
| ence to U.S. foreign policy, it is important that its Director receive 

expert counsel upon operating procedures. Public Law 402, the 

| United States Information and Educational Exchange Act of 1948, 
| created the United States Advisory Commission on Information 

and the United States Advisory Commission on Educational Ex- 
change to formulate and recommend to the Secretary of State poli- 
cies and programs for carrying out this Act, and to report to Con- 

| gress upon the effectiveness of these efforts. Under the proposed re- 
| organization, these two Commissions logically would counsel the 
| head of the new information agency instead of the Secretary of 

| State. Legislation or action under the Reorganization Plan would 

! be necessary to effect this change. oO BOL 
These Commissions should play an even more active role than in 

| the past, since the collective wisdom and practical experience of 
: their members would be invaluable to the new information agency. 
| There is a second commission in the field of international educa- 
| tional exchange—the President’s Board of Foreign Scholarships, es- 
| tablished under Public Law 584. Congress and the Executive 
| Branch might wish to give consideration to the merger of this 

Board with the United States Advisory Commission on Educational 
| Exchange, since both groups operate in the same field. | 

| | 
| | |
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The head of the new agency would attend meetings of the Psy- 
chological Strategy Board when appropriate, and would be author- 
ized to provide staff services for the PSB upon foreign information 
matters. | 

The authority and responsibility now vested in the Secretary of 
State pursuant to appropriate National Security Council papers 
and Executive Orders for interdepartmental coordination of foreign 

information activities should also be transferred to the new agency. 

The responsibilities now exercised by the Secretary of State with 
respect to informational media guaranties should be transferred to 

the head of the new information agency by an amendment of Exec- 
utive Order 10300. 

Recommendation No. 6—Organize the structure of the foreign eco- 
nomic operations agency and of the foreign information agency 

so that their operations will be responsive to foreign policy 

determination by the Secretary of State and to military policy 
determination by the Secretary of Defense. | 

a. At the Washington level, the line organizations of the two op- 
erating agencies should be organized as far as possible on a 
common pattern with those of the Department of State, with the 
sub-divisions of each dealing with parallel areas of the others. | 

b. Regional staffs should be established only in cases where there 
is a regional organization or multilateral activity of sufficient im- 
portance to warrant the establishment of a diplomatic mission. 

c. At the country level the field staffs of the agencies should be 
organized in such a manner as to provide for effective foreign 
policy direction and coordination of their operations by the United 
States Mission Chief (the Ambassador or Minister). The field staff 
of the economic agency would perform the major economic staff as- 
signment in the development of country programs and in estimat- 
ing economic capabilities and requirements. | 

The Secretary of State, and the Secretary of Defense, as appro- 
priate, should have authority and responsibility to review plans 

and policies relative to military and economic assistance programs 

and foreign information programs, and legislative proposals of the 
foreign economic operations agency and the foreign information 
agency, to assure that, in their conception and execution, such 

plans, policies and proposals are consistent with and further the at- 

tainment of foreign policy and military policy objectives. 

The heads of the new agencies should furnish information to the 

Secretaries of State and Defense in such manner and form as may 
be agreed between the head of the agency and the Secretary con- 

cerned to insure that the programs of the agencies and the imple- 

mentation of such programs conform with foreign policy and mili- 

tary policy objectives.
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| To assure to the new economic agency its proper role with re- | 

| spect to the coordination and direction of the military assistance | 
| programs, the Secretary of Defense would be required to keep the | 

agency currently informed on the status of such programs, includ- | 
ing military end item procurement and deliveries, both domestic | 
and offshore. | i 

| Recommendation No. 7—Executive Order 10338, ? relating to over- ! 

| seas personnel relationships, should be extended to cover the | 

| representatives of the new economic and information agencies, : 

and when amended should be supplemented as stated below. | 

| Executive Order 10338 defines the authority of the Chief of Dip- | 
| lomatic Mission (Ambassador or Minister) to coordinate the activi- 
| ties of United States personnel in his area who are engaged in car- 
| rying out programs under the Mutual Security Act and provides 

| _ that he shall exercise general direction and leadership of the entire | 
effort. This Order should be amended to cover the representatives 

| of the new economic and information agencies, and when amended : 
| should be supplemented as follows: i 

| a. The Chief of the Diplomatic Mission would have the authority, _ 
| through appropriate official channels, to effect the withdrawal of 
: U.S. personnel in his area; 
| b. The Chief of the Diplomatic Mission shall be kept fully and 
| currently informed, as he desires, by all U.S. representatives, in- 
| cluding the representatives of the new economic and information 
| agencies and the chiefs of military assistance advisory groups, on _ 
| all matters, including prospective plans, recommendations, negotia- 
| tions, and actions, relating to the programs of such agencies; and | 
! c. The Secretary of State should have the right to veto the pro- | 
| posed appointments of the chief representatives abroad of the for- 
| eign economic and information agencies. | | 

| The Committee strongly recommends that at the country level, 

| where mutually agreed among the agencies concerned, there be an 

| integration of personnel performing related functions under a 

! single top official, as is now the case where the Chief of the MSA 
| Mission also performs the duties of the Counsellor of Embassy for 
| Economic Affairs, or where the Public Affairs Officer directs the 
| foreign information activities of the MSA and the U:S. Internation- 
. al Information Administration. 

| 2 Executive Order 10338, Apr. 4, 1952 dealt with coordination procedures under 
| section 507 of the Mutual Security Act of 1951. It is printed in 17 Federal Register | 

|
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| Recommendation No. 8—The Secretary of State should retain his 
position on the NAC to assure that the foreign loan policies of 
the U.S. are consistent with and further the attainment of U.S. 
foreign policy objectives. 

The foreign policy responsibility of the Secretary of State in mat- 
ters involving loans and credits is of equal importance to his re- 
sponsibility in matters involving grants. They represent alternative 
forms of financial assistance designed to implement foreign policy. 

Reorganization Plan or Legislation? 

Many of the above recommendations, it will be noted, can be car- 
ried out either by Reorganization Plan or by legislation. The deci- 
sion as to which course shall be followed, if the recommendations 
are approved, is one of considerable political importance. The ad- 
vantages and disadvantages of each course may be summarized as 
follows: 

The Reorganization Plan approach would have the following ad- 
vantages: | 7 | 

1. It would enable the President clearly and specifically to set 
forth the organizational arrangements which he desires for the ad- 
ministration of foreign affairs and programs. 

2. The Reorganization Plans would become effective unless reject- 
ed by a Constitutional majority of either House. While the Plans. 
could be rejected in their entirety, they could not be amended as in 
the case of legislation. 

3. Responsibility of the Administration for the reorganizations 
would be clearly fixed. | 

4. The Reorganization Plan procedure (if the plans are submitted 
promptly) might be a quicker method of putting the recommenda- 
tions into effect, since it would undoubtedly take more than 60 
days to obtain legislation. 

The principal advantages of proceeding by legislation are as fol- 
lows: 

1. Legislation must be requested, in any event, for certain basic 
authorities under the Mutual Security Act which expire on June 
30, 1953, and must be renewed. 

2. This has been the traditional method of determining organiza- 
tional structure in the field of foreign affairs and might be pre- 
ferred by the Foreign Affairs and Armed Services Committees. In 
the last two years the committees which handle these programs 
have shown a concern about organization at least equal to their 
concern about the magnitude of the programs and are therefore 

_ likely to desire to consider all aspects of these programs at one 
time. . 

3. It has been suggested that a more sympathetic consideration of 
Administration proposals concerning organization for foreign af- 
fairs would be given by the legislative committees than by the Gov- 
ernment Operations Committees.
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munist authors, which were purchased by the Acheson administra- 
tion and stocked in our libraries throughout the world, are being 
removed under your administration of the State Department. | 

Over the past several weeks we have been questioning the vari- 
ous Acheson lieutenants to obtain the names of the individuals | 
who were directly responsible for purchasing and placing in our li- 
braries throughout the world the books of some seventy-five differ- 
ent Communist authors like William Z. Foster, Earl Browder, 

Agnes Smedley, etc. To date we have encountered nothing but bad 
' memories, evasion, and no cooperation whatsoever from them. 

As you know, the Information Program has been heralded and 

publicized by the Acheson-Truman regime as a weapon with which 
they fought Communism. To date none of the Acheson-Truman 
team have come forward to explain how they thought they were 
fighting Communism by purchasing, distributing, and placing the 

U.S. stamp of approval on a vast number of well known Commu- 

nist authors. Incidentally, a number of those authors have ap- 
peared before our Committee and have refused to testify as to 

whether they have been engaged in espionage or sabotage against 

the United States, on the ground that if they truthfully answered 
the question it might tend to incriminate them. 

Louis Budenz, who as you know has been of almost untold value 

in convicting and deporting Communists, testified that the placing 

of these Communist works in our libraries throughout the world 

was most likely the work of hidden Communists in the State De- 
partment. Therefore, I would very greatly appreciate it if you could 

designate someone in your department to run down the purchase 

orders of these various Communist books to their sources, or if the 

books were accepted as gifts, then the names of the individuals who 

accepted them and placed them on the shelves. I am sure you are 

as interested as my Committee in determining the names of the in- 

dividuals and whether they are still in the State Department. 
At the earliest possible moment we shall give you a report upon 

what our Committee has discovered in its current investigation of 

the Information Program. Incidentally, one of the matters that my 
staff is looking into in Paris is what appears to be waste and dupli- 

cation in connection with the Voice of America and MSA Informa- 
tion Programs both operating out of Paris. I think it should be 

made clear that the MSA Information Program was not initiated 

by MSA Director Stassen, but by his predecessor Harriman. Mr. 
Stassen, having recently taken over, obviously has not had suffi- | 
cient time to clean up the matter. 2 

Sincerely yours, JOE McCartTuy 

2 Dulles replied on Apr. 10 as follows: “My Dear Senator McCarthy: I have your 
letter of April 7th. I think the point you make about works of Communist authors
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: 511.00/4-2258: Circular airgram . 
7 

| . . . . : 
| The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic and Consular 

| : Posts 1 | 

i CONFIDENTIAL WasHInGTon, April 22, 19583—5:05 p.m. : 

S Tue Soviet “PEACE OFFENSIVE” : 

: Following is Infoguide Bulletin 342. | 
| USSR: President Eisenhower’s speech of April 16,2 designed to | 

° e,°¢ e e  e;e ° i 

| seize the political and psychological initiative from the USSR at | 
| the current critical juncture in international relations, sets the | 
| framework of United States’ principles and overall policies looking | 

| toward settlement of outstanding issues and relaxation of world | 
| tensions. In the words of Secretary Dulles (in his speech April 18 to | 
| the American Society of Newspaper Editors)* the President's | 
| speech has thrown back the so-called Soviet “peace-offensive” and | 
| turned it into a “peace-defensive’’. 

——— | | | | 
| on State Department bookshelves abroad seems well taken and I am asking Don | 

| Lourie to look into this matter and let your Committee know what we find. I shall 
| also be happy to have any additional information which your current investigation 

may supply on the workings of our Information Program. Of course, I recognize 
| that, as you say, the present conditions were created some time in the past under a 
| previous Administration and the responsibility for these conditions may now be dif- 
( ficult to pin down. We shall, however, endeavor to do so, and in this connection, I 

trust that the efforts of your Committee will be helpful. 
| “Sincerely yours, John Foster Dulles.” (Secretary’s Letters, lot 56 D 459, “M”’) 

1 Drafted by Montgomery and Revey; cleared by Phillips, Pratt, Raine, Straus, 

| Sanger, Connors and by Ray L. Thurston and Walter J. Stoessel of EE, Henry B. 
| Cox of EUR/P, Lawrence W. Wadsworth of FE/P, and Major Kelleher of Defense; 

| sent to 98 posts and the Department of Defense. 
| 2 Reference is to the speech entitled “The Chance for Peace” delivered by Presi- 

dent Eisenhower before the American Society of Newspaper Editors. It is printed in 
| Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1952, 

! pp. 179-188. Circular telegrams 1035 and 1044 of Apr. 16 and 17, 1953 respectively, 

! had earlier stressed the importance of promoting the President’s. speech. Circular 
| telegram 1035 stated, inter alia, that the ‘‘Address should be made occasion excep- | 

| tional efforts to assure its importance recognized and intent correctly interpreted. 
Diplomatic officials of all overseas missions have been instructed present copy 

| speech to Foreign Ministers and to discuss widely with diplomatic colleagues.” Cir- 
| cular telegram 1044 asserted that the President’s address “is policy statement of : 
| major importance. Trust you will make every effort under leadership Ambassador to 

| insure its importance and deep sincerity is fully appreciated’’. (511.00/4-1653 and 4/ | 
. 1753) | | | | 
| 3 Reference is to the address by Secretary Dulles entitled “The First 90 Days” 

| printed in Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 27, 1953, pp. 603-608. _ | | 
| [ 

| | _ 

|



1700 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME Il 

Information policy guidance on continuing exploitation of the 

President’s speech and subsequent planned developments to main- 

tain the political and psychological initiative vis-a-vis the USSR 
has been, and will be, given as circumstances require. 

Meanwhile the Soviet Government and other members of the 
Soviet bloc, including the Chinese Communists, may be expected to 

continue the current campaign of “peace” gestures and “peace” 
overtures. The guidance below, based upon a consensus of Depart- | 

ment thinking in estimating the motivations and significance of | 

the current Soviet “peace’’ moves given in the immediately follow- 
ing FYI section, is intended to set a general pattern for informa- 

tion output in dealing with continuing manifestations of Soviet- 

Communist “peace’’ attitudes. | 
(FYI begins: While it is still too early to determine the exact 

meaning of recent Soviet gestures of a seemingly conciliatory 

nature, the Department is inclined to doubt that they indicate any _—_—_’ 
change in basic Soviet long-range objectives. In analyzing these 
moves it must be kept in mind that Soviet policies are basically de- 
termined not so much by individuals as by the totalitarian nature 

of the Soviet state structure and by the doctrines of Communist 
ideology. There has been no evidence that these factors have 
changed. Moreover, the new Kremlin leaders were trained in the 

Stalinist school; they have long participated in the formulation of 
Soviet policies and have never, so far as is known, disagreed with 

Stalinist objectives. It must be recognized that the death of Stalin 
has probably created strains and tensions which the new regime 
needs time to overcome. The achievement of a “breathing spell’ by 
a tactical retreat would simply be an application of standard Marx- 

ist-Leninist doctrine. | / 
On the other hand, it is possible that the new regime does not 

regard itself as irrevocably bound by the positions of the previous 
regime. It may even be that in their efforts to establish themselves 
and consolidate their power the new leaders in the USSR have spe- 

cial and personal interests which, in their judgment, can conven- _ 

iently be advanced by departure from established Stalinist policies. 

However, we cannot assume that they need or desire any general 

settlement or that they would readily abandon their long-range ob- 

jectives. | | 
Whether the new leaders are playing for time in which to consol- | 

idate their position or whether it is their intent to employ new tac- 

tics in an effort to accomplish what earlier Soviet aggressive poli- | 
cies could not accomplish—namely to disrupt and disarm the coalli- 

tion of free nations—we cannot exclude the possibility that they 
may find it both convenient and useful to make certain adjust- 
ments of accommodation. While it is most unlikely that a general
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_ settlement of international tensions can be obtained at this time, it | 
is possible that by remaining ready to respond if genuine offers are 
made we may obtain certain advantages from the new Soviet atti- 

| _ Whatever may be the real significance of current Soviet maneu- 
vers, it is clear that the almost universal fear of war throughout 

| the world may cause many people to feel that the present Soviet 
| gestures constitute “peace offers” which if properly responded to 
| would lead to an easing of tension. Even the less credulous may 
| feel that future sacrifices would be more bearable if all honorable 
| and reasonable means to achieve a settlement had been explored. | 

| In these circumstances it would be unwise to appear to reject | 

Soviet gestures out of hand and thereby to invite the onus of ob- | 
| structing peace. Ends FYI). . Bo | | 

| _In light of the above, it is highly important at this critical stage | 
. that all United States information activities, both in public projec- / 

tion and in private contacts and conversations, make every effort | 

| to: | | , ip. eles 8 | | | 

| (a) explain clearly and positively the United States’ position with | 
| respect to Soviet moves of apparent conciliation; | 
| (b) maintain a posture which does not jeopardize exploitation by : 

| our diplomacy of whatever opportunities the unfolding situation 
| may present for resolution of substantive issues; | | 

| (c) exercise caution with respect both to tone and content of | 
output so as to give no ground for subsequent accusations, particu- 
larly on the part of allied and neutral powers, that it was United 

| States’ intransigeance or bellicosity which ruined the chances of 
| desired accommodation; | | 

| (d) make clear that some time may elapse before we can form a 
| | reliable impression of the intentions of the new Soviet regime and | 

that, in the meantime, particularly in the light of demonstrated 
Soviet capabilities, the free nations cannot afford to relax their ef- | 

| forts to build collective strength. _ , | | 

| Treatment: | | - a | 

| The basic attitudes of the United States towards the whole com- | 
| plex of Free World-Soviet orbit relations and the fundamentals of | 
| _ United States’ policies looking toward the settlement of outstand- | 

| ing issues and relaxation of international tensions have been set 
_ forth in President Eisenhower’s speech to the American Society of — ! 

| Newspaper Editors on April 16, and Secretary Dulles’ supporting 
| speech to the same body April 18. Further high-level utterances im- 
! plementing the major themes of the President’s speech may be ex- 

| pected in the near future. — a : 

| Specific United States’ attitudes towards the current Soviet 

“peace” gestures were set out in President’s press conference state- 

| | | 
po |
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ment April 2 (Annex 1) and Secretary’s press conference statement 
April 3 (Annex 2). # et 

Taken together, these official high-level utterances set a general 
posture for United States official information output for treatment 

of current and future developments of the so-called “Soviet peace 
offensive’. This posture may be summed up as follows: 

The United States genuinely desires peace and has consistently 
acted on the basis of that desire. Examples are our efforts to 
achieve an armistice in Korea, to conclude an Austrian treaty, to 

reach a satisfactory German settlement, to work out a reliable for- 
mula for reduction and regulation of armed forces and armaments, 

etc. 

We do not presume to pass judgment on Soviet “peace” gestures 
before the USSR has had sufficient opportunity to prove their sin- 
cerity. We accept all signs at face value while we await clarifica- 

tion of Soviet intentions. We cannot, of course, disregard the histo- | 

ry of frustrations and disappointments of the past eight years, and 

the many lessons we had to learn through bitter experience of 
Soviet duplicity and intransigeance. If we are disposed to caution 

and reserve that is justifiable in the light of recent history and of 
demonstrated Soviet capability to menace the security of the com- | 
munity of free nations. It is natural that we should be careful. 

The Soviet Government is in a position to demonstrate the sin- 

cerity of its peaceful intentions, not by “concessions” on minor or 
peripheral matters which are normally resolved by conciliation as 
a matter of routine international comity, but through actions of 
substantive significance. It is clearly within the power of the USSR 
to take such actions. 

If the Soviet leaders demonstrate constructive action—as differ- 
entiated from mere propaganda—on serious matters of substance 

they will not find us wanting. President Eisenhower has stated 
flatly that the United States is prepared to go “at least halfway” to 
meet all sincere, serious and constructive overtures. In his speech 

of April 16, he set forth in impressive detail what the United 

States is prepared to do. The question now is: ‘What is the Soviet 
Union ready to do?” 

While reflecting both in tone and content of output the general 

posture set out above, treatment should also conform to the follow- | 

ing specific points: 
1. In general, we should make careful distinction in output be- 

tween our treatment of developments concerning actual diplomatic 

4The President’s press conference of Apr. 2, 1953 is printed in full in Public _ 
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 19538, pp. 147- 
160. The excerpts from Secretary Dulles’ Apr. 3 press conference are also printed in 
Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 13, 1958, p. 524. | |
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negotiations, and our treatment of developments in other fields. | 

| Output with respect to actual diplomatic negotiations should be | 
| factual, scrupulously correct in tone, and should not attempt to 

: - score debating points on tactical issues. , | 

2. Output should avoid discussions which attempt to lump togeth- 
er or catalog the various actions which make up the Soviet “peace 
defensive’. We should analyze such actions individually, each on 

| its own merits, while referring to the “peace defensive”, where nec- | 

essary to speak of it in general terms, in some such description as 
| “recent Soviet overtures, many of them essentially only of token 
| character”. | | 

3. We should emphatically not attempt to specify any particular 

| issue as constituting “the acid test” of Soviet good faith, or what 

| order of priority must be observed in the resolution of substantive 

| issues, except that we should emphasize the President’s statement 

| that “the first great step ... must be the conclusion of an honora- 
ble armistice in Korea’. 

| 4. Wherever the facts justify our doing so, we should point out 

| that this or that Soviet gesture is not a ‘“‘new offer’ made on Soviet 
| initiative, but is actually a belated response to suggestions or pro- 
| posals originally made on the initiative of the free world. A clear- 
| cut example of this is the proposal to exchange sick and wounded 

| prisoners-of-war in Korea. | 

| 5. We should, as opportunity offers and particularly in output to / 
non-Communist areas, remind audiences that the Soviet gestures to 
date, either individually or in their totality, give no assurance 

| whatever of Soviet abandonment of long-range Communist objec- 
| tives; they are instead all consistent with the standard Marxist doc- 

| trine of “tactical retreat’. In this connection we can usefully recall 

| pertinent elements of Communist doctrine, particularly Stalin’s 
| pronouncement on “The Economic Problems of Socialism in the 
2 USSR”, published on the eve of the 19th Congress of the Soviet 

Communist Party last October. That pronouncement reaffirms the 

need to promote conflicts and exploitable weaknesses in the non- 

| Communist world. Where used, however, material of this type 
| should be balanced by appropriate references to United States’ 

| willingness to go at least halfway to meet all sincere, constructive 

| overtures. | | 

6. In the past Soviet “peace” gestures have frequently been coun- 

| terbalanced by Soviet actions demonstrating continued aggressive- 

| ness. If such aggressive actions occur in the future, they should be 

| characterized as raising legitimate questions as to Soviet intentions 

| and as justifying continued free world skepticism. 

| 7. It is essential at this critical juncture to maintain our own ca- 
| pabilities and freedom of action adequately to meet shifts—easily 

| | 
| E
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made by a totalitarian dictatorship like the USSR—in the inten- 
tions of the Soviet power bloc with which we have to deal. Output 
to non-Communist areas should, therefore, continue to carry factu- 
al material setting forth the relationship of Soviet capabilities to 
intentions. We should also cross-report statements of prominent 
free world spokesmen warning of the continued need for caution 

and vigilance, and of the dangers of relaxation of free world efforts. 

8. Output to the USSR should continue to use materials designed 
to exploit the situation created by the death of Stalin and the 
transfer of power in the USSR to new hands. Encouragement of 
whatever divisive forces may emerge in the new Soviet power set- 

up should, however, be promoted without stridency, and preferably 
in the form of raising questions relating to concrete Soviet-orbit de- 

velopments. | | 

9. Materials exposing the true nature of the Soviet system should 

be continued in output, e.g., forced labor, police-state methods, | 

denial of fundamental human rights and freedoms. Handling of 
these standard themes should be neither belligerent nor hortatory. 

10. While output to the Soviet satellite states of Eastern Europe 
should devote no more attention to Soviet “peace” gestures than is 
strictly necessary for credibility, it should give strong emphasis to | 

the theme expressed in President Eisenhower’s April 16 speech, 
calling upon the USSR to “allow other nations, including those in 
Eastern Europe, the free choice of their own form of government”. 

Cautions: a 

a. We do not reflect alarm or anxiety with respect to the implica- 

tions of current or future Soviet “peace” moves. Our attitude is: we 
have faith in our ability to cope with situations regardless of how 

they may develop. If Soviet gestures are not followed by deeds of 

substantive significance, we will have incontrovertible evidence 

that their peace protestations are fraudulent. | 

b. We should not attempt to take propaganda credit for Soviet 
moves whose bona fides have not been established. We should 
avoid suggesting that the Soviet world is suffering from serious in- 

ternal weaknesses, a suggestion which might be seized upon as 

excuse for relaxation of free world defense efforts. We may, howev- 

er, suggest in appropriate contexts that the Soviet conciliatory atti- 

tude may have been influenced in part by their realization of the 
growing strength and unity of the free world, particularly as evi- __ 

denced by NATO, EDC, and progress towards unity in Europe. _ | 

c. We should not react impulsively to tactical moves such as Vi- 
shinsky’s apparent reversal on the repatriation of Korean POW’s. 

It is particularly important to avoid drawing “final conclusions”
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concerning the exact meaning of Soviet “peace” gestures from tac- 
tical moves of this kind. | | | | 

Annex 1: Extract from Transcript of President Eisenhower’s Press 
Conference, April 2, 1953. ae : eae 

Q. Mr. President, what is your estimation of the analysis of the | 

recent peace overtures from Russia and Communist China? 

A. The President said it was very difficult to say that any specu- 
| lation on this affair should be dignified with the term ‘analysis’, 

and that you were really doing some pretty definite guessing. But, 
he said, he thought that in this whole business of the peace ap- 

: proach in which the hearts of America were so deeply involved, we 
| should take at face value every offer which was made to us until it 
| was proved not to be worthy of. being so taken; and that by that, he 

| did not mean we ignored the history of the past, and some of the 
| frustrating experiences we have had in trying to promote peaceful 
| arrangements with some of the people with whom we would now 

| have to deal. But he did say, the President remarked, that here : 

| was something which when the proffer came along, we should go 4 
right at it like it was meant exactly as it was said. 

| Now, in the proposal made by the Chinese Commanders in | 
| Korea, the President said, which was in response to a request made 
| by General Clark in February, and in line with the recommenda- 

| tions which the United Nations side of the negotiations had repeat- | 
| ed over and over again, it was stated it was believed that the free | 
| exchange of sick and wounded prisoners during hostilities would do 

much to promote negotiations for an armistice. Now, the President 

| continued, we have therefore the hope that this exchange of sick 
: and wounded prisoners will be quickly accomplished, which, cer- 
| tainly, to his mind would be clear indication that deeds rather than | 
| words and more frustrating conversations were now to come into 

| fashion—something which certainly every right thinking person 
: would welcome very heartily. | 

| Annex 2: Extract from Transcript of Secretary Dulles’ Press Con- 
ference, April 3, 1953. os oe | 

| Mr. Dulles: ‘Nothing that has happened, or which seems to me 
| likely to happen, has changed the basic situation of danger in 
| which we stand. There are three basic facts, which, I think, we 

| should always have in mind as long as they are the facts. | | 
| “The first is this: The Soviet Union is a heavily armed totalitar- 

: ian state, subject to the dictates of a small group, whose total con- 
trol extends to one-third of the people and the natural resources of 

| the world. = © oe : ee 
| “The second fact is that the leaders of the Soviet Union are basi- 

cally and deeply hostile to any other state which does not accept 

|
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Soviet Communist control. That is part of their fanatically-held 
creed. 

“The third fact is that the Soviet Communist leaders do not rec- 

ognize any moral inhibitions against the use of violence. In fact, 
they do not admit the existence of such a thing as the moral law. 

“Now those facts combine to create a grave danger, and, as I 
said, nothing that has happened, or seems likely to happen in the 
near future, ends that danger, or our need, or the need of the free 

world generally, to take precautions against it. That, however, does 
not prevent accommodations from time to time which may be 
useful—useful, if, but only if, they do not blind us to the persist- 
ence of the danger. | 

“At the moment I see nothing which ends that danger or would 
justify us in changing any of our basic defensive policies, either 

alone or in conjunction with our allies. Now, there are, as I have 

said, possibilities of useful accommodation that could relate to such 

matters as the exchange of wounded and sick prisoners of war in 

Korea, and if good faith is shown in relation to that, then there 

may be the possibility of an armistice in Korea... . 

“The point I want to make is that so long as these three condi- 
tions persist, to which I referred, we must not, in my opinion, 

assume that the danger is over, and that we are living in a peace- 
ful world which requires neither armament nor our allies. .. .” 

| | SMITH 

511.0021/3-3153 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the Internal 

Security Subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
United States Senate (Jenner) } 

WASHINGTON, April 23, 1953. 

My DEAR SENATOR JENNER: Reference is made to your letter of 

March 31, 1953, 2 also signed by Senator Pat McCarran. In this 

letter, acknowledged by telephone, you inquire about the inclusion 

of publications of the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee in 
the libraries of the United States Information Service. 

1 Drafted by Thomas W. Simpson, Acting Chief of the Center Operations Division, 
International Information Center Service, U.S. International Information Adminis- } 

tration. The source text indicates this letter was “edited” by Virginia L. Davenport 
of the Office of Congressional and Public Information, U.S. International Informa- 
tion Administration and was cleared by Albert Sims, the Acting Deputy Administra- 
tor for Field Programs, U.S. International Information Administration. 

2 Ante, p. 1690. :
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As the publications of the Senate Internal Security Subcommit- 
| tee deal primarily with matters affecting the internal security of ! 
| the United States, they have not hitherto been considered of direct | 

| service to United States objectives overseas. You may be interested | 

| in knowing, however, that 500 copies of the Subcommittee’s report ! 

| “Documentary Proof that the Communist Party, U.S.A., Teaches | 
| and Advocates the Overthrow and Destruction of the United States 
| Government by Force and Violence” were sent to USIS libraries on : 
| August 7, 1952. Of this total, 48 copies were sent to Germany and ! 

. 10 to France. | | | 
| Should the Subcommittee wish to make its publications available 

j more generally, the Department would be happy to receive for use 
in its overseas libraries copies of such publications as the members 

| believe would be of interest to foreign readers and of service to 
| United States objectives overseas. Three hundred copies are consid- 

| ered necessary for a complete distribution. 
| The Department appreciates your interest in this matter and 

| your kind offer. | | 
| Sincerely yours, : 
| For the Acting Secretary of State: 
| | | THRUSTON B. Morton 
! Assistant Secretary 

| 511.00/4-27538: Circular airgram | 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic and Consular Posts } | 
| | 

| CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, April 27, 19583—4:05 p.m. | 
| 

| 7 “SECRET History OF THE KoREAN WAR” | 
t 

| I.F. Stone’s book, “Secret History of the Korean War,” is being | 

used with considerable effect as an instrument of Soviet and Inter- | 
4 national Communist propaganda in various parts of the world, in- ! 

| cluding Japan and Latin America. | 

| Addressee posts are requested to inform the Department if and | 
| when this book appears in their areas, with comment upon the 

| extent to which it constitutes a problem. The Department is collect- | 
| ing refutatory materials which it will make available to posts 

where Stone’s book has any influence. ne 
| | DULLES : 

1 Drafted by Ellsworth R. Mosman of FE/P; cleared by Cox, Sanger, FE, P, Henry | 
Kellermann of GER/P, and Raymond Fisher of IIA; sent to 48 missions and 9 con- E 
sulates. 

| 
| i 

| |
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USIA files, lot 56 D 581, “Notes on McCarthy Hearing” 

The Administrator of the United States International Information 
Administration (Johnson) to the Chairman of the Permanent Sub- 
committee on Investigations of the Committee on Government Op- 
erations of the United States Senate (McCarthy) } 

[WASHINGTON,]| April 29, 1953. 

My Dear SENATOR McCartny: I have read with interest your 
letter of April 17, 1953, 2 and want to assure you that I have in- 

structed my staff to give your Committee the fullest cooperation in 

obtaining information which may have a bearing upon the present 

investigation. If books by Communist and pro-Communist authors 
have been placed upon the shelves of our Information Centers over- 
seas with subversive intent, then I am most anxious to identify the 

| guilty parties and institute appropriate action. I shall of course 

work closely with Mr. Lourie and his associates in this matter. a 

The situation with respect to the case you mention is somewhat _ 

complicated. The printed catalogue of the Amerika Haus collection — 
(1950) indicates that three Heym titles, number of copies unspeci- 
fied, were on German and Austrian shelves at that time. Two of 

these (see attached summary)? appear to have been acquired as 

gifts or by transfer from Army surplus troop libraries. The third, a 
collected German edition of poems, was probably acquired from 
German sources. There is no record of International Information 
Administration purchases of any of the foregoing. | 

Outside Germany and Austria, our records show that there are 
eighteen copies of three different works by Heym on the shelves of 
sixteen libraries. One title (three copies) appears to have been ac- 
quired locally, since International Information Administration 
Washington does not purchase translations published abroad. A 
second title (one copy) appears to be an Army surplus item. 

As you know, on March 17, 1958, we ordered the removal of all 

works by Communists from USIS libraries. Pursuant to that order, 

on April 16, the High Commissioner’s office in Bonn instructed all 

regional offices in Germany to remove works by Heym. A similar 
: order was issued by this office on April 23 to the other sixteen 

posts involved. 

All of this does not go to the point of who put the books on the 

shelves in the first place. I believe you will agree, however, that _ 
because of the many reorganizations which this program has un- | 

1 Drafted by Thomas W. Simpson and by Melvin A. Weightman of the Office of . 
the Administrator, IIA. 

2 Not found. 
3 Not printed. |
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| dergone and the variety of sources from which books are acquired, 
it is no simple matter to determine personal responsibility. I am : 

| having a thorough analysis made, however, with the view of deter- : 

| mining those individuals who were responsible for the book selec- : 
: tions. In the meantime, please be assured of my continuing desire ! 

| to cooperate. | | a | | 
Sincerely yours, ! 

| RosBert L. JOHNSON — 

USIA files, lot 56 D 581, “Europe, Field Replies in re Info Guide 303” . | : 

! _ Operations Memorandum by the Public Affairs Officer in the | : 
Consulate at Sydney (Evans) to the Department of State | 

CONFIDENTIAL _ | _ Sypney, April 30, 1953. | 

| Subject: IIA: ICS—Removal of Books, et cetera, from circulation | 

. Ref: Department’s Circular 1041, April 17, 1953, 6 p.m. ! | 
| The Consulate General wishes to report that all books requested | 

to be withdrawn from the USIS Sydney collection because their | 
contents or authors were following the Communist Party line were ! 

! withdrawn as guidance was received. | 
: None of the authors or titles criticized and so labeled in the cur- | 
2 rent Senate inquiry was included in the Sydney USIS library col- : 
| lection, hence no new withdrawals were necessary. | 

- Earlier in the year, following the Department’s directives, the li- | 

brarian withdrew two novels by Howard Fast, The American and | 

Patrick Henry and the Frigate’s Keel; a volume by H.A. Overstreet | 
entitled The Mature Mind; and a biography of Paul Robeson, Paul 
Robeson, Citizen of the World, by Shirley Graham. _ | | | 

All catalog cards and shelf list cards were withdrawn and de- | 
: stroyed. The books were destroyed by burning. | | 

1 Not printed; it further elaborated on Infoguide Bulletin 303 (p. 1686), and reads” 
as follows: “Department needs interim report action taken to comply with Infoguide | 

: 303. Report airpouch soonest books by author and title and periodicals, single issues | 
; or entire files, removed from circulation. What disposition made of these items. | 

; Wireless File, FS section, has carried names persons who invoked 5th amendment in | 
= recent testimony before Congressional committees. What books by these persons are | 

in USIS library. Posts which have provided Department with above information | 
: need not repeat.” The circular was telegraphed to 18 posts and pouched to 66 others. | 

(511.0021/4-1753) 7 | | 

| Se ee: _ Editorial Note 

In a Special Message to Congress on June 1, President Eisenhow- 

er transmitted Reorganization Plan No. 8 of 1953 “Relating to the 

| |
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Establishment of the U.S. Information Agency’’. In.a separate mes- 
sage to Congress that day concerning both Reorganization Plans 
Nos. 7 and 8 of 1953, the President stressed the need to meet the 

challenge of unprecedented foreign policy burdens and commit- 
ments “effectively—to convert intent into constructive fact,’ and 
he urged that this be done through achievement of “the most effi- 
cient and cohesive possible organization for the conduct of our for- 

eign affairs.” In discussing specifically the establishment of the 
United States Information Agency under Reorganization Plan No. 
8, the President noted that the Agency would be responsible for in- 
formation activities formerly administered not only by the Interna- 
tional Information Administration within the Department of State, 

but also by “the information programs financed in connection with 
government in occupied areas; the information program of the 
Mutual Security Agency; and the Technical Cooperation Adminis- 

tration information program.” The establishment of these various 

information programs in one agency, the President added, ‘‘seems 

the one sound way to provide real unity and greater efficiency. | 

This action, moreover, brings under single management all the 

funds to be expended on these foreign information activities.” To 
insure that adequate authority be vested in the new Director of the 
United States Information Agency, Reorganization Plan No. 8 pro- 

vided, in the President’s words, that the Director “may, in carrying 
out his functions, exercise such administrative authorities of the 

Secretary of State and of certain other officers as the President 
may specify.” For the President’s Special Messages to the Congress 
on the Organization of the Executive Branch for the Conduct of 

Foreign Affairs and Transmitting Reorganization Plans Nos. 7 and 

8, all dated June 1, 1958, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the 
United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pages 342-350. 

In a memorandum to the heads of all executive departments and 

the Director for Mutual Security, the President further defined “‘re- 
lationships which will govern executive branch officials in the con- : 

duct of our international responsibilities.”” Concerning the United 
States Information Agency, the President wrote: 

“The reorganization plan which creates the United States Infor- 
mation Agency also assigns exclusive responsibility to the Secreta- 
ry of State for the control of the content of a program designed to 
assure accurate statements of United States official positions on 
important issues and current developments. It is my desire that 
this program be so administered as to keep these official United | 
States positions before the governments and peoples of other coun- 
tries. No material which is not a statement of official United States 
views, regardless of its nature, or origin, or the medium used for its 
dissemination, should be identified by the exclusive label which is 
provided.
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“The United States Information Agency will be the normal 
outlet for this program, but the Secretary of State may use other 
channels for disseminating this program abroad when in his judg- 
ment the use of such channels is required. The Director of the 
United States Information Agency should give full cooperation in 
providing the services and facilities necessary for the preparation, 
translation, transmission, and distribution of materials for this pro- 
gram. 

“The Director of the United States Information Agency shall 
report to and receive instructions from me through the National 
Security Council or as I may otherwise direct. I am directing that 
the necessary changes be made in existing arrangements for Gov- 
ernment-wide coordination of foreign information activities to ! 
enable the Director of the United States Information Agency to 
serve as Chairman of the Psychological Operations Coordinating 
Committee.” (Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pages 351-354) - oe 

For a discussion of Reorganization Plan No. 7, see the editorial 

note, volume I, Part 1, page 628. 

_ President Eisenhower’s decision to establish the United States 
Information Agency as a separate and preeminent agency in the 
field of overseas information followed the recommendations of his 

Advisory Committee on Government Organization which were for- 
warded to the President on April 7, 1953 (see the memorandum to 
the President, page 1691). At the same time, the President rejected 

the recommendation of his Committee on International Informa- 
tion Activities that overseas information functions be retained in 
the Department of State with the provision that the Director of _ 

such activities be given broader authority and greater prestige. The 

President’s Committee on International Information Activities first | 
put forth this recommendation in a letter of May 2, 1953, and reit- 
erated it in Chapter 7 of its report of June 380, 1953. The June 30 

report is printed on page 1795, and the letter of May 2, 1953, is 
printed as Appendix III thereto, page 1868. | 

511.00/6-1353: Circular telegram | 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts 3 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, June 18, 1953—12:05 p.m. 

1201. Following is InfoGuide Bulletin 378: 

1 Drafted by Jaeger and Cootes; cleared in substance by Cox, MacKnight, Connors, 

Boughton, and Mosman; approved by Montgomery; telegraphed to 24 posts, and 
pouched to 59 others. A covering memorandum from Montgomery to the Telegraph 
Branch reads: “Please note that Department of Defense is not an addressee for dis- 
tribution of the attached Infoguide Bulletin. Please make sure that Defense does not 
receive distribution either electronically or by information copy.” |
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Rosenbergs: (FYI begins: As Rosenberg case moves into final 
stages, noticeable intensification Communist exploitation appears 

| aimed not only rally sympathy Rosenbergs, cast doubt on validity 
verdict, justification sentence; more importantly, exploit case to 
portray US as gripped by irresponsible political hysteria, of which 
“witch-hunting” is symptomatic but not exclusive outlet. US propa- 
ganda problem further complicated widespread intensive non-Com- 
munist emotional opposition extreme penalty, in case which, how- 
ever erroneously, suspected of having been affected by pressure | 
public opinion. This confusion partly due (a) extended, although 
frequently misinformed, public discussion details of case high-light- 

| ed by various Rosenberg supporters which have tended obscure 
long, painstaking judicial history on which justice of sentence ulti- 

| mately rests; (b) consistent denial Rosenberg appeals to courts and | 
for executive clemency, adding to belief actions in case motivated | 
by political considerations, or at least lacking restraint, magnanim- - 
ity with which Anglo-Saxon law commonly associated. As expected | 

_ date execution approaches strong reaction must be expected, fully | 
augmented by Communist propaganda. _ 

With respect probable legal developments, Rosenberg defense 
may introduce several further appeals in last-minute efforts delay 
or commute execution, possibly including new appeal executive 
clemency. Execution now set June 18. Supreme Court may hand 
down decision on latest appeals Monday, June 15, after which it 

scheduled adjourn. Defense may then file new motions for Supreme 

Court review of lower court decisions and appeal for further stay 
execution pending hearing new motions. With court adjourned, 
appeal for stay of execution can be considered by any Supreme 
Court Justice. Ends FYI) ; 

1. In dealing this situation US official information output should 

continue report developments factually, following general approach 
outlined Department Circular telegram 862 (Infoguide Bulletin 260) 
February 11,2 endeavoring reflect in tone and content integrity, 
scrupulous impartiality with which this trial been conducted. 

2. Our objective should be continue make clear, without appear- | 
ing apologetic or undignified, that Rosenbergs were tried fairly 

under US laws, by impartial, honorable courts, and found guilty of . 
crime which undermined US and free world security; that they 

have been afforded every opportunity for defense and appeal; that 
so far no evidence has been presented to alter judgment of courts. | 

3. In areas where Rosenberg case particular center controversy 
we should at this stage try avoid being drawn into detailed public | 

2 Ante, p. 1668.
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controversy which tends obscure major issues leaving choice of 
areas of contention to opposition. Ch 

4. If detailed rebuttal required by local situation, make primary | 
use court statements, especially Judge Kaufman’s oral opinion on | 
motion for new trial based ‘‘new evidence” (carried European Wire- | 
less File No. 186 June 9); recall where necessary President’s state- 
ment rejecting Rosenberg clemency appeal (text carried Wireless | ; 
Bulletin No. 35, February 11). - , 

5. Wireless File will continue provide as much useful material as | 

possible based on developments as they occur. ® ae _ 
a | | - DULLES | 

3In circular telegram 1220, June 19, sent priority to 16 posts, Dulles “forwarded 
for your information” the “guidance [which] has been given to US-based media” re- 
garding the Rosenberg case. This guidance included (a) the decisions of the Supreme | 
Court; (b) President Eisenhower’s reply to the Rosenbergs’ request for executive : 
clemency; and (c). “When it takes place, fact of Rosenbergs’ execution, maintaining | 
complete silence thereafter on the topic unless given further guidance.” (511.00/6- | 
1953) The Rosenbergs were executed several hours after this last guidance telegram | 
was transmitted. a! | eck | ! 

511.4821/6-1753: Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Consulate General at Sydney } : 

CONFIDENTIAL _ Wasuincrton, June 17, 19583—2:37 p.m. ! 
239. Verbatim text. UP dispatch datelined Sydney June 16 states | 

director USIS Australia denied Washington reports library books | 
burned there. Evans quoted as follows: “I think we can properly 
state no USIS library books been burned or otherwise destroyed by, | 
at instruction of, or with knowledge any USIS office in Sydney or ! 
Melbourne. I am puzzled by remarks attributed to State Depart- | 
ment as quoted in Australian press”. Oo : 

This complete contradiction your OM April 30 ? which basis De- : 
partment spokesman’s remarks to press. Wire full explanation ur- : 

gently. | a Loe | 
| | / _ DULLES | 

1 Drafted and approved for transmission by Henry F. Arnold, Director of the Office | 
of European Programs, U.S. International Information Administration; cleared by | 

Albert G. Sims, the Acting Deputy Administrator for Field Programs of IIA, by | 

Donhauser of BNA, and by Phillips of P; repeated to Canberra. : 7 
| 2 The Operations Memorandum by Evans is printed on p. 1709. —— | | 

|
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511.4321/6-1853: Telegram 

The Consul General at Sydney (Smith) to the Department of State ! 

CONFIDENTIAL _— PRIORITY SYDNEY, June 18, 1953—8 p.m. 
412. Re Deptel 239, June 17.2 Evans’ statement press unauthor- 

ized and in my opinion entirely unwarranted as I have expressly 
| directed all members my staff issue no statements without prior 

clearance which definitely not given this case. When matter came 
my notice I called for file and directed his attention to April 30 OM 
which he drafted and I initialed and which he had apparently over- 
looked. Action taken in referenced OM was in accordance with 
USIS interpretation Department’s directives of circular No. 25, 
March 7, 1952, circular 42, May 21, 1952 and unnumbered circular 
dated July 31, 1952. % Latter specifically instructed “disposal” of 
certain books. 

To best my knowledge, no books burned or otherwise destroyed 

recent months. I believe it was reputed statement of Department’s 
spokesman to effect USIS Sydney had burned books about eight 
weeks ago as result Senate Committee investigations to which 

Evans’ statement directed. 7 
For Department’s information, there follows verbatim text UP 

sent New York which quotes Evans’ actual statement: 

“I am puzzled by the remarks attributed to the Department of 
State as quoted by AAP. We prefer to make no comments before 
receiving Clarification from the Department. We feel certain that 
some misinterpretation is involved. | 

However, I think we can properly state that no USIS library 
books have been burned or otherwise destroyed by, at the instruc- 
tion of, or with the knowledge of any officer of USIS in either 
Sydney or Melbourne during the year 1953”. 

Evans’ statement and explanation follows by mail. 4 
SMITH 

1 Pouched to Canberra. 
2 Supra. . 
3 Circular 25, Mar. 7, 1952, entitled “Use of Books by Howard Fast in United 

States Information Center Book Collections”, directs the immediate removal of all of 
the author’s works but two which “may be continued whenever in the judgement of 
the post it is desirable.” Department of State records indicate that circular 25 is in 
file 511.0021, but it has not been found. The above summary of the telegram was 
provided by Gillespie Evans in Enclosure “G” to his “Report on ‘Book Burning’ 
Statements” discussed in footnote 4 below. Circular 42, May 21, 1952, entitled “Re- 
moval of Paul Robeson, Citizen of the World by Shirley Graham from United States 
Information Center Book Collections” directs all posts to remove the book, which 
implies in its account of Robeson’s initial visit to the Soviet Union that communism 
should be embraced by black Americans. (511.001/5-2152) No record of the unnum- 
bered circular of July 31, 1952, under reference has been found. 

* Gillespie S. Evans’ 18-page ‘Report on ‘Book Burning’ Statements” with 9 enclo- 
sures was forwarded in despatch 518 from Sydney, June 24, 1953, a copy of which is 

Continued
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Eisenhower Library, Dulles papers, “Bookburning” ! 

Memorandum for the President by the Secretary of State } : 

| [WASHINGTON,] June 27, 1953. : 

Subject: Overseas Libraries | | : 

You asked me to put in a memorandum the substance of what I , 

_ said yesterday at Cabinet meeting on the above subject. , 
1. The overseas libraries are not the usual reference libraries but | : 

are “special purpose’ libraries designed, as prescribed by the : 
“United States Information and Education Exchange Act of 1948”, | 
to | / | | | 

“disseminate abroad information about the United States, its | 
people, and policies promulgated by the Congress, the President, i 
the Secretary of State and other responsible officials of Govern- 2 
ment having to do with matters affecting foreign affairs.” 2 

2. On February 24, 1953, we appointed Dr. Robert L. Johnson to : 
become Director of the International Information Administration. ; 
He took office with the understanding that we planned as soon as : 

practicable to take that Administration out of the State Depart- : 
ment and make it an independent agency, and with the further un- ! 

derstanding that in the meantime he, as Director of the Adminis- : 
| tration, would have a large measure of autonomy. Early in March, | 

however, he asked me for my general views as to the handling by | 
the libraries of Communist material. Having in mind the above : 
Congressional directive, particularly that portion dealing with poli- | 

cies of the Congress, the President and the Secretary of State, and 
having in mind the anti-Communist nature of these policies, I sug- : 

gested that material produced by Communists should be used “only | 
with great care’; that without carrying the matter “to the point of | 
absurdity’ we should avoid the buildup of Soviet personalities to | 

such an extent that they command widespread attention; that, : 
while United States periodicals of program value may be included, 2 

in file 511.4821/6-2453. Telegram 8 to Sydney of July 14 commenting on despatch ! 
518 stipulated, inter alia, that no further press release on the subject of bookburn- | 

_ing should be “made by post.”” However, “should subject again enter public discus- | 
sion, it is possible ITA may issue statement saying original field report in error.”’ | 
(511.4321/6-2453) Airgram 9 to Sydney, July 31, reminded the Consulate “that with- | 
drawal from the library and destruction of all publications issued by organizations | 
on the Attorney General’s list of subversive organizations was directed by the De- | 
partment’s Circular Airgram of February 28, 1951, provisions of which are still in 
force. Destroy by pulping.” (511.4821/6-2453) | 

1 A copy of this memorandum, without the annex, is in Secretary’s Letters, lot 56 | 
D 459, “‘President’’. | | 

| 

| | 

| 

|
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the mission should avoid issues ‘containing any material detrimen- 

tal to United States objectives’, as well as periodicals which are re- 
| ceptive to international Communist propaganda.” I expressed doubt 

that works of Communist authors should be made part of these li- 

braries. I concluded: 

“If you find these ideas acceptable, I must rely on you to trans- 
late them into what is an appropriate and practicable ‘working- 
level’ directive.” | 

I annex a complete copy of the above memorandum to Dr. John- 
son. ? | | 

38. Dr. Johnson did find acceptable the ideas contained in my 
memorandum and, without reference to me, he issued various 

“working-level”’ directives designed to carry out these ideas. 
4. These directives and related publicity produced results which 

were not intended and which were not called for by any reasonable 
interpretation of the directives. The extreme results which have 
come about from one or another of the 189 overseas libraries seem 

| to have been due primarily either (a) to fear on the part of the li- 
| brarian of having on his shelves books which might be displeasing 

to some member of Congress and lead to inquisition, or (b) to a de- 

liberate effort to discredit the anti-Communist policy by trying to 
make it appear absurd. | 

5. Dr. Johnson is now trying to get up new directives with the 
| assistance of a committee of eminent librarians and, at his request, 

I have given him complete discretion in this matter. | 
I am sending copies of this to the Cabinet group. ? 

JOHN FosTER DULLES 

2 Dated Mar. 17, p. 1685. | | 

3 Dulles had previously (June 25) made the same points as above in letters to Sen- 
ators Thomas G. Hennings (D., Mo.) and Henry M. Jackson (D., Wash.) in response 

to letters from the two Senators both dated June 18 complaining of recent public 
and Congressional confusion concerning policies of book selection in overseas librar- 
ies and demanding public clarification. The Hennings and Jackson letters are in file 

511.002/6-1853 as is the Dulles response which was immediately made public on the 
Secretary's orders and printed in Department of State Bulletin, July 138, 19538, pp. 
58-59. |
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USIA files, lot 56 D 581, “Info Guide Bulletin 303” | | , 

Memorandum Prepared in the United States International 
Information Agency)!  — | , | | 

[WASHINGTON,] June 30, 1953. 7 

Overseas Book REMOVALS _ | : 

The records of the Union Catalogue of U.S. Information Center : 
holdings compiled and maintained by the Library of Congress | 
showed that as of February 1, 1953, prior to the issuance of direc- a 
tives on books by Communist authors, a total of thirty-nine (39) vol- | 
umes, representing twenty-five (25) titles by eight (8) authors whose | 
affiliations with the Communist cause is a matter of reasonably | 
public knowledge, were in the collections of eighteen (18) of the | 
U.S. Information Centers overseas. This was out of total holdings of | 
over two million (2,000,000) volumes representing over a hundred | 

thousand (100,000) titles by over eighty-five thousand (85,000) au- ! 

_ thors in the one hundred ninety-six (196) U.S. Information Centers | 
functioning overseas on January 1, 1958. There is no record that | 

any of these books was ever purchased by this Service. A full list of | 

the authors, titles and posts involved is appended. 2 It is assumed : 

that all were immediately removed after issuance of the first direc- : 
tive to the field on non-use of materials by Communist authors on : 
February 18, 1953.2 OO | 

Subsequent to the decision of the Department that works of au- 

thors taking refuge behind the Fifth Amendment as to their politi- | 
cal affiliations should be removed from Center collections, a list of | 

_ sixteen (16) such authors was sent to the field with specific orders | 
for removal of their works from U.S. Information Center shelves, if | 
found there. Two (2) other authors whose recent public actions gave | 
conclusive evidence of Communist affiliations were named in sepa- | 

rate (but similar) cables to the field. These cables resulted in order- | 
ing removal of seventy-six (76) titles by the eighteen (18) authors | 
involved. 7 - | | 

Field reports to the Department from overseas posts indicate | 

that the general directives from the Department have been var- | 
iously interpreted at the different Embassies, Legations, Consulates | 

| and USIS posts. As of J une 23, 1953 communications to the Depart- 

ment from the field indicated that 319 titles (thirty-eight (38) an- | 
thologies and two hundred eighty-one (281) individual titles by one | 

_1 Identity of the drafting officer(s) or office(s) not indicated on source text. | 
2 Not printed. | | 
® See the undated summary memorandum prepared by the Office of Policy and | 

Plans of the IIA, p. 1673. . | 

| | |
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hundred forty-four (144) authors) had been removed from one or 
more of the U.S. Information Centers overseas. The Department 
has no information to indicate that the removals, in addition to 
those described in paragraphs one and two preceding, have any re- 
lation to the affiliations or loyalty of the authors. 

USIA files, lot 56 D 581, “Notes on McCarthy Hearings” 

The Chairman of the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations of 
the Committee on Government Operations of the United States 
Senate (McCarthy) to the Administrator of the International In- 
formation Administration (Johnson) 

| WASHINGTON, June 30, 1953. 

Dear Dr. JOHNSON: Since our Subcommittee started to expose 
the number of books by Communist authors which were purchased 
by the old Administration and placed in our Information libraries 
abroad, there have been a great number of conflicting news stories , 

as to the policy to be followed with respect to such books by the 
new Administration. 

For that reason, I feel that it would be very helpful if you could 
manage to appear before our Subcommittee at your earliest con- 

oe venience to clarify some of the issues raised. _ 

I have noted with some interest the various news stories and edi- 
torials to the effect that there is being invoked a ban against the 
use of books by “controversial authors” in the Information pro- 
gram. As you are aware, our Subcommittee has never used that 

term. Various members of the Subcommittee, including myself, 

however, have strongly objected to the use of books by Communist 
writers in this program which, of course, is not a general public li- 

brary program by any means but is designed to illustrate the 

American way of life to people abroad. 

As the Subcommittee made clear in the course of its hearings, we © 

are equally distressed at the failure to utilize the writings of 
proven anti-Communists and ex-Communists to expose Communism | 

for what it is. Such writings are an essential part of any program 
of education on this subject. To this end we would be most interest- 

ed in any information you could give us as to the identification and 
| activities of those who reportedly removed from the shelves some 

effective writings exposing Communism, especially Witness by | 
Whittaker Chambers. | | 

We look forward to your appearance at the earlist possible time. | 

Sincerely yours, | | 
JOE McCarRTHY



| 
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USIA files, lot 56 D 581, “Notes on McCarthy Hearings” | 

The Administrator of the International Information Administration 
(Johnson) to the Chairman of the Permanent Subcommittee on | 

| Investigations of the Committee on Governmental Operations of | 
the United States Senate (McCarthy) | 

: 

| | | WASHINGTON, June 30, 1953. 

Dear Joe: Thank you for your letter of June 30. 
I am delighted at the opportunity to appear before your Subcom- : 

| mittee ! and bring you up to date on all developments since full re- 
sponsibility for writing a new book directive was given me on June 
26. , | 

I suggest that my appearance be scheduled for Wednesday or : 
Thursday, July 8 or 9, the time and place to be fixed by you. If you : 
will be good enough to ask your secretary to telephone, I will see 

that it is placed on the calendar. 

In order that your Subcommittee may be as fully informed as : 
possible, I plan to bring with me Martin Merson and Richard Hum- 
phrey who are familiar with all phases of the book program. ~ 

With all good wishes. 
Cordially yours, 

- Rosert L. JoHNSON 

1 See the editorial note, p. 1671. 

Editorial Note 

On June 30, the President’s Committee on International Informa- 

tion Activities presented its Report to President Eisenhower. This 
Committee had been established on January 24, 1953 as a result of 
a Presidential Directive which stipulated “a survey and evaluation 

of the international information policies and activities of the Exec- 
utive Branch of the Government and of policies and activities relat- 
ed thereto, with particular reference to the international relations | 
and the national security of this country.’”’ The Committee, chaired 

by William H. Jackson, and including Robert Cutler, Gordon Gray, 
Barklie McKee Henry, John C. Hughes, C. D. Jackson, Roger M. 

Kyes, and Sigurd Larmon, interpreted its mandate so broadly that 
the final Report of June 30 was devoted to the entire range of na- 
tional cold war policies, covert as well as overt, with the stress de- 

cidedly upon the psychological, as opposed to the strictly informa- 

tional or propagandistic aspects of international information activi-
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ties. For this reason, and to avoid separating the report into sever- 

al parts published in several compilations, it has been decided to 
print the full report; see page 1795. | 

USIA files, lot 56 D 581, “McCarthy Hearings” " 

Memorandum by the Acting Assistant Administrator in Charge of 
the International Information Center Service of the United States 
International Information Administration (Humphrey) to the Spe- 
cial Assistant to the Administrator of the United States Interna- 
tional Information Administration (Merson)! __ 

. RESTRICTED [WASHINGTON, | July 2, 1953. 

Subject: Reports by the ICS to the Permanent Sub-Committee on 
Investigation, U.S. Senate a 

You will want to be informed of a problem which. has arisen in 

connection with the reports on Information Center holdings of 

works by certain authors whose names have been sent to ICS by 
the Senate Sub-Committee. To date, reports on our holdings of the 

works of some 370 authors have been submitted by ICS to the Sub- 
Committee, the information having been obtained from our Union 

Catalog and our purchase records. 

The first 303 names were sent to the staff of our Union Catalog | 

at the Library of Congress in typewritten form, in the envelopes 
but not on the letterhead of the Sub-Committee. These first names 
were accompanied by a note to the Library of Congress, signed by 
Senator McCarthy, requesting the report. 

Since that time about 70 additional names have been conveyed to 

the Catalog Staff by telephone, a few names at a time. ICS has re- 
peatedly requested the courtesy of typewritten lists of names, while 
reaffirming its willingness to render the reports themselves 

promptly and accurately. These requests from ICS have been re- 

layed to the Sub-Committee by the Library of Congress employee in | 

charge of the operation, since the Sub-Committee presents its own 

requests in this way and not directly to ICS. This LC staff member 
was told yesterday that these lists could not be presented in typed | 
form because of pressure of time; Mr. Buckley of the Sub-Commit- 

tee himself receives the names of authors by telephone, telephones 

them to his assistant, Mr. Feeney, who in turn telephones them to 

1 Drafted by Thomas W. Simpson. Copy to the Bureau of Security and Consular | 

A TIGS was the office symbol for the International Information Center Service. The 
| “Permanent Sub-Committee on Investigations” refers to the Subcommittee of the 

Committee on Government Operations, U.S. Senate, chaired at this time by Joseph 
R. McCarthy. |
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the Catalog staff, from which they are relayed, also by telephone, a 

toICS.. |. oS | ee : 
This method of transmitting proper names greatly reduces the | 

degree of accuracy which is necessary in bibliographical work. The 
ICS staff which prepared the report is never sure whether it is re- ! 
porting on the author the Sub-Committee had in mind, and much | 

_ time is wasted in this way. If mistakes are made, ICS has no writ- ! 

ten record to which the error can be traced. For example, a report 
was made on Center holdings of the works of Bernard Berenson, | 

when Bernard Berelson was the author in whom the Sub-Commit- : 
tee was interested. (In this case Mr. Feeney wrote the list by hand, | 
and the name could easily have been misread.) Ring Lardner’s | 
name was given on the telephone, though Ring Lardner Jr. was i 

correct. Sidney Finkelstein’s name was submitted twice; we had no | 
way of knowing whether the same person was meant in both cases, | 
since an identifying middle initial might well have been dropped in i 

the telephoning. - , 
On the first list (which was typed) Center holdings of the works | 

of Albert Williams were requested. We did not know if the request | 
was for Albert Nathaniel Williams or for Albert Rhys Williams, 
but since the list gave no middle initial, we reported on both | 
names. © | | | 

Mr. T. W. Simpson, Chief of the Center Operations Division of 2 
ICS, telephoned Mr. Drury of SCA to inform him of this problem 
and to ask his cooperation in transferring our request for typewrit- 

ten lists to the Sub-Committee. Mr. Drury told Mr. Simpson that 
he considered the request a reasonable one. | 

| In the meantime ICS is at work on reports of the works of about | 
20 more authors whose names were transmitted to the Catalog 
staff by telephone on June 30 and July 1. We will not, of course, 

allow reports to the Sub-Committee to be delayed by our wish to | 

receive the names in typed form. However we would greatly appre- oe 
ciate your support in this matter. 3 SO 

—_—_—— | 

8 Additional information on the blacklistings may be found in Box 4, Editorial 
Correspondence, The Nation, 1952-59, and Box 25, Miscellaneous Articles Files, The 

Nation, 1952-66, Frederick Kuh Papers, Special Collections Division, The George ! 
Washington University Library, Washington. | | 

, on 
| {
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PSB files, lot 62 D 333, “PSB Minutes” a | 

Memorandum by the Acting Director of the Psychological Strategy 
Board (Morgan) to the Under Secretary of State (Smith) 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, July 6, 1953. 

Subject: PSB Recommendation on Policy for USIS Libraries. 

At its informal meeting on July 1, 1958, the Psychological Strate- 
gy Board noted the serious effects on world opinion produced by re- | 
ports of “book-burning” in connection with USIS libraries, and 
agreed to recommend to the Department of State that such librar- 
ies be conducted on the same basic policy with respect to freedom 
of reading as are American libraries in this country. 

GrorcE A. Morcan 

Editorial Note | 
| 

On July 15, Martin Merson, Special Assistant to the Administra- 

tor of the International Information Administration, read to the 
press the text of a statement by Robert L. Johnson, the IIA Admin- 
istrator, publicly clarifying the International Information Adminis- 
tration’s policy for selection and retention of material in the book 
and library program. This public statement was accompanied by 

the text of instructions issued that day by the IIA further amplify- 
ing and clarifying policy in this field for members of the IIA staff. 

Both the text of the Johnson statement and the text of the instruc- 
tions are printed in Department of State Bulletin, July 27, 1958, 

pages 121-124. The statement and instructions were first summa- 

rized for field personnel in circular telegram 39 dated July 15. 
(511.0021/7-1553) That same day, Johnson forwarded to Under Sec- sy 
retary of State for Administration Donold B. Lourie a “package”’ | 
containing the statement and instruction along with two earlier 

policy statements dated July 8 and 9, 1953, and a 44-page “Report 
on the operations of the Book and Library Program”’. A copy of this 
“package” is in file 511.0021/7-1553. | : 

“Information Center Libraries” were discussed at the Cabinet 
meeting on July 10, 19538, President Eisenhower presiding, as fol- 

lows: 

“Secretary Dulles commented briefly on the recent statement of 
Mr. Robert Johnson [presumably that of July 8 or 9] concerning 
the policy on books in American Libraries abroad. He emphasized 
that solution of the problem will actually depend upon its adminis- 
tration by the person chosen to direct the new Information Agency. 

“The Cabinet discussed at length what should be the purpose of _ 
American libraries abroad and what policy should govern the selec- 7
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tion of the books. Mr. Wilson suggested the possibility of getting 
the Government out of the business of operating these libraries. ! 

| Messrs. Dulles and Stassen defended the responsibility of the Gov-_ 
ernment in this respect and urged that the libraries should be al- | 

lowed to contain any books deemed suitable for libraries in the | 

United States, but that public money should not be expended to ac- : 

quire books alien to the purposes of the libraries. Secretaries i 

Hobby and Humphrey urged that the function of the libraries : 

should be limited to presenting ‘Americana’. | : 

“The Vice President forecast that Congress would never vote | 

funds for general purpose libraries and that when the appropria- : 

tion for Information Services came up again there would have to be ! 
a rider to the effect that any one who refused to testify before a | 

Congressional Committee should not have his books on the shelves | 

of U.S. libraries abroad. 
“Mr. Jackson suggested that the Johnson memorandum seemed : 

the most practical solution to the problem, for it provided that : 

future selection of books would be in accord with existing law and 2 

it avoided ordering a screening of books already on the shelves, a . 

practice which would lower the prestige of the United States.” | 
(Minutes of Cabinet meeting, July 10, 1953, Eisenhower Library, Ei- 

senhower papers, Whitman file) , 

A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, “Jackson Committee Report” | 

Memorandum by Walter A. Radius and Howland H. Sargeant to 

the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Bowie) ' 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,] July 16, 1953. 

Subject: Proposed NSC Directive to the USIA 

The attached proposed NSC Directive to the United States Infor- 

mation Agency is submitted to you as a suggested paper which 

would resolve some of the organizational problems arising out of 

the status of the USIA as reporting to the NSC and also tie togeth- 

er some of the loose ends concerning relationships between the 

USIA and the proposed Operations Coordinating Board, the CIA 

and State. This paper could also be a focus for discussion of some of 

the Jackson Committee recommendations, since it includes a state- 

ment of the mission of the USIA as derived from the Jackson Com- 

mittee Report. ” - 

This paper does not purport to be the State Department’s posi- 
tion on the points it covers, but rather presents the framework for 

developing those positions. 

1 Radius was Director of the Management Staff in the Department of State and 

_ Sargeant was in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of State for Administration. 
2 For the Jackson Committee Report, see p. 1795. ,
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We would suggest that this paper be referred for substantive 
comment to the P area principally for the statement of the USIA 
mission, to G for USIA-State-CIA relations with respect to covert 
operations and to R for the intelligence backstopping. You may feel 
that other areas would also be concerned. | 

| , | | | 
[Attachment] 

Paper Prepared in the Department of State 3 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] July 15, 1953. 

PROPOSED NATIONAL SEcuRITY CouNCIL DIRECTIVE TO THE UNITED 
STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 101 of the National Securi- 
ty Act of 1947 (Public Law 253) and the provisions of Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 8 of 19538, + the National Security Council hereby au- 
thorizes and directs that: | 

1) The primary purpose of the United States Information Agency 
in carrying out the functions now or hereafter assigned to it shall 
be to persuade foreign peoples that it lies in their own interest to 
take actions which are also consistent with the national objectives 
of the United States. The goal should be to harmonize wherever 
possible the personal and national self-interest of foreigners with 
the national objectives of the United States. This will require that 
the United States find out what other peoples want, relate their 
wants to those of this country, and explain these common goals in 
ways that will cause others to join with the United States in their | 
achievement. | ee | 

2) In carrying out the functions transferred to the United States 
Information Agency by Section 2 of Reorganization Plan No. 8 of , 
1953, and such other functions as may be assigned to the United 
States Information Agency, it is essential that the USIA develop 
detailed operational plans to carry out approved policies in appro- | 
priate coordination with the development of plans by other agen- 
cies having related responsibilities in respect of such approved poli- 
cies. The United States Information Agency shall look to the Oper- 

_ ations Coordinating Board to receive its assignment of detailed 

3 The identity of the drafting officer is not indicated on the source text; however 
Department of State files contain an earlier draft of this proposed directive dated 
July 13 which varies in only a few essentials and contains the notation “H[owland] ee 
B. S[argeant] Draft”. (A/MS files, lot 54 D 291,” Jackson Committee Report’’) 

* See the editorial note, p. 1709. |
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planning responsibilities where several agencies have functions in | 

carrying out an approved national security policy. _ , a 

3) The Director of the United States Information Agency shall 

act as an adviser to the Operations Coordinating Board. The Chair- | 

man of the Operations Coordinating Board should invite him to 

attend those meetings of the Board at which the subjects under dis- | 

cussion relate to his function. - Co : 

4) The Director of the United States Information Agency in his 

relationships with other agencies will be guided by the Reorganiza- | 

tion Plan No. 8, the President’s Message to Congress of June 1, | 

1953, the President’s letter to heads of agencies of June 1, 1953, 5 

and related Executive Orders. a | 

5) Appropriate arrangements shall be made as promptly as possi- 

ble to carry out the instructions of the President that “the Secreta- | 

ry of State has an obligation to develop means of providing foreign 

policy guidance fully and promptly . . . the United States Informa- 

tion Agency must seek such guidance and establish appropriate 

means of assuring that its programs at all times conform to such | 

foreign policy guidance’. The USIA information guidances directed 

to its staff in the field and in the United States shall rely upon and 

conform to such foreign policy guidances as furnished by the Secre- 

tary of State. | | 

6) To assure coordination of unattributed propaganda, the United 

States Information Agency shall adhere rigorously to the principles 

agreed to by all United States information agencies under date of 

November 1, 1951. Since coordination of unattributed propaganda 

is vital, and as a general rule it is in the interests of the United 

States that a much greater percentage of the information program 

should be unattributed, appropriate arrangements shall be made to 

place the responsibility for the coordination of unattributed propa- _ 

ganda on the Chief of the United States diplomatic mission in each | 

country. 7 | 

_ 1) Covert propaganda operations shall be centralized in the Cen- 

tral Intelligence Agency. .... re en 

8) The Director of the Central Intelligence Agency and the Secre- 

tary of State shall make arrangements with the Director of the 

United States Information Agency to provide the special intelli- _ 

gence requested by the United States Information Agency. | 

9) The Operations Coordinating Board will take immediate steps 

to determine the classified information essential to the perform- 

ance of the mission of the United States Information Agency and _ 

will recommend to the National Security Council, as necessary, the 

5 See the editorial note, p. 1709. :
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, authorization of distribution to the United States Information 
Agency of such classified information. 

10) The United States Information Agency shall be responsible 
for providing the services and facilities necessary for the prepara- 
tion, translation, transmission and distribution of materials for the 

| program assigned as the exclusive responsibility of the Secretary of 
State and designed to assure accurate statements of United States | 
official positions on important issues and current developments. 

11) The Director of the United States Information Agency shall 
report to and receive instructions from the President through the 
Operations Coordinating Board, except in those instances in which 
the Operations Coordinating Board shall recommend that the Na- 

_ tional Security Council provide the mechanism or except as the 
President may otherwise determine. 

511.00/7-2453: Circular airgram 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic and Consular Posts } 

SECRET : WASHINGTON, July 24, 1953. 

Unrest IN SATELLITE CouNTRIES 2 

CA-345. Following is InfoGuide Bulletin 409: (FYI begins: Follow- 
ing, which supplements earlier guidance this subject, constitutes, 
together with InfoGuide Bulletin 405, 2 first installment of compre- 
hensive regionalized guidance on Unrest in Satellite Countries. Re- 
mainder will be moved in segments as it is completed and cleared. 
We have been asked to indicate that the White House attaches sig- 
nificance to appropriate exploitation, in all areas, of the current 
unrest in Eastern Europe. Ends FYI) 

BACKGROUND . 

For the first time since the extension of Soviet power to that 
area, massive anti-regime demonstrations and large scale rioting 
has taken place in Soviet dominated Eastern Europe. These events, 
confined largely to East Germany, were of a scope and intensity 
which a short time ago no one would have believed possible. As the 

1 Drafted by Revey; cleared by Thurston, Straus, Montgomery, and Harold Ve- 
deler of EE; sent to 31 missions and 8 consulates. 

2 For documentation concerning the disorders in the German Democratic Repub- 
lic, see volume vu. For documentation concerning the disorders in Czechoslovakia, 
see volume VIII. 

* Not printed; it provided an outline of publicity policies to be pursued or inaugu- 
rated concerning the disturbances in East Germany. (511.00/7-1753) .
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Economist pointed out nothing more damaging to Communist pres- | : 

tige has happened since the war. | | | | 

The satellite countries have been experiencing severe strains for : 

some time. These strains emerged, inevitably perhaps, from the | 

program of forced industrialization and collectivization pursued in | 

this area. Shortages in food stuffs and consumers goods, systematic 2 

increases in worker’s norms and forced deliveries of agricultural : 

goods as well as pauperization through currency revaluation, all : 

accompanied this ruthless policy. Popular reaction to these meas- : 

ures included labor slow-downs, absenteeism, peasant resistance. : 

Repression and material hardship combined to crystallize popular ! 

hatred of the Communist regimes although there is reason to be- | 

lieve that rioting itself in East Germany took on significant propor- | 

tions only after the populace sensed the indecision and/or impo- i 

tence of their puppet regime. | 

In general press reports concerning the scope of unrest in the | 

satellite countries have exaggerated the gravity of the situation as : 

assessed by reliable on-the-spot observers. In view of the unexpect- : 

ed character of the East German events and the general desire to 3 

believe that the Soviet empire is crumbling, these exaggerations : 

are natural and human. Despite outbreaks in Czechoslovakia and ! 

East Germany however, there is little evidence of organized overt | 

defiance of state authority in the other satellite countries. With the 

exception of Czechoslovakia and East Germany no unusual security : 

measures have been reported by reliable observers. It is the view of : 

qualified experts that the control exercised by satellite regimes ap- : 

pears as firm if not as confident as in past. | | 

The pattern of current developments in Eastern Europe indicates : 

an absence at this moment of a uniform Soviet policy re their Eu- | 

ropean satellites. In East Germany and Hungary Soviet policy ap- 2 

pears to be characterized by moderation of earlier political and eco- | 

nomic programs, accompanied, however, by warnings that activities | 

directed against the regime will not be tolerated. In Poland and : 

Bulgaria, on other hand, there are as yet no clearly discernible ) 

signs that similar changes are imminent there. Limited adjust- : 

ments on specific problems made in Czechoslovakia, Rumania and : 

| Albania can scarcely compare with the rather impressive conces- 

gions and “reforms” promised in East Germany and Hungary. _ i 

It is, of course, impossible at this point reliably to predict the in- : 

fluence of Beria’s* fall on future satellite developments. At the | 

present juncture, however, it would appear that the recent policy 

4 Lavrentiy Pavolovich Beriya was from March to June 1953 Minister of Internal ! 
Affairs of the USSR and Member of the Presidium of the CPSU. He was removed | 
from office and later executed for alleged high crimes against the state. | 

| 

!
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changes in Soviet dominated Europe may not be countermanded as 
a result of Beria’s elimination. 

So far as the non-Communist world is concerned the events of 
East Germany have 

a. exposed the exploitation and suppression by the East German 
government of the very working classes which it professes to repre- 
sent, conversely it has demolished the myth concerning the work- 
ers “paradise.” 

b. demonstrated that the Soviet satellite regimes do not enjoy 
' any real popular support. 

c. exposed the satellite governments not only as unpopular ty- 
rants but as impotent puppets maintained in power only by Soviet 
troops and by local security forces of uncertain reliability. 

d. demonstrated that the puppet satellite regimes can be chal- 
lenged by a population aroused. , 

e. indicated that although the workers demonstrated against ob- 
jectionable conditions of work, they rioted for freedom and against 
Soviet domination, the root cause of their hardship and degrada- 
tion. 

It is not clear how the satellite people view the East German de- - 
velopments. We may legitimately assume, however, that in addi- 
tion to being impressed and heartened by the daring of the East 
German populace they may be considering | 

a. what were the true origins of the demonstration-rioting and 
how they relate to the Soviet “peace offensive,” particularly the 
manifest Soviet objective to prevent the buildup of Western power 
and unity. Many may assume that the rioting made it psychologi- 
cally impossible for West Germans to subordinate German reunion 
to West European integration. | | 

b. whether the rioting can list accomplishments of lasting signifi- 
| cance. ) 

c. whether the accomplishments justify their cost as measured in 
terms of lives lost, injuries sustained and arrests of an indetermi- 

| nate number of actual or potential leaders. 7 
d. what significance to attach to the absence of overt Western 

support despite the fact that the drama unfolded in full view of 
Western observers with American, British and French troops close 
at hand. | 

e. what important differences exist between their own position 
and that of the East German population. For example, the East 
Germans were in a position indirectly to contribute to their own 
eventual liberation from Soviet domination by limited actions im- 
parting new urgency to the moral obligation of the Fedrep and the 
Western powers to explore the practical possibilities of German 
unification. | 

In the light of the background considerations set forth above we 
should set ourselves the following basic objectives: 

a. To persuade the peoples of the Soviet satellite countries, | 
through facts, reports and interpretations which are both credible
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and convincing that Soviet power in the satellite world is not im- | 

pregnable, and that the resistance manifested by the East Germans | 

has achieved concrete successes. vg eee ae | 
b. To strengthen the confidence of the satellite people in the po- | 

tentials of their own strength and in this way to fortify the spirit of | 

resistance in the satellite countries. : ne habe a Eg | 
c. To make the problem of Soviet control over the satellite people © | 

in the critical period which lies ahead as difficult as possible, with- | 

out, however, inciting to revolt which might well lead to bloody re- | 

prisals and without jeopardizing the reputation for credibility and | 

reliability which we have taken great pains to establish and main- | 

tain. ae | Po | 

-d. To reflect United States opposition to the enslavement of the | 

satellite peoples and United States determination that true liberty | 

be restored to the countries of Eastern Europe. (See communiqué of | 

Three Foreign Ministers, July 14, 1953) ® | | 

e. To maintain in the satellite lands a climate of resistance calcu- | 

lated to encourage exploitation of whatever opportunities unfolding | 

developments in the Soviet orbit may present for effective action | 
against the edifice of Soviet power. ae | | 

It is essential in this connection to keep in mind that while the | 

United States, as noted above, has stated its desire to see true lib- | 

erty restored to the countries of Eastern Europe, the President has | 

indicated (his news conference of July 1, 1953) that he did not be- | 
lieve there was any thought of taking, for such purpose, any physi- | 

cal action of any kind that could be classed as intervention. ® : 

| TREATMENT | oe | 

To the European Satellites of the USSR | 

a. We continue to cross-report reliable news concerning unrest in : 

the satellite lands and popular resistance to the puppet satellite re- | 

gimes. no Oe gta | 

_b. We seek serious comment emphasizing that the current indica- _ : 

tions of Soviet weakness and uncertainty vis-a-vis the satellite | | 

countries foreshadow the eventual failure of Soviet policy in that : 

area. | | | | | 

(1) The carefully nurtured pretense of monolithic strength has | 
been shaken by the dramatic, open manifestations of inner weak- | 

ness in the Soviet system. — Oe , eee : 
(2) The puppet “quisling’” regimes installed by Moscow have : 

failed to win any real popular support. Far from winning the vol- | 
untary compliance of the people, they have succeeded only in in- | 
tensifying the will of the people to resist. The behavior of the East | 

5 For documentation on the Tripartite Foreign Ministers Meeting at Washington, | 
July 10-14, 1958, see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1582 ff. | ee 

6 See Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, | 
1958, pp. 468-469. : : a |
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German police should destroy any illusions, if there were any, con- 
cerning the reliability even of the satellite security forces. 

(3) Failure of the Soviets to achieve their objectives in the satel- 
lite countries must be attributed primarily to the resistance devel- 
oped by the East European people themselves. The myriad forms of 
resistance which devoted and staunch patriots throughout the sat- 
ellite world have devised and employed with ingenuity has begun 
to reap dividends. A factor in this resistance is, of course, the deter- 
mination of the Free World, as epitomized in NATO, for example, 
to stand up to the challenge of Soviet power. 

(4) The USSR must now recognize the dangers of the policy 
which they have pursued since 1945. 

c. When appropriate we employ the theme that the people of 
Eastern Europe have steadfastly adhered to the European tradition 
despite the temporary barriers imposed arbitrarily by the USSR to 
isolate them from their European brethren. 

d. We report in detail and comment as opportunity permits, to 
the other satellite countries on the “concessions” promised the 
people by the puppet regimes of Eastern Germany and Hungary. 
Comment should emphasize the theme that nothing is so dangerous 

a as necessary concessions delayed too long. 
e. In output to Hungary we question both the sincerity and the 

capability of the reorganized government to implement its prom- 
ises concerning “reform.” Particular attention should be devoted to 
the matter of peasant withdrawal from agricultural collectives. 

f. Commentaries interpreting the significance of the events of 
Eastern Germany should utilize available German or other state- 
ments indicating 

(1) that Soviet control of the situation in their zone of occupation 
has been permanently undermined by the failure of the SPD, their 
chosen political instrument in Eastern Germany. 

(2) the emergence among the people in East Germany of a new 
spirit of self-confidence. 

(3) satisfaction of the East German population that they have 
contributed indirectly to their own eventual liberation. Handled 
with appropriate care the point may be made that through their 

| dramatic action the East German people have focussed world atten- 
tion upon their own plight, in particular their urgent desire to be 
united in freedom with their brethren in free West Germany. 

g. We continue to publicize useful statements of escapees and 
report arrival in the West particularly of defecting Vopo’s. 

h. We give full publicity to free world expressions of solidarity 
with both the suppressed East German people and the enslaved 
peoples of the satellite countries. 

i. Useful statements by reliable emigre groups such as the recent 
memorandum of the Christian Democratic Union of Central
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Europe and the statement by the Conference of the Socialist Union : 
of Central and Eastern Europe should be given appropriate play. | 

j. We continue to emphasize the United States desire to see free | 
and unfettered elections held in the European countries under ! 
Soviet domination expressed by the President in his April 16 | 
speech and reiterated more recently by himself and by the Secreta- : 

k. We continue, as appropriate to make points relating to Beria’s | 
downfall and the intensified struggle for power being waged at the | 
core of the Soviet empire, set forth in earlier guidance. | | 

| | DULLES | 

511.00/7-2553: Circular telegram 

: The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts 1 : 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, July 25, 1958—1:26 a.m. 

57. Following is InfoGuide Bulletin 411: | | : 
Armistice: Note: This guidance becomes operative only upon offi- : 

cial announcement armistice is signed. ? (FYI begins: Difficulties | 

raised by Rhee* and other ROK officials should not be allowed 
divert attention from fact and significance of armistice as viewed ! 

from our standpoint. 2 

In establishing and projecting our own view of significance armi- 2 

stice we avoid becoming involved in differences with Rhee in our | 

information output; similarly we undercut Communist attempts 

misinterpret armistice, viz., claiming victory for Communists or for . 

Asians over whites, claiming credit for bringing peace, etc. : 

Whatever compulsions have brought Communists to armistice in 

Korea, we welcome termination hostilities but remember that their 

concessions must always be seen as part their larger global strate- 

gy to achieve unchanging Communist objectives. World is gratified 

that UN has elicited compliance with first part of first great step 

specified by Eisenhower April 164 as requirement for relaxation 

1 Drafted by Frederick M. Fisher of the Office of Policy and Plans, ITA; cleared in 
draft by Huyler, Pratt, Mosman, Montgomery, and Allen Haden, Chief of the Area 

Policy Planning Staff in the Office of Policy and Plans, ITA, as well as by Louis 
Henkin of UNA, Robert McClurkin of FE, and Major Kelleher of Defense; approved 
by Wechsler; telegraphed, priority, to 38 posts and the Department of Defense, and 
pouched to 49 other posts. | 

2 The armistice terminating hostilities in Korea came into effect on July 27, 1953. 
For documentation on Korea and the Korean war, see volume xv. 

8 Syngman Rhee, President of the Republic of Korea from 1948 to 1960. | 

4 Reference is to President Eisenhower’s address before the American Society of 
Newspaper Editors entitled “The Chance For Peace’. See InfoGuide Bulletin 342, | 
Apr. 22, p. 1699. | |
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tensions; nevertheless Communist agreement to armistice must be 

viewed in context of larger purposes Moscow’s “peace offensive” 
(Review Department’s circular airgram Control 2995, InfoGuide 

Bulletin 342, April 22, 1953). Communists’ shift from use armed 

hostilities Korea as principal instrument their expansionist aims, 

at least for present, may be calculated bring neutral and some 
Allied pressure on US to relax opposition to (a) trade with China 
and other Soviet orbit countries, (b) admission Communist China to 
UN, and (c) other Communist political and economic goals. We 
guard against world opinion being taken in by face which Commu- 

nists will place upon their action. We seek forestall Communists 
anticipated attempt make virtue of UN’s frustration of their 
‘Korean aggression, their attempt present their agreement to armi- 

stice as major concession which would make it free world’s turn to 
make major concessions in Asia and Europe. Ends FYD | 

| Information Policy and Treatment: 

Our strategy upon signature of armistice is to explain its terms, 

to establish our view of its significance, and to use occasion to 

review history of Korean conflict and drive home its lessons: (a) 

Soviet orbit will resort to unprovoked armed aggression in pursuit 

of its objectives at any time or place cheap victory appears possible, 

(b) collective security measures under UN met and stopped aggres- 
sion, (c) aggression does not pay. | | 

I. Terms 

A. We explain terms by circulating full text widely as possible, 
plus appropriate summaries of varying length in all useful forms 

and media. In summaries to North Korea and Soviet orbit empha- 

size factually arrangements giving reasonable assurances against 
ROK renewal of hostilities; also recall tri-partite Foreign Ministers’ 

_ Washington statement July 14 on renewal of aggression.> __ | 

IT. Significance of Armistice Oo 

A. Destruction and bloodshed have ceased, we hope for good. We 
identify ourselves with human feelings of relief and joy that fight- 
ing has been halted on honorable terms—an end we have long and 

patiently sought. (1) Emphasize appropriate passages in President’s 

and other official statements; (2) Pick up US press and radio com- 
ment making point; (8) Report in proper perspective religious ob- 

servances, sermons, articles in religious press, avoiding obvious ex- 

tremes. Caution: Avoid exaggerated emphasis, any suggestion full 
peace achieved, or any implication that “now it’s all over, we can 
bring the boys home”’. | 

5 For documentation on the Tripartite Foreign Ministers Meeting, held July 10- 
14, 1953 at Washington, see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1582 ff.
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Caution: Do not commit US-UN prestige to high number of even- 
tual non-repatriate Communist POWs, nor comment on numbers of 
captured UN personnel whom Communists may claim refuse repa- 
triation. Do not refer to release of POWs by Rhee. 

E. Armistice is not political settlement, a peace, or conclusive 

evidence Communist intentions are peaceful. It is agreement be- 

tween military commanders to cease fighting. It also recommends a 

conference to seek a peaceful and final solution of remaining ~ 
Korean problems. (1) Since armistice is only an armistice, there 

can be no relaxation of vigilance, strength, and unity of purpose 

among free nations in Korea or elsewhere; (2) Use statements and 
selected and original comment making clear that although Commu- 
nists have been forced to halt, they have still to demonstrate future 

intentions; (a) Agreement to armistice does not indicate Soviet 

orbit has changed basic objectives or abandoned use of armed ag- 

gression; (b) Agreement to suspend illegal armed aggression is not 

an act deserving rewards or concessions on our part, e.g. admission 

of Communist China to UN; (8) Foreign statements and comment 

this point particularly useful; Telegraph Washington for cross-re- 

: porting. | 

, Caution: Avoid discussing whether armistice is deed in terms of 

| Eisenhower’s April 16 speech. If necessary we may point out his 

formulation of whole “first step”: “The first step along this way 
must be the conclusion of an honorable armistice in Korea. This 

means the immediate cessation of hostilities and prompt initiation 

of political discussions leading to the holding of free elections in a 

united Korea’”’. | | 

ITI. Lessons of Korean Conflict | 

A. Communist attempt to conquer South Korea by violence and 
outright armed aggression after withdrawal US forces illustrates 

| necessity of strength, vigilance and unity of purpose on part of free 

nations. Mere suspension of aggression does not justify any relax- 

ation. (1) Review and recall reactions to 1950 attack among free na- 

tions, with spirit of determination to cooperate in arming and 

guarding against threat of Soviet attack; (2) Recall communiqué of 

three Foreign Ministers in Washington, July 14, 1953. | 

B. Collective security is workable and has worked. (1) Give credit 

to UN which took action, to overwhelming majority of UN mem- 
bers who approved and supported action, and especially to ROK 

and other nations with contingents in UN forces in Korea whose 

heroic sacrifices made this effort of collective security under UN 
| work; (2) Review difficulties and skill with which UNC surmounted 

them in welding these units into an effective fighting force; (3) Em- 
phasize UNC responsibility and restraint in conducting successful 

| |
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military action without allowing conflict to grow into world confla- : 
gration. | | : 

C. UN has upheld values of human freedom and dignity above | 
all else; stress: (1) UNC good treatment of prisoners; (2) Patience, : 
skill and determination of UNC in conducting negotiations for ar- | 

mistice, our repeated initiatives and Communist obstruction, our | 

refusal compromise on Communist demand for forcible repatri- : 
ation, entailing many months of sacrifice, finally acknowledged by | 
‘Communist agreement to present terms. | 

- Overall Cautions: | | 

1. Avoid interpretations precise legal purport of specific armi- | 
stice terms beyond official US-UNC statements. | | 

2. Avoid tone and material which would lay official US informa- | 
tion output open to charge of prejudicing successful implementa- | 

tion of armistice terms or prejudicing success of political confer- | | 
ence. | | | 

3. Avoid any suggestion that when armistice is signed US troops : 
will be returned home; play down predictions of or developments in i 
reductions of US draft calls. | 

| | DULLES | 

Editorial Note | 

On July 31, the Department of State announced in circular 45 | 
the establishment of the United States Information Agency (USIA). | | 
The text of this circular is printed in Department of State Bulletin, | 
August 24, 1953, pages 239-240. The previous day, President Hisen- : 

hower had named Theodore C. Streibert of Locust Valley, New | 
York, as the USIA’s first director. The text of the White House an- | 
nouncement of Streibert’s designation is printed ibid., page 238. | 

511.00/8-1553: Circular telegram | 

The Director of the United States Information Agency (Streibert) to | 
Certain Diplomatic Posts } | | 

CONFIDENTIAL ~ WASHINGTON, August 15, 1953—12:57 p.m. | 

Usito 21. InfoGuide: Russians In Korea: Statements by returned | 
POWs, when convincing first-hand accounts, should be used widely, i 
to keep clearly before world public opinion the supportable facts of : 

USSR involvement in Korean hostilities: (a) the Soviets instigated 

1 Drafted by George A. Mann of the Office of Policy and Programs, USIA; ap- : 
proved by Connors; and sent to 13 posts. : : | 

|
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North Korea’s aggression, (b) the USSR supplied and trained forces 
involved and supplied planning and direction for the invasion, (c) 
Soviet technical and advisory personnel were active in rear areas, 
including operation of anti-aircraft equipment. Statements purport- 
ing to show that Russians piloted enemy fighting planes or partici- 
pated in ground combat other than rear-area anti-aircraft oper- 
ation should not repeat not be used, since information through 
other channels so far provides insufficient substantiation. | 

_ STREIBERT | 

511.00/8-1853: Telegram | 

The Information Attaché at the Embassy in the Netherlands 
(Casler) to the Secretary of State 

CONFIDENTIAL THE HAGugE, August 18, 1953—11 a.m. 

Tousi 10. USIS has received paper bound Death House letters of 

Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, plus packet containing United States 

Supreme court transcript of record, in 8 paper bound booklets, ad- | 

dressed to Librarian, USINFO Library, The Hague, from Commit- _ 

tee to Secure Justice in Rosenberg Case. Mimeographed letter 

signed by Joseph Brainin, chairman, advised of impending arrival : 

of ‘verbatim transcript” and a copy of “letters” with additional 
copies available. | 

Foregoing would indicate possibility reopening agitation cam- 

paign at several points through instructing Communist sympathiz- 
ers to inquire at USIS Information Centers for these documents in 
effort discredit or embarrass with ulterior motives unclear. 

USIS naturally will not include this matter in its library collec- 
tion. Inquiries will be met by statement that materials available 
for public use are provided only under United States Government 

auspices. 1 
: CASLER 

1The Department of State and USIA replied jointly in telegram 220 to The 
Hague, Aug. 18, as follows: “Upon receipt ‘verbatim transcript’ referred Tousi 10 
August 18 please airpouch Department for comparison with original. Please list Su- 
preme Court transcripts contained 8 booklets. USIS action approved.” (511.00/8- 
1853) 

Editorial Note | 

On September 2, President Eisenhower issued Executive Order 

10488 establishing the Operations Coordinating Board. In a simul- 

taneous press release, the White House announced that the Board
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was an interagency group designed “to provide for the integrated | : 

- implementation of national security policies by the several agen- | 
cies” of the Federal Government. As such, the Operations Coordi- | 
nating Board was to be considered an adjunct of and direct auxilia- | 
ry to the National Security Council. Texts of the Executive order : 
and the White House press release are in Department of State Bul- | 
letin, September 28, 1958, pages 420-421. | 
~The creation of the Operations Coordinating Board followed di- | 

rectly from recommendations made to the President by his Com- | 
mittee on International Information Activities in its report of June | 
30, 1953 (particularly in Chapter 7). The report is printed on page | 
1795. oo oe | a | 

USIA files, lot 56D 581, “Notes on McCarthy Committee” | 

Memorandum by the Acting Assistant Administrator in Change of | 
the International Information Center Service of the United States : 
Information Agency (Humphrey) to. the Acting Chief of the Center | 
Operations Division, United States Information Agency (Simpson) | 

| ee [WASHINGTON,] September 30, 1953. | 
Subject: Restoration of Works by Fifth Amendment Authors | 

The re-evaluation of materials by authors taking refuge behind | 

the Fifth Amendment called for in the July 15, 1953 Report on the | 
Book and Library Program, } and our recent discussions of the pro- | 

gram utility of the works involved lead me to the conclusion that | 
the Agency should not authorize restoration of any of the materials | 

| previously removed from the libraries under instructions by the ! 
Department of State. This conclusion does not, of course, affect the | 
authorization given in that Report for the restoration of the works : 

of Dashiell Hammett. | : — ee | 
_ Accordingly, it is to be the position of this Service that subject | 
authorization is not granted. Any indications which we may have | 
that the field may have undertaken restoration on its own respon- | 
sibility should be appropriately dealt with. _ np | 
Loreen | | | 

1 See the editorial note, p. 1722, | : 

ee Editorial Note ee | 

By memorandum to the National Security Council of October 1, | 
Executive Secretary James S. Lay, Jr. circulated a Progress Report | | 
by the Operations Coordinating Board on the Report by the Presi- | 

dent’s Committee on International Information Activities (June 30, oo
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1953). The Progress Report, which contains considerable discussion 

of the foreign information program, is printed on page 1882. — 

Secretary’s Letters, lot 56 D 459, “President” 

| Memorandum for the President by the Secretary of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL | [WASHINGTON,] October 14, 1953. 

Subject: The Official Label Information Program 

In preparing to carry out the section of Reorganization Plan No. 
8, which makes the Secretary of State responsible for an informa- 
tion program on official U.S. positions “identified as official posi- 
tions by an exclusive descriptive label’’, account has been taken of 

the recommendations of your Committee on International Informa- 

tion Activities. 2 . 
In accordance with these recommendations, the U.S. Information 

Agency is being reorganized so that its output will emphasize factu- 
al news reporting and will reflect the attitude of the U.S. Govern- 

ment in a responsible manner. oe 
In view of this change in the character of USIA output the prob- | 

lem has been to develop a special program which will have the ad- 

vantages of an official label but which will not, at the same time, 
discredit the USIA by implying that the rest of its output does not 
reflect Government policy. 

I have concluded that the presentation of official positions within 
the following framework would best accomplish these ends: 

1. Statements or speeches by the President and the Secretary of 

State on foreign affairs are the most authoritative possible and do 

not need an official label. However, they will be given an advance | 
buildup and subsequent follow-through in accordance with the 

impact which they wish them to have abroad. 
2. The State Department will prepare at periodic intervals pro- 

grams to be disseminated by USIA, preceded and followed in each 
program by the statement that they have been produced by the De- 
partment as a special statement on U.S. foreign policy. © 

3. As general practice, these programs will be produced to meet 

one or more of the following circumstances: 

a. When it is desired to emphasize an especially important policy 
development. | 

1 Drafted by Phillips. Two brief memoranda, attached to the source text, indicate 

that Dulles asked McCardle on Oct. 8 to draw up a memorandum to the President 
on the subject, and that McCardle forwarded the memorandum to Dulles on Oct. 14 
for his signature. A copy of this document and the accompanying two memoranda 
are also in file 103 USIA/10-1453. | _ | 

2 Reference is to the Jackson Committee Report, p. 1795.
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b. When 
it is desired 

to present 

a periodic 

review 

of foreign 

: 
policy 

developments. 

| oo o 
. c. When 

conflicting 

statements 

by prominent 

Americans 

have produced 

confusion 

abroad. 

| : 

Mr. 
Streibert, 

Director 

of the 
U.S. 

Information 

Agency, 

and 
Mr. 

: 
C.D. 

Jackson 

of your 
staff, 

concur 

in these 
conclusions. 

. . 
It is recommended 

that 
you 

approve 

the 
presentation 

of official | U.S. 
positions 

on foreign 

policy 

within 

the 
above 

framework. 
| | JOHN 

FosTER 
DULLES 

, 

OCB 
files, 

lot 62 D 430, 
“POW’s 

1953” 
| | 

_ Paper 
Approved 

by the Operations 

Coordinating 

Board 
} ! 

TOP 
SECRET 

[WASHINGTON,] 

October 

14, 1953. 
| 

NATIONAL 

OPERATIONS 

PLAN 
TO EXPLoIT 

CoMMUNIST 

BW 
Hoax, 

| 

MISTREATMENT 

OF POW’s 
AND 

OTHER 
ATROCITIES 

PERPETRATED 

BY | 
~ COMMUNIST 

Forces 

DURING 

THE 
KOREAN 

WAR 
| 

oe 
oo OBJECTIVE 

| 

To develop 

an integrated 

national 

program 

which 
will 

effectively 

| 
expose 

the 
nature 

of Communist 

motives, 

character, 

methods 

and 
| 

ambitions 

by coordinated 

exploitation 

of all available 

materials 

on | 

the 
Soviet 

fabrication 

of bacteriological 

warfare 

propaganda, 

the 
| 

character 

of Communist 

exploitation 

and 
mistreatment 

of prisoners 

| 

of war 
and 

other 
atrocities 

perpetrated 

by the 
Communists 

during 

| 
i 

the 
Korean 

War. 
| 
| 

I. Requirements: 

| 

a. To establish 

in authoritative 

fashion, 

without 

supplying 

the 
| | 

Communists 

with 
further 

propaganda 

opportunities, 

the 
falsity 

of ! 

Communist 

charges 

that 
the 

United 

States 

engaged 

in bacteriologi- 

| 

cal warfare 

in Korea 
and 

Communist 

China. 
| | 

b. To neutralize 

unfavorable 

publicity 

concerning 

the 
U.S. 

treat- 
| 

ment 
of its returned 

prisoners 

of war 
and 

to undermine 

Commu- 

| 
nist 

propaganda 

exploitation 

of any 
necessary 

disciplinary 

or penal 
| 

actions 

taken 
against 

any 
repatriated 

U.S. 
prisoner 

of war. 
© | 

~_¢@. 
To make 

clear 
in the 

United 

States 

that 
this 

government 

does 
| 

not 
condone 

cowardice 

or treasonable 

acts 
on the 

part 
of its mili- 

! 
tary 

personnel 

and 
that 

those 
individuals 

who 
avoided 

capture, 

or ! 

1 This 
paper 

was 
circulated 

to OCB 
members 

by Col. 
Byron 

K. Enyart, 

USAF, 
| 

Acting 

Deputy 

Executive 

Officer, 

under 
cover 

of a memorandum 

of Oct. 
14, which 

| 
indicated 

that 
the 

OCB 
had 

approved 

the 
paper 

on that 
date. 

(OCB 
files, 

lot 62 D | 
, 430, 

“POW’s 

1958”) 
For 

information 

on the 
establishment 

and 
functions 

of the 
Oper- 

| 
ations 

Coordinating 

Board, 
see the 

editorial 

note, 
p. 1736. 

| | 

|
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who, having been captured, withstood Communist pressures, are 

more to be praised than those who, even though they were subject- 
ed to limited physical or mental duress, succumbed to Communist 
pressures and collaborated in the germ warfare hoax. 

d. To provide for the necessary medical treatment and protection 
from U.S. public scorn of military personnel who succumbed to 
Communist pressures under excessive duress while also providing 

| for appropriate explanations and information output with respect 
| to punitive action against those who are found to have been guilty 

of treasonable acts. : | | 

e. Through objective, factual information output, expose all prov- 
able cases of atrocities or mistreatment and violations of the exist- 
ing rules of war which may be ascribed to the Communists, both 
against prisoners of war and other military personnel in Korea. 

IT. Actions Currently Completed or Under Way: 

a. As a result of experience gained from Operation Little Switch, 

it has been agreed by all agencies that no distinctive medical or 

psychical treatment or segregation should be accorded to returned 
prisoners of war on the basis of apparent collaboration as revealed 

in Communist propaganda. | 
b. Considerable material has been obtained from psychological — 

warfare, medical, psychiatric, or sociological interrogation of such 
prisoners while these personnel were enroute from the Far East 

| Command to the United States. Additional material will be sought 
as required. | a 

c. It has been agreed that specific depositions denying participa- 

tion in bacteriological warfare and outlining the conditions and 
forms of duress by which such confessions were obtained are to be 
acquired from the personnel involved and transmitted to the OCB 

| for the Department of State and other agencies as appropriate, for 

their use. | | 

d. It has been determined that the Department of Defense will | 
obtain such other information and intelligence materials as may be 

desired and make them available to all interested executive agen- 

cies of the Government immediately upon receipt. a 

e. A special panel of intelligence and information officers has 

been established to provide documentary and intelligence material 

required by the U.S. United Nations Delegation, and this panel is 
apparently operating effectively. | , 

f. A special panel of the Operations Coordinating Board which 
had been established to prepare a national plan for the exploitation 

of Communist mistreatment of U.S. prisoners of war, has been dis- __ 

solved and a new panel constituted to plan for and coordinate all _ 

aspects of the POW exchange.
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g. The Department of Defense has agreed to make available to : 

the Operations Coordinating Board all material which has been or | 

may be collected concerning any aspect of this problem. __ | | 
__h. The Department of Defense has also agreed to prepare story | 
and White Paper material, radio, TV and movie material for such 

| utilization as may be required. oan ee a oo : 

i. The Department of Defense has released an announcement out- | 

lining its position with respect to distinction between those prison- 

ers who succumbed to duress, those who refused to do so, and those 

who collaborated openly. ee et ae | | 

_ j. The Department of Defense has made available to the Depart- | 

ment of Justice all pertinent information on possible subversive 4 
elements involving U.S. military personnel returning from Korea. | 

III. Specific Programs or Additional Actions Required: | 

a. A specific program of U.S. action to discredit the Soviet bacte- | ! 
riological warfare campaign. (Title: Basic Plan For U.S. Action to | 
Discredit the Soviet Bacteriological Warfare Campaign.) This pro- | 
gram will integrate the aspects of completed, continuing, and new 
actions which relate to this purpose, including especially the bacte- | 
riological warfare aspects of prisoner of war experience. | i 

b. A specific program to exploit to the maximum degree appro- : 

priate all provable cases of atrocities or mistreatment and viola- | ! 

tions of the existing rules of war which may be ascribed to the ! 
Communists, both against prisoners of war and other military per- | 

sonnel in Korea. (Title: National Plan For Exploiting Communist | 
Mistreatment of U.N. Prisoners of War.) This program will inte- ! 
grate the aspects of completed, continuing and new actions which | 
relate to this program. = - | 
_¢. A specific program to exploit to the maximum all evidence per- | | 

taining to U.S. personnel in Korea captured by the Communists | 
who steadfastly withstood Communist coercion, threats of death— | 

and other forms of physical and mental pressure, without falsely | 
confessing to actions which could be used by the Communists | 
against the interests of the United States; such personnel to be | 

| given appropriate public recognition by citation and decoration of | 

their courage and devotion to the national interest and to their | 

duty, and that such recognition by citation and decoration be given | 
thorough exploitation in the United States and abroad as a signifi- | 
cant reflection of the morale and discipline of United States mili- : 

tary personnel, and of the values of American national life. The ci- | 

tation should in each case provide a detailed account of the physi- 

cal and mental pressures used by the Communists in their efforts | 

to obtain ‘‘confessions’” or statements from U.S. personnel, and the | 
responses of the Americans to these pressures. | 

|
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d. A domestic program to re-establish that the United States does 
not condone cowardice or treasonable acts on the part of its mili- 

tary personnel and to establish an understanding of the disposition 
of the several categories of U.S. military personnel returning from 
Korea. 

e. Material required by the Department of State for the United 
| States United Nations Delegation and United States delegations to 

other international bodies should continue to be provided. 

f. All other materials required for the implementation of these 

programs and obtainable from military sources should be obtained 
by the Department of Defense and provided to other interested 
agencies. 

g. All of these requirements and programs should be coordinated 
by a single authoritative point of contact. 

‘IV. Recommendations: (To become actions when approved by OCB) 

a. That the Operations Coordinating Board note the actions al- 

ready completed and approve the two specific programs called for 
in III a. and III b., above. | | 

b. That the Board note the requirements in III c. and III d., 

above, and designate the Department of Defense as the action 

agency. | 

c. That the Operations Coordinating Board designate a member 
of the OCB staff as a single point of contact to provide for the co- 

ordinated exploitation of all these programs; that this officer will 
act as Chairman for an interdepartmental working group; that the 

Department of Justice be invited to sit with this group; and that 

the Chairman act as the point of contact to receive all requests for 

information and disseminate all information obtained to the inter- 
ested agencies. | 

d. Member agencies should advise this group with respect to poli- 
cies to be followed in the implementation of this plan. 

e. That the Department of Defense and other agencies provide to 

this point of contact all pertinent information collected to date, 
| that this provision continue in the future, and that the depart- 

ments or other agencies undertake to satisfy requirements for fur- 
ther information submitted to them by the designated point of con- 

tact only. |



ce 

| FOREIGN INFORMATION PROGRAM 1743 | 

Tab “A” 

Paper Approved by the Operations Coordinating Board 

| SECRET [WaAsHINGTON,] October 14, 1953. 

Basic Pian For U.S. Action To DiscreEDIT THE SOVIET 
BACTERIOLOGICAL WARFARE CAMPAIGN 

1. Problem and Opportunity 

a. Through manufactured “evidence”, ostensible confessions ex- 
tracted from U.S. prisoners of war by physical and mental torture, : 

_ investigations and reports by pseudo-scientific groups, and inten- : 
- give propaganda hammering, the Communists have achieved in the 

Free World, as well as within the Soviet orbit, some degree of belief | 
in their allegations that the United States has engaged in bacterio- 

logical warfare in Korea and Communist China. 
b. While various U.S. Government agencies have made efforts at | 

counter-action, the U.S. Government has not supplied the world | 

with authoritative documentation to refute the charge, and to ex- | 
ploit this example to discredit Soviet propaganda in general. | 

c. While the various agencies of the U.S. Government have sepa- ! 

rately accumulated extensive amounts of information about this 
Soviet campaign, the current return of prisoners of war in Korea | | 

provides very important additional information especially useful as ot 
specific propaganda and as foundation for the development of con- : 

certed U.S. action on this matter. : 

2. Definition of General Objective | i 

a. Under the supervision of the Operations Coordinating Board to | 
assure integration with overall U.S. foreign and military policy, 
and to assure government-wide integration of action on this sub- | 
ject, the U.S. Government will undertake at once a program utiliz- | 
ing documented evidence to expose the false and fabricated charac- | 

ter of Communist propaganda in general and Communist bacterio- : 

logical warfare charges in particular, as a demonstration of the in- | 

sidious nature of Communist propaganda and the brutal and de- | 

structive character of Communist methods. - 
b. The purposes of this program will be: | 

_ (1) To discredit this example of Soviet propaganda so effectively | 
that it can be used throughout the Free World and the Soviet orbit | 
to demonstrate the viciousness and falsity of Communist propagan- | 
da in general. | | | 

(2) To undo and reverse any belief in their allegations which 
_ they may have achieved. | | | 

(3) To cause the Soviet bacteriological warfare propaganda cam- 
paign to so boomerang that it will not be reasserted. | 

i
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(4) At the proper stage of success in such U.S. counter-action, to 
use this example to the maximum for the broad purpose of general 
destruction of the effectiveness of the Soviet propaganda effort. 

3. Guiding Considerations | 

a. The objectives defined above differ sharply from the view that 
the Soviet campaign has been overdone to the point of self-expo- 
sure, that its true character will in time be naturally apparent, 
and that the best U.S. course is to let the Soviet campaign run out 

without concerted and positive U.S. counter-effort. The statement 

of objective established here is a conclusion that U.S. interest now 
requires concerted positive counter-effort. 

| b. The Soviet bacteriological warfare campaign is based on the 

inhuman mental and moral breakdown of a small number of the 
U.S. personnel who have been captured in Korea. In this connec- 
tion it is necessary to note that Soviet methods of psychological co- 

ercion are capable of compromising most individuals whom they 

are determined to break. Whether this reason is justification for 

the action of any individual is a matter strictly for agencies of mili- 
tary or civil justice, as the case may be. However, there is a possi- | 
bility of conflict between the general propaganda objectives of the 

U.S. Government and the need for disciplinary or penal action in 

individual cases. This plan will not attempt to prejudge individual 

cases but the following considerations will be carefully weighed in 
each case prior to initiation of penal or disciplinary action. 

(1) The overall propaganda objectives of the U.S. action set forth 
here are best served by the avoidance of punishment of military or 
civilian personnel who have been so exploited by the Soviet bacteri- 
ological warfare propaganda campaign. 

(2) If the risk of adverse propaganda effect cannot be avoided in 
cases of clear necessity for disciplinary or penal action, the employ- | 
ment of public or publicly known investigations and proceedings 
should be kept to the minimum required under law. : 

4. Courses of Action | 

a. The assembly of additional information and the development 
of detailed courses of positive action by U.S. departments and agen- 
cies will be accomplished by an inter-agency task force, as provided 
in paragraph 5. - 

b. The processing of information will include: , 

(1) The identification and detailed study of the sources and 
methods used by the Soviets in the development of the subject 
matter of this campaign. So 

(2) The identification of the propaganda mechanisms and targets 
used by the Soviets as a basis for specific U.S. counter-action. Spe- | 
cial attention will be given to the identification of those influential 
persons and specialized opinion groups throughout the Free World 
who have been especially susceptible to this campaign.
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c. The development of the U.S. positive action program will 
assume the following general framework of timing, approach, 
mechanism and target selection: | - 

(1) On the basis of the best current operational judgment, with- 
out waiting for completion of an exhaustive analysis of the total 
problem, counter-propaganda and efforts to induce credence in U:S. 
innocence of the BW charges, and the falsity of those charges, will 
be initiated as a matter of urgency against persons and groups — 
where the Soviet campaign has been especially effective. 

(2) A dignified, continuing flow of corrective factual information 
will be launched widely throughout the world, under overt U.S. re- 
sponsibility, increasing in tempo, intensity, and subject coverage as | 
the development and evaluation of information is accomplished. 
Covert supplement to such overt action will be added as appropri- 
ate. | ae | | oO oe 

(3) The analysis of Soviet treatment of captured personnel will | 
be completed as a matter of high priority, the results to be used as 
appropriate for both general propaganda and official action 
through diplomatic instrumentalities and official international or- 
ganizations. | | a ath | 

(4) A special effort will be made to carry U.S. propaganda to the 
people of the Soviet orbit, by overt and covert means, wherever 
possible with the cooperation of other Free World governments and | 
especially by the neutralist nations. | 

(5) As appropriate, a campaign will be launched by overt and | 
covert means to neutralize, over-ride, and destroy the Soviet propa- 
ganda instrumentalities which purvey the myth, giving priority at- 2 
tention to those which are currently and effectively active. | 

(6) The concentrated attention of official and non-official U.S. fa- | 
cilities will be directed to the development of methods for success- | 
ful personal resistance to the Soviet techniques of psychological co- | 
ercion. 

| 

| 

5. Implementation a a | 

-a. Under the chairmanship of a member of the OCB Staff as its | 

representative, an inter-agency working group is established to | 
monitor the development and execution of this plan. The member- 

ship will be representatives designated by the Secretary of State, ! 
the Secretary of Defense, the Director of the United States Infor- : 
mation Agency, the Director of Central Intelligence, the Director of | 
Foreign Operations, and representatives of such other agencies, on | 

a continuing or ad hoc basis, as the membership herein designated | 

may determine. Major aspects of such development and execution | 

will be referred for OCB or NSC action as appropriate. — 

b. All departments and agencies of the U.S. Government will : 
contribute to the procurement and assembly of information and the _ ! 
provision of operational facilities, as determined by the working | 
group, including the selective extraction of additional material 
from or other use of returned prisoners of war. | | 

| 

! 
:
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c. In the development and execution of the positive action pro- 
gram, the primary responsibility of participating departments and 
agencies will be to advise the working group with respect to poli- 
cies to be followed in the implementation of this plan. In addition, — 
with collateral participation and support from other departments 

| and agencies as determined by the working group with the approv- 
al of the OCB, specific responsibilities include: 

(1) USIA: To develop and conduct the overt propaganda actions 
indicated above. 

(2) The Department of State: To develop and conduct the aspects 
of the campaign to be accomplished through the instrumentalities 
of diplomatic action or official U.S. interjection of this issue where 
appropriate into official international bodies, with particular atten- 
tion to the benefits and limitations of discussion of these issues, in 

| international bodies. 
(3) The Department of Defense: To furnish the working group 

and participating agencies, as rapidly as possible, the material ob- 
tained from returned prisoners of war. With the cooperation of the 
CIA, the FBI, and such medical agencies as appropriate, the De- 
partment of Defense will analyze the experience of captured U.S. 
personnel with Soviet methods of personality destruction, the re- 
sponsibility for devising counter-techniques to be separately deter- 
mined and assigned by the OCB. 

(4) CIA: As a matter of special emphasis in its intelligence re- 
sponsibilities, to identify, describe, and evaluate the Soviet effort, 
instrumentalities and targets, and to provide such intelligence for 
the purpose of determining tactical priorities; and to plan and con- 
duct all covert operational aspects of the general program. 

Tab “B” 

Paper Approved by the Operations Coordinating Board 

CONFIDENTIAL | [WASHINGTON,| October 14, 1953. 

NATIONAL PLAN FOR EXPLOITING COMMUNIST MISTREATMENT OF 

U.N. PRISONERS OF WAR 

I. OBJECTIVES 

1. It is in the national interest that the full story of Communist 

mistreatment of POWs be made known to the American people. 

Implementation of any plan to inform the American audience must 

take account of certain foreign policy considerations. Any official 
campaign directed to overseas audiences should be developed by 

the OCB working group on the basis of a full evaluation of the evi- 

dence. U.S. efforts should be directed initially at making informa- 
tion available and stimulating public discussion of this evidence
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through private channels in the United States. Where use of such 

materials will contribute to the achievement of U.S. foreign policy | 
objectives abroad or in international bodies, they should be so uti- 
lized. | 

2. In general, it should be the purpose of the United States Gov- 
ernment in its programs for exploiting Communist mistreatment of 

UN POWs to: 4 

a. Provide the American people with an accurate sober account 
of the treatment accorded U.S. and other UN personnel captured 
by Communist forces in Korea, particularly with respect to the 
cynical Communist efforts to intimidate and pervert these prison- 
ers for political ends as a part of the whole Communist conspiracy 
against the Free World. _ 

b. To disseminate the substantive materials on a global basis 
when such dissemination is to our advantage. a 

c. Educate U.S. troops regarding the U.S. experiences in the 
POW field in the Korean war, and develop guidances appropriate 
for their conduct as prisoners in possible future hostilities. | | 

d. To negate the effect of Communist propaganda developing 
from their mistreatment of POWs. 

e. To educate U.S. military personnel concerning the nature of 
the Communist conspiracy with regard to mistreatment of POWs 
and to increase their fighting spirit. 

f. To inform the American public and peoples of the Free World 
~ why UN soldiers are still missing after the completion of the pris- 

oner of war exchange. | | 
g. With regard to the POW and BW issues, to support and rein- 

force political actions and propaganda materials flowing from the 
activities of the U.S. delegation to the 8th Session of the UN Gen- 
eral Assembly. | 

h. To minimize the attention given to UN personnel refusing re- 
patriation or returning as Communist sympathizers. | 

i. To contribute to the determination of the free peoples of the | 
world to fight Communism. 

II. OPERATIONS 

3. The exploitation of Communist mistreatment of prisoners of 

war, and the illegal retention of those not returned during the pris- 
oners of war exchange, is a positive and dynamic project which can 

achieve definite psychological gains. To be successful, the program : 

must be one of continued and coordinated actions rather than a 

single-shot saturation effort. In exploiting atrocities, the program 
should emphasize actual atrocities and omit cases of malnutrition, 

lack of medical care, and other hardships common to both Commu- 

nist troops and prisoners of war. At the same time, the program 
should not generate war hysteria or take on the nature of a rabble 

rousing campaign. Foreign exploitation of the program should em- 
phasize the implications, for all individuals and nations, of the cyn- 
ical and calculated way in which Communists exploit POWs to
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serve their political interests and that this, among other things, 
justifies the resolute opposition of the American people to Soviet 

Communist and Communist aggression. | 

4. In order to focus national and world-wide attention on this | 
issue and to stimulate continuing press coverage, a person of na- 
tional television prominence should initiate the program of exploi- 
tation of Communist mistreatment of UN prisoners of war in a 
televised panel discussion at the earliest practicable date with a se- 
lected group of prisoner of war returnees and atrocity investiga- 
tors. This television broadcast should be preceded by calculated 
rumors and hints that such a program is coming and will contain 
previously classified material which has now been downgraded and 
released by the Department of Defense. | 

5. The program will then be kept alive and followed up by: 

a. Illustrated talks to domestic civic organizations, clubs and 
similar groups by selected prisoner of war returnees. 

b. Domestic radio and television interviews of selected prisoner of 
war returnees by radio and television commentators. 

c. Domestic magazine and newspaper articles by-lined by prison- 
er of war returnees. 

d. Official domestic news releases of incidents and factual data as 
compiled, including official photographs. 

e. Exploitation by the U.S. delegation to the UN. | 
f. Appropriate distribution of the stories to foreign audiences. 

6. The following tasks will be performed: 

a. The Operations Coordinating Board will: | 

(1) Accomplish over-all coordination of plans and, as appro- 
priate, timing of activities of the Department of State, Depart- 
ment of Defense, CIA, FOA and USIA. 

(2) Advise action agencies of necessary changes in plans and 
activities. 

b. The Department of State will: 

(1) Furnish national foreign policy guidance to participating 
agencies, to the U.S. delegation to the United Nations, and to 
U.S. missions abroad; 

(2) Provide the U.S. delegation to the UN and U.S. missions 
abroad with available documented information on atrocities 
and prisoners of war illegally retained by the Communists; 

(8) Furnish the Department of Defense with all available . 
current information concerning: 

(a) Foreign reaction to the program of exploiting Communist 
mistreatment of prisoners of war; 

(b) Communist intentions regarding prisoners of war being 
illegally held since the completion of the prisoner of war 
exchange; _
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(4) Coordinate as appropriate with foreign governments for 
- additional exploitation of Communist atrocities against prison- | 
ers of war. es a a 

c. The Department of Defense will: | | 

(1) Take all necessary action to insure that the American 
people receive factual information through all media in order | 
to achieve the objectives set forth in paragraph 2, supra; | 

(2) Prepare the script and select the personnel to participate 
in the initial telecast referred to in paragraph 4, supra; _ | 

(3) Take necessary action to implement the follow-up phase 
of the program as indicated in paragraph 5a through 5d; © | 

(4) In cooperation with other governmental agencies, assist 
in the development of a coordinated over-all effort to exploit | 
Communist mistreatment of prisoners of war; ee | 

(5) Cooperate with the Department of State and USIA to | 
insure coordination of domestic exploitation of Communist mis- 

: treatment of prisoners of war with exploitation arranged by 
_ the Department of State through foreign governmental and/or 
information agencies; : ) eS 

(6) Provide the Department of State, the USIA, and CIA 
with available documented information on Communist atroc- 

_ ities against prisoners of war; | | | ve 
(7) Maintain continuing liaison with the Department of 

— State and CIA to procure all available current information con- 
cerning: 

(a) Foreign reaction to the program of exploiting Communist | 
mistreatment of prisoners of war; _ | 

(b) Communist intentions regarding U.S. prisoners of war being 
~ illegally retained since the completion of the prisoner of war 

exchange; | | 

(8) Collect and make available to all agencies all exploitable | 
military information concerning Communist atrocities against 
prisoners of war. | | 

d. The Central Intelligence Agency wills | | 

| (1) Utilize available means to procure and appropriately dis- 
_ tribute current information concerning: | : | 

(a) Communist atrocities against prisoners of war; | 
_(b) Number, location and identity of UN prisoners of war being 

illegally held by the Communists since the completion of the 
prisoner of war exchange; | | 

(2) Utilize available means to procure current information to | 
support the accomplishment of the objectives stated in Section 

(3) Assist in determining Communist reaction to the pro- 
gram; _ a | _ 

(4) Make available to participating agencies all other infor- 
mation pertinent to the program. |
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e. The U.S. Information Agency will: 

(1) Provide world-wide distribution of information appropri- 
ate to the support of the program of exploiting Communist 
mistreatment of UN prisoners of war; | 

(2) Assist in determining foreign reaction to the program. 

f. The Foreign Operations Administration will: 

(1) Participate in this program in such fashion as from time 
to time appears feasible. 

—_—_ 
Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 167th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, October 22, 1953 } 

[Extract] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 167th meeting of the Council were the President 

of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secreta- 
ry of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations Administration; the 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. The Vice President did not 

attend because of his absence from the country. Also present were 
the Acting Secretary of the Treasury; Judge Barnes for the Attor- 
ney General (Item 4); the Acting Secretary of Commerce (Item 4); 
the Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Federal 

Communications Commission (Item 1); the Director, U.S. Informa- 

tion Agency (Items 1, 2 and 3); William A. Porter, Office of Defense 

Mobilization (Item 1); Ralph L. Clark, Central Intelligence Agency 

(Items 1 and 6); Gen. Porter, Foreign Operations Administration 
(Items 6, 7, 8 and 9); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Direc- 

tor of Central Intelligence; The Assistant to the President; Robert 

Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, Special 

Assistant to the President; the Acting White House Staff Secretary; 
the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, 
NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 
the main points taken. 

3. Mission of the United States Information Agency (NSC 165) ? 

After Mr. Cutler had explained the statement of policy in the 
report, Secretary Dulles suggested the desirability of revising para- 

1 Prepared by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Oct. 23. 
2 Not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 165 Series.)
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graph 1. He pointed out that in its present form the paragraph | 
could be interpreted as providing a blank check for U.S. support of | 
all the aspirations of all peoples everywhere for freedom and inde- ! 
pendence. While we indeed wanted to support the legitimate aspi- | 
rations of peoples to this end, the statement was too broad, and | 

should be confined, therefore, to American endorsement of the le- : 

gitimate aspirations of these peoples. | | 
Mr. Streibert agreed to accept the introduction of the word “le- | 

gitimate’’, though he felt that to do so watered down the force of 
the statement. 

Secretary Dulles repeated his view, and illustrated it by refer- | 
ence to the dangers which would arise if the populations of Moroc- 
co and Cambodia were to assume that the United States was giving 
blanket endorsement to all their aspirations. 

| The President commented that the word “legitimate” was widely 
used and was certainly somewhat vague in meaning, and required 
an exercise of judgment when it was used. Nevertheless, we clearly 
were not in a position to endorse everything everywhere. : 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that two whole afternoons had been de- . 
voted to formulating this statement, and that its purpose was to 

make clear to the peoples in the so-called uncommitted areas of the | 

world that the United States was not engaged in dictating to them 

but rather in trying to help them. | 
The President agreed that we should certainly try to persuade | 

these peoples that our policies would help advance their welfare, : 

but we could not do this without qualification. / 
Expressing agreement with the President, Secretary Wilson said | 

that the idealism in this statement, as presently written, was too | 

far up in the clouds for practical operations. | 
The Director of Central Intelligence said that the last sentence of ! 

this paragraph gave him the most concern, since it seemed to sug- : 

gest that foreign governments were expected to strive to achieve 

U.S. objectives. Mr. Streibert suggested a change to common objec- : 
tives, but after further discussion the Council agreed to strike the | 

entire sentence. | 
After further discussion and amendment of the paper, the Presi- : 

dent declared it acceptable. | 
The National Security Council:? _ | ! 

Adopted the statement of policy contained in the reference | 
report, subject to the following revisions: | | 

a. Revise paragraph 1 to read: “The purpose of the U.S. In- 
formation Agency shall be to submit evidence to peoples of 

3 The following paragraphs constitute NSC Action No. 936. (S/S-NSC (Miscellane- 
ous) files, lot 66 D 95, “(NSC Records of Action, 1953’’) 

|
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other nations by means of communication techniques that the 
objectives and policies of the United States are in harmony 
with and will advance their legitimate aspirations for freedom, 
progress and peace.” | 

| b. Revise paragraph 2 as follows: | 

(1) In the 2nd line, add “primarily” after “carried out”. 
(2) In subparagraph b, insert “legitimate” before “aspirations”. 
(3) In subparagraph d, delete “favorable’’. 

c. In paragraph 3, 4th line, change “its audiences” to “other 
peoples’. 

Note: NSC 165 as amended subsequently approved by the Presi- 
dent, circulated as NSC 165/1,4 and referred to the Director, 
United States Information Agency, for implementation. 

| S. Everett GLEASON 

4 Infra. | | | 

S/ S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 165 Series 

Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary _ 
(Lay)! 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, October 24, 1953. 
NSC 165/1 | | 

NoTE By THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
COUNCIL ON MISSION OF THE UNITED States INFORMATION 
AGENCY | | 

References: 
A. NSC 165 2 

B. NSC Action No. 936 3 

The National Security Council, the Acting Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the Di- 
rector, U.S. Information Agency, at the 167th Council meeting on 

October 22, 1953, adopted the statement of policy contained in the 
reference report, subject to the changes in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 

thereof set forth in NSC Action No. 9386. The President has this 
date approved the statement of policy contained in NSC 165, as 

amended and adopted and enclosed herewith, with the understand- 

Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of | 
Staff, and to the Directors of the Bureau of the Budget, Central Intelligence, and 
the United States Information Agency. 

2 Dated Oct. 9, not printed. (S/S files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 165 Series) 
3 See footnote 3, supra.
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ing that the first two paragraphs thereof should be considered as | 
unclassified information. © : | 

Accordingly, the enclosure is being referred to the Director, | 
United States Information Agency for implementation. | a | 

James 58. Lay, JR. | 
[ 

[Enclosure] Oo | | 
: i 

Statement of Policy by the National Security Council — | 
- | | 

CONFIDENTIAL _ [WasHINGTON, undated.] | 

_ MISSION OF THE UNITED States INFORMATION AGENCY | 

In carrying out its responsibilities in accordance with pertinent | 

statutes and Presidential directives, the U.S. Information Agency 

shall be guided by the following; = | 
_ 1. The purpose of the U.S. Information Agency shall be to submit | 
evidence to peoples of other nations by means of communication 
techniques that the objectives and policies of the United States are 
in harmony with and will advance their legitimate aspirations for | 

freedom, progress and peace. 
2. The purpose in paragraph 1 above is to be carried out primari- 

ys oe | 
a. By explaining and interpreting to foreign peoples the objec- 

tives and policies of the United States Government. 
b. By depicting imaginatively the correlation between U.S. polli- 

cies and the legitimate aspirations of other peoples of the world. 
c. By unmasking and countering hostile attempts to distort or to 

| frustrate the objectives and policies of the United States. | 

d. By delineating those important aspects of the life and culture 
of the people of the United States which facilitate understanding of 
the policies and objectives of the Government of the United States. 

3. Where considered advisable, and except in the case of oper- 

_ ations of the Voice of America, the U.S. Information Agency is au- 
thorized to communicate with other peoples without attribution to 
the United States Government on matters for which attribution | 
could be assumed by the Government if necessary. To assure co- 

ordination of communications unattributed to the United States 
Government, the Operations Coordinating Board will agree upon | 

the principles that will govern such communications. Until such | 
principles are mutually agreed upon, those contained in Foreign 

Service Information and Educational Exchange Circular No. 4, No- | 

vember 1, 1951 shall govern. | | 

t
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4. This statement supplements and in no way modifies the rela- 
tionships or responsibilities of the U.S. Information Agency as set 
forth in the President’s Message to Congress of June 1, 1953, by 
President’s letter to heads of agencies of June 1, 1953 and related 
Executive Orders. 

USIA files, lot 60 D 322, “1953” 

The Director of the United States Information Agency (Streibert) to 
the President 1 

| WASHINGTON, October 27, 1953. 

My Dear Mr. PREsIDENT: On August 1 of this year, by authority 
of your Reorganization Plan No. 8 approved by the Congress, the 

U.S. Information Agency came into being as a separate independ- 

ent agency reporting to you through the National Security Council. 

The operations of the Agency—embracing among others the 

Voice of America, the U.S. libraries overseas, the motion picture 

service, and the press and publications service—were all formerly 
activities of the Department of State. We receive daily foreign 
policy guidance from the Secretary of State. | 

Since August 1, we have been engaged in organizing the Agency 

under the new set-up and reprogramming our activities within the 

limitations of the present appropriation. The new statement of mis- 

sion for the Agency, adopted at last week’s meeting of the National 

Security Council, is a great stride forward. It is of supreme impor- 

tance to us—and indeed to the American people—because it clearly 

defines the broad lines within which, I am convinced, our overseas 

| information service can do an effective job. 

It reflects the recommendations of the Senate’s Special Subcom- 
mittee on Overseas Information Programs chaired by Senator 

Bourke B. Hickenlooper of Iowa, which proposed on June 15, 1953 

certain changes to strengthen the foreign information program. 

It also embodies the concept of the President’s Committee on In- 

ternational Information Activities (William H. Jackson Commit- 
tee). 2? This concept is that psychological activities and psychologi- 

cal strategy do not exist apart from official policies and actions. 

Under this new mission, avoiding a propagandistic tone, the 

Agency will emphasize the community of interest that exists 

among freedom-loving peoples and show how American objectives 

and policies advance the legitimate interests of such peoples. 

1 Drafted by Abbott Washburn. 
2 See Appendix I, Jan. 24, to the Report of the President’s Committee on Interna- 

tional Information Activities, p. 1867.
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We shall therefore concentrate on objective, factual news report- | 

ing and appropriate commentaries, designed to present a full expo- 

, sition of important United States actions and policies, especially as | 

they affect individual countries and areas. i 
In presenting facts we shall see to it that they are not distorted | 

and that their selection does not misrepresent a given situation. | 

We shall make sure that the tone and content of our material is 
forceful and direct, but we shall avoid a strident or antagonistic | 
note. | : 

This does not, of course, preclude us from making forceful, factu- 

al refutations of false accusations such as those that come from the | 

Soviet communist portion of the world. | 

The new approach will be harder hitting than previous more dif- | 
fuse approaches because it is based on the idea of getting across a 
message that will be convincing. Facts, and comment associated 

with facts, are more compelling than accusations and unsupported | 

assertions on a wide variety of issues. 
From here on the Agency will pinpoint its activities on fewer but 

more vital programs. : | | 

As pointed out by the Jackson Committee, the American people | 

share fundamental beliefs and values with millions of other men | 
and women we are attempting to win to our side, which should be 
made clear to other peoples. These include belief in a Deity, in indi- 

vidual and national freedom, in the right to ownership of property | 

and a decent standard of living, in the common humanity of all | 

men, and in the vision of a peaceful world with nations compromis- | 

ing their differences and cooperating in the United Nations. | 

We must make every effort to show the mutuality of our inter- | 
ests and goals with the legitimate goals of other peoples. We must 

explain those goals in ways that will cause other peoples to join | 
with us in achieving them. | 

I am also pleased that under these more clearly defined objec- | 
tives there will be greater opportunity for us to use the resources 

of patriotic private American business and non-Governmental | 

groups in support of the information program. Private groups have 

given splendid support in the past, and we plan an intensive drive 

to further increase this support and thus multiply the effectiveness | 

of the program. . | | 

The content of the new directive has been transmitted to all our | 
posts in 77 countries throughout the world, so that they may have 

the immediate benefit of this guidance. | 
With deep appreciation, | 

Sincerely, | 
| THEODORE C. STREIBERT | 

| 
|
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511.00/10-2653: Circular telegram ae eee 

The Director of the United States Information Agency (Streibert) to 
Certain Diplomatic Posts } 

CONFIDENTIAL | WASHINGTON, October 26, 1953—6 p.m. 

Usito 112. Infoguide: U.S. Indictment in U.N. General Assembly 
of Communist Treatment of POW’s. 

1. (FYI Begins: On October 26 U.S. Delegation to U.N. General 
Assembly will present an indictment of Communist actions and 
methods in war in Korea. Principal address will be made by Dr. 
Charles W. Mayo of Rochester, Minn., Alternate U.S. Representa- 
tive to 8th Session UNGA.? This refutation of Communist lie 
about biological warfare, documented by sworn statements, will be 
one of points of departure for penetrating to the heart of Commu- 
nist philosophy, exposing it with evidence of the inhuman and 
criminal practices by which its purposes are supported. Informa- 
tion output of this kind in the past has not been utilized in some 
USIS areas for reasons related to receptivity. In this instance, char- 
acter of this presentation in UNGA and audience to which it will 
be addressed suggests that more than ordinary efforts be made to 
see that materials received from Washington receive dissemination 
in all appropriate ways. Effective exploitation particularly impor- 
tant in countries which are represented by military forces in the 
U.N. Command. List of 16 nations in the U.N.C., besides US., in- 
cluded in this telegram. GA presentation will be part of a domestic 
and overseas campaign respecting Communist actions in Korea in 
which other U.S. government agencies, besides USIA, will partici- 
pate; and on which further guidance will be provided. This will be 
an effort to place upon the record in U.S. and abroad a volume of 
first hand testimony to Communist inhuman practices, and distor- 
tions of contemporary and historical truth. Anticipated that there 

_ 1 Drafted by Block of USIA; approved by Andrew H. Berding of USIA; sent to 13 
posts, pouched to 40 others. A note to the telegraph branch by Streibert, Oct. 27, 
requested that the circular telegram be repeated to the Department of Defense. 
(511.00/10-2753) 

? Dr. Charles W. Mayo was a noted surgeon and governor of the Mayo Clinic, 
Rochester, Minnesota. He was an alternate delegate to the Eighth Session of the 
UN General Assembly and delivered his address of Oct. 26, entitled “The Role of 
Forced Confessions in the Communist ‘Germ Warfare’ Propaganda Campaign”, to 
the Political and Security Committee (Committee I) of the General Assembly as 
“U.S. Representative to the General Assembly”. The text of Dr. Mayo’s address is 
printed in Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 9, 1953, pp. 640-647; followed on p. 
648 by an article by Ambassador Lodge concerning allegations of biological warfare 
entitled “Statement by U.S. Officers Transmitted to United Nations”.
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will be a spill-over from newsreel, documentary and magazine pres- | 
entations in United States. A supplementary Infoguide will provide | 
full information on all materials, which may be applicable to the | 
continuing effort, extending into and possibly beyond next 90 days. 
UNGA presentation will place upon the record of General Assem- | 
bly ten sworn statements of U.S. military personnel who were 
POW’s of the Communists and subjected to typical Communist bru- _ | 

 talities in effort to obtain statements conforming to Communist po- ! 

litical and propaganda purposes. The News File and VOA will pro- | 

vide coverage on Mayo speech and accompanying exhibits. Full doc- | 
umentation will be pouched to posts receiving this Infoguide. News- | 
reel coverage will also be provided where feasible. End FYI.) © | 

2. Material provided by Media should be used demonstrate: | 
a. Nature of Communism, its real objective, theories and prac- | 

tices as exemplified by testimony returned U.S. POW’s. It should | 

be made clear that Communist practice of obtaining “confessions” | 
is principal propaganda instrument supporting Communist policy 

objectives; and is used indiscriminately against any who oppose _ | 
Communism, either outside of or within Communist periphery. | | 

_b. Communist bacteriological warfare campaign not merely an | 

incidental propaganda “gimmick” but considered and carefully con- | 
structed lie engineered by total Communist system. (See Mayo 
speech for documentation part played by Moscow.) | 7 

c. B.W. lie largely discounted world over, particularly by Commu- 3 
nist refusal to permit impartial investigation by U.S., but the new | 
evidence of its falsity provides a new, clear view of Communist edi- | 
fice. | : 

d. Complete disregard of all established conventions about treat- 
ment of POW’s, with documented evidence of physical and mental | 
torture to obtain “confessions”. | | | 

| e. Mechanics of forced confession and political indoctrination in | 
the attempt to use POW’s as transmission belts of Communist 
propaganda; violation of Geneva convention concerning the person 

of the POW. a | | | 
f. Role played by Communist stooges and fellow travelers in fur- 

thering the Moscow-Peiping lie; ie. the phony “International Sci- 

entific Commission” set up by Communists to “investigate” B.W. 

g. Relation between these forced “confessions” and similar forced 

“confessions” under Communist direction in satellite countries and 
USSR; always to serve political and propaganda purposes of Com- 

munist regime. _ | 
_h. Roles played by Winnington and Burchett, correspondents for | 

English and French Communist papers, in preparing “‘confessions’’ | 

statements and suborning signatures. (See Evans, Mahurin state- 

ments.) | 

|
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3. Treatment : | 
a. Presentation of documentation should be factual. However, ap- 

propriate selected and original comment should be used to empha- 
size facts significant to themes. 

b. Primary objective is to expose Communist machinery, and 
complete absence of moral standards; facts are only evidence sup- 
porting this thesis. | 

c. In areas where target audiences are not receptive to refutation 
of B.W. lie, or where no longer news, or has been long discounted, 

_ emphasis should be on other aspects of the recorded documenta- 
tion, such as refusal of U.S. POW officers and men among the ten 
statements (Lts. Stanley, Strieby, Simonsen) to yield to Communist 
threats, even in face of death. . 

d. In all areas tone and method of treatment and use media ma- 
terials should be carefully discussed in light of area foreign policy 
considerations with Chief diplomatic mission. 

e. PAO’s invited send comments on receptivity of the materials 
their areas, and suggestions for effective use for cross reporting 
purposes. 

4. Governments providing troops for United Nations Command: 

Australia Luxembourg - 
Belgium The Netherlands 
Great Britain New Zealand 
Canada The Philippines | 
Colombia Thailand 
Ethiopia Turkey 
France Union of South Africa 
Greece United States 
Republic of Korea 

STREIBERT 

511.00/12-853: Circular telegram 

The Acting Director of the United States Information Agency 
(Washburn) to Certain Diplomatic Posts 1 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, December 8, 1953—6:42 p.m. 

Usito 164. InfoGuide: President’s UN Speech.2 This is Joint 
State-Defense-USIA message. | 

+ Drafted by Berding, Phillips, and Colonel Hirsch of OCB; cleared by Allen 
Haden of USIA, Sanger, Montgomery, Robert Murphy, Raine, Meyers, Stegmeier, 
Godel, and Gordon Arneson of S/AE; and sent to 69 posts. 

2 Reference is to President Eisenhower’s “Atoms for Peace” address before the 
UN General Assembly on Dec. 8. The speech is printed in Public Papers of the Fresi-



FOREIGN INFORMATION PROGRAM 1759 | 

1. Essential that all recipients make maximum effort to insure 

that President’s historic offer of sharing the benefits of peaceful | 

use of atomic energy with the entire world achieves the sharpest | 

and most lasting impact. | | | | 

2. While premature to speculate on nature of any detailed plan, 

| essential for all media to carry and cross-report the wide variety of | 

comment, both in US and abroad, which will be generated as result | 

this offer. In so doing media should strive to serve as international | 

forum, of balanced comment, aiming at widest possible coverage. ! 

3. Speech makes clear humanity now shares present danger but : 

| has also capability changing situation to one of hope. Do not mini- | 

| mize grim picture delineated first part of speech. Important that | 

sense of urgency aroused by the President be accurately reflected, ! 

| yet be offset by offer to take tangible first step towards internation- 

al use of AE for peaceful purposes which will strike massive blow 

against root causes of war and international tension. _ 

_ 4, Stress that atom-sharing concept is product of maturing plans, 

| reflects continuity of dynamic policy stemming from April 16 _ 

speech, ? and is aimed at breaking international log jam on disar- 

mament proposals. | | 

5. While the bid to the Soviet Union to join in “private conversa- 

tions” must be underscored, the speech under no circumstances 

should be interpreted as “psychological warfare’. Nor do we 

| commit Soviet Union to an early reply, keeping in mind the delica- 

cy and difficulty of any ensuing negotiations. To avert the pitfall | 

| that the issue of global war or peace depends on the immediate ! 

fate of the proposal, we continue to present it as a step forward in | 

| steady long range effort in UN and elsewhere as appropriate, to es- : 

tablish a basis for eventual disarmament, including prohibition of | 

atomic weapons, when settlement of other issues and consequent | 

relaxation of world tension permits. The proposal demonstrates the | 

sincerity of our purpose but we avoid committing ourselves or | 

others to achieve an early agreement at the expense of a fully de- | 

__ pendable disarmament plan. | | | 

6. In line with foregoing our objectives are: | 

a. To impress upon world opinion, seriousness with which the US | 

seeks world security through reduction of the arms burden. : 

| b. To follow up 16 April impact by making another breach in the | 

Soviet’s near monopoly of “peace” propaganda. Hitherto Soviets | 

have benefitted by simple, though spurious, approach while West | 

has been handicapped in explaining rather complex_proposals. | 

Speech fills this latter gap, and by stress on Atomic Energy Au- 

dents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pp. 813-822. For documenta- 

tion on this speech, see pp. 845 ff. 

3 See the unnumbered circular airgram, Apr. 22, p. 1669. 

, 
|
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thority and A-Bank proposal will help combat previous Soviet 
atomic propaganda. | 

c. To give to the peoples of Russia dramatic evidence of US 
peaceful intentions, while making clear at same time US resolve to 
resist aggression by all means at its disposal. | 

d. To seek to persuade the enslaved peoples of satellite Europe 
that their best interests will be served through international coop- 
eration and understanding, which can be enhanced by internation- 
al acceptance of the President’s proposals. _ 

e. To convince our NATO partners, and other friends that we are 
ready to take positive, vigorous steps to achieve world peace and 
security by the sharing of peaceful benefits of atomic energy and 
by eventual disarmament. 

f. To convince neutrals less directly involved in the cold war that 
we aim to achieve a peaceful world in which the threat of global 
atomic war is removed and that our offer provides a new approach 
to the economic development which many of them so desperately 
seek. | | | 

| 7. Of equal importance with foregoing is exercise of appropriate | 
| safeguards to avoid in our output: | | 

a. Any stimulation of false optimism regarding immediately re- 
alizable substantive disarmament. 

b. Any impression that the proposals are “cold war” maneuvers 
and are purely propagandistics. 

c. Any impression that we are offering a final proposal whose re- 
jection would increase the danger of global [war]. 

d. Any indication that we have abandoned UN atomic energy 
control plans. Commentary might refer (1) to the US position sup- 
porting the UN plan or any other equally effective plan, (2) to Sec- 
retary Dulles’ September 17 statement at UNGA that our joint pro- 
posals are not immutable, but any proposal must meet essential 
tests of adequate safeguards. | 

| | WASHBURN 

511.00/12-2153: Circular telegram - 

The Director of the United States Information Agency (Streibert) to 
Certain Diplomatic Posts } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, December 21, 1953—7:14 p.m. : 
Usito 180. InfoGuide: Soviet Response to President’s UNGA 

Speech. This is joint State-Defense-USIA message. The US is 
pleased that the Soviet Union has indicated willingness to partici- 

| —_— 

1 Drafted by Edward V. Roberts of USIA and Meyers; cleared by Godel, Arneson, 
Huyler, and Colonel Hirsch; approved by Allen Haden; and sent to 34 posts, pouched 
to 34 others. |
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pate in the private conversations called for by the President in his 

December eighth UNGA speech. ” | 

With regard to USSR counterproposal for simultaneous discus- | | 

sion of ban on atomic weapons, it should be emphasized that the | 

President’s proposals were not intended to solve all the complex 

problems in the vast disarmament field. Quite to the contrary, the | | 

President made plain at the conclusion of his speech, that his plan | 

was intended to encourage development of most effective peaceful ! 
uses of fissionable material; begin to diminish potential destructive | 

power of world’s atomic stockpiles; show all peoples that great | 

powers were interested primarily in human aspirations rather than | 

building up armaments; and finally open new channel for peaceful 

discussion and new approach toward peaceful settlements. | 

Because it obviously not in US interest to give currency to propa- 

ganda points which comprise the bulk of Soviet statement, we do | 

not stress, comment on, or rebut points concerning Big Five Meet- ! 

ing, Red Chinese UN membership, and elements of Soviet propa- | 

ganda position on disarmament, etc. = es | 
Pending further guidance and official statements, we should use 

Soviet statement mainly as peg for reviewing President’s proposal, 

stressing potential benefits to mankind thereof, and reaffirming 

American determination to make utmost effort to carry proposal 

forward. | se 
oe STREIBERT 

2 See Usito 164, Dec. 8, supra. | 

108 USIA/3-154 - | | 

The Director of the United States Information Agency (Streibert) to 

the Under Secretary of State (Smith) ee : 

CONFIDENTIAL | WasHINGTON, March 1, 1954. ! 

Dear BepE: Although it is with considerable trepidation that I ! 
enclose some 18 pages of reading material, it sets forth our concept | 

of the Strategic Principles we are employing—our working hypoth- ! 

- eses—and will intrigue you, I hope, into looking into it. | 

_ We have developed these over-all ideas to assure a unified effort | 

both in Washington and in the field, in view of our primary em- | 

phasis on specific country objectives, which originate in the field | 

and represent the principal purposes of our operations in each | 

country. | me fy — | 7 | 

We conclude with a statement about our Global Theme (p. 16): | 

. Unite the free world in order to reduce the communist threat with- | 

|



| 
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out war. This will be receiving special emphasis during the months 
to come. ! 

Sincerely, 
| THEODORE C. STREIBERT 

[Enclosure] 

Paper Prepared in the United States Information Agency 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY 

STRATEGIC PRINCIPLES 

1. Function of USIA | 

USIA is an instrument of U/S. foreign policy. It is employed in 
combination with the diplomatic, military, and economic instru- 
ments at the command of the U.S. Government, supporting their 
action and supported by their action. Its function is to affect the 
actions of governments of other countries by using communication 
techniques to influence effective public opinion within those coun- 
tries, in order to further the aims of U.S. foreign policy. 

2. Basic Authority | | 

The foreign information program derives its basic legislative au- 
thority from Public Law 402, which states: 

“The Congress hereby declares that the objectives of this Act are 
to enable the Government of the United States to promote a better 
understanding of the United States in other countries.” 

A directive issued by the President and the National Security 
Council, “Mission of the United States Information Agency”, 2 
states that the Agency shall be guided by the following definition 
of purpose: 

7 Under Secretary Smith replied on Mar. 12, thanking Streibert, assuring him 
that the paper had been “read with attention in the Department” and stressing its 
usefulness as a statement of principles governing overseas information activities. 
Smith added: “I was particularly interested in your development of the idea of 
economizing our information resources ‘to secure maximum advantage from the seg- 
ment of information we control’. This seems an intelligent estimate of the limita- | 
tions of USIA activities. Within this framework, I know you are doing everything 
possible to provide the tactical information support to major foreign policy develop- 
ments, regardless of their immediate bearing on East-West problems, which is so im- | 
portant to their implementation.” (103 USIA/3-154) 

2 NSC 165/1, Oct. 24, p. 1752.
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“The purpose of the U.S. Information Agency shall be to submit | | 
evidence to peoples of other nations by means of communication | 
techniques that the objectives and policies of the United States are | 
in harmony with and will advance their legitimate aspirations for 
freedom, progress and peace.” 

3. Public Role | 
The authoritative public statements cited define and govern the 

general purposes of the USIA, and prescribe its techniques and , 
broad content. They also provide, along with similar official state- 
ments, a public “masthead’’. The activities of the Agency must be : 

consistent with these avowed purposes. , | 

4. USIA as an Instrument of Political Warfare | | 

The hostile intentions of the leaders of the Soviet Union impose | 

upon the operations of the U.S. Information Agency a special char- | 

acter and special responsibilities. Although our publicly assigned | 

mission does not explicitly point to our role as a weapon of political | 

warfare, the current conflict of interests between the United States | 

and the Soviet Union, in which each seeks its aims by methods i 
other than the use of armed force, constitutes political warfare. 
The activities of USIA, as an instrument of national policy, must i 

be viewed in the light of this fact. ! 

5. Presentation of the U.S. and Its Policies : 

Our National Security Council directive stipulates that we carry 

out our general mission, in part, “By explaining and interpreting 

to foreign peoples the objectives and policies of the United States 

Government”, and “By delineating those important aspects of the | 

life and culture of the people of the United States which facilitate 

understanding of the policies and objectives of the Government of 

the United States”. | | 
In presenting U.S. policy, we must look to officially constituted 

- sources and authorized channels to provide that policy. Although 
we have a continuing duty to contribute to the formulation of U.S. 
foreign policy, in terms of information considerations, we cannot 

anticipate policy developments or promulgate U.S. policy and objec- 

tives on our own responsibility. Neither can we present to foreign 
audiences, in order to attract support, versions of U.S. policy so col- : 

ored by regional adaptation or diversities in emphasis that the in- | 

tegrity of our policies and their global consistency is called into | 

question. | | 
The important aspects of American life we present are selected | 

for a specific prescribed purpose. We are not required to present all ! 

facets of American life, nor is it our aim to create and foster an | 
orthodox official version of America, a fixed detailed stereotype, al- | 
though effective propaganda will require that we deliberately |
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| foster certain general assumptions about the U.S., and preserve an 
overall consistency. | Oo 

Appropriate subjects of information programs are those aspects 
of the U.S. which show its people sharing fundamental beliefs and 
basic values with the millions of men and women the U.S. is at- 
tempting to win to its side. Examples include belief in a deity, in 
individual and national freedom, in ownership of property and in 
human rights, in a peaceful world and the common humanity of 
men and nations compromising their differences and cooperating in 
the United Nations. The military strength of the U.S., its economic 
system, its standard of living, its technical development and pro- 
ductive capacity make fruitful and effective subjects of propaganda 
if presented without self-praise in ways which show U.S. capacity 
to resist aggression and to give powerful assistance in the creation 
of a peaceful world order. a 

The test is whether the information or interpretation regarding 
America which we supply will serve as evidence to other peoples 
that “the objectives and policies of the United States are in harmo- 
ny with and will advance their legitimate aspirations for freedom, 
progress, and peace’’—that we have common goals. 

6. USIA as a Government Organ | | 

The role assigned to the USIA creates major sources of effective- 
ness and imposes specific limitations. | 

USIA is an official and responsible spokesman for the Govern- 
ment of the United States. What we say and do gains thereby a 
certain automatic significance because it is received as an authori- 
tative and responsible reflection of official U.S. policy and views. 
We implicitly assert that we present only truthful material, and 
seek to create understanding on the basis of fact, not through dis- 
tortion, deception, or suppression. But our official nature means we 
cannot purport to be an independent purveyor of completely objec- 
tive information. Inevitably we will be viewed in some measure as 
special pleaders. | 

?. The Factual Approach 

USIA is required to rely primarily on presentation of evidence, 
adherence to fact, and creation of understanding. The USIA is thus 
barred from the purely manipulative approach of totalitarian prop- | 
aganda. It is deprived of the devices of convenient falsification, con- 

cealed omission, manufactured evidence, and spurious consistency 

which have been powerful weapons of expediency in totalitarian 
propaganda. It must instead depend upon convincing the minds | 

and emotions of those it reaches that the facts it presents are accu- 
rate and the interpretations it proffers are consonant with those 
facts. USIA, as an instrument of the Government, is committed to
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the proposition that it must be content with the facts, and the facts | 

will in the long run be the most effective arguments for our nation- 

al interest. | | | | | 

8. The Problem of Unfavorable Facts: Credibility vs. Policy | 

| Our commitment to the facts also commits us to reflecting some | 

inevitable unfavorable facts: aspects of our national life which | 
some in our audience find objectionable; apparent inconsistencies | 
in aspects of our foreign policies; and policies which may seem in- © | 
imical to the particular interests or views of certain nations or | 
groups. The occasional apparent conflict between preservation of | 

| our reputation for accuracy and objectivity on the one hand, and 
the need to avoid national self-embarrassment or to support certain 

national decisions on the other, is a working condition that will — 

| and should continue. USIA would destroy its effectiveness if it | 
either purported to provide all the facts, or visibly attempted to de- | 

| ceive world opinion about them. The conflict cannot be resolved fi- | 

nally and completely by any general principles or rigid criteria. | 
Two essential factors, however, must be taken into account. 

_ First: USIA is under no compulsion to provide all the facts, to dis- 
| seminate all the news, or to report events merely because they 
| command public attention. Second: USIA can take no action which 

would compromise its publicly-assigned role as a supplier to foreign 
public opinion of reliable evidence on U.S. foreign policy. 

As particular problems arise, they must be settled on the basis of 
the particular situation and our assigned mission; neither “protec- 

tion of our credibility” nor a particular policy aim is an absolute. A 
| decision must be made with the full spectrum of our national inter- 

ests in view, by those in the Agency who are responsible for ensur- 

ing that information activities are consonant with national policies. 

9. Tone: Propaganda and Counter-Propaganda . | 

We further seek to avoid the ready application of the propaganda | | 

label by the tone and character of our output. This means that we | 

avoid exaggeration, implausibility, and broad generalizations not | 
convincingly supported, as well as strident polemic, blatant self-jus- | 

tification and shrill invective. We must preserve constantly in our | 
output a general tenor of reasonableness, objectivity, and modera- | 
tion. Thus we also underline the difference between USIA and | 

what it stands for, and the propaganda of Soviet-Communism and 
other hostile forces. Our audiences’ awareness of this differentia- | 
tion is a long-run psychological gain that we cannot sacrifice for | 
the short-run satisfaction of answering like with like. We must | 
guard against the temptation constantly to answer blow-by-blow, | 
hostile propaganda. To do so would permit the USSR to control the | 
content and emphasis of our program. So far as possible, in fact, we |
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must avoid activity that is visibly and obviously counter-propagan- 
da—a conspicuous reaction to hostile propaganda stimulus. We do 
not seek to score propaganda “victories” for their own sake. 

This does not, of course, bar us from vigorous refutation of false- 
hoods or distortions of U.S. policies and objectives. These must be 
countered—in our own terms, on grounds of our own choosing, and 
in keeping with our general mission. And where a hostile element 
presents a psychological vulnerability or target, we can and should 
take every advantage of it if it advances our policies. 

Further reinforcing these considerations, we must maintain the 
tone and posture that befits an official agency of the U.S. Govern- 
ment. | , 

These restrictions are not intended to make USIA a simple color- 
less transmitter of official announcements. Dullness will not prove 
we have not been grinding an ax. We are no less engaged in propa- 
ganda because we are to minimize the propagandistic. Within the 
limits given, we must exercise our best imaginative resources and 
ingenuity, in order to give our message and activities emotional as 
well as reasonable appeal, and deepen and extend our impact by 
increased subtlety, control, and insight. — | 

10. Relations to U.S. Public Opinion _ | 

Our concern is with foreign audiences only. It may be part of our 
legitimate activity, however, to reflect or report domestic U-S. 
public opinion on international issues of importance to U.S. foreign 
policy, or on domestic issues of particular interest to foreign audi- 
ences, where reflecting or reporting such opinion advances the na- 
tional interest and is required by our information policy. However, 
official national policy is the source of our direction, not individual 
judgments of U.S. public opinion or current domestic U.S. atti- 

tudes. | 

11. The Limited Segment of Influence: Its Strategic Use 

USS. official foreign information programs constitute a very small 
segment of the total impact of the U.S. on foreign peoples and gov- 

ernments. The impact of the U.S. on other peoples is made by a 
vast number of sources largely beyond our control. This fact shapes 
our mission, and is part of the difference between the conduct of 

our political warfare and information activities, and the almost 
total propaganda and political warfare instruments at the disposal 

of Soviet power. 

To secure maximum advantage from the small segment of influ- 

ence we control, we must keep that fact constantly in mind, and 
direct our efforts with the utmost deliberateness, economy and pre- 

cision. We must:
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- (a) Secure the fullest possible coordination with other elements of | 
U.S. power in the field of foreign affairs. The direction taken by 
USIA must coincide with the general tendency and tenor of all | 
USS. official actions designed to influence public opinion abroad. 
Unless our program rests firmly on a basis of national action, and 
derives from and is consistent with national policy guiding other : 
arms of U.S. power, it becomes visibly “propaganda” by its very iso- 
lation, and ineffective through lack of supporting action. 

(b) Ensure that our resources are so deployed that areas and 
countries whose attitudes and actions are of greatest importance to. 
U.S. foreign policy objectives receive greatest emphasis in our ac- | 
tivities. Ensure also that our resources in any country are not dif- 

| fused but are concentrated on those audiences which can best 
| produce the actions desired. Our long-range interest must be con- | 

sidered as well as our short-term concern. At the same time, we | 
| must maintain certain minimum operations in order to demon- 
| > gtrate U.S. interest, or preserve audiences, facilities, or investments | 
| of past effort. | | 

(c) In allocating our resources, balance the political significance | 
of an area or country or audience-grouping against our capacity to | 

| influence it. Political significance of an area does not justify effort 
to reach audiences that cannot be made significantly responsive. | 
Similarly, the ready accessibility and responsiveness of an audience | 
does not in itself establish that audience as a primary target for us. | 
On particular occasions or issues we may wish to make what would 

| normally be uneconomical use of our resources to reach a difficult 
special audience. Or an available audience may for some operations 

| or issues present a target of opportunity which it would be wasteful 
to ignore. Such efforts must be the exceptions, however, each care- 

| fully weighed and judged on its merits in terms of policy goals. 
(d) Ensure that non-official, private channels for carrying the 

impact of the U.S. abroad are given fullest opportunity to cooper- 
ate in making that impact serve our purposes. This cooperation 
must be conducted under safeguards that will protect us from 
charges that private U.S. activities abroad are controlled or spon- 
sored by the Government and serve official propaganda purposes. 
The use of private channels and the ends to which they cooperate 
must be guided as fully as any of our activities by considerations of 
national policy. | 

(e) Employ to the fullest all intelligence and research resources 
related to our activities, increase their availability to us, and seek 
the largest measure of support and cooperation from them. | 

(f) Coordinate our activities with those of other free-world na- : 
tions and international organizations so far as this is politically de- 
sirable and practically expedient. This will promote both more eco- 
nomical and effective use of our own resources, and more consist- | 
ent, integrated, and maneuverable use of the resources of free- 
world propaganda. | 

: 
In addition, we are authorized to use certain materials and carry 

on certain operations without attribution to the United States Gov- | 

ernment. Such unacknowledged communication with foreign peo- | 

ples must scrupulously observe the limits and criteria established | 

|
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in the relevant official classified instructions and statements of 
policy. ) 

12. The Adversary | | 

Our political warfare opponent is not exclusively definable as 
either | | 

(a) The Soviet Union, or 
(b) World Communism. oe 

The conflict is not simply an opposition of two world powers, or a 

conflict of ideologies. The leaders of the totalitarian system in 
Russia—the leaders of the Communist party of the Soviet Union— 
effectively control two instruments. One is the world Communist 
movement, comprising the Communist Parties of other countries; 

the international and national Communist front organizations gov- 

erned and often created by the Communist Party of the Soviet 

Union. In a sense it also includes fellow-traveling individuals or 
groups who, from a variety of motives, serve as vehicles, support- 

ers, or even camouflagers of Soviet-Communist operations. | | 

The other instrument through which Soviet-Communism oper- 

ates is the administrative machine and the armed forces of the 
Soviet Union and its satellites. 

13. Soviet-Communist Political Warfare | 

If the USSR were controlled by an aggressive group seeking 
world domination, without Communism, it would be a menace still, 
but different in kind and degree, and our defense against it would 
correspondingly differ. If the world Communist movement were not 

the tool of an immense world power controlled by a group bent on 
world domination, it would remain a menace to the free world, but 

a menace to be met in different ways. What gives special character 

to the political warfare waged by the leaders of Soviet Communism 
is that it is conducted with the joint leverages of power politics and 

a comprehensive supranational ideology, in itself antagonistic to 
the free world. REESE 

The political warfare tactics of the Soviet Union’s leaders are: 

(a) To ensure their own freedom of action by controlling the po- 
litical outlook of the peoples of the Soviet orbit and the informa- 
tion that reaches them. 

(b) To keep the outside world as far as possible ignorant of the 
real conditions in a Communist state. 

(c) To influence the peoples of the free world over the heads of 
their governments, by all the resources of propaganda at its broad- 
est definition, and to build up the largest possible network of chan- | 
nels for bringing this influence to bear. 

(d) To maintain very large armed forces, thus permitting a per- 
manent threat of the use of force, and helping to produce a compli-
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ant and intimidated public opinion, as well as lower living stand- 
ards through increased armaments necessitated in countries 
threatened. — | Se , 

(e) To foment opposition to the consolidation of Western Europe, 
to further the belief that the economy of the European NATO area 
is threatened. by the requirements of NATO, and to intensify eco- © 
hotnic stresses in the area in order to disrupt the West’s defense 
effort. Coes | oe | : 

- (f) To exploit Asian and African nationalism, in order to gain 
allies and make economic, political and military difficulties for the 
Western powers. oe ) os | 

(g) To build up suspicion of and hostility to United States foreign 
| and domestic policies, in order to isolate the United States and dis- 

_ rupt any world-wide organized resistance to Soviet-Communist poli- 
cies. . . 

- (h) To intensify or create both divergencies among the non-Com- ! 
munist nations, and disunity and stresses within them. | | 

14. The Role of Communism oo 7 | | | 

The Kremlin’s political warfare seeks to use Communist parties | 
and front organizations to make non-Communist opinion subservi- 
ent to or acquiescent in the ends of Soviet policy. Its propagation of | 
Communist doctrine is designed to serve these ends. The Soviet 
Union can vary its ostensible policies toward other countries as ex- 
pedience dictates, and thus mask the threat it presents to them, | 

| while continuing to pursue its purposes through the apparatus of 

Communism. To do this, it must conceal the fact that Communism | 
| is in actuality the servant of the Soviet Union’s leaders and of | 

their ambition of world dominance. ! 

15. The Strategic Audience | 
The public opinion we seek to influence, in order to produce ! 

changes in the international conduct of the Soviet Union’s rulers, 4 
is not simply, or in present circumstances preponderantly, public | 
opinion within the Soviet Union or the Soviet Orbit. These audi- — 
ences are, of course, special and important elements in our strate- 
gy, and a primary concern of our radio operations. For the present, — 
however, a very important determinant of the success with which 
Soviet Communism can advance its policies is public opinion in the 
non-Soviet world, and particularly, public opinion among those who 
are not fully committed to opposition to Soviet Communism. This 

target includes those who do not recognize the danger presented to 
their interests by the imperialist expansive threat of Soviet Com- 
munism; who do not recognize that Communism is an instrument | 
wielded by the rulers of the Soviet Union to secure assent to or 
support for their aims; who consider that they can advance their 
interests by avoiding commitment to either side, and thus perhaps | 
secure advantages from both sides, or avoid the limitations and ob- 

i
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ligations that commitment would incur. The uncommitted also in- 

clude those who do not consider that either side is identified with 
their interests, or are attracted by a belief that “neutrality” affords 
a position allowing them to brake the conflict between Soviet Com- 
munism and the Western Powers. 

So long as the conflict between the free world and the leaders of 
Soviet Communism remains in the present phase of political war- 
fare, we are in competition with Soviet Communism primarily for 
the opinion of the free world. We are (especially) concerned with 

| the uncommitted, the wavering, the confused, the apathetic, or the 

doubtful within the free world. Insofar as Soviet Communism seeks 
its objectives by means short of direct use of armed force it must 
gain the effective acquiescence of non-Communist opinion to the ac- 
tions it takes or induces other governments to take in fields outside 

its own boundaries. It is in this arena that we can prevent further 

Communist advances, and thus induce its retreat. Communism 

cannot survive as a static system; deprived of the “victories” that 
nourish the myth of inevitable success, it must retreat. As that 
phase emerges, the strategic pattern of our political warfare can be 

expected to alter. 

_ 16. Propaganda Toward the Soviet Union 

| Our propaganda toward the Soviet Union is primarily straight, 

factual, unemotional news reporting, especially presenting a full 

exposition of U.S. actions and policies as they affect the USSR. 
This is supplemented by calm and reasoned commentary analyzing 
and interpreting important world developments and important 
U.S. policies and actions, and non-polemical materials correcting 

distortions and misconceptions about the U.S. The tone of our prop- 

aganda to the USSR is designed to be forthright, non-propagandist, 
and consonant with acceptance by the U.S. Government of official 
responsibility for this output. 

, We seek to demonstrate the peaceful and constructive nature of 
the policies of this Government, which are not opposed to the true 

and legitimate interests of the peoples of the USSR. We point out 
that the U.S. has no quarrel with the Russian peoples, but with the 
small hardened group of Kremlin leaders. We seek to show that 

the aggressive and reckless nature of Soviet policies, besides threat- | 

ening the security of the U.S., also in fact threatens the best inter- | 
ests of the Russian peoples. 

We preserve a distinction between the people of the USSR and 
the regime, and we avoid using material likely to offend any signif- 
icant section of our USSR audience on national or patriotic 
grounds. We show awareness of the historical and cultural back- 

‘grounds of the various national groups within the Soviet Union.
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17. Propaganda Toward the Satellites and the Baltic States | 

Toward these areas, where the Communist system has prevailed 
| for a relatively short time, where many retain a strong Western 

orientation, and memories of life free of Communism are still 

strong, we pursue a different course. Our propaganda here seeks: 

(a) To maintain hope and prevent demoralization under the 
weight of Soviet oppression, by evidencing continued free world 
concern for the peoples of these areas, emphasizing growing West- 
ern strength, reiterating our faith in their eventual liberation, and | 
illustrating our conviction that the Soviet-dominated system will | 

| not meet the test of history. | 7 
| ‘(b) To resist the inroads of Sovietization, by keeping before these — 

areas their national and religious traditions, and fostering knowl- 
| edge of free institutions. | 

(c) To provide reliable, accurate, and relatively full coverage of 
| developments in the U.S. and the free world, and accurate com- 

mentary on Communist activities in the satellites. 

| 18. Central Content | | 

The strategic use of the narrow segment of impact we control, 

and our limited resources, require that we carefully select the ma- 

terial which we bring to the attention of our audiences, and the de- | 

vices by which we seek to influence them. The content of our oper- | 
ations—our ‘‘message’—must serve our special political warfare | 

needs as well as our generalized long-term mission directly and | 

concurrently. We must concentrate our efforts and present this 
content with maximum consistency, continuity, and coherence, in 

order to achieve cumulative effect, avoid diffuseness, fragmenta- | 

tion, and confusion. | 

To these ends, a sharply limited number of Global Themes will | 

be developed and will provide the central and authoritative state- 

ment of our message for all areas and all media. These themes are | 

not intended to serve as slogans, to be proclaimed as our message, | 

or to be presented primarily as overt or explicit statements. They ! 

are statements of the views which we desire to see our audiences 

hold. In influencing them to hold these views we will most fre- : 

quently be effective largely through indirection, through allowing 

the inference to appear as the inevitable conclusion to which audi- | 

ences are impelled by their own interests, circumstances, and spe- 

cial characteristics. | | 

The first of these themes, Global Theme I, follows. As additional | 

themes are authorized, standing themes may be modified or with- | 

drawn, or given different priorities. | 

|
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GLOBALTHEMEI ~—>- 

1. Purpose | fee 

To set a single, dominant propaganda line, globally applicable, of 
continuing long-range importance, capable of development by all 

U.S. information resources, in order to give greater consistency, 

continuity, and cumulative effect to U.S. information efforts. 

2. Theme | | | 

Unite the free world in order to reduce the Communist threat 
without war. | | 

(In his State of the Union address, January 7, 1954, 3 President 
Eisenhower said: “In the unity of the free world lies our best 
chance to reduce the Communist threat without war.) 

3. Objectives 

a. To consolidate, extend, and strengthen the free world alliance. 
b. To create in the minds of our audience acceptance of the con- 

cept that the free peoples and nations are united by basic common 
interests; to convince them that these interests and those of the 
U.S. correspond; and to secure the greatest possible identification 
of the interests of important individuals, groups, and peoples with 

the free world-community. | 
c. To counter Soviet-Communist efforts to destroy free world 

unity by fostering or creating divergencies, by fomenting internal 

political, economic, and social disunity among free world peoples, 

and by disrupting the progress and functioning of free world in- 

struments of cooperation. 

4. Related Lines 

In promoting and supporting a free world-community, the follow- 
ing concepts contribute to the objective: | 

a. Soviet--CCommunism is hostile to the interests, aspirations, 
values, and security of the free world-community. 

b. The free world-community must act together to defend and ad- 
vance those interests which unite it. | 

c. The policies and actions of the U.S. are in the legitimate inter- 
ests of the free world-community. | , 

d. The true interests of the enslaved peoples within the Soviet 
Orbit are identified with the interests and aspirations of the free 
world-community. 

e. Free world unity is a fruitful association sharing the advances 
men and nations achieve in freedom. 

). Lines of Development and Exploitation 

In our exploitation of this theme, we 

3 Printed in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisen- 
hower, 1954, pp. 6-23.
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a. Encourage cooperation and collaboration with spheres in har- 
| mony with U.S. major interests such as regional defense groupings, 
| - regional or international economic organizations, and UN. —— 

b. Secure a solidarity in the free world based on a sense of posi- 
tive shared goals rather than on fear ofthe USSR. its” 

c. Present “East” and “West”, or Asia and Europe, as 
interdependent parts of a whole united in basic interests, to avoid | 
the danger of a two-front psychological war. = © 2 

d. Develop a psychological entity with which significant groups 
and individuals can more readily identify their interests (e.g., free 
labor, the professions, etc.). - ree 

e. Present the United States not as the leader of an anti-Soviet 
| alliance but as identified with the positive and basic interests of 

free peoples everywhere (including the voiceless peoples behind the 
Iron Curtain) by emphasizing U.S. responsibilities within the free 
world-community. This meets the psychological problem of how to 
present U.S. leadership without irritating sovereign peoples. | 

| f. Counteract the contention that the dominant political fact in 
the world is the US-USSR confrontation and conflict, by encourag- 
ing the idea that the solution of free world problems and the cre- 

| ation of free world strength are vital concerns of free people in 
their own terms and interest, rather than aspects of U.S. policy, or 
derivatives of Soviet ambitions which many in our audience may 
feel are remote from their interests. | | 

g. Foster the concept of “free world opinion”, as a psychological 
weapon, both to strengthen the bonds of common cause in the free | 
world, and to isolate the Soviet-Communist regime morally and 
psychologically. | | | 

h. Prevent the growth of neutralist and third-force sentiment, by 
implicitly including all uncommitted areas and groupings, and by 
identifying their legitimate interests with the free world entity. 

A/MS files, lot 54 D 291, USIA-Cultural Study: Circular aitgram — : 

The Director of the United States Information Agency (Streibert) to 
| : All USIS Posts 3 | Os | 

No.: USIA CA-8 WASHINGTON, July 6, 1954. | 
Subject: Cultural Program he , 

Because of the fundamental importance and lasting quality of 
| cultural relations I have been firmly convinced that this side of the 

Agency’s work must be strengthened, and strengthened in a practi- 

cal way which will achieve results. My recent trip to South Asia | 
and the Far East has reemphasized this conviction. We must devel- | 
op an understanding and appreciation of the culture of our people, 
as a people. A realization of American cultural achievement and | 
aspirations can influence political attitudes and actions. ae | 

1 The source text is an unsigned typed copy on which drafting information is not | 

indicated. | | |
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In the past the Soviets have fanned the suspicion that the United | 
States is a nation of materialists interested primarily in mass pro- 
duction products, that we have no culture, and for this reason 

cannot be trusted with political leadership. We must seek to over- 
come this suspicion. 

We are now observing, too, an immense effort by the Soviets in 

the cultural field. They are spending vast sums of money in a “cul- 
tural offensive’ to send their ballet and theater on tour, to finance 
the trips of Soviet artists to many countries (particularly in the 

Near and Far East where the culture of the West is comparatively 
little known or is regarded as part of the European colonialism of 
the past century) and to engage in a variety of other undertakings 
with a cultural impact. | 

Our own cultural work must be carried forward in the spirit of 

paragraph 2 d of the statement of basic mission established by the 

President on October 22, 1953. 2 This stated that the purpose of the 

Agency should be carried out, in part, “by delineating those impor- 
tant aspects of the life and culture of the people of the United 

States which facilitate understanding of the policies and objectives _ 
of the Government of the United States’. 

It is important to note that, in accordance with this mandate, we 

are interested in portraying the culture of the people of the United 
States—not the culture of an elite or an intelligentsia. 

Too often in the past a cultural program has been thought of as 

something which is conducted by cultural officers, almost complete- 

ly separate from anything else we do. The cultural heritage of our 

people, however, must be and necessarily is reflected in innumera- 
ble actions of our Government and of our Agency, and all program 
activities should be planned in this knowledge. 

The job I am asking our Agency to carry out will cut across all of 
our work and all elements of the Agency. I hope we will be able to 

get outstanding people to further these programs in our posts 

abroad. We will also make a determined effort to secure maximum 

utilization of the cultural resources already available through foun- 
dations, universities, museums, and the like. We will establish 

closer contact with the leader grants exchange of persons program 
in the Department of State. 

To work out the programming of the Agency in this endeavor, we 
are creating a new function, that of Cultural Affairs Adviser in the 

Office of Policy and Programs. To this post we have appointed Dr. 
Jacob Canter, now Public Affairs Officer in Havana. In order to get 
the benefit of long experience and acquaintance in this field, we | 

have obtained the services, as a consultant, of Dr. Guy Snaveley, 

2 Reference is to NSC 165/1, Oct. 24, 1953, p. 1752.
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who is now retiring as President of the Association of American 

Colleges and Universities. 

We cannot spend millions of dollars, as the Soviets are doing, to 
finance and publicize trips of our most famous artists. But we cer- 
tainly can create an awareness abroad of the long cultural heritage 
of the United States, growing out of the European tradition and 
contributing something more to it, a heritage which is worthy of | 

our role in the world today. The help and ideas of our staff here 
and abroad are needed toward this end. 
We shall require time to develop a set of working instructions in 

this field, but I should like to make one point clear now. Culture is 

a broad term which encompasses not only scholarly and artistic 
| fields but all significant manifestations and aspirations of the spirit 

of America, from athletics to political oratory. The cultural pro- 
gram is not the exclusive concern of the cultural officers, although 
they have certain essential responsibilities, but it should be an in- | 
tegral part of all our efforts and activities. 

STREIBERT 

511.00/7-2354 

The United States Representative at the United Nations (Lodge) to 
_the Secretary of State 

‘PERSONAL New York, July 23, 1954. 

DEAR Foster: Herewith my suggestions, submitted in accordance 

with the President’s request at the last Cabinet meeting, for U.S. 
exhibits abroad: | 

1. Best of U.S. industrial products. . | 
2. Exhibits showing U.S. excellence in science, notably medical. 
8. Quality music, such as Boston Symphony, New York Philhar- 

monic. American opera singers, pianists, violinists, ballet dancers, 
evc. | | 

4, Paintings, sculptures (this last can be troublesome at home). 

All must be skillfully keyed to the taste of the country in which 
shown. There must be no vulgarity—no matter how funny or clever 
or interesting the program which contains such vulgarity may be. I 

would even avoid jazz music, acrobats, and the Fred Waring type of 
thing at first and later work it in only as a part of a fairly high- 
brow program. | 

Action along this line is vital and it should be done in a hurry. 
Faithfully yours, 

—_ HENrRy Casot LODGE, JR.
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511.00/7-2354 Ce on 

The President to the President of the Senate } 

[WASHINGTON,] July 27, 1954. 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration 
of the Congress a proposed supplemental appropriation for the 

fiscal year 1955 in the amount of $5,000,000 for Funds Appropri- 
ated to the President, as follows: | a 

Funds Appropriated to the President | 

For expenses necessary to enable the President to take such 
measures as he deems appropriate to meet extraordinary or unusu- 
al circumstances arising in the international affairs of the Govern- 
ment, $5,000,000 to remain available until expended for use in the 
President’s discretion and without regard to such provisions of law 
as he may specify: Provided, That the President shall transmit to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and of the House 
of Representatives, not less often than quarterly, a full report of 
expenditures under this appropriation. 

No existing program or appropriation is available to meet the 

numerous unforeseen and unexpected contingencies, both great 

and small, which arise constantly in the day-to-day conduct of the 
international affairs of the Government. The small emergency fund 
which has been provided for the President in connection with na- 

tional interest, security or defense is inappropriate for dealing with 
many situations which, although highly important, do not come 

within the purview of this fund. 

An example is the participation in international trade fairs. Fre- 

quently a need arises for coordination by the Federal Government 
to insure that the exhibits of American business firms do not lose 
their national identification through association only with local dis- 
tributors and agents. In 1954 there will be about 75 international 
trade fairs of particular significance and size. We would not expect 

to take part in all of these, but during the next twelve months the 
really important hard core of about 30 do constitute a valuable 
spring board for promoting a wider understanding of American 

products and our private enterprise system. : 

In the cultural and artistic fields as well we need greater re- 
sources to assist and encourage private musical, dramatic and 

other cultural groups to go forth and demonstrate that America too 

can lay claim to high cultural and artistic accomplishments. The 
enthusiasm with which this type of cultural offering is received 
abroad is demonstrated by the fabulous success of Porgy and Bess, 

1A notation on the source text reads: “Estimate No. 82 83rd Congress-2nd Ses- 
sion”.
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playing to capacity houses in an extended tour of the free countries 
of Europe. The contribution which such presentations make toward 
a better understanding of America can scarcely be exaggerated. I 

consider it essential that we take immediate and vigorous action to 

demonstrate the superiority of the products and cultural values of © 
our system of free enterprise. | | 

Just as it is impossible to anticipate the precise purposes for 
which the proposed appropriation would be used, so it is impossible 
to make an accurate estimate of the exact amount necessary to 

| carry out those purposes. For this reason, the amount herein re- 
| quested is not limited to a particular period, but would remain 

available so long as necessary to meet unforeseen and unanticipat- 
ed needs. The Congress could, of course, at any time rescind any 

portion of the appropriation which remained unused. | | 
In requesting the Congress to provide broad authority of this | 

nature, I believe that the Congress will want to be kept informed of 
the precise uses to which these funds will be put. Accordingly, the 

proposed appropriation language would provide that full reports of 

expenditures be made quarterly to the respective committees on 
appropriations of the two Houses. | - 

I trust that the Congress will give most careful consideration to 

the proposed appropriation. __ | | 
Respectfully yours, 

| oe -_Dwicut D. EIsENHOWER 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5430 : 

| Report to the National Security Council ' | 7 

| [Extract] a oe | 
. . [ 

TOP SECRET | -[WasHInGcToNn, August 18, 1954.] 
NSC 5430 oe eee | 
STATUS OF UNITED STATES PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AS OF 

| | June 30,1954 eee : 

1 For information on this report as a whole, see the editorial note, p. 632. Part 7, — / 

printed here, was actually dated Aug. 12, 1954, but was circulated with certain 
other sections of NSC 5430 under one cover on Aug. 18, 1954. 

i 

!
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Part 7—Tue USIA Program 

January 1, 1954, Through June 30, 1954 | 

Prepared by the United States Information Agency 

[Here follows a short table of contents.] 

I. SUMMARY OF USIA OPERATIONS 

With its representatives now attending meetings of the NSC 
Planning Board and meetings of the Operations Coordinating 
Board and its working groups, the Agency, during the last six 

months, has been better enabled to intensify its efforts to adapt its 

policies and programs to the mission assigned to it under its year- 
old charter within the NSC area. Organizational and program 
plans covered in the Agency’s NSC 5407 report 2 under the head- 
ings of Mission, Information Policy and Programs, and Reorganiza- 

tion and Reprogramming, have been carried out and need not, 

therefore, be covered here. | 

The Agency’s task varies from area to area in response to area 

problems. Most area problems, whether in Europe, Asia or else- 

where, call for an application, in one way or another, of the Agen- 

cy’s central theme: “Unite the Free World in order to reduce the 
communist threat without war.” There is, of course, a corollary to 

this: “Expose Red Colonialism—the Communist conspiracy as a for- 
eign force directed from Moscow or Peiping for expansionist pur- 
poses.” 

One specific world-wide application of these two themes has been 
the compilation of two Shelves of Basic Books, one on Democracy 

(33 books with emphasis on its manifestations in the United 
States), the other on Communism (54 books subjecting that move- 

ment to analysis and sober, factual questioning). These two shelves 

have been shipped to all USIA libraries throughout the world. In 

addition, preparation of three basic books on Democracy, Commu- 

nism and the American Economic System is well advanced. These 
shelves of basic books and these single basic books are evidence of 
the Agency’s determination to engage not in a multiplicity, but in 
a unity, of theme-approaches. Every wire story, every feature arti- 

cle, photograph, exhibit, film and broadcast sponsored by the 

Agency is now, with due adaptation to the character of local audi- 

ences and local issues, closely related to these theme-approaches. 

Western Europe: With budgets and staffs reduced from the 1953 

level, USIA now concentrates greater effort toward influencing 

leaders who are judged capable of influencing, in turn, that mass 

2 Regarding NSC 5407, “Status of United States Programs for National Security 
as of December 31, 1953”, see the editorial note, p. 633.
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audienc
e 

which, because
 

of limited funds, the Agency cannot regu- | 
larly reach directly.

 
One type of leader intensiv

ely 
cultivat

ed 
by 

USIA represen
tatives 

in the area consists of publisher
s, 

editors and 

writers.
 
Anothe

r 
type is the preside

nt, 
chairm

an 
or executi

ve 
secre- 

tary of a private organiz
ation 

which has either a sizeable
 
member-

 

ship or a potentia
lly 

sizeable
 
audience

. 
Through

 
such people, USIA 

has sought to combat neutralis
m, 

the blandish
ments 

of the USSR 

in the matter of East-Wes
t 

trade, and the indecisiv
eness 

of France 

and Italy in the matter of EDC. It has also sought to expound
 

U.S.. 

foreign
 

policy in general
, 

to promot
e 

greater
 

support
 

for NATO, 

and to publiciz
e 

Preside
nt 

Eisenho
wer’s 

offer to pool atomic energy 

products
 

for peaceful
 

uses. On this last theme, the Agency opened 

in Rome an Atomic Energy Exhibit which is already attracti
ng 

not 
| only an elite audienc

e 
but a general one. Now touring other cities 

in Italy, it will also be shown in other countrie
s 

in Europe.
 

| 
Soviet Orbit: To the Soviet Union itself, the Agency

 
has contin-.

 

ued, under establis
hed 

NSC directiv
es, 

to broadca
st 

(1) detailed
 

ex- 

position
s 

of U.S. policy and its peaceful
 

objectiv
es 

and (2) expres- 

sions of the sympat
hy 

which the Americ
an 

people feel for the aver- 

age Soviet citizen.
 

Soviet develo
pments

 
exploit

ed 
during the period 

under review were (1) the first anniver
sary 

of Stalin’s death and (2) ; 
the crisis in Soviet agricult

ure. 
_ 

| To the Soviet Satellit
es 

of Eastern
 

Europe,
 

broadca
sts 

have con- 

tinued to encoura
ge 

(1) popular
 

resistan
ce 

to Soviet consolid
ation 

| 
and (2) faith in eventua

l 
liberat

ion 
from Soviet control.

 
Develop

- 

ments which were special
ly 

exploit
ed 

were (1) the hearing
s 

of the 

Kersten
 

Commit
tee 

on the Soviet takeove
r 

of Latvia,
 

Lithuan
ia 

| 

| and Estonia,
 

(2) stories about escapees
 

from the Iron Curtain,
 

and 

(3) account
s 

of how escapees
 
have been resettle

d 
in the Free World. 

To Commun
ist 

China, the themes
 

most often broadca
st 

have | 

been (1) the friendsh
ip 

of the America
n 

people for the Chinese 

people themsel
ves, 

(2) the undemo
cratic

 
nature of the Commun

ist 
| 

, Party’s draft constitu
tion, 

(3) the violence
 

of the Party’s economi
c 

| 
measur

es, 
(4) the frequen

t 
subserv

ience 
of the Party’s

 
higher com- 

mand to the Kremlin,
 

and (5) the shipment
s 

of Chinese food to : 
Russia,

 
a country

 
traditi

onally 
distrus

ted 
by the Chinese

 
people. | 

Near East, South Asia and Africa:
 

Followi
ng 

Vice Preside
nt 

Nixon’s
 

visit to the Far and Near East in late 1953, the Agency co- | 
operate

d 
with the OCB in steps to increas

e 
the number

 
of US. | 

books in this part of the world, where Soviet-
produce

d 
publica

tions 
| 

‘are many and cheap. it has coopera
ted 

with the Depart
ment 

of | 

State and the Central Intellig
ence 

Agency in prepara
tions 

for a : 
spectac

ular 
U.S. cinera

ma 
exhibit,

 
to compet

e 
for prestig

e 
with an | 

exhibit
 
expecte

d 
to be set up by Russia at the interna

tional 
fair to | 

be held in Damasc
us 

this coming
 
Septem

ber. 
In the NEA areas, as |
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in other parts of the world, the Soviets have been using fairs as a 
means of disseminating propaganda and impressing the audience 
with the wonders of life in the Soviet Union. The Agency has also 
carried on educational publicity for the UN-sponsored plan, repre- 
sented by Ambassador Eric Johnston, ? for unified Jordan-Israel 
development of the Jordan Valley. It has obtained wide coverage 
among Arabs and Israelis for Assistant Secretary of State 
Byroade’s declarations of U.S. impartiality vis-a-vis those two sensi- 
tive peoples. It has directed to the Government of Iran, which has 
re-directed it to the Iranian populace, extensive propaganda in 
favor of an oil settlement in that country. In Pakistan, it has ob- 
tained wide coverage for the U.S. purposes behind military assist- 

ance extended there. It has been directly responsible for the reaffi- 
liation, away from Communism, of the Gold Coast Trade Union 

Congress with the ICFTU. And throughout the Near East, South 

Asia and Africa it has exploited the Supreme Court decision on 
racial segregation. | . | 

Far East: Here, as in the Near East, following Vice President 
Nixon’s recommendation that the U.S. compete more actively with 
the Soviet in the field of publications, the Agency expanded its 
book presentation program. Increased attention was also given to 

discrediting Red China among the Overseas Chinese and to featur- 

ing the achievements of Free China. In Japan, the program was | 
aimed mainly at countering heavy anti-American Communist prop- 
aganda. In Korea, the emphasis shifted from the armistice and 

prisoner-of-war issues to U.S. and UN reconstruction. In Thailand, 

a comprehensive program of educating the people on the nature of 
the Communist menace was inaugurated, with Ambassador Dono- 

van, * in effect, playing the leading role for USIA and members of 

the Thai Government publicly supporting him. 

Because of a great degree of illiteracy in the Far East, and be- 

cause of limited funds, concentration of program efforts was mainly 

on influential leaders. The non-colonial nature of U.S. foreign 

policy and the expansionist nature of Soviet and Red Chinese ag- 

gression were themes which were continuously stressed. 

American Republics: As tensions increased between Latin Amer- 
ica and the U.S., and as Soviet propaganda was stepped up in most 
of the area, the Agency acted promptly to divert resources on two 

crucial occasions: the Caracas Conference and the revolt in Guate- 

| mala. Agency activities centering around the Conference, and’ 
during the period preceding the revolt, succeeded in getting into 

’ Eric A. Johnston, Special Representative of the President with personal rank of 
Ambassador. | 

4 William J. Donovan, Ambassador in Thailand.
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many Latin American communications media the story of Commu- | | 

nism as an international conspiracy. 7 an oy 
Coincidental with the effort directed against Communist penetra- 

tion in the hemisphere, the Agency expanded and emphasized the 
economic content of its program in accordance with the report of. 
Dr. Milton Eisenhower. | Hyhby 0s one ot 

| High priority attention was given to the five Central American 
countries and Panama. Among the measures taken to strengthen 

the Agency’s effort in those six countries was the establishment of 
a subregional arrangement whereby the small countries could draw i 

| upon the large facilities (both USIS and commercial) in Mexico 

| Moves to improve the operation in the Caribbean area included 
| the establishment of an office in Trinidad, with responsibilities in- | 

volving British Guiana, and the strengthening of the program for 
the French West Indies and French Guiana, based in Martinique, 
where in the last election the Communists polled 41% of the vote. | 

Domestic: Preparations for the transfer of the “Voice of Amer- — 
ica’ from New York to Washington are under way. Elaborate cir- 

— cuits and electronic equipment are being installed in the Health, 

Education and Welfare Building, and arrangements have been 
made for increasing the volume of commercial news-service intake 

at 1778 Pennsylvania Avenue, where the editorial room of the 
“Voice” will be located. 7 

IL. AMPLIFICATION OF SUMMARY 

Although the area programs and activities just summarized were 

budgeted in advance as carefully as possible, the fluid nature of 

events compelled the Agency to divert funds from important 

projects to others considered even more important. Under these di- 

versions of funds more than two million dollars were allocated to 
the following projects: | oS a 

1. Program Expansion in S.E. Asia..... $820,000 : 
The countries covered by this project were Vietnam, Cambodia, 

Laos, Thailand and Burma. The theme was—and continues to be: 
“Resist Communism.” Provision was made for documentary films, 
newsreels, photo displays, radio programs and pamphlets. | 

2. Atoms for Progress and Peace... . . $500,000 
This project covered the production of two films, four mobile ex- 

hibits, two stationary exhibits, 200 exhibit panels, and pamphlets 

for distribution in connection with the exhibits and the films. The 
exhibits and the films will be useful for months and years hence | 
and will be routed throughout all areas to reach mass audiences. | 

3. Expanded Latin American Programs ... . . $340,000



1782 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

These funds were used to strengthen the program in critical 
areas. Activities included the financing of special service operations 

in the Caribbean and for the Central American countries, in- 

creased emphasis on economic information programs as recom- 

mended by Dr. Milton Eisenhower, and support for increased ac- 
tivities to meet the situation created by the crisis in Guatemala. 

4, Special Book Program in Asia... .. $325,000 

“Jndertaken as a result of Vice President Nixon’s survey of the 
area. The funds have gone into an expansion of the USIA book pro- 
gram in the Near and Far East, where Soviet activity in the field 
of publications is immense. | 

5. Doctrinal Program... . . $140,000 

Aimed at both qualitative and quantitative improvement in the 

Agency’s approach to the leader audience. The funds will make 
possible the publication of 100,000 copies each of 2 basic books: 

“What Do You Know About Democracy?” and “What Do You 
Know About Communism?” | 

6. Guatemalan Crisis... . .——— | | 

Actual expenses of the Agency’s coverage of the crisis have not 
been estimated. Some people were shifted on temporary detail from 

New York to Washington; others were ordered from Latin America 
to the United States. For a time, almost all of the resources of the 

American Republics operation of the Agency were used in this — 

effort. | 

7. Program Expansion in Indonesia... . . $20,000 
In erder to reach certain literate, energetic and influential 

people in this neutralist country, two Reading Rooms were opened, 

one in Sumatra and one in Celebes, for the distribution of pam- 

phlets, magazines and leaflets. 

A. Western Europe | 

1. In this area, which includes Scandinavia, the UK and the 

Commonwealth in addition to the Western European continent, a 
major theme was to promote greater support for collective security 

and for economic and political integration. Since progress in these 
fields depends primarily on European rather than American initia- 
tive, the USIS missions in this area stepped up the “indirect” ap- 
proach of encouraging and assisting indigenous groups and individ- © 

uals willing to work on behalf of these policy objectives. 
2. In Denmark, for instance, a widely-distributed publication pro- 

moting support for NATO and pegged to NATO’s Fifth Anniversa- 
ry was prepared by a Danish organization in collaboration with the 
USIS staff in Copenhagen. The publication was so well regarded 

| that the Danish Government called it to the attention of elements 
of the U.S. Department of State which were not familiar with the



| | 

| FOREIGN INFORMATION PROGRAM 1783 | 

project. Equally impressed, the Department of State drew it to the - 
attention of USIA, with the suggestion that the Agency might wish 
“to utilize it in some way.” A project maintained throughout as an 
indigenous operation had come full-circle. | ; 

3. Meanwhile, in France, USIS planned a series of ceremonies | 

and projects commemorating the Tenth Anniversary of the Libera- 
tion of France by the U.S. and other allied forces under the leader- 
ship of General Eisenhower. The series was inaugurated on the 
Normandy beaches on June 5, when Ambassador Henry Cabot 
Lodge, on behalf of President Eisenhower, presented a flaming | 

| Torch of Freedom as a symbol of friendship between France and 
| the United States. Publicity on this entire project—designed to em- | 

phasize the need for combined effort in the face of aggressive 
intent by a common enemy—will continue throughout the summer | 
and autumn of 1954. Also in France, USIS was instrumental in the 
publication of a book, written by a well-known, retired French | 

army general, designed to promote French support for EDC. 
4. As a follow-up to the Four Power Foreign Ministers Confer- 

ence in Berlin last February, the Agency prepared a pamphlet | 
using the Soviet delegates’ own statements to demonstrate the fal- 
sity of Moscow’s professions of peace and its determination to 
pursue its plans for world domination. Distribution of this pam- 

phlet included other areas of the world in addition to Europe. | 
5. Another problem which received increasing attention was the 

need for greater Franco-German rapprochement as the answer to 
one of the major factors which continues to adversely affect U.S. 
policy objectives in the European area. 

6. In Italy, one of the Agency’s major efforts was the atomic ! 
energy exhibit mentioned earlier in this report. Its aim was to con- 

vince the Italian people of the economic benefits that could be de- ! 
rived from a world-wide adoption of President Eisenhower’s propos- 

als for putting the atom to work for peaceful purposes and to show 

them how Soviet obstructionism in this matter is frustrating eco- | 
nomic betterment. _ : oe i 

7. In Spain, USIS took advantage of its additional responsibilities 

and opportunities growing out of the signing of the base agree- 

ment. With preparation of these military bases progressing steadily | 
and with increasing numbers of Americans going to Spain on busi- 

ness or for pleasure, Spanish people have been showing a greater 
interest than ever in the United States. By increasing its programs 
of lectures, photograph exhibits, film showings, and cultural activi- 
ties, the Agency has attempted to turn this additional curiosity to | 

advantage. | | | | 
As one example, it has undertaken a radio program, “Bob y 

Maria”, which is somewhat unique in the field of USIS activities
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abroad. A young American husband, “Bob”, and his Spanish wife, 
“Maria”, travel throughout the United States, during which time 
Bob teaches her English as a device to describe significant aspects 
of American way of life, institutions and policies. Broadcast over 
the Spanish national network and five other stations, the program 
consists of three series of twelve English lessons each. So far 
135,700 requests have been received for the three USIS pamphlet 
word-lists and grammar rules which are offered in connection with 

| the lessons. Thousands of letters have been received without one 
adverse comment. Each letter writer receives a reply. Analyses dis- 
close that 74% of the listeners are male, 26% female, with the ma- 
jority in the medium educational level and the clerical-business 
category. The response has been such as to realize USIS objectives 
in five months and to enable new objectives to be attained by ex- 
pansion of the basic program. Ten additional Spanish stations have | 
requested broadcast rights. | | 

8. In Great Britain, the Agency’s London staff concentrated fur- 
ther on personal contacts with publishers and molders of opinion in 
a stepped-up effort to increase understanding of U.S. policies and 
minimize U.S.-UK differences on certain foreign policies. 

9. In Finland, Norway and Sweden, some program emphasis was 
shifted to the northern areas, where backward economic conditions 
and inadequate communications with the Western World have in- 
vited increasing Soviet propaganda activity. = 

10. With regard to Switzerland, the Agency completed plans for 
reopening its Bern office at the request of the U.S. Embassy. The 
office fills an urgent need to work in close contact with the inter- 

nationally influential Swiss press and counter growing Communist 

efforts in that field. | 

B. Soviet Orbit oo | | 

The themes broadcast to this area have been covered in the Sum- 
mary above. Seventy-five percent of the total programming of the 

“Voice of America” is beamed at the USSR, the Eastern European | 
satellites and Red China. Local jamming continued to a consider- __ 
able degree in the large urban centers of the USSR and to a lesser _ 

| degree in the satellites. Evidence indicates that passable reception | 

of the VOA is fairly commonplace in rural areas. In these areas, 
factual broadcasts on the Soviet agricultural crisis, of which the 

peasants are so aware, strengthen the VOA’s claims to reliability. 

A daily additional 30-minute Russian language broadcast to the 
Far East was undertaken on the Berlin and Geneva Conferences. 
Also, at the beginning of the Geneva Conference, a 15-minute 

period daily was added to the Mandarin, Cantonese and Amoy lan- 
; guage services and also to the broadcasts to North Korea. |
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Of concern to USIA at the end of fiscal 1954 is the success of the 
Chinese Communist regime in instilling a sense of the regime’s per- 
manance among Chinese people and a pride in its rising interna- | 

| tional prestige. This undoubtedly cancels out a measure of the 
effect of the growing disillusionment with Communism that so far | 
has been felt in China. | as : : 

There is, however, one continuing and tragic situation which, by | 
way of countering the regime’s prestige, the Agency has been able | 
to exploit: food problems in the USSR, food problems in China— | 
and Chinese food, nevertheless, being shipped to the USSR regular- 

| ly. In exploiting this situation, the Agency is always careful, while 
condemning Red officials, not to gloat. Sympathy with the average 
Chinese man, woman and child is always expressed. 

C. Near East, South Asia and Africa i cg RE 

1. A challenge emanating from the military aid program in Paki- | 
stan arose across the border in India. Fortunately, the uproar of 

- protest in that country reached a crescendo while the aid program 
was still in the rumor stage; it had largely spent itself before the | | 
aid agreement was actually signed. Nevertheless, USIA planned in 

advance a major campaign to assure the Indians that the aid was 
not directed against India and to explain the philosophy of collec- 
tive Free World strength as a guarantee of peace. While the Indi- 
ans continue to harbor a serious and deep resentment over the | 
issue, the fact that India did not react more strongly against the 
American action may be attributed in part to the Agency’s thor- 

ough treatment of the subject. 
| 2. In early 1954, USIA undertook a campaign (1) to persuade the 

Arabs to regard favorably the granting of military aid to Iraq by _ 
the U.S. and (2) to spread knowledge among the Israelis of Ameri- 

can reasons for doing so. Through unattributed materials and 

cross-reported comment on the indigenous nature of the Turkish- 

Pakistan pact and its being a deterrent to Soviet aggression, Iraq’s 
eventual participation in the pact was prepared for. Reaction in 
the Arab world has been more favorable than was expected, and 
while Israel has been critical, U.S. motives have been made plain. 

3. Throughout the NEA area, USIA exploited to the fullest the 

anti-segregation decision of the U.S. Supreme Court, but this deci- 

sion was of especially far-reaching importance in Africa and India. 

In Africa, for example, the decision is regarded as the greatest | 
event since the Emancipation Proclamation, and it removes from 
Communist hands the most effective anti-American weapon they 
had in Black Africa. Articles on the decision were placed by the 
Agency in almost every African publication, and its post in Accra 

published a special edition of the American Outlook for distribution 

| [
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in British West Africa and Liberia. Throughout NEA, the initial 
effort is being followed up with reports of how the decision is being 
put into effect. | os | 

4. In supporting the Jordan Valley project, the Agency over the 
“Voice of America,” broadcast a series of talks in Arabic on the 
history, geography and possibilities of the Valley. The scripts were 
later made available for magazine articles. Pamphlets in Arabic 
were published by USIA’s Near East Regional Service Center in 
Beirut. Ambassador Johnston was encouraged to make several 
speeches on the subject in the U.S.; these were then transmitted to _ 
the area by Agency press and radio services. Motion pictures of 
hydro-electric and irrigation projects in the U.S. were shown to 
government leaders, agricultural experts and engineers. By June, 
1954, when Mr. Johnston made his second visit to the area, the cli- 
mate of opinion on the issue, among both Arabs and Israelis, had 
notably improved over that which existed at the time of his first 
visit in October, 1953. 

Iran listenership to the Persian program of the “Voice of Amer- 
ica” has risen, judging from a tremendous increase in “fan mail”. 
A significantly large proportion of these letters came from the 
leadership group within the country. 

6. In Africa, the reaffiliation of the Gold Coast Trade Union Con- 
gress with ICFTU and away from Communist influence was pri- 
marily the result of USIA educational labor lectures and film 
showings. Prime Minister Nkrumah’s®* historic anti-Communist 
policy statement was nurtured by a USIA staff member and, in 
part, drafted by him. : 

D. Far East 7 
1. In Thailand, the program for anti-Communist indoctrination of 

the whole national structure began in Bangkok with an impressive _ 
and fully-documented exhibit exposing Communism’s record of 
crimes in Asia and Europe. The exhibit, part of a national police 
fair attended by an estimated 180,000 persons, was sponsored by 
the police and was unattributed to USIS. Besides being the first 
major undertaking of the psychological offensive, it represented the 
strong public position of. the government against Communism, leav- 
ing no doubt in the public mind that the Government had made an 
all-out commitment in the anti-Communist fight. 

_ The intensive indoctrination of the government apparatus began 
in mid-May when 28 senior officials representing all Thai minis- 
tries and administrative areas began the first formal course. These 
officials form the leadership nucleus from which the indoctrination 

> Kwame Nkrumah, Prime Minister of the Gold Coast.
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| will ultimately penetrate to the provincial and village level. The 

opening session of the six-week course was addressed by Police 
General Phao Sriyanond, one of the most influential figures in | 
Thailand, who stressed the significance of the program and the ne- 
cessity of continuing cooperation and understanding between Thai 
and American participants in the face of the Communist danger. | 

Much of this Agency activity in Thailand, greatly assisted by the ) 

U.S. Ambassador, has already radiated from Bangkok to other 

areas of Southeast Asia, and the collection of photographs on Com- 
munism, first assembled for Bangkok specifically, will be useful 

| throughout the USIA program generally. | 
| 2. In the Philippines, the Agency aided the Philippine Army in 
| its drive against the Huk rebels. General Jesus Vargas, Philippine 

Chief of Staff, termed the loan of three USIA mobile film units “a 
most welcome addition to the meager resources at our command in 
winning the people to our side.” He added, “These instruments 

: shall continue to pave the way towards popular endorsement of the | 

| , ways of democracy.” | 
3. Strengthening of the Agency program in Burma was begun 

early in 1954 when arrangements were made to open a new infor- 

| mation center at Moulmein to reach the Karen minority; another 
| center at Taunggyi to penetrate into the Shan states; and a library 
| extension at Rangoon University to counter Communist influence 
| among the students. The program has also made progress toward ~ | 

its anti-Communist objectives through a newly-developed associa- 
tion with the Ministry of Information, to which it furnishes assist- 
ance and material for the Burmese Government’s drive to reduce 
Communist influence among minorities. 

4. Increasing attention has been given to the large, extremely im- 
portant but widely scattered group of Overseas Chinese located 
throughout Southeast Asia. This program has been put on an area- 
wide basis, with responsibility for coordinating the production of 

suitable materials centered in Hong Kong. Vital to the program is  _ 

the campaign to dissuade young Overseas Chinese from going to 

Red China for higher education and Communist. indoctrination. 

The campaign includes providing textbooks to supplant Communist 

books in Chinese schools and, through the medium of translations, : 

a constantly increasing volume of evidence of U.S. and Free World : 
economic and military strength and cultural maturity. 

5. The Agency’s Far East Regional Production Center in Manila, 
| so essential to providing information posts in the Far East with edi- 

torial and printed matter, was hard hit by budgetary reductions at | 
the beginning of fiscal 1954; but towards the end of the year, funds 

were diverted to it, positions were restored, and supplies of paper 
increased. Since, along with Far East posts, Near East posts in
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India, Pakistan and Ceylon also call upon it for services, the Center 
is not able to fill all requests. But it is filling two-thirds of them 
and it is operating at the full capacity for which it is budgeted. It is 
extremely important to the Agency’s accelerated programs in Thai- 
land, Burma, and Indochina. | 

6. In Japan, the biggest single event with which the Agency had 
to cope was the fall-out of hydrogen bomb ash on a Japanese fish- 
ing vessel. The role of USIA in this was to replace hysteria, rumor 
and intensive Communist propaganda, with temperateness and 
fact. a | 

7. One of the Agency’s principal publications addressed to the 
leadership audience is the magazine Problems of Communism, pub- 
lished in English, French and Spanish under attribution of the 
Agency itself. There is also a Japanese edition, partially subsidized 
by the Agency but under the attribution of a Japanese cultural or- 
ganization, which now circulates 10,000 copies per issue. 

E. Latin America oo | 

There were four major developments in the area during this 
period: an increased economic information program, organizational 
arrangements to strengthen the program in Central America and 

the Caribbean, the Caracas Conference, and the Guatemala crisis. 

1. In recognition of the growing urgency of inter-American eco- 

nomic problems, of serious misunderstandings and distortions of | 

the U.S. economic system and philosophy throughout Latin Amer- 
ica, and of the opportunity to be provided at the economic confer- 

ence to be held in Rio de Janeiro in November, 1954, a special 

project has been established to increase the flow of economic infor- 
mation to the area. Operations underway include immediate prepa- 

ration of additional press material, a motion picture, sets of 30-odd | 

books on economics for presentation and for translation, special 

radio and TV material for local use, and selection of U.S. econo- 

mists and businessmen for speaking tours. Private enterprise coop- 
eration efforts will be further stimulated, and pertinent material a 

from other areas will be sought. The program is long-term, with 

special emphasis now upon preparation for the Rio conference. | 

2. The five Central American countries, plus Panama, were given | | 

high priority consideration and one method of strengthening the 

Agency’s effort among them was the establishment of a sub-region- - 
al office in Mexico City, upon which they could call for the superior / 
facilities, both USIA and commercial, available in that city. This . 
regional office is a device, already working well, to give six small 
USIA posts some of the advantages of a large post. A similar 
device, with offices in Trinidad, has been set up for Trinidad and 
British Guiana. a |
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3. As for the Caracas Conference, in the absence of determined 
U.S. policies on key economic issues, the Agency concentrated its | 
pre-Conference efforts on stimulating regional sentiment against 
the foreign direction of the Communist movement in Latin Amer- | 

ica and its aspects of an illegal conspiracy. Existing policy preclud- | 
ed issuance by the Agency of its identifiable output of any original — 
comment containing accusations against the Guatemalan Govern- 
ment; however, a series of articles exposing certain Guatemalan of- — 
ficials and policies as Communist were prepared and _ placed | 
through indirect channels in various countries, including Venezu- | 

| ela, where they appeared in a leading paper after the Conference | 

| was opened. | Sa GAS ae | 

The task of explaining and interpreting U.S. positions to the | 
public of Latin America, encouraging support of the anti-Commu- 
nist resolution, and portraying the Conference to all areas as an | 

- expression of inter-American cooperation and fundamental unity | 
required temporary reinforcement of the resources of the Agency’s 
Latin American operation. Shortwave broadcasts were instituted 
through Station WRUL, and an information team was sent to Ca- | 
racas to produce news stories, feature articles, photographs and re- 

corded interviews. These were disseminated throughout Latin 
America in a continuous flow, and on a more selective basis to | 

Western Europe. The speeches of the Secretary of State on the sub- 
ject of the Communist danger to the Americas were given extensive 
coverage by the press and radio media, issued in pamphlet form in 

Spanish translation, and further exploited through the production 
of a motion picture, “Caracas: Resolution and Reality.” | 

4. In Guatemala, during the early stages of the Armas revolt, 
some ten days of discriminatory censorship imposed by the Arbenz | 
Government favored the world-wide Communist version of condi- — 
tions in that country. os - PB | 

To meet this situation, the Agency set up a small operation in © 
Honduras whereby a daily account of events within Guatemala, as- 
sembled from intelligence sources, was informally passed on to se- ! 
lected correspondents, with marked improvement in the quality of : 
news coverage. During the month of June, more than 200 articles | 

and radio scripts were transmitted for press and radio placement 
abroad. These were developed partly from public sources and 
partly from declassified intelligence supplied by the State Depart- 
ment. and the Central Intelligence Agency. Content ranged from | 
developments in Guatemala, Washington, the UN and elsewhere, | 
to original verified exposés of Communist penetration and docu- | | 
mented articles counteracting specific charges against the U.S. Il- | 

lustrative of numerous pamphlets issued, “Chronology of Commu- 
nism in Guatemala’, written within the Agency and printed in 

[
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Havana in 100,000 copies, was distributed throughout the conti- 

nent. In addition, approximately 27,000 pieces of anti-Communist 
cartoon and poster material were transmitted to Latin America for 
selective placement. WRUL broadcasts were increased for the dura- 
tion of the crisis. Newsreel coverage of events in the UN and the 
OAS was released world-wide and, when circumstances made it 

possible, film photographers were assigned to Guatemala to gather 
tactically useful material of permanent value to the information 

| program. As this report is submitted, information treatment of the 

Guatemalan incident has entered the phase of disseminating the 
documentation only now available from within the country, which 
confirms the Communist nature of the Arbenz regime and vindi- 
cates the actions and assertions of the United States. _ 

III. THREE NOTES ON ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 

1. Technical preparations for the transfer of the ‘“Voice of Amer- 

ica” from New York to Washington have already been summarized 

above. Recruitment of new employees to replace those who will not 
be moving from New York has already begun. 

2. Personnel during the reporting period remained fairly con- 

stant. As of June 30, 1954, there were 2,207 employees in the 
United States and 7,332 abroad. Of those abroad, 1,028 were Ameri- 

cans and 6,304 were nationals of other countries. | 

3. In response to a request from USIA, the Central Intelligence 
Agency conducted a survey to identify USIA Intelligence needs and 
to recommend the action required not only by USIA but also by all 
the other Intelligence agencies. The principal administrative rec- 
ommendation affecting USIA resulted in the consolidation of four 

separate units into a single Intelligence unit to service USIA. This 

unit will tailor the intelligence required from other agencies to the 

specific needs of USIA. : 

511.00/8-1854 

| The President to the Secretary of State 

, WASHINGTON, August 18, 1954. 

DEAR Foster: Congress today acted favorably upon my special 

supplemental request of July 27, copy of which is attached,! for $5 

million to be used at my discretion to meet extraordinary or unusu- 

al circumstances arising in the international field. 

1 Same as the request from President Eisenhower to the President of the Senate, 
July 27, p. 1776. .
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| Among the purposes of this fund, as you know, is to provide for 

more intensive United States participation in international trade 

fairs and to encourage private American groups to travel abroad | 
and share with other nations our cultural and artistic achieve- 
ments, ) 

To assist me in making effective and immediate use of these i 
funds, I am asking that an action group be established including | 

the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Commerce, the Secretary of 

Labor, the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, the Direc- 
tor of the Foreign Operations Administration, and the Director of | 

| the United States Information Agency. The Secretary of State will 

serve as Chairman, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget will 

| act as advisor to the group, and the Director of the United States 

| Information Agency is charged with action as Executive agent. : 

Other departments and agencies may be asked to participate as ap- | 

| propriate. 
It is my intention to authorize this action group to appoint such | 

| special advisors as may be necessary to inaugurate this program 
and secure the maximum cooperation of American industry and t 

cultural organizations. | 

Due to the pressing need for early action, I hope you will find it 
possible to keep in close personal contact with the development and 

progress of this program. || 

Sincerely, 
a DE 

511.00/9-1054 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Director of the United States | 
| Information Agency (Streibert) } 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] September 10, 1954. 

Dear Mr. STREIBERT: On August 18 the President by letter estab- 
lished a special Cabinet Committee to assure effective and immedi- 
ate use of a $5 million fund voted by Congress for stepped-up U.S. | 

participation in international trade fairs and for increased travel 
abroad by American cultural and artistic groups. The Director of 

the U.S. Information Agency was designated as Executive Agent to | 
carry out this program. | 

1 Drafted by Staats of OCB and cleared with Washburn of USIA. A notation on | 
the source text reads: “Identical letter to Director, FOA.” A similar letter was sent 

by Smith to Secretary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks the same day, and a notation on | 
this letter notes that copies were sent to Cutler and to the Director of the Budget.
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At the first meeting of the Cabinet Committee on August 20, 2 it 
was agreed that action responsibility would be lodged in the De- 
partment of Commerce with respect to trade fairs and in the De- 
partment of State with respect to cultural groups—both, however, 
working through the Executive Agent. 

Subsequently, the Department of Commerce established an oper- 
ating committee on trade fairs composed of interested Government 

_ agencies and chaired by the Department of Commerce. This com- 
mittee has moved ahead rapidly in the development of a concrete 
program. | 

The Department of State, in like manner, has formed an inter- 
agency operating committee on cultural group activity. This group, 
too, has proceeded actively. Meanwhile the Director of the U.S. In- 
formation Agency has appointed two special advisors to serve full 
time with the operating committees of Commerce and State. 

The Cabinet Committee named by the President includes the 
agencies which regularly participate at meetings of the Operations 
Coordinating Board—Department of State, Foreign Operations Ad- 
ministration, and USIA. In addition, it includes the Secretaries of 
Commerce, Labor, and Health, Education and Welfare—and the Di- 
rector of the Bureau of the Budget who was named as advisor to 
the Committee. Inasmuch as the membership of the Committee du- 
plicates to a large extent the membership of the OCB, which has 
had responsibility for coordinating overseas programs of this type, I 
would like to suggest that matters requiring the attention of the 
Cabinet Committee in the future be taken up at regular meetings 
of the OCB. 

I believe this suggestion will result in a saving of time and will 
prevent overlapping between the work of the Cabinet Committee 
and the OCB. In addition it will provide for regular participation _ 

| by two other members of the OCB—the Department of Defense and 
CIA—which in the past have contributed significantly to the devel- 
opment and carrying out of trade fair programs, and which can 
also make valuable contributions to the cultural group activity. 

Furthermore, the staff facilities of the Board would be available to 

assist in the coordination of these programs with other activities 

related to the implementation of our foreign policy. 

Under this plan the two operating committees under the chair- 

manship of the Department of Commerce and the Department of 
State referred to above will become regular working groups within 
the framework of the OCB. Action responsibility on trade fairs re- 

2 A summary memorandum of this meeting is in Secretary’s Memoranda of Con- 
versation, lot 64 D 199, “Notes, UM-N’’.
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mains in Commerce, and on cultural groups in State. The Director 
of USIA continues as Executive Agent for the over-all program. _ 

_ Will you please let me know whether this arrangement will be 
satisfactory to you? ® oo | on | | 

Sincerely, mo 
| — Wa ter B. SMITH f 

8 Streibert replied on Sept. 16 as follows: a | a a 
“We are fully in accord with the recommendations in your letter of September 10 i 

that President’s Fund matters be dealt with by OCB. | oe 
| “TI regret that I did not bring up the question of implementation through OCB ( 

| originally, and am glad that it is being worked out satisfactorily to all concerned.” | 
| (511.00/9-1654) _ : ) 

: 

| a | 

| 511.00/11-454: Circular telegram : — oe 

| The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Posts! | 

ss CONFIDENTIAL - Wasutncton, November 4, 1954—4:39 p.m. 
PRIORITY | ee 

227. Joint State-USIA telegram. InfoGuide: Peaceful Uses of 

Atomic Energy. (Begin FYI: On November 5, in Committee One 

(Political and Security) of UNGA, Ambassador Lodge expected be 
first speaker on peaceful uses of atomic energy item. Speech will be 

in nature of report, and will review history of proposal, including 

President Eisenhower initiative December 8, 1953, Dulles UN state- 

ment September 23, 1954,? negotiations with USSR and other 
countries. Lodge expected review and discuss developments in 
atomic science and technology, and describe substantial steps 
United States has already taken and expects to take in order share | 
advances in peaceful applications atomic knowledge. Lodge will in- | 

| troduce resolution most significant parts of which currently expect- 

ed to (1) Note negotiations in progress among states engaged in es- 
tablishing an international atomic energy agency, and (2) call for 
convening by United Nations of international conference on peace- 
ful uses of atomic energy. Resolution will not call for establishment | 
by UN of international agency, but will suggest that after agency is 
established, agency should negotiate appropriate agreement with 

UN perhaps similar to those of specialized agencies. Proposed in- 

1 Drafted by John Z. Williams of USIA; cleared in USIA and by Meyers of UNA, 
Philip Farley of S/AE and Jean Jerolaman of P; approved by David Wainhouse, | 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs; and sent to 29 posts. ! 

2 Regarding President Eisenhower’s Dec. 8, 1953, address to the United Nations, / 
see telegram Usito 164, Dec. 8, 1953, p. 1758. Regarding Secretary Dulles’ address ! 

before the UN General Assembly on Sept. 23, 1954, entitled “Partnership for j 
Peace’’, see the editorial note, p. 1519. Regarding Ambassador Lodge’s address on : 
Nov. 5, 1954, see the second editorial note, p. 1551. |
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ternational conference would be held under UN auspices and in- 
clude governmental representatives from states members of UN or 
of any Specialized Agency, as well as some individual experts from 
these states who will not be governmental representatives. Confer- _ 
ence and creation of agency would be related only in that report of 
conference may assist agency, as well as national programs, in de- 
termining types of activity which could most profitably be pursued. 
Text of speech and resolution not fully established. End FY] | 

Initial information handling should (a) concentrate on encourag- 
ing widest circulation of and earnest attention to speech and reso- 
lution, (b) underscore US determination press actively ahead in 
turning atomic energy to peaceful service of mankind, and advance 
international cooperation in this effort. While we continue restrain 
unwarranted hopes for immediate large-scale benefits, substantial 
progress in peaceful uses which Lodge will report and further steps 
he will indicate US is prepared to take should be cited as evidence 
this move in UN is backed by practical realities offering sound 
basis for peaceful world progress. 

Posts should keep Department and Agency informed of signifi- 
cant local reaction. | 

President’s announcement November 38 of note to USSR on | 
peaceful uses should be treated as in line with reiterated US posi- 
tion of hoping for Soviet cooperation despite their past lack of in- 
terest in this effort, while we keep perfectly clear our determina- 

. tion to proceed with project whether or not Soviets participate. We 
continue to differentiate carefully between problems of disarma- 

ment and peaceful uses, stressing that progress in latter need not 

await developments in former. 

(Caution: Avoid describing proposed international conference as | 

“scientific” since purely scientific conference would raise question 
of UNESCO auspices.) 

DULLES
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THE REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT’S COMMITTEE ON IN- 
TERNATIONAL INFORMATION ACTIVITIES, JUNE 30, 

Eisenhower Library, White House Office records, “Project ‘Clean Up’ ” 

| Report to the President by the President’s Committee on 
International Information Activities ; 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, | June 380, 1958. 

[Here follow a table of contents and a list of appendices, of which 
all but Appendix II are printed.| _ 

| LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL | | 

| JUNE 30, 1953. 
| Dear Mr. PresipeNt: We submit herewith the report of the 

President’s Committee on International Information Activities. 
On January 24, 1953, you directed us “to make a survey and 

| evaluation of the international information policies and activities 
of the Executive Branch of the Government and of policies and ac- 
tivities related thereto, with particular reference to the interna- 
tional relations and the national security of this country.” This di- 
rective in the form of a letter to the Executive Secretary of the Na- 
tional Security Council is attached to the report as Appendix I. 

You also directed that the Committee’s final report and recommen- | 
dations be in your hands not later than June 30, 1953. | 

In directing us to prepare this report, you indicated that it 
should be made in the light of the general capabilities and inten- 
tions of the Soviet system and of the United States and its allies. In | 
Part I of the report, therefore, we have considered the nature of 

the conflict with the Soviet system, the Soviet drive for world domi- 

1 The Report of the President’s Committee on International Information Activi- : 
- ties, submitted June 30, 1953, presented recommendations regarding not only infor- | 
mation policy but also the conduct of national security-related economic and politi- ; 
cal activities and special operations. Due to the length and nature of this report, it | 
is presented in its entirety in this separate compilation. Regarding its preparation l 
and the implementation of its recommendations, it should be considered in connec- | 
tion with the compilations on national security policy, pp. 1 ff., and foreign informa- L 
tion program, pp. 1591 ff. | 

A copy of this report was transmitted to the Department of State. (PPS files, lot | 
64 D 563, “PCIIA’’) For the White House press release issued on July 8, 1958, sum- 
marizing the report, see Department of State Bulletin, July 27, 1953, pp. 124-126. / 

1795
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nation and the United States program for world order. We have 
not attempted to reach independent judgments on many of the 
matters discussed in this Part, believing them to be beyond both 
our assignment and our competence. In respect to them, we have 
relied on expert testimony and on relevant official documents. 

| | In the light of the relative capabilities and the conflicting objec- 
tives of the free coalition led by the United States and the imposed 
coalition dominated by Soviet Russia, we have surveyed and evalu- 
ated the international information policies and activities and relat- 
ed policies and activities of the United States. They include overt | 
and covert information activities, overt. and covert economic and 

political activities, and clandestine military or quasi-military oper- 
ations. We have studied this complex of activities in the world con- 
flict in Part II. | 

We do not believe that the terms “cold war” and “psychological 
warfare,’ which are so frequently used, contribute to a clear under- 

standing of the world struggle. The phrase “cold war” is an inaccu- 
rate description of the present conflict. Moreover, when used by of- 
ficials of the United States Government it is helpful to Soviet prop- 

| aganda. There seems to be particular confusion in regard to “psy- 
chological warfare” and “psychological activities.”” We have found 
that psychological activity is not a field of endeavor separable from 

the main body of diplomatic, economic, and military measures by 

which the United States seeks to achieve its national objectives. It 
is an ingredient of such measures. sy | 

The Committee held its first meeting on January 30, 1953. At 
this and subsequent meetings the Committee and its staff have in- 
terviewed over 250 witnesses, including many representatives of 
government departments and agencies. Numerous individuals and 

organizations have submitted written suggestions. 

We have received the complete cooperation of all government de- 

partments and agencies concerned with the Committee’s work. 

They have complied fully with our requests for written material 
and have made their officials available for questioning. We have 

also benefited from consultation with Members of Congress, par- 

ticularly the Senate Subcommittee for Overseas Information Pro- | 
grams of the United States. Its staff studies and report make a> 

most important contribution on the subject of overt information ac- 
tivities considered in Chapter Five of our report. 

The Committee has received most valuable assistance from 
Abbott Washburn, its Executive Secretary, from Robert Blum, Di- 

rector of the Staff, and from the members of the staff, whose 

names appear in Appendix V and who were assigned to us in large 

part from various government departments and agencies. |
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| In preparing our report we have been inspired by your conviction | 
that a “unified and dynamic effort” in the field covered by the - | 
report ‘is essential to the security of the United States and of the 

other peoples in the community of free nations.” — a | / 

Respectfully submitted, : | | 
- Witu1aM H. Jackson, Chairman | 

| | | - _. ROBERT CUTLER : 

| | - GORDON GRAY 
| | BARKLIE McKre HENRY | 

| JOHN C. HUGHES | 

| ) | | | C. D. JACKSON | 

: | , Rocer M. KyYEs | 
| | | . | _ SicurD LarMon ? | 

. | PART I ee a | 
| | | L 

| oe CHAPTER ONE a 
| | ; 
| THE NATURE OF THE CONFLICT _ 

| | 

_ The policies of the United States are based on the assumption { 

: that the purpose of the Soviet rulers is world domination. There 

are various theories concerning the reasons behind this purpose. : 
One theory points to the ideology of world communist revolution as 

the principal reason. Another stresses the ambitions and belief in a | 

world mission long held by the Great Russians. A third emphasizes 
the view that the Soviet rulers feel a basic insecurity so long as 
any power center remains outside their control and therefore | 
regard any such center as a threat which they must strive to 

remove. | | 

All these factors may play a part in motivating the Soviet drive | 

for world domination. Whatever their relative importance, it is nec- | 
essary to base American policy on the premise that the drive exists 

and will continue until the free world has induced (1) a substantial | 

2 William H. Jackson, a New York investment banker, had served with Army In- 1 
telligence during World War II. He participated in the preparation of the Dulles- j 
Jackson-Correa Report of Jan. 1, 1949, and in 1950-1951 had been Deputy Director | 
of Central Intelligence. Robert Cutler was Administrative Assistant to the President | 
from January to March 1953, and thereafter Special Assistant to the President for - | 

National Security Affairs. Gordon Gray, President of the University of North Caroli- | 
na, had served as Secretary of the Army, 1949-1950, Special Assistant to the Presi- L 
dent, 1950, and Director of the Psychological Strategy Board, 1951. Barklie McKee | 
Henry was a New York banker associated with a number of foundations. John C. | 
Hughes, a manufacturing executive, became U.S. Permanent Representative on the | 
North Atlantic Council on June 12, 1953. C. D. Jackson was Special Assistant to the ; 

President. Roger M. Kyes was Deputy Secretary of Defense. Sigurd S. Larmon, an 
advertising executive, was a member of the U.S. Advisory Committee on Informa- 
tion. | | | |
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reduction in Soviet capabilities, at least relatively, or (2) a basic 

change in the objectives of the Soviet rulers. 
The Soviet rulers are employing and almost certainly intend to 

rely heavily on political warfare techniques in carrying out their 
drive. In present circumstances they prefer the process of encroach- 
ment to the risks of total war. Because the United States is the 
major center of power in the free world and is therefore the princi- 
pal obstacle in the path of the Soviet drive, the isolation of the 
United States as a preliminary to its destruction or domination is a 
major goal of Soviet policy. : 

The purposes of the United States in its actions abroad spring 
from two basic concerns: first, for the physical security of the 
United States; second, for the development of a world environment 
favorable to the survival and flourishing of free institutions. The 

United States must, therefore, adopt not only those policies neces- 

sary to its military security but also those essential to the creation 
of world conditions consistent with the maintenance of these free 
institutions. 

National security can ultimately be assured only in conjunction 
with strong and resolute allies throughout the world. A world 
order of free and peaceful nations has become a general objective 
of United States policy. The Soviet drive for world domination 
blocks progress toward such a world order and consequently the 

relative reduction of Soviet capabilities to the point where they are 
inadequate to sustain this drive is probably a necessary step in the 

pursuit of the general objective. | 

The nature of the conflict lies in this fundamental clash, and the 

conflict will continue until one side or the other drops behind in 
the development of capabilities or loses its will to continue the 

struggle. This view is widely held, but there has not always been a 

full recognition of the measure of the task imposed upon the 

United States, and there are important differences of opinion as to 

the policies by which United States objectives can best be pursued. 

The Relationship Between Cbjectives, Capabilities and Policies 

The general objectives of the United States—such as national se- 
curity and a just and peaceful world order—do not change. They 

can be defined only in general terms, and can never be wholly at- 
tained, once and for all. They can only be approached. The meas- 

ure of progress toward them is the accomplishment of subsidiary, 

specific goals. These specific goals of national action abroad—such 

as a certain level of forces for the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion, or the destruction of communist influence in the French labor 

unions, or an increase in agricultural production in Pakistan— 
should be defined in as precise political, diplomatic, economic, mili-
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| tary or psychological terms as possible. They may be regarded as 
points which must be reached on the way to the ultimate objective. 
They should be consistent not only with the ultimate objective but | 
also with capabilities. 

The Government has often failed to define its specific goals clear- | 
ly and precisely, and this failure has been an important obstacle to | 
progress. There has been a tendency, as in the case of NATO force | 
levels, to set specific goals which exceeded United States and allied | 
capabilities and this has led, through the creation of unrealistic ex- | 

pectations, to an unwarranted sense of failure. In the field of politi- | 
cal warfare the announcement of unrealizable goals and the arous- | 
ing of excessive hopes in the satellite countries or elsewhere, may | 

have serious adverse consequences for the world position of the 
United States. | 

The policies by which the United States pursues its goals should | 
be harmonious not only with its general objectives but also with its 

| capabilities. In practice, failure to understand this principle is a 

source of controversy and misunderstanding. Some witnesses who 
have appeared before the Committee have revealed in their testi- — 

| mony that they had failed to take adequate account of the capabil- 
ity factor by advocating courses of action which exceed the present 
capabilities of the United States and its allies. The United States 

| will be judged not only by the things it is able to do and does, but 
| also by the gap between these and its announced policies. The dis- | 

tinction should be clearly made between policies and objectives 
with respect to which the United States commits itself to act and 
those ends to which we, as a nation, aspire but regarding which the 
Government is not committed to take action. In the conduct of po- | 
litical warfare it is important that the United States avoid confu- | 
sion between its specific policy objectives and its aspirations. 

The Committee has not attempted to determine what capabilities 
the United States and its allies need to have in order to assure 
their security, make progress toward a peaceful world order, and 
bring about a substantial relative reduction in Soviet capabilities 
or a basic change in Soviet objectives. Clearly the answer depends ~ 
largely on the capabilities of the Soviet system. The estimation of 

relative capabilities is a difficult task, but it is an essential step in 4 

determining what additional efforts are required and what specific | 
goals are both desirable and feasible. The Committee recognizes the 
steady improvement of national intelligence estimates under the 
direction of CIA. However, these intelligence estimates must be 

continually and carefully matched against United States and allied 
capabilities and defensive plans, to produce realistic “net’’ esti- 
mates of the capabilities of the Soviet system. The current apprais-
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al* of the vulnerability of the United States to Soviet air attack is 
an important advance, but so far as can be ascertained it is the 
first net estimate of relative military capabilities which has been 
available to the National Security Council as a basis for its policy 
recommendations. We recommend that the necessary measures be 
taken to provide net estimates of political, economic and military 
capabilities. | | 

In the absence of a satisfactory net estimate, it is our general im- 
pression, based on the available intelligence estimates, (1) that the 
ability of the Soviet Union to wage general war is improving and 
(2) that the Soviet rulers will probably not deliberately initiate or 
provoke general war in the near future, but will continue courses 
of action which involve an appreciable danger that general war 
might result. A recent estimate states that if the Kremlin believes 
“the security of the USSR is jeopardized by a Western action, it 
will probably resort to such counteractions as it considers neces- 
sary, even though it recognizes that these counteractions involve 
grave risk of global war.’’t According to the same source “it is im- 
possible to estimate the view of the rulers of the USSR concerning 
the outcome of a global war during the period of this estimate.” It 
is our belief that the Soviet rulers will strive to avoid general war, 
primarily because of fear that their regime could not be main- 
tained in power after a devastating atomic attack and because the 
opportunities for expansion by political warfare still seem good. We 

believe, therefore, that provided the United States and its allies 

maintain a strong military position, general war can be avoided 
and that the greatest danger of Soviet expansion lies in political 

warfare and local communist armed action. 

The power relationship between the Soviet system and the free | 

nations is such that the Soviet rulers will be most reluctant to run 
deliberately a grave risk of general war. However, we agree with 

the estimate that “the USSR will continue its efforts to undermine 
and destroy the non-communist world by political warfare.’’¢ In the 

*NSC 140/1. [Footnote in the source text. For text of NSC 140/1, see p. 328.] 
fNational Intelligence Estimate (NIE) 64, Part II. This estimate dealt with ‘“‘Prob- 

able Soviet Bloc Courses of Action through Mid-1953” and was published several 
months prior to Stalin’s death. However, the main lines of Soviet action are not 
likely to change substantially, despite tactical shifts. [Footnote in the source text. 
NIE-64 is not printed.] 

_ £NIE-64, Part Il, paragraph 2. Its political warfare techniques include “political 
and economic pressure, diplomatic action in the UN and elsewhere, propaganda and 
front activities, the action of communist parties and communist-party-controlled 
trade unions outside the Bloc, sabotage, exploitation of subversive and revolutionary 
movements and of civil wars, and psychological warfare.” Because it is not subject 
to the pressure of public opinion and can control the flow of information to the sub- 
ject peoples, the Soviet system has a freer hand in political warfare than have free 
societies. [Footnote in the source text.] |
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circumstances, the United States must intensify its effort to | 
| achieve a greater measure of strength and unity in the free world. _ | 
| The United States and its allies need sufficient military strength | 

and unity of purpose to make the Soviet rulers unwilling to pursue | 
| courses of action involving appreciable danger of general war and — | 

to induce the Soviet Union to live up to its obligations under the | 
Charter of the United Nations. Sn | 

A basic feature of the conflict—one that underlies and largely de- | 
| termines the conduct of the struggle—is that it is a conflict be- 

tween coalitions, the one an imposed coalition dominated by the ! 
| Kremlin, the other a voluntary coalition led by the United States. 

| It is of transcendent importance that the American people under- | 
stand this and also corollary fact that the security of the United | 

: States cannot be achieved in isolation.§ Several important coun- 
tries in the free world are as yet uncommitted; and as neither the | 

Soviet Union nor the United States can alone gain the power posi- | 
tion required to make significant progress toward its objectives, the | 

conflict will probably be most intense in the areas which lie be- 
tween these two poles of great power. The Kremlin will intensify | 
its efforts to isolate the United States and to promote dissension 

| within and between members of the free coalition and also attempt | 
to exploit the weaknesses and gain control of other non-communist | 
countries. In order to make the free world invulnerable to such ef- 
forts, and to reduce and retract Soviet power and influence, the 
United States must seek to strengthen the existing coalition, to win 
new allies and to find and exploit weaknesses in the Soviet system. | 

a CHAPTER TWO. | 

THE Soviet DRIVE FOR WoRLD DoMINATION | 

An understanding of the main elements of Soviet strength and 
weakness and of the main lines of Soviet attack is basic to the im- 
provement of the United States organization for and conduct of the P 
conflict with the Soviet system. | | | one 

| Oo STRENGTHS | OO 

Political System Sp | | oe | 

The key to Soviet strength is the tightly organized political 
system which permits the effective manipulation of Soviet re- 

sources in pursuit of the basic objective of world domination. It pre- 
sents the classic advantages of a tyrannical system: the ability to 

conduct its affairs with a minimum regard for public opinion, the | 

lack of moral constraint in its choice of means to implement its | 

| §See Chapter Eight. [Footnote in the source text.] . | |
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policies, the power to speak with one voice in its public declara- 

tions while following contradictory courses of action. 

The Soviet Union has additional advantages deriving from its 

geographical situation and resources, its system of government, 

and its internal policies. It has great maneuverability; it can ad-— 
vance, hold, or draw back as circumstances dictate. It is able to 

devise a strategic plan, keep it secret, and adhere to it, at the same 

time springing tactical surprises and taking tactical advantage of 

. any opportunities which arise. A free society, which needs wide un- 
derstanding and support for its policies, cannot match it in these 

respects. 

The economic structure of the country, and in large measure of 
the satellites as well, is so centralized that the government can de- 

termine with great precision the proportion of the gross national 

product which is to be devoted to military requirements and capital 

investment. The degree of internal control which the regime pos- 

sesses is so great that it is able effectively to isolate its populations 

from all but the most limited contact with the outside world. The 
whole system is tightly controlled by a single political party which 
brooks no opposition and in which absolute power rests in the 

hands of one man surrounded by a small group at the top. Unless 

conflicts arise within the group, the prospects for weakening the 

system from within are remote. A significant element of strength 

which derives from the nature of the system is that the Soviet 
rulers have the ability to employ the satellites for aggressive pur- 

poses with minimum involvement of the power and prestige of the 

Soviet Union. | 

Economic Factors 

The ability of these rulers to control the Soviet economy, togeth- 
er with the fact that the economies of the free nations tend to be 
highly responsive to the state of international relations, is a factor : 

of Soviet strength. To the extent that the Soviet rulers can alter- 

nately provoke the free nations to undertake large preparedness 

programs and induce them to relax these preparations, they can in- | 

troduce a major unstabilizing factor into the economies of the free 
nations while maintaining the Soviet economy on substantially a 

war footing. os, 

The Soviet system is rapidly expanding its economic base. In 

1952 its gross national product was about one-third that of the 
member states of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. In the 
same year, the gross national product of the system was more than 
one-third above pre-war, and by 1957 it is estimated that it will be 

from 90 to 100 per cent above pre-war. This is a very rapid rate of 

economic growth, and unless there is a drastic change in Western
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| economic progress, the rate will almost certainly remain higher | 

| than that of the United States or any other great power, except | 

possibly West Germany. If this rate of increase continues, the 
Soviet system could eventually overtake the Western states, but | 
probably not within a generation. During the next few years the | 
absolute increase in production in the NATO states may continue 
to be greater than the increase in the Soviet system. | 

The Soviet Union has been diverting a much larger proportion of | 
its total output to military purposes and to expansion of industrial | 
facilities than has any Western state; nevertheless, the output of 

| Soviet consumer goods will probably increase by one-fourth to one- 

third by 1957. Soviet industrial production will probably expand by | 
40 to 50 per cent during the next four years; although this rate is | 

| more than twice that of the United States, the Soviet base is so | 
much smaller that the United States will retain a substantial | 
margin of superiority. . | | 

| With the growth of its industrial potential the Soviet Union will | 

be better prepared in three or four years to survive an atomic | 

attack or to support a major war effort along conventional lines | 

than it is now. If general war is avoided, the major significance of | 
its rate of economic growth will lie in the strengthening of Soviet 

political warfare capabilities. A steady improvement in living | 

standards would have important political consequences in the free i 

world. The rate of economic growth of the satellites and Commu- | 

nist China, though it will be slower than that of the Soviet Union, : 

will probably be comparable.|| : 

Military Factors | 

The military strength of the Soviet system and the ability of its | 
rulers to threaten the use of military force to achieve their objec- - 
tives are potent factors in its political warfare capabilities. 

The Soviet system now has a significant quantitative superiority | 

over the Western Powers in standing and reserve forces and in con- 
ventional ground and air armament. The size of the standing 
forces, including those of Communist China, will probably not be 

appreciably increased by 1957 above the present level of about 9 

million men. The estimated present strength of the system’s air 

forces is about 21,500 aircraft, including 8,600 jet fighters; by 1957, 
the total will probably be 26,000 aircraft, including 10,000 jet fight- 
ers. The number of long-range submarines will probably increase 
by 1957 from 106 to 175. The cumulative Soviet stockpile of atomic | 

|The material in this section on Soviet Strengths is largely drawn from corre- | 
sponding sections of NIE-65, dated June 16, 1953. [Footnote in the source text. N IE- | 
65, poet Bloc Capabilities Through 1957,” is scheduled for publication in volume 

VII.
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weapons (80 to 100 kiloton yield) is estimated to be 120 in mid-1953 
and is tentatively projected to be 500 in mid-1957, by which time 
the Soviet Union will also have more and better long-range bomber 
aircraft. The estimates of the atomic stockpile may be too high or 
too low, but there will probably be not less than 80 weapons in 

mid-1953 and not more than 1,000 in mid-1957. The over-all effec- 

tiveness of the ground, naval and air forces of the system will 
almost certainly continue to improve during the intervening 

period. : 

Soviet scientific and technical capabilities have increased rapidly 
since World War II, and the Soviet Union will doubtless continue 

to devote a higher proportion of these capabilities to military pur- 

poses than the West. The Committee believes that the estimates of 
Soviet atomic capabilities are of special significance in light of the 
vulnerability of the United States to attack, as shown in the report 
of Project East River.* | | | 

Internal Security : ee. 

The security arrangements in the Soviet system constitute an es- 
sential strength on the one hand and evidence of great weakness 

on the other. They provide the force required to protect the posi- 

tion of the party leadership and they are also a measure of the re- 
gime’s fear of the latent strength of opposition and resistance in 
the population. | | | 

A totalitarian state can permit no internal opposition and re- 

quires a reliable instrumentality of repression to enforce its will. A 
powerful and ubiquitous secret police provides such an instrumen- 

tality. Under the present regime the internal security forces per- 
form a variety of functions. Their foremost responsibility is to 

ensure the personal safety of the men in the Kremlin. They are ex- 
pected to deal ruthlessly with all forms of opposition to the regime; 

in the past they were successful to the point where public expres- 

sion of disagreement with government policies had almost disap- 

peared. Recent outbreaks in Czechoslovakia and East Germany 
show, however, that all resistance has not yet been suppressed. 

Another function of the internal security forces is to maintain 
the degree of control over the satellites which Moscow desires. In 

the governments established in eastern Europe after the war, 

which were usually labeled “governments of national unity” and 
were actually coalitions, the Kremlin always made certain that the 
Minister of Interior was a communist, thereby ensuring control of 

the police. From this vantage point, Russian advisers, usually 
- themselves members of the Soviet MVD, were introduced into key 

8 For information on Project East River, see footnote 2, p. 20.
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|. positions in the satellite regimes until full Moscow control could be : 
established and maintained. | : : | 

Finally, the internal security forces are charged with the task of | 
maintaining the inviolability of the Soviet frontiers. A similar 
function is performed by the police organizations in each of the sat- | 
ellites. The resulting “Iron Curtain” is so impenetrable that resi- 
dents of the countries of the Soviet system are effectively cut off 
from any type of contact with the outside world. Contact within the | 
system itself is not appreciably easier. Travel between the Soviet 
Union and its satellites is virtually non-existent except on official 

| business, while within the individual countries internal passport | 
controls, assignment to places of work and limited transportation _ 
facilities make movement extremely difficult. — OS | 
Although security arrangements of the magnitude needed for ; 

these operations require forces numbering approximately one mil- 

lion men in the Soviet Union alone and constitute a substantial 
drain on manpower resources throughout the Soviet system, they , 
are obviously considered essential by the party leadership for the 
maintenance of their power. As long as they preserve their present 
level of effectiveness, they will constitute a formidable obstacle to 
any efforts to penetrate the system and establish contact with its | 

people. | | | | | 

Political Warfare Capabilities§ = =. | | | 

The Soviet system has impressive political warfare capabilities | 
for use against the free world. On the assumption that the Soviet 
rulers will seek to accomplish their objectives by means short of 
general war, the problem of countering their efforts and of develop- 

ing an appropriate counteroffensive becomes of decisive impor- | 

tance. | | 
A major weapon in the Soviet drive for world domination is the 

communist apparatus in the free world. The main instruments are 

the foreign communist parties. These are the central mechanisms | 

for controlling and coordinating other activities, such as the oper- | 
ations of “front’’ organizations, the infiltration and manipulation of 
non-communist organizations, the penetration of governments, and | 

the preparation of secret groups for violent action. Wherever possi- 
ble, the communist parties also attempt to advance their purposes | 

by participation in political activities as legal parties. This line was 
strongly emphasized by Stalin in his concluding speech to the 19th | 

Communist Party Congress in October, 1952. — | —— | 
The membership of the foreign communist parties reached a | 

peak of about six million in 1948 and has since steadily declined to 

{ For a more complete description of the political warfare capabilities of the 
Soviet system, see NIE-65. [Footnote in the source text.] | 

| |
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about three and one half million. This trend was reversed in recent 
elections in France and Italy. Membership in any event is not an 
accurate indication of the threat posed by these parties. The com- 

munists have proved that numbers are less important than disci- 

pline, direction and the penetration and control of key points. 

A second weapon of major importance in the drive for world 
domination is the communist ideology. This ideology—despite all 
the evidence of the realities of life in the Soviet system—still has a 
significant appeal to many people outside the system. Most of the 
recruits are people who believe that they are underprivileged, dis- 
criminated against and exploited, and whose religious faith or loy- 
alty to existing institutions has been weakened or broken. The ide- 
ology also attracts many opportunists who believe that the expan- 

sion of communism cannot be stopped and that power and position 

will be the rewards of those who assist the expansion. The impor- 
tance of its intellectual and national appeal, especially in Asia and 

Africa, should not be underestimated. In part, this appeal derives 

from the association of the colonial heritage with capitalist exploi- 

tation. It also derives from the desire for economic development 
and the belief that communism has made possible the Soviet 
Union’s rapid economic growth. 

The foreign communist parties have sought, often with much 

| success, to identify themselves, according to local conditions, as the 

working class party, the anti-imperialistic party or the anti-dis- 

crimination party. The Soviet Union has moved to exploit discon- 

tent through its foreign communist apparatus. Its readiness to 
create conditions of anarchy as a preliminary to seizing power is in 

itself an important advantage in the conflict. 

WEAKNESSES 

The Foreign Communist Apparatus 

At this stage of the conflict the most vulnerable point in the 
world communist movement is its apparatus in the free world. In 

fighting this apparatus the policies and programs of the United 

States are of primary importance. These include programs of eco- 

nomic and military assistance, cooperation for mutual security, 
support of the United Nations, resistance to communist aggression 

in Korea, support of resistance by others in Indochina and Malaya 

and support of the European Defense Community and the Schu- 

man Plan. These policies and programs have been and can be effec- | 

tively supplemented by political warfare operations. By helping to 

expose the true nature of communist activities, by penetrating, un- 

dermining and dividing the foreign apparatus and by hampering 
its access to funds, the basic weakness of the apparatus can be ex-
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| ploited: that it is subservient to the Kremlin and employed as an 
instrument of conquest and domination. The decline of communist | 
party strength in Western Europe, the Philippines and in other | 

| - countries indicates what can be accomplished by a combination of 
constructive policies and political warfare. | | 

| The Communist Record _ | 

The gap between communist ideology and Soviet practice is also 
a source of weakness. An important task of political warfare is to 
call attention to this gap and to make more and more apparent, 

| especially to the largely uncommitted peoples of free Asia, that the _ 

Soviet Union is an aggressive power seeking to dominate them, and | 
that its system, far from being superior, cannot stand free and 

open comparison with other societies. | 
The failure of communist regimes to live up to their promises is 

a major weakness which should be exploited by United States polit- 
ical warfare. The failure to produce the extra bowl of rice, or to 
carry through a satisfactory land reform program, or to meet the 
many specific desires and remedy the many specific grievances of 
the subject peoples is highly important material for political war- _ 
fare, not only within the communist countries but also in the free 

nations in which communism is making headway. _ 

Internal Weaknesses | 

Probably the most serious internal weakness lies in the basic 
character of a totalitarian society. Because this form of social orga- 
nization involves the concentration of power in the hands of one 
man, it tends to be inflexible in the execution of his orders and de- 
pendent on his personal capabilities. The Soviet system produced 
striking successes under Stalin; it may be far weaker under his suc- © 

cessor or successors. | 
There may now be a genuine effort to govern by committee. 

Should it succeed, this would itself be indicative of a highly signifi- 

cant change in the Soviet system. It is more likely that at present 
there is an uneasy balance of power at the top level of the regime 
and that a struggle for power will go on, even if it results in some 
weakening of Soviet power, until Malenkov or someone else has es- 
tablished a dominant position. This struggle will be waged in an at- 
mosphere of suspicion and rivalry. 

The present Soviet regime may desire a period of relaxation of 
_ international tensions while it consolidates its position.** A relax- 

[i 

**Both Lenin and Stalin, at times when they were preoccupied with the problems | 
of consolidating their internal positions, appeased the Soviet people by various polit- 
ical and economic measures and also attempted to improve their relations with the f 
outside world. [Footnote in the source text.] | 

| [
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_ ation of tensions may also represent only a shift in Soviet policy 
along the lines indicated by Stalin as the best means of weakening 
and breaking up the free world coalition. : | 

| The relationship between the Soviet regime and the satellites 

and Communist China is another source of weakness. Soviet exploi- | 
tation has created resentments among the captive peoples. Satellite 
rulers maintain themselves in power only by force and are depend- 
ent on the support of the Kremlin. A struggle for power in the 

Kremlin may make it difficult for the Soviet regime to act prompt- 

ly and decisively toward the satellites and there may be corre- 
sponding struggles within these countries. As a result, opportuni- 
ties may arise for satellites to break away from the Kremlin, 
though this would seem unlikely before an internal Kremlin con- 
flict had reached an advanced stage. oo oe 
Communist China appears to have more the position of ally than 

satellite.tj The alliance has probably been advantageous to each 
partner. There are deep and historic conflicts of interest, however, 

which might in time lead to open rivalry. The Soviet rulers will at- 

tempt to gain domination over Communist China because of con- 

cern over its present capabilities for independent action. The Chi- 
nese Communist. regime is almost certain to resist Soviet efforts to 
reduce it politically and economically to satellite status; moreover, 
Mao Tse-tung may now regard himself as the independent leader of 
the communist movement in Asia and may be reluctant to take di- 
rections from the new Soviet rulers. | 

Despite these latent sources of conflict, the Chinese Communists 

probably attach great importance to maintaining the Sino-Soviet 

alliance and may be willing to make some sacrifices to accommo- 

date their aspirations to Soviet policies. There is small likelihood 

that a split will develop between them in the near future. It also 

seems unlikely that the regime can be overthrown from within by 
popular resistance, even with such covert support as might be pro- 

| vided... . | 

The attitude of the Russian and satellite peoples toward their 

rulers is another major weakness, especially in times of crisis. Mil- 

lions of Soviet citizens were ready, for example, to regard the Ger- 

mans as liberators in World War I. The suppression of religion is 
an important source of discontent, especially in the satellite coun- 
tries. The large-scale use of terror and of slave labor is also a divi- 

| sive force within the Soviet system. There may not be opportunities 

to exploit this situation within the Soviet system by means short of 

war so long as the present rulers hold the loyalty of the internal 
security and armed forces. However, the attitude of the regime 

+t See NIE-65. [Footnote in the source text.] | :



| INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION ACTIVITIES 1809 

toward religion and the use of terror and of slave labor are ele- | 
ments of weakness which can be used to discredit the Soviet system _ 

. in many countries in the free world. | eT, | 
: _ Finally, although the Soviet system is developing its economic | 
. base rapidly, it is still far inferior in this field to the free nations. 

It is known that Stalin attached great importance to the economic 
: disparity between the United States and the Soviet Union, regard- 

ing it as a factor of perhaps decisive importance. The new regime 
| probably shares this view and clearly intends to maintain the rate 

of economic growth. The Western Powers have been trying to slow 
| -down the increase in Soviet military potential by restrictions on | 
| trade. New opportunities to build up these pressures may arise, but 

it is doubtful whether additional restrictions could materially 
| reduce the rate of Soviet economic growth. Efforts to intensify 
! these restrictions may well be resisted by allied countries who | 
| regard them as harmful to their own economic interests. 

2 The Soviet economy is already severely strained by the present 
| demands upon it and has much smaller margins within which it 

| could expand its military strength than the Western Powers. It 
also has the weaknesses inherent in a totally planned economy. Al- an 

| though such an economy can achieve a high rate of growth, it lacks 
the flexibility, resilience, and initiative of a free economy. 

MAIN LINES OF SOVIET EFFORT{{ _ 

Within the System , 

Within the Soviet system there will continue to be great empha-- 
| sis upon the expansion of productive capacity, especially in those | 

industries basic to industrial growth and to military production; | 
upon the enlargement of the atomic stockpile and the improvement 

| of means of delivery; upon the strengthening of Soviet defenses, 

| particularly against air attack; upon the integration of the Europe- 
| an satellites and the strengthening of their internal security. The 

| regime’s principal preoccupation, however, is likely to be the prob- | 
| lem of the succession to Stalin. An intense struggle for power is 

| possible. The United States and its allies should exploit this situa- | 
| tion, particularly by confronting the regime with difficult policy _ 
| choices. | / od | 

| Outside the System | | es | 

| The Soviet rulers will certainly continue their effort to under- | | 
| mine and destroy the non-communist world by political warfare. — | | 

They may be prepared to bring about some relaxation of interna- | 

+t In this section the Committee has relied heavily on NIE-64, Part II. [Footnote | 
in the source text.] _ | oe | 

|
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tional tensions. They probably will make no major concessions such 
as the reduction or withdrawal of Soviet power and influence from 

areas where it is now established. In fact, a state of international 

tension and of hostility toward the outside world is probably neces- 
sary to justify the imposition of the totalitarian police system on 
the Soviet people. The regime will be unable to live in genuine 
peace with the free nations so long as it must maintain such con- 
trols over its own people. 

Although it is of course impossible to foresee clearly how and 

where the Soviet rulers will move and although it is likely that 
they will be able to spring surprises in the future as in the past, it 
seems probable that their objectives will remain constant. Sharp 
changes in the tactics used in pursuit of Soviet objectives may 

occur, some of which may pose new and difficult problems for the 

United States. The following principal lines of Soviet action are 

based on the best available government estimates, however, and it 

is believed that they will not be substantially modified. 

With the exceptions of Southeast Asia and Iran, world conditions 

are not now favorable for successful communist armed revolts; and 

there appear to be no significant areas which the communists can 

hope to bring into the system by armed aggression without incur- 

ring serious risk of general war. The Kremlin may be expected to | 

rely upon other methods. Foreign communist parties will seek to 
exploit neutralist, nationalist, racial and anti-American sentiments 

- and to stimulate demands for more extensive East-West trade. 

In Western Europe, the principal lines of Soviet attack will be 

designed to prevent or delay Western European unification and re- 

armament, to use economic pressures and inducements and other 

political means to gain control of Germany and to divide the _ 

United States and its NATO allies. The several communist parties 
in Western Europe will be used to further all of these purposes. 

The present political strength of these parties, however, indicates 

| that in the immediate future their capabilities to achieve their ob- 

_ jectives will be limited. 
In Asia, the principal lines of communist attack will be designed 

to strengthen communist organizations, to weaken Asian ties with 

the West and to exploit Asian neutralism and anti-colonialism; to 

use the Viet Minh to expel the French from Indochina, but without 

that direct support or participation which would risk a wide exten- 

gion of the war; to use economic pressures and inducements and 
other means of political warfare to increase communist influence 

in Japan; to achieve a truce without major concessions in Korea 

and to use a post-truce political conference to make progress 

toward the foregoing objectives. During the last year, however, an
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increasing awareness of the communist threat has been shown by | 
Asian leaders, especially in India. | 
Throughout the Middle East and Africa, the Kremlin is likely to | 

conduct an increasingly active political warfare campaign, the first 
| goal being a Tudeh victory in Iran. Up to now, however, the com- | 

munist parties in the area have been able to conclude working ar- | 
| rangements with nationalist forces in no country except possibly | 

| Iran. : | 

In Latin America, the Kremlin will give the major part of its at- 
tention to building up and strengthening its organization and to fo- | 

| menting hatred of the United States as a means of weakening the | 
inter-American system. 

In summary, we expect an intensification of Soviet political war- 
| fare during the period immediately ahead. We believe, however, 2 
| that the Kremlin will avoid initiatives involving serious risk of : 
| general war, especially since it may hope to make additional gains 

by political warfare methods without such risk. | 

CHAPTER THREE — | | 

THE UNITED STATES PROGRAM FOR WORLD ORDER 

Only the collective strength and determination of the free world, | 
| under United States leadership, can eventually overcome the chal- | 

lenge we have just described. Only if the free world gains and 
maintains a power position which the Soviet Union cannot safely 

| challenge would it be possible to bring pressures on the Soviet 
system which would lead to a reduction and retraction of its power ! 

| and influence and eventually to a change in the nature of the | 
| Soviet system. To do this successfully, however, it will be necessary 

for the United States and its allies not only to agree on general ob- 
| jectives but also to develop and carry out common policies consist- 

: ent with these objectives. In the past there has often been a dis- | 
| crepancy between the actions necessary to accomplish agreed objec- 

| tives and the specific courses of action undertaken. 

| Political warfare is an instrument of national policy by which | 
| pressures can be applied. Its employment should always be adjust- 

| ed to the needs of foreign policy. The best way of affecting Soviet 
behavior is to confront the Kremlin with difficult choices on mat- 

| ters of great importance. Political warfare should be designed to | 
| bring pressure on the regime to choose a course favorable to 
| United States interests by demonstrating in appropriate ways the 
| advantages of such a decision to the Soviet regime and the disad- 
| vantages of a different one. 
| This principle—demonstrating to others their self-interest in de- 
| cisions which the United States wishes them to make—is generally 

| | | 

| 
| |
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applicable in political warfare. Decisions are made only in situa- 
tions where there is a choice, and the aim is to present alterna- 

tives, both to allies and enemies, in such a way that the one favor- 

able to United States interests seems desirable in terms of the self- 
interest of those who have the power of decision. | 

On the basis of the analysis presented in Chapters One and Two, 

the United States and allied and friendly nations face the prospect 
of a protracted conflict with the Soviet system. The United States 
cannot at present reasonably anticipate the collapse or drastic al- 

teration of that system from either internal or external causes. The 
policies of the United States should be planned to maximize the 
chance of collapse, but it cannot be safely assumed that this result 

can be produced for many years even by the best efforts of the free 
nations. The United States must place its chief reliance on 

strengthening the free world, while maintaining pressures on the 

Soviet system. 
In considering the conduct of national security policies and the 

role and contribution of political warfare, the Committee has exam- | 
ined the program for world order within which political warfare : 

plays its part. This program is not a detailed blueprint, but a set of — 
policies which, although the ultimate objective is constant, must be 
adapted to changes in the international situation. We recognize | 
that these policies are now being reviewed and revised. The essen- 
tial objectives, however, will not be changed. In this chapter consid- 
eration is given first to the elements of free world strength which 
should be developed and to the elements of weakness to be over- 

come. The second part of the chapter presents an outline of the 
major courses of action by which the United States is seeking to 
build that position of strength in the free world which is the neces- 

sary basis for weakening the Soviet system and for progress toward _ 
a peaceful world order. | 

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES 

Economic Factors : 

The economic strength of the free nations is one of their most 

important assets in the conflict with the Soviet system. At present, 
the ratio of the gross national product of the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization countries to that of the Soviet system is about three 
to one. On the basis of the principal indices to economic strength, 
such as the production of steel, aluminum, coal, oil and electric 

power, the number of skilled workers, transportation, agricultural 
| production, and so forth, the comparisons are also favorable to the 

West.§§ In the event of atomic attack, these margins of superiority 

§§See Chapter Two, pages 7 and 8. [Footnote in the source text.]
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| could be of great importance, for there would be undestroyed facili- ) 
| ties |||| which, with proper planning and preparation, could be reor- 
| ganized to meet wartime needs. The Soviet Union does not have | 

such an economic cushion, although it is believed to have large | 
stockpiles of essential military items. oe | 

: The strength of the American system of free enterprise hasbeen 
proven in peace and war. Its flexibility, initiative and resilience are | 
qualities which a totally planned economy cannot match. Among 

, the free nations, however, the economic vitality of the United 
| States is so great and taken so for granted that complacency over a 
| its strength is a real danger. The rate of economic growth of the | 

Soviet system is not fully appreciated. The ability of its rulers arbi- | 
trarily to allocate its resources for military and related purposes, 
moreover, is not matched in peacetime by a comparable willingness | 

| of the free nations to use their superior resources to similar effect. 
| The free world can maintain its present economic advantage only | 

| if the magnitude of the Soviet effort is realized and determined 
: steps are taken to remedy the economic weaknesses of the free | 

world. The United States has not yet successfully adjusted to its po- | 
| sition as a large and growing creditor, with the result that the rest 

| of the free world experiences a chronic dollar shortage. Western ! 
| Europe, on the other hand, has had great difficulty in adjusting to 

| _ its position as a debtor on international account. Its principal prob- 
| lem is the unsatisfactorily slow rate of economic growth. This prob- | 
| lem makes it difficult for these countries to deal with inflationary 

pressures, military requirements, various social and economic rigi- i 

dities and demands for improved living standards. The older indus- 
. trial countries, particularly Germany and Japan, face increasingly 

| difficult problems of markets and sources of supply. This latter 

: fact, to which Stalin drew attention in his address to the 19th 

| Party Congress, has great political significance. © | | | 

| The underdeveloped countries of Asia, Africa and (to a lesser 
extent) Latin America are in political ferment which is, in part, | 

| economic in origin. These countries need capital and technical as- 
sistance to develop their natural resources. Communism will con-. 

| tinue to gain ground in these countries unless the peoples learn 
| that free institutions enable them to achieve more rapid economic 
| improvement. These difficulties could be overcome to the mutual | 

| advantage of all. The United States needs the sources of raw mate- | 

| rials which can be built up in the underdeveloped countries. In the | 
i process these countries will be enabled to buy industrial and other 

products from Western Europe and Japan which need growing | 

||||For a more complete consideration of this subject, see NSC 140/1. [Footnote in | 
| the source text. For text of NSC 140/1, May 18, see p. 328.] | | 

| 
| |
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markets for their output. Attention to this problem is one of the 
most urgent tasks in a constructive program for world order. 

Military Factors —— 

Although the combined military strength of all free nations is es- 

sential to progress toward the principal objectives of the free world, 
United States military strength is the vital factor. It is the indis- 
pensable underpinning of the whole free world position. At present, 

| the United States has approximately 3,600,000 men under arms of 
whom about one-half are in the Army and Marine Corps, nearly 
one-quarter in the Navy and a little more than one-quarter in the 
Air Force. About one-third of its ready military strength is de- 

ployed in the Far East; about one-fourth in Western Europe; most 
of the rest is stationed in the Western Hemisphere. There are nine 

United States divisions in Korea and Japan and large supporting 

air forces in the Japan-Ryukyu-Korea area. The 7th Fleet is on 

duty in Far Eastern waters. There are six United States divisions _ 
in Europe supported by powerful air and naval forces. The 6th | 

Fleet is on duty in the Mediterranean, but there are no United 
| States military forces east of Suez.]/f 

It is recognized that the ability of the United States to deter 
local aggression will continue to depend upon a position of general 

strength plus readiness to counter local aggression by the rapid de- 
ployment of forces to the scene of the trouble and the potential ag- 
gressor’s awareness thereof. Although there has been a rapid and 

continuing build-up of United States military strength since 1950, 
the weight of military commitments, particularly in Korea, has cre- 
ated a situation in which it is estimated that the United States 
“general military reserve is at present so small that the use of any 
part of it would require its immediate reconstitution either by fur- 

ther mobilization or by the redeployment of existing forces now 
committed elsewhere. . . . This involves acute risks in the cold 

war. * | 

WfNSC 141. This paper was prepared in January 1953 by the Secretaries of State 
and Defense and the Director for Mutual Security of the last Administration. It has 
been considered by the NSC, but not approved by the NSC or the President. The 
data cited refer only to the United States and do not include other free world 
strength and are therefore not comparable with the data in Chapter Two for the 
Soviet system as a whole. Although the free nations may approach approximate 
military equality in numerical terms with the Soviet system, this comparison is mis- 
leading because the forces of the free nations are scattered and not subject to cen- 
tral control and because there is inadequate strength in certain vital areas adjoin- 
ing the Soviet system. [Footnote in the source text. For extracts from NSC 141, “Re- 
examination of United States Programs for National Security”, Jan. 19, 1953, see p. 

209. 

ON SC 141. [Footnote in the source text. ]
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| It is also recognized that the ability of the United States to deter 
general war will continue to depend in substantial measure upon 
the acknowledged capability of the United States to deliver an ef- | 
fective atomic offensive against the USSR under all foreseeable 

: conditions. In this regard, the United States is greatly increasing | 
! its own atomic strength and its development of the thermonuclear 

| weapon will further increase this power: “There is every indication 
that the free world’s present lead in numbers and power of atomic 
and thermonuclear weapons will be increased and that the US. | 

: will continue to possess substantially greater variety and flexibility 
| of means in the delivery of such weapons. By 1954-55, the air force 
| as a whole and the naval air arm will be substantially modernized, 

and with improvements in electronics equipment our air penetra- 

tion capabilities should be enhanced.” t 

| ~The same sources warn, however, that although “U. S. offensive 

| striking power is now substantial and is improving . . . some doubt 
| exists whether it is improving relative to the strengthened Soviet 

defenses and to the increasing Soviet capability to damage bases in 

the continental United States and U.S. bases overseas by surprise 

| atomic attacks. This doubt leads to the finding that the present | 
! strength and readiness of (U.S.) offensive striking power would in- 
| volve acute risks for the United States in the first critical stages of : 

a general war.” There is, in fact, reliable evidence that the vulner- 

ability of the United States to atomic attack is increasing as the : 
| Soviet power to attack increases without offsetting additions to 

United States air and civil defenses.+ | 

| As for the military position of the rest of the free world, the : 
| Committee notes the estimate that “no one of the three major 

areas outside the Western Hemisphere has yet achieved adequate 

security against the several threats posed by the Soviet system.’’§ | 
| Substantial progress however, has been made in European rearma- | 

ment, although significant deficiencies exist in the effectiveness of 
| many NATO units. Under presently funded programs, some seven 

| or eight billion dollars worth of military end items should be deliv- 
ered to Europe by 1955. This should result in further progress in | 

| +NSC 141; see also NSC 1385/2. [Footnote in the source text. NSC 1385/2, Sept. 16, | 

| 1952, was amended and adopted on Sept. 25. For text of NSC 135/3, “Reappraisal of | 
| United States Objectives and Strategy for National Security”, the report in its ap- 
| proved form, see p. 142.] | 

+ NSC 141; Project East River; the report on Armaments and National Policy by 
the State Department’s Panel of Consultants on Disarmament (Oppenheimer Com- 

| mittee); and.the report to the Secretary of Defense by the Ad Hoc Study Group on 
Continental Defense (the Kelly Report). [Footnote in the source text. For the report L 
of the Panel of Consultants, see p. 1056. For documentation on continental defense, [ 

| see pp. 1 ff.] | 

| §NSC 141; see also NSC 1385/2. [Footnote in the source text.] | 

| | 
| 

i 
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the development of effective forces, although Western Europe will 
probably not by 1955 have reached a security position which would 
be adequate to assure its defense against a determined Soviet 
attack. | | ee 

In the Far East, the United States military aim is to make the 
off-shore island chain secure at minimum cost and to resist commu- 
nist aggression on the mainland of Asia. The South Korean army 
has now been raised to 16 active divisions and a further build-up is 
planned. The United States is continuing to assist in developing 
the military capabilities of the Chinese Nationalists, but Formosa 
could not now be defended against a determined Chinese Commu- 
nist attack without substantial United States participation. The 
United States is giving further impetus to the development of Viet- 
namese forces, but it is doubtful whether Indochina could be de- 
fended against a large-scale Chinese Communist attack unless sev- 

eral Western divisions were securely placed in the area prior to the 
attack. | 2 ae | 

Potentially, Japan can again be a major military factor in the 

Far East. With United States assistance, the Japanese have 
planned a 10-division ground force and a small air force, but for 

many internal reasons, including the explicit prohibition against 
| rearmament in the Japanese constitution, the development of these 

forces will probably be slow. In general, the strength of local and 
Western forces in the Far East, with the exception of Korea, is not 
in proportion to the dimensions of the military threat. There is 

very little local or Western military strength in the Middle East. 

We recognize that these estimates are not wholly up-to-date, that 

they are not based on a thorough net estimate and that ways may 

be found to use the military strength of the free nations more effec- 
tively. Relative military capabilities are, however, a most impor- 
tant factor in calculating the risks involved in political warfare of- 
fensives against the Soviet system and in determining the degree of 

risk which the United States can prudently accept. The immediate 

problem is the prevention of further Soviet territorial expansion, 

particularly in the Middle East and Southeast Asia where there is 
serious danger of continued deterioration of the free world’s posi- 
tion. This danger derives in part from the military weakness of the 

free nations in these areas. , 

Political Factors 

There is today a degree of cooperation among the free nations 

which is altogether unprecedented except in time of general war. 

This cooperation finds its expression in the United Nations, in 

NATO, in the Inter-American system, in the Pacific pacts, and in 

various economic programs. Nevertheless, the economic strains, the
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burden of military requirements and the long-continued political 

tensions between the Soviet system and the free nations and be- | 

tween the free nations themselves, are producing an unhealthy po- 

litical climate in the free world. The conflicts of interest are mani- i 

fest in the French reluctance to grant Western Germany a position 

| of equality, the Arab-Israeli tensions, the Anglo-Egyptian difficul- 

| ties, and the deteriorating relationships between the United King- 

dom and France on the one hand, and their dependencies or former 

dependencies in the Middle East, Asia, and Africa on the other 

| hand. In general, the free nations, because they are free, are neces- 

| sarily more open to communist penetration and subversion than | 

the Soviet system is to Western political warfare.| 

| _ - COURSES OF ACTION | - 

| The objectives of the United States were discussed in Chapter | 

One and can be summarized as: (1) the security of the United 

States; (2) a peaceful world order of free nations and (3) a substan- 

| tial relative reduction of Soviet capabilities or a basic change in 

- Soviet objectives. The possibility of war involving large numbers of | 

atomic bombs has become so appalling that the importance of 

| avoiding it imposes drastic limitations on the policies by which the 

| United States seeks to make progress toward these objectives. The 

United States will fight a general war if this becomes essential to 

| the survival of the United States and the free world. But recogniz- 

| ing as the President has said, that the only way to win a third | 

| World War is to avoid it, the United States will attempt to conduct 

itself so that general war can be avoided while it moves toward its 

| objectives. _ | | 

Further expansion of the Soviet system would risk the creation 

| of a situation in which no adequate free coalition could be assem- 

| bled. Therefore, the first task of United States policy is to prevent | 

: such expansion. This will involve continuous efforts to strengthen | 

| the military power, political unity, and the economies of the free | 

| nations. Only the ability to accomplish this will provide the basis | 

| for efforts to bring about the retraction and reduction of Soviet 

| power and influence and eventually a change in the nature of the 

| Soviet system. | | | | 

| At present, the United States and its allies may not have the ca- | 
| -pability to prevent by local action the further expansion of the | 

| Soviet system at various points which are under attack or threat- 

ened, notably in the Middle East and Southeast Asia. The United | 

ae 
f 

|The political strengths and weaknesses of the free world are discussed more fully | 
below in describing courses of action with respect to individual areas. [Footnote in | 

the source text.] | 

| |
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States and other free nations may, therefore, find themselves de- 

pendent on the threat of general war to deter Soviet expansion into 
such areas. , 

If the United States is to retain the freedom of action necessary 
to meet and counter Soviet threats and to make progress toward its 
own objectives, it must possess, in conjunction with its allies (1) the 

military strength required to win local conflicts and (2) the mili- 
tary strength necessary to prevail in the event of general war. 
These two essential capabilities are closely related. The willingness 
to commit military force to local conflicts will depend in large 
measure upon United States readiness for general war. Without 

reasonable assurance of the capability to cope with the consequenc- 
es of general war, including attacks on the United States, the con- 

cern of the American people for their own security will limit the 

risks which the United States is willing to accept. The desire of 

America’s allies to limit their risks is already discernible. In light 

of the growing Soviet atomic capability, therefore, the development 

of more effective air and civil defenses at least for the continental 

United States may become a precondition to continuing freedom of 
| action. | 

In recognition of these basic facts the United States has under- 
taken large programs of military assistance to other countries, is 

strengthening its alliances with other free nations and is develop- 
ing its own military strength. Military programs, however, are not 
only very expensive but are, by themselves, inadequate. It has 
become increasingly clear that the vulnerability of a country to 
direct or indirect aggression and its ability to resist them are close- 

ly related to its underlying political, social, and economic health. 

For this reason, the United States is seeking, by a wide variety of 

cooperative measures, to help the free world gain not only military 

strength but also moral, political and economic strength. In places 

like Berlin, Korea, and other areas where direct comparison of con- 

ditions under free government and communist control can be read- 
ily made, it is especially important that the United States seek to 
assure that the comparison is favorable to the free way of life by 

providing economic assistance and by otherwise strengthening 
morale in the free area. 

Support of the United Nations 

One of the ways of describing the basic objectives of the United 

States is to say that it desires an international order conforming to : 

the spirit and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations. It is, 

therefore, a major United States goal to strengthen the United Na- 
tions. It is the policy of the United States to cooperate with other 

members of the United Nations and through the United Nations to ~
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resist aggression, settle international disputes by peaceful means, 

. work for the improvement of social and economic conditions, pro- | 

| mote cultural interchange and international understanding, and | 

meet the aspirations of dependent peoples for control of their own | 

affairs. 
Much has been said about the advantages which accrue to the | 

Soviet rulers because they have an ideology that is alleged to be 

| universally valid. The free nations have no such doctrine, for diver- 

sity, not only in customs and practices but in the deepest interpre- — 

| tations of life, is the essence of freedom. The Charter of the United | 

| Nations represents a very wide area of agreement on the proper 

conduct of international relations. The universal appeal of the 

Charter and the self-interest of all free peoples in a world conform- 

| ing to its spirit could be a powerful unifying force among free na- 

tions. | ) 

The United States should, therefore, continue to support the 

United Nations, honor fully its obligations under the Charter and 

call attention to the persistent failure of the Soviet rulers to honor : 

| theirs. It should seek to persuade colonial or dependent peoples | 

| that the United States supports their desire to have growing con- 
: trol over their own affairs in accordance with the Charter. 

Western Europe | | | | 

| The Western European policies of the United States are designed | 

| to assist in accomplishing the following major goals: : | 

1. The political, economic and military unification of the Western 

European countries and the linking of a unified Western Europe 

| with the United Kingdom (and thus with the British Common- 
wealth) and with the United States in an effective coalition. | 

2. The realization by the Western European countries of their 

| full potentialities, including maximum military and economic 

| strength. | 

| 8. The recognition by the Western European countries of the 

| need for, and their full cooperation in working toward, a substan- 

| tial relative reduction of Soviet capabilities or a basic change in 

| Soviet objectives. | 
| 4. The development of stable and mutually satisfactory patterns | 

of cooperation, including common effort in resisting direct and indi- | 

rect communist aggression, between the Western European coun- | 

tries and their present or former dependencies overseas. — 

5. The restoration and renewal, in these and other ways, of the f 

| vitality, self-respect, and confidence which once characterized 

| Western Europe. | | 

| There are serious obstacles to the accomplishment of these goals: 
Franco-German rivalries and suspicions; the relations of France 

| and the United Kingdom to their dependencies and former depend- 

| encies, especially those in the Middle East, South and Southeast | 

|
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Asia, and Africa; the slow rate of economic growth in Western 
Europe; the problem of adequate markets and sources of supply in 
the free world, particularly for Germany; the pressure of popula- 
tion in Italy; communist strength, especially in France and Italy, 
and so on. Difficult as these problems are, the Western European 
countries can deal with them if they can generate the will and con- 
fidence to tackle them vigorously. 

The governments and peoples of Western Europe are proud of 
_ their heritage and of their contribution to Western civilization; 
they resent the shift of power westward to the United States and 
eastward to the Soviet Union. They fear war because of their ex- 
posed and weak position and their concern over atomic attack. 

| They are envious of the material richness of the United States and 
feel overwhelmed by the burdens of defense which they think it is 
pressing on them. They dislike the ‘cold war” and many of them 
think that it could be settled if the United States would take a less 
rigid position toward the Soviet Union. | a 

To attain its goals in Western Europe the United States must 
gain support for its policies, instill confidence in its leadership, en- 
courage a sense of shared responsibility and equal participation in 
decisions and actions, and develop an understanding of the Soviet 
threat; it must also expose the unwillingness of the Soviet Union to 
reach a settlement genuinely consistent with the security of West- 
ern Europe. 

The Middle East, South Asia and Africa 
There is a widespread opinion that further deterioration in these 

areas is likely. It has been estimated that, with respect to the 
Middle East and Africa, Soviet political warfare is the main exter- 
nal threat, and that an armed attack, which could only be made by | 
Soviet forces, is unlikely except as a subsidiary action in the event 
of general war. These areas are all in ferment, striving to break 
away from ancient patterns and to develop new political, social and 
economic institutions. They are areas in which there are great ani- 
mosities—between Arab and Jew, between Hindu and Moslem, be- 
tween white and colored, between present or former colonial 
powers and present or former dependencies. These areas of eco- 
nomic and strategic value in which any Soviet expansion would 
have dangerous consequences are particularly vulnerable to Soviet 

~ political warfare. - a | 
The immediate tasks are to prevent Soviet gains, particularly in 

Iran, to bring about a satisfactory adjustment of the Anglo-Egyp- 
tian dispute, to reduce Arab-Israeli tensions, and to bring about a 
better understanding between India and the West. Beyond. this, 
there are important long-range tasks, such as assisting economic
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| development, encouraging political stability and developing ade- 

quate defense arrangements. | | | ee | 

It will be necessary for some time to work with the groups now | 

in power in much of the Middle East and with the colonial authori- | 

| ties in much of Africa. New groups, however, are gaining power or | 

will in time win power and the United States must be prepared to | 
work with and encourage these new elements. It would be tragic if 

| - pseudo-revolutionary communism were to gain ground in this area 

by capturing the new independence movements and appearing as ! 

the spokesman of social and economic reform. So far as possible, | 

| the United States should be a champion and defender of the genu- 

| ine independence movements. | . 

| Latin America | a : a | | 

| The situation in Latin America has some similarity to that in 

the Middle East, South Asia, and Africa. There are also important 

differences, including the fact that the United States has a domi- 

| nating position in the area. - | ee | 

Since the end of the second World War, a number of factors have | 

contributed to a deterioration in relations between the United 

| States and the Latin American nations. The amount of aid given to 
| Latin American nations has been minute in comparison with that 

: extended to other parts of the world. Strong movements for the na- 

| tionalization of resources have appeared in several countries where | 

American companies have played a leading role in development 

projects. In Guatemala a pro-communist government has emerged. 

, In Argentina a violently anti-American government is seeking with 

at least covert communist support to create a Latin American bloc 

based on enmity to the United States. | 

Against these difficulties, the Organization of American States — 

| has strengthened the general political framework for inter-Ameri- 

| can relationships. Latin American nations also support the United | 

| Nations, where they can speak with a relatively equal voice. Amer- | 

| ican policy should emphasize support for the principles of individ- 

| ual freedom and national independence and work to overcome the | 

| conditions of economic backwardness and political instability which | 

| may make the area a fertile ground for communist penetration and 

| agitation. | a | | 

| The Far East — | | ae | 

| The United States has made progress in developing a collective 

! security system in the Far East. The treaties with Japan, the Phil- | 

| ippines, and. Australia and New Zealand provide the organizational 7 

framework for this system, and are supplemented by the arrange- 

ments with the Chinese Nationalist Government. Once Japan over- 

| comes its constitutional obstacles, the development of its defensive | 

| |
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strength can proceed and Japan will become a significant factor in 
the Far Eastern balance of power. 

For the time being, the main efforts of the United States are con- 
centrated on resistance to communist aggression in Korea and 
Indochina and on strengthening the defenses of the offshore island _ 
chain. The United States is transferring as much of the defensive __ 
burden to the Far Eastern states as possible by assisting allied and 
friendly states to develop military strength. In time it should be 
possible to build up substantial local forces in this vital area. It is 
also United States policy to assist the free Asian countries in eco- 
nomic development and in the expansion of their trade with each 

| other. | 
Although there are many favorable factors, the intelligence esti- 

mates foresee the likelihood of a further deterioration in the Far 
East, especially in Southeast Asia. There are two main threats: 
armed communist action in Indochina, Malaya, and Korea and 
communist political warfare in other countries. | 

All of the countries of the Far East have serious economic prob- 
lems. In Korea, this problem might become so acute as to interfere 
with the effort to build up the Korean armed forces. The commu- 
nist rebellions in Indochina and Malaya have badly hurt the econo- 
mies of these potentially rich countries. Japan must find larger 
markets and sources of supply in the Far East and elsewhere in 

| the free world in order to support an expanding population. There 
| are nevertheless great opportunities for economic cooperation 

among the countries of the Far East if political barriers can be low- 
ered. 

Difficult problems of policy lie ahead. Differences over Far East- 
ern policy are an important factor in the relations of the United 
States with its European allies. There are also obstacles to political 
and military cooperation between the Western European countries 
and many Asian countries, as is illustrated by the problem of Indo- 
china. Following a Korean truce, many of these problems will come 
to a head in a post-armistice political conference. Effective political 
influence will be difficult or impossible to exert until the United 
States has been able to formulate clear policies on many important 
issues. | 

If these immediate problems can be dealt with, there should be 
| significant opportunities to develop strength in the Far East. 

There, as in the Middle East, South Asia and Africa, where there 
are also young nations seeking to develop their institutions and 
strengthen their independence, the United States should be a 
champion and defender of genuine independence movements and 
in general a progressive influence. These countries have gained 
their independence largely as a result of the influence of the
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| United States on world affairs and many of them look largely to _ 

the United States for the external support necessary to maintain | 

their freedom. For these reasons the United States must work out | 

stable patterns of cooperation with them. | | 

The United States program, as developed and modified by the | 

President and the National Security Council, is designed to build | 

| growing strength and cohesion in the free world, so that the free : 

nations will have the unity of purpose and action, backed by power, / 

to create a world order of free and peaceful nations. The ultimate 

objective of the United States program is the eventual inclusion of 

| the countries now comprising the Soviet system in such a world 

order. | - 

| The execution of American policies demands a constant aware- _ | 

| ness of one easily ignored fact: the actions of the Soviet and Chi- 

nese Communist regimes are partially determined by what the 

| United States does. United States policy is part of the environment 

in which these regimes live and operate. Whether or not a regime 

| emerges in Moscow prepared to negotiate a serious settlement with 

| the West; whether or not Mao Tse-tung splits from Moscow; and 

| whether or not the satellites regain their independence will be de- 

termined in part by the alternatives held out by American policy. : 

| Political warfare designed to diminish communist capabilities must 

| constantly bear in mind this intimate connection between United 

| States actions and the choices open to Moscow and Peking. 

| The United States must have a base of national security to prac- 

tice political warfare successfully. Unless United States and allied 

military strength, defensive and offensive, is sufficient to make 

general war unacceptable to the Soviet rulers, and unless the 

United States can maintain its political alliances effectively, it will 

not have this secure base. This is not merely a military task, but 

| also a task of diplomatic, economic and moral leadership addressed 

| to the problems of the coalition as they are, not as the United 
States might wish them to be. | 

If the United States can succeed in maintaining a secure base 

! and denying the Soviet system the alternative of cheap success by 

| aggression or subversion, then we believe that political warfare 

| holds great promise of success in forcing a reduction and retraction — | 

| of Soviet power and a change in the nature of the Soviet system. 

| PART II | 

| CHAPTER FOUR | 

OPERATIONS AGAINST THE SOVIET SYSTEM | 

| The various operations discussed in this Chapter are intended to | 

| contribute primarily to a reduction of Soviet capabilities and a re- | 

| | 
| |
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, traction of Soviet power.] Very little progress has been made in 
this direction, and although research may develop new and more 
effective techniques, these operations must be considered unsuc- 
cessful to date. It may reasonably be asked whether these Oper- 
ations serve a useful purpose, whether they may be conducted 
more effectively with a view to making a greater contribution 

_ toward the achievement of national objectives, or whether they 
should be modified or abandoned. Each operation is examined with 
these considerations in mind. | 

Because of the diversity of operations directed against the Soviet 
system, it is not easy to present them as components in a coordi- 
nated effort to accomplish the national objectives of the United 
States. Lack of effective coordination partly explains the failure to 
make progress. Instances have been cited, for example, in which 
different information agencies of the American Government have 
extended support to the same foreign group, thereby resulting in 
waste of government funds, confusion of purpose, and, where some 
portion of the support was covert, increased risk of exposure. The 
Committee hopes that its recommendations on questions of organi- 
zation (Chapter Seven) will help to remedy these defects. 

Voice of America 

Because of the variety of conditions existing in various parts of 
the Soviet system, it would be misleading to discuss the question of 
radio broadcasting to the area as a whole. For the purposes of this 
report the system is divided into three parts: the Soviet Union, the 
eastern European satellites, and Communist China. The amounts 
budgeted for broadcasting to these three areas for the fiscal year 
1953 are, respectively: $6,554,000; $4,132,000; and $2,455,000; or a 
total of $13,141,000. This represents 63 per cent of the total budg- 
eted cost of VOA operations; the balance is allocated for broadcast- 
ing to the free world. | 

1. The Soviet Union 

In its most recent policy guidance the International Information 
Administration (IIA) sets forth the following objectives for VOA 
broadcasts to the Soviet Union: 

“Objectives: 1) Emphasizing to Soviet rulers and peoples the reck- 
less nature of Soviet policy and its consequences; 2) establishing a 
reservoir of good will between the peoples of the USSR and those of | 
the free world; 3) making the Soviet people conscious of and inten- 
sifying the conflicts and divergencies of interest which exist be- 
tween them and their rulers; 4) providing the people of the Soviet 

See Chapter One, page 5 and Chapter Three, page 17. [Footnote in the source 
text. |
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| Union with accurate and full information of news and conditions in 

| the United States and the free world.” _- | 

| 
| 

| These objectives represent the latest in a series of efforts to | 

| sharpen the tone of VOA’s Russian-language broadcasts and to use : 

VOA as an instrument of psychological warfare against the Soviet 

regime. When broadcasts to the Soviet Union were begun in 1947, 

emphasis was almost exclusively on the fourth objective stated i 

| above, that is, to provide the Soviet people with accurate news re- 

| ports concerning the United States and the free world. This origi- _ | 

| nal concept has been gradually abandoned as international ten- 

| sions have mounted, but serious doubt remains whether the more 

| aggressive line now taken in Russian-language broadcasts is effec- | 

! tive with Soviet listeners. _ | Ck eee 
One of the handicaps under which Russian-language broadcasts | 

have labored from the outset is the difficulty of devising any practi- 

: cal method of measuring audience reactions. The programs them- 

selves have been subject to several limiting factors. Principal 

among these are the scarcity of short-wave receivers, the personal 

| risk incurred by listeners to VOA programs, and the physical diffi- 

| culty of reception as a result of the intensive jamming operations 

! ~ conducted by the Soviet Government (although new technical de- 

| velopments may permit this problem to be overcome). | 

| In addition to these limiting factors, broadcasting to the Soviet 

Union also involves the delicate political question of the non-Rus- | 

sian peoples of the Soviet Union. VOA broadcasts not only in Rus- 

sian but also in a number of minority languages. In theory these | 

broadcasts present the same type of material carried on the Rus- | 

sian-language broadcasts and are not intended to encourage sepa- | 

- ratist tendencies. In practice the mere existence of programs in 

| these languages emanating from an official United States station is _ | 

| frequently interpreted by Soviet propaganda and by Russians in | 

! the Soviet Union to mean that this Government favors a policy of | 

| dismemberment. Furthermore, the content of programs in these ob- | 

scure languages is difficult to control. Finally, the problem of meas- 

uring audience reaction which exists in the case of the Russian-lan- 

| guage programs is compounded to the point where little or nothing 

| in the way of evaluation data is available for the minority lan- | | 

| ‘guage programs. CO | | 

| In view of the limitations on effective broadcasting to the peoples © | 

| of the Soviet Union and the inadequate data on audience reaction, | 

| a serious doubt arises whether the United States Government 

should continue to devote resources on the present scale to this op- 

eration—namely, almost one-third of the total VOA budget. The | 
l
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Committee believes that if its recommendations are approved, this 
proportion would automatically decline. | 

Even if a clear signal could be delivered to the Soviet listener, it 
is difficult to envisage any positive results which could now be 
achieved by provocative propaganda, and the risk of losing the au- 
dience would be ever present. It is believed, therefore, that VOA 
output to the Soviet Union should be modified in the following 
ways:** | 

(a) The basis for VOA output to the Soviet Union should be objec- 
tive, factual news reporting. It is as a source of truth and informa- 
tion about world events that VOA has value for the Soviet listener. 
If a Soviet citizen listens to VOA outside the scope of his official 
duties, he must be presumed to do so in a serious effort to obtain 
news and information not otherwise available to him. Selection and 
treatment of news should be designed to present a full exposition of 
United States actions and policies, especially as they affect the 
Soviet Union. 

(b) While straight news should comprise the bulk of VOA output, 
it should be supplemented by commentaries serving to interpret 
news events and to provide fuller explanations of United States ac- 
tions and policies than would be apparent from the news reports 
themselves. | 

(c) Although objectivity should be paramount, VOA output 
should be forceful and direct both in tone and content. As official 
relations with the Soviet Government are on a plain-speaking basis 
the same should be true of the United States informational ap- 
proach to the Soviet people. 

(d) VOA should stress directness in its approach, but should 
avoid a propagandist note. The fact that it is the official voice of 
the United States Government argues for restraint and dignity in 
its tone. All material intended for purposes of political warfare 
against the Soviet regime should be diverted to Radio Liberation or 
other non-official stations. 

(e) While programs of the type suggested above might be broad- 
cast in one or two of the principal minority languages, it is felt 
that American objectives will not be furthered by expanding this 
program and it is suggested that serious consideration be given to 
reducing the number currently in use. 

In the event of war, radio will be a political warfare weapon of 
major importance, especially in the initial phase. It is essential, 
therefore, that the facilities and personnel available to the United 
States not be reduced to the point where it would be difficult or 
impossible to respond to the exigencies of a war situation.TT 

2. The Eastern European Satellites 

**See Chapter Five for recommendations on VOA broadcasts to the free world. 
[Footnote in the source text.] 
Th...



| INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION ACTIVITIES 1827 : 

| | The objectives of VOA in eastern Europe as set forth in ITA guid- 

| ance are the following: 

| “Objectives: 1. To maintain hope and prevent demoralization 
under the weight of Soviet oppression by (a) providing continuing 

7 evidence of United States and free world concern for their fate; (b) | 
emphasizing growing western strength; (c) reiterating our faith in : 

their eventual liberation; (d) expressing our belief that the Soviet- 
dominated order will not meet the test of history. | 

| “2. To resist the inroads of Sovietization, particularly of satellite | 

youth, by articulating the national and religious traditions of the | 

| area, and educating them concerning the meaning of free institu- 

| ions. | an 

| “3. To provide reliable, objective and relatively full coverage of 
developments in the United States and the free world, and accu- 
rate commentary on communist activities in the satellites.” 

The situation in the eastern European satellites with respect to 

radio broadcasting differs in many respects from that in the Soviet 

Union itself. The populations of these countries have been subject- 

ed to the communist system for a relatively short time and retain 

: vivid memories of a different kind of life. Most of the countries, es- 

| pecially Czechoslovakia, Poland, Hungary and Rumania, still have 

| a strong western orientation. Radio receivers are much more gener- 

| ally available to the population than in the Soviet Union. Further- ! 

| more, the relative proximity to relay stations on the Soviet periph- | 

| ery makes it possible to deliver a medium-wave signal which is | 

| fairly good in spite of jamming operations. 

| Because of the greater number of refugees from most of the sat- | 

| ellite countries than from the Soviet Union and the greater ease of | 

| communication, it is also possible to form a more accurate impres- | 

| sion of the effectiveness of VOA broadcasts directed to this area. 

| VOA programs are widely heard and news transmitted through | 

| this channel is passed on to a much larger audience by word of | 

| mouth. It appears that VOA is having a considerable measure of : 

| success in accomplishing its objectives in this part of the world. It | 

_ is therefore believed that no major modifications of VOA programs 

| to the eastern European satellites are required. 

Three recommendations are made for guidance in future oper- | 

! ations: | 

| (a) A clear line of demarcation should be drawn between the le- 
| gitimate spheres of VOA and RFE. The former speaks with the au- | 

thority of the United States Government; the latter purports to be | 
| the voice of the freedom forces of the respective target countries. 
| VOA should accordingly confine itself to the type of program for 
| which the United States Government is prepared to accept respon- 
| sibility, and all material not included in that category should be 

| handled by RFE.
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(b) Should the Soviet Union pursue a policy of moderation 
toward the West, it may be expected that the satellites will follow 
suit. In this event VOA will be obliged to revise the nature of its 
broadcasts, and an additional responsibility will consequently be 
placed on RFE. 

(c) The effectiveness of VOA programs to the satellites can be 
greatly increased if guidance is received from the American mis- 
sions in these countries. Although the size of mission staffs is 
sharply restricted by the satellite governments, probably no staff 
member can make a greater contribution than a competent officer 
who will provide the responsible VOA desk with up-to-the-minute 
information on local developments and suggest themes which 
would be most effective with the audience in his particular coun- 
try. Such an officer should be assigned to the mission staff in each 
satellite country. VOA broadcasts have attained their highest effec- 
tiveness in countries where the Chief of Mission has devoted some 
of his time to providing advice and guidance. 

3. Communist China . | 

Radio listening facilities in Communist China are extremely lim- _ 
ited and broadcasting is an inadequate medium for reaching the 
people of this area under present conditions. VOA claims to have 
an audience comprising government officials and local leaders, 
businessmen, teachers and students, and is presently engaged in in- 
creasing its transmitting facilities to the mainland of China. Mean- 
while, as the result of a survey conducted by CIA of radio listening 
within Communist China, Radio Free Asia has decided that results 
do not justify broadcasting to this area and has discontinued its 
programs to the mainland. There are obvious advantages in main- 
taining a channel to the Government and influential circles in 
Communist China, and pending more complete evaluation we be- 
lieve that present transmission facilities are adequate for this pur- 
pose. 

As in the case of the Soviet Union, broadcasts to Communist 
China over VOA facilities should consist of factual news reporting 
supplemented by commentaries serving to interpret the news and 
to provide fuller explanations of our actions and policies than 

would be apparent from the news broadcasts themselves. 

RIAS—(Radio in the American Sector of Berlin) 

This station is operated under the direct supervision of the Office 

of the United States High Commissioner for Germany. Appropria- _ 
tions for operating costs for fiscal year 1953 were $866,000, which 

permitted a staff of eight American citizens and 648 Germans. : 

Berlin provides the most direct confrontation of Soviet and West- 

ern power and has become a symbol of Western resistance to Soviet 

imperialism. RIAS has made an important contribution in impress- 
ing on the population of eastern Germany the determination of the
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| West and in sustaining their hopes for eventual liberation from the 
| Soviet Union. Be DS 

By virtue of its strategic position in Berlin, RIAS has unrivaled 
facilities for the collection of information concerning developments | 
in eastern Germany. It has built up a large and devoted following | 
among the German population in the Soviet Zone, and is generally 
believed to be accepted by many of its German listeners as a bona 
fide German station. Until recently it has been able to blanket the 
Soviet Zone with its program, but jamming operations initiated in 

| 1952 have now been stepped up to the point where the audible 
| range of the RIAS signal is limited to the City of Berlin and the 

Province of Brandenburg. An effort should be made to strengthen 
the signal in order to overcome jamming. 

In view of the reputation of RIAS as a German station, the ques- | 
tion has arisen whether it should not be turned over to the 
German authorities for operation. There are several factors militat- 

| ing against such a step at this time. Both the Bonn Government 
and the municipal authorities in West Berlin agree that RIAS per- 

forms a useful function, but feel that they would not be able to un- 
derwrite the cost of operation. This attitude may change after Ger- 

: many regains her sovereignty. The participation by the United 

| States in the operation of the station is a factor contributing to the 

maintenance of morale of West Berliners. A further consideration 
| is the fact that as long as the United States is directly involved, 
| the station is in a much stronger position to withstand Soviet pres- 

sures. The Committee accordingly recommends that the United | 
| States continue to operate RIAS and that the present type of pro- | 

| gram be maintained without substantial modification. : 

The situation of RIAS is unrivaled for broadcasting to Soviet oc- | 
| cupation forces in eastern Germany. The suggestion that it also be | | 

| utilized for Russian-language broadcasts directed to the audience 

| has been resisted by the authorities in Berlin on the ground that it | 
| would compromise the reputation of the station as a true German | 

| voice. The Committee does not find this argument compelling. By | 
| accepting the argument the United States has deprived itself of one 
| of the most effective media at its disposal for communication to 
| Soviet occupation troops. We believe that Russian-language pro- 
| grams could be broadcast by RIAS without materially diminishing 
| the impact on its east German audience, and it is recommended | 

| that such broadcasts be given serious consideration. _ | | 

The American Committee for Liberation from Bolshevism, Inc. _ | 

The Committee was founded in 1951 for the purpose of attempt- 
ing to utilize the forces of the Soviet emigration against the Soviet | 

regime. The Committee is under CIA sponsorship and guidance, | 

:
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and has not attempted to raise funds publicly, which would assist 
in providing plausible cover for its activities. Policy has been deter- 
mined in close coordination with the Department of State. 

The American Committee has assumed that the most effective 
propaganda against the Soviet regime can be conducted by former 
Soviet nationals speaking in the name of a united emigration. Pro- 
ceeding on this assumption, a great deal of time and effort has 
been expended in attempting to bring together in one political 
center the diverse political groups existing in the emigration, 
which themselves have no leader of recognized stature. 

The difficulties in the way of accomplishing this aim are two- 
fold: first, the extreme hostility existing between Great Russian 
groups and those composed of the various non-Russian peoples of 
the Soviet Union; and second, basic political differences between 
Marxist and non-Marxist elements in the emigration, regardless of 
nationality. After long and arduous negotiations, agreement was fi- 
nally reached in October, 1952, for the formation of a coordinating 
center composed of four Great Russian and five nationality groups. 
The entire right wing of the Great Russian emigration and such 
important minority groups as the Ukrainians and Belorussians 
have thus far held aloof. 

It is the declared purpose of the American Committee to proceed 
with propaganda activities utilizing the present coordinating 
center, and to attempt gradually to broaden the base of the center 
by the inclusion of additional groups as circumstances permit. Ac- 
tivities of the center include Radio Liberation, a Russian-language 

station which went on the air from Munich on March 1, 1953, 

broadcasting initially to Soviet occupation forces in Germany and 

Austria, and a Russian Institute intended to utilize the knowledge 

and skills present in the emigration for research on the Soviet 
Union. A newspaper, addressed primarily to the Soviet emigration 

and published in the name of the coordinating center, is planned. 
In the fiscal year 1953 $——-—+¢ was allotted for support of this 

project. Of this figure $——-— was for Radio Liberation and $——— 

for the conduct of the other activities of the Committee. Ninety-six 

Americans and 218 aliens were employed. | 
The results to date have not been noteworthy. Undoubtedly more 

rapid progress could have been made if the idea of a political 

center had been abandoned and activities on the RFE pattern 
begun without regard to political considerations. From the outset 

++Figures in this and subsequent chapters have been omitted at the request of the 
Director of Central Intelligence in all copies of this report except the President’s 
copy, Number 1. The figures will be furnished by the Director of Central Intelli- 
gence if required. [Footnote in the source text. “President’s copy, Number 1” has not 
been found.]
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| there have been many advocates of such a course who argued that | 
| the whole history of the Russian emigration since 1917 has demon- 

| strated the futility of attempting to persuade its diffuse elements to | 
} coalesce in a common undertaking. The prevailing view, however, | 

has been that the psychological impact of a united voice of the 
Soviet emigration would so much outweigh that of a station under ' 

: transparent foreign control that the time and effort expended on 
| the formation of a coordinating center were justified. 
| In a situation short of war the project can probably make its 
| greatest contribution by de-emphasizing its political activities and | 

| devoting its major effort to the improvement of broadcasts from 

Radio Liberation. This station should use Soviet émigrés in an 
effort to weaken the Soviet regime and should concentrate on the | 

| Soviet military, government officials, and other groups in the popu- 
lation which harbor major grievances against the regime. Present 
plans call for the provision of new transmitting facilities in Spain. 
It is important that these or other facilities be developed in order 

| to enable Radio Liberation to reach a wide audience within the 

| Soviet Union. 
_ Pending a final determination of its effectiveness, we believe that 
| the activities of the American Committee should be continued. Be- 
: cause results can be expected in the immediate future only from 
| broadcasting, however, it is recommended that major attention 

| should be concentrated on Radio Liberation. Expenditures on the | 
| coordinating center can be reduced but should be maintained at a 
| level adequate to keep the organization in being, without active ef- | 

| forts to broaden the base of the center. If through the efforts of the 
present membership of the center additional émigré groups can be | 

persuaded to participate, such moves should receive the encourage- 

ment and support of the Committee. : | 

| National Committee for a Free Europe | | | 

The National Committee for a Free Europe (NCFE) was created | 
by CIA in 1949 with the following purposes: ! 

1. to create an institution in which the émigrés from the satellite 
nations could find employment which would utilize their skills and, | 
at the same time, document for the world at large the actions of 

| the satellite governments and Soviet Russia; / 
| 2. to utilize the political figures of such emigrations as rallying : 

| points and as symbols of unified opposition to communism in this ; 
country and abroad; — | | | 

3. to relieve the Department of State of the need to deal with 
| émigré political leaders whom they could not endorse as “Govern- 
| ments in Exile” at a time when the United States officially recog- 
| nized the satellite governments; and | 

| 4. generally to “aid the non-fascist, non-communist leaders in 
| their peaceful efforts to prepare the way toward the restoration in |
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Eastern Europe of the social, political, and religious liberties, in 
which they and we believe.” sis 

The activities of NCFE fall into six categories: the organization 
and support of refugee political groups; Radio Free Europe (RFB), 
which broadcasts from Munich and Portugal to the eastern Europe- 
an satellites; research projects on eastern Europe; the Free Univer- 
sity in Exile located at Strasbourg; the compilation of an informa- 
tion digest of current developments behind the Iron Curtain; and 
assistance to refugees from the satellites now residing in western 
Europe. | | | 

In the fiscal year 1953 $——-— was allotted for the support of | 
these activities. Most of this support was furnished by CIA. Of this 
amount $——— was allocated to RFE, $——— to the Free Univer- 
sity in Exile, and $——-— to the support of the other activities con- 
ducted by NCFE. The following personnel are engaged in these op- 
erations: RFE: 252 Americans and 1,526 aliens; Free University in 
Exile: 8 Americans and 45 aliens; other activities: 183 Americans 
and 345 aliens. | a 

The bulk of available evidence indicates that RFE is widely | 
heard, particularly in its three primary target areas, Czechoslova- 
kia, Hungary and Poland, and that its programs are well received 
by its audience. There is less agreement on the effectiveness of 
other NCFE activities. Efforts to form national councils composed 
of political leaders from the various emigrations have largely been 
frustrated by the bickerings and jealousies common to émigré poli- 
ticians. The Free University in Exile, which was established to 
train refugee students for future leadership in their own countries 
after liberation, has found it difficult to provide proper motivation 

and the whole project is currently under re-examination. The re- 
| search and news-gathering activities provide material for broad- 

casting operations and are also a source of information regarding 

developments behind the Iron Curtain. Aid to satellite refugees in 
western Europe, which is designed to supplement the activities of 

regular relief agencies by assisting refugees to adapt to their new 

environment while preserving their national consciousness and na- 

tional culture, is a program now in its initial phases. 

| In the original plan the various national councils were to be re- 
sponsible for broadcasts over RFE facilities to their respective 

countries. Since the complexities and rivalries of émigré politics 

made the organization of national councils difficult, it was decided 

to set up RFE on a non-political basis. Emigré staffs were hired for 
competence rather than political affiliation and programs to vari- 

ous countries are now id entified as the Voice of Free Czechoslova- 
kia, Poland, and so on. Although this reason for the national coun-
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| cils no longer exists, they do have potential value in exile relations. _ | 
Tf the émigré leaders are prepared to create national councils of | 
their own volition, NCFE should assist them to engage in such 

| propaganda activities as they may be qualified to conduct. Primary 

| attention, however, should be given to the broadcasting phase of 

| NCFE activities. The Committee recommends that the rest of these | 

: activities be reviewed by CIA to determine whether they should be | 

continued or modified. | 

| As in the case of the Russian emigration, support operations 

which enable refugees from the satellites to live decently either in 

| _ the United States or in western Europe have a certain long-term 

| value even though their short-range advantages are not apparent. 

| These individuals might constitute a useful cadre in the event of 

hostilities in eastern Europe and the research work they do may 

| prove of value, both now and in the future, if suitable arrange- 

| ments can be made for better distribution of the results to appro- 

priate agencies. 2 : OEE 

| Certain specific problems arise in connection with NCFE activi- 

| ties, particularly RFE. There is first the question of cover. It has | 

| been suggested that, because the present cover has worn thin, 

| RFE’s. official connections be freely admitted. Such a course, how- | 

| ever, would vitiate the principal reason for the existence of RFE as 

| a separate organization. So long as its government connections are 

not officially admitted it can broadcast programs and take posi- 

tions for which the United States would not desire to accept re- | 

sponsibility. The Committee believes that the present cover is ade- 

| quate for this purpose. | | 

| A second problem is the question of relations with the West 
| German Government. RFE’s European headquarters and several of © 

| its transmitting facilities are located in West Germany. By the 

very nature of its activities it is inevitable that there should be _ 

conflict between the interests of RFE and those of the large | 

| number of ethnic Germans who have been displaced from their | 

| homes in eastern Europe. These German refugees are critical of | 

some of the eastern Europeans employed on RFE and frequently 
disagree with the political solutions which are advocated or implied 

| with respect to the future organization of this area. They constitute 

a compact political pressure group in western Germany and are in 
a position to influence the attitude of the Bonn Government. This 

| will be a continuing problem and may be expected to become more 

acute as Germany moves toward full sovereignty. It is therefore 

imperative that every effort be made by RFE to work out and | | 
maintain the best possible relations with the Bonn Government. 

:
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Committee for Free Asia 

Although the Committee for Free Asia (CFA) is usually consid- 
ered to be similar to NCFE in organization and functions, and al- 
though the two organizations have joined in the Crusade for Free- 
dom in appealing for public support, CFA differs from NCFE in 
that its activities are directed primarily to the free countries of 
Asia rather than behind the Iron Curtain. In its work in these 
countries CFA operates on the concept that a private organization, 
particularly in Asia, can accomplish results which an official 
agency by its very nature cannot. It presupposes that the more it 
obscures its American label the more effective it will be. It seeks to 
foster among Asian peoples a sense of their importance as individ- _ 
uals, to develop in Asia a community of interest in resisting com- 
munism, and to encourage and promote native leadership of activi- 
ties which will strengthen freedom. In working toward these objec- 
tives CFA encourages individuals and groups to act in their own 
right as Asians, in Asian self-interest, for Asian objectives. | 

In May, 1951, Radio Free Asia (RFA) went on the air short-wave 
over leased facilities in three Chinese dialects and English. Surveys 

| revealed that on the Chinese mainland the audience was restricted 
to government officials and others specifically authorized to listen 
to short-wave broadcasts.§§ Because of this situation RFA concen- 
trated on the overseas Chinese audience in Southeast Asia. This 
audience was not thought to justify the expense of the program 
and it was recently decided to discontinue RFA entirely. The 
amount allocated for the operation of RFA in the fiscal year 1953 
was $———. 

The other activities of CFA, which are directed almost entirely 
toward the free countries of Southeast Asia and Japan, are dis- 
cussed in Chapter Five. 

ECONOMIC DENIAL PROGRAM 

Another phase of operations against the Soviet system is the eco- 
nomic denial program by which the volume of strategic materials 
exported to the Soviet system from the free world has been sub- 
stantially reduced. | 

In order to limit the war potential of the Soviet system and to 
increase its economic difficulties, the United States has for the past 

several years been engaged in an extensive program “to prevent 
the flow to countries supporting the communist imperialist aggres- 

sion of those materials, goods, funds, and services which would 

§§See page 37 above. [Footnote in the source text. For the passage under refer- 
ence, see p. 1828.]
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| _ serve materially to aid their ability to carry on such aggression. ’|||| | 
| Under this program, there has been a complete embargo on arms, | 

| ammunition, implements of war, and atomic energy materials. 
There has also been an embargo—with certain exceptions—on in- 

| dustrial and transportation materials of primary strategic signifi- : 
cance. Additional items are added to the embargo list as agreement | 

is achieved among the free nations.{] | 

| It is believed that the Soviet military build-up has been slowed | 
| by the denial program. A recent analysis* of the economic conse- | 
| quences of a complete severance of East-West trade concluded that | 
| the amount of commerce still carried on between the Soviet system | 

and the West is so small in relation to the total productive capabil- | 

| ity of either side that its severance could not have a significant | 
| effect on the general level of economic activity of either the system i 

, or the West. This estimate also concludes that, with the possible | 
exception of natural rubber and electronic tubes and components, 

| the Soviet system would be capable of replacing, within about four | 
years, all goods presently imported from the West. | 

' The Committee understands that the Planning Board of NSC has 
| been directed to review the entire denial program and submit rec- 

| ommendations to the Council in the near future. In the light of this 
| current NSC review, the Committee has not attempted to arrive at 
| independent conclusions concerning the strategic importance of the 

| program or its potential contribution to the United States effort 
| against the Soviet system. 

| CHAPTER FIvE 

PROPAGANDA AND INFORMATION ACTIVITIES IN THE FREE WORLD 

: This Chapter is devoted to a review of the information and prop- | 
aganda activities conducted by four government agencies: The De- 

| partments of State and of Defense, the Mutual Security Agency 

! -and the Central Intelligence Agency. We discuss the mission of the 
propaganda and information programs, note the size and distribu- 

| tion of the effort, make a general appraisal of the program and fi- 

| nally a more detailed appraisal of the various media. : 

| |||Letter from the President to the Secretary of State dated December 28, 1950, | 
| reproduced in NSC 104 dated February 12, 1951, pp. 1-2. [Footnote in the source ft 

text. For NSC 104, “U.S. Policies and Programs in the Economic Field Which May 
| 10231 the War Potential of the Soviet Bloc,” see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 

| m/Second Report to Congress, January 1953, by the Battle Act Administrator, pp. : 
| 3-5. [Footnote in the source text.] : | 

| *NIE-59. [Footnote in the source text. For text, see vol. 1, Part 2, p. 949.] 

| | 

| | | 
| |
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| ‘MISSION OF PROPAGANDA AND INFORMATION 

There is a wide difference of opinion concerning the role of prop- 

aganda and its inherent limitations. The most enthusiastic advo- 
cates of propaganda consider it to be a weapon in its own right—to 
have the capability, if skillfully employed, of changing the opinions 
of foreign peoples and influencing the actions of foreign govern- 

ments. The Committee believes, however, that propaganda cannot 
be expected to be the determining factor in deciding major issues. 

The United States is judged less by what it says through official 
information outlets than by the actions and attitudes of the Gov- 
ernment in international affairs and the actions and attitudes of 
its citizens and officials, abroad and at home. American policies, 

both foreign and domestic, may guarantee the security or set the 
standard of living of entire nations. Extreme statements made by 

Americans, often for domestic effect, are prominently displayed 
abroad and can create serious doubt as to the maturity, stability, 
and constancy of purpose of the United States. 
Propaganda is most effective when used as an auxiliary to create 

a climate of opinion in which national policy objectives can be most _ 

readily accomplished. It must perform the function of informing 

foreign peoples of the nature of American objectives and of seeking 
to arouse in them an understanding and a sympathy for the kind 
of world order which the United States and other free nations seek 
to achieve. To be effective, it must be dependable, convincing, and 

truthful. In particular situations propaganda, overt or covert, may 

play a role of decisive importance in the attainment of specific 

goals, but too much or too blatant propaganda can be harmful. 
One of the principal handicaps under which United States infor- 

mation and propaganda activities have suffered is confusion re- 

garding their mission. This has been particularly true of the for- 
eign information service of the Department of State known as the 
International Information Administration (IIA). Upon the abolition 
of the Office of War Information (OWI) in 1945, its functions were 

transferred to the Department of State, which was directed to pro- 
vide foreign peoples with a “full and fair picture” of American life 
and of the aims and policies of the United States Government. The 

Smith-Mundt Act (Public Law 402) in 1948 established, in addition, 

an educational exchange service and emphasized the need to in- 

crease mutual understanding by the dissemination abroad of infor- 
, mation about the United States. In 1950 a “Campaign of Truth” 

was launched by the President in an effort to counter hostile Soviet 
propaganda. After the outbreak of the Korean War, NSC 68 * set 

* For text of NSC 68, “U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security”, Apr. 
14, 1950, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 234.
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| the propaganda objective of deriving “the maximum psychological | 

| effect from the political, diplomatic, economic and military meas- 

ures undertaken by the United States and its allies.” In 1951, the | 
primary mission of the information service was defined as deter- | 
ring the Soviet war effort.t To facilitate the attainment of this ob- | 

: jective five tasks were assigned to IIA which have been reaffirmed | 
in subsequent NSC documents: | | 

2 _() To increase psychological deterrents to communist aggres- | 
sion. | | 

(2) To intensify, particularly in Western Europe, the growth of : 
| confidence in the free world’s ability to stop communist aggression. 
| (3) To combat neutralism, particularly in Asia. - | 

| (4) To maintain hope of liberation among the peoples behind the : 

| Tron Curtain. or Bogeinges ARES, : 
(5) To maintain, particularly in Latin America, a recognition of | 

the mutual interdependence of this area and the United States. — i 

In Germany, in addition to IIA activities, an extensive and in 
| large measure independent information program has been conduct- 

ed since the end of the war, first under the Department of Defense 
| and subsequently, since 1949, under State Department direction 

| (HICOG). In 1951 the Department of State declared that the objec- 

| tive of the HICOG information program was “‘to serve as an instru- 
| ment of the occupation,” and that its “normal function” was the 

| “full and fair projection of the United States.”+ The mission was 

| changed in 1958 to that of “affecting the attitudes and actions of : 
the German people’ and assuring the “acceptance of our objec- | 

| tive."§ - / 
| The aims of the other agencies engaged in information work 

have been more precise and constant. MSA has been charged with | 
| persuading Europeans to increase their productivity, to develop | 

| their economic and military strength, and to integrate their econo- _ 
| mies. The objectives of CIA covert propaganda in the free world are | 

! to combat communist subversion, counter neutralism, and general- | 
| ly promote United States and Western concepts and interests. The | 
| mission of the Department of Defense information activities in the : 

| free world is to furnish information to troops stationed overseas 

| TNSC 114/2. Annex 5. [Footnote in the source text. NSC 114/2, “United States | 
| Programs for National Security”, Oct. 12, 1951, is printed in part in Foreign Rela- | 
| tions, 1951, vol. 1, p. 182. NSC 114/2, Annex 5, “The Information Program’, same | 

date, is also printed ibid., p. 942.] | | - | 
| tStatement of Policy Concerning the Revision of the Public Affairs Program for | 
| Germany and the Conclusion of a Cultural Treaty,” July 25, 1951. [Footnote in the | 
| source text. The statement of policy under reference is not printed.] | | | 

| §Public Affairs Plan for Germany, January 1953. [Footnote in the source text. The 

| plan under reference is not printed.] | | 

| | 
|
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and to encourage friendlier relations between the troops and for- 
eign populations. a | - | 

There is still no unanimity of opinion regarding the over-all mis- 
sion of the United States information agencies. Some consider the 
mission to be the dissemination of truth, particularly about the 
United States; some emphasize the importance of winning friends 
for the United States; and others view the information services as 
a weapon against communism. These differing points of view have 
emerged in the prolonged public debate on the mission of the infor- 
mation program and have contributed to the uncertainty and con- 
fusion among information personnel which has proven such a seri- 
ous handicap to the development of a coordinated and purposeful 
program. 

The dissemination of truth is not enough. Friendship for the 
United States is neither a prerequisite to nor a guarantee of action 

_ in the interest of the United States. Anti-communist propaganda 
may antagonize more foreigners than it convinces. While all of 
these elements have a legitimate place in an information program, 
the Committee believes that any program supported by govern- 
ment funds can only be justified to the extent that it assists in the 
achievement of national objectives. 

The primary purpose of the information program should be to 
persuade foreign peoples that it lies in their own interest to take 
actions which are also consistent with the national objectives of the 
United States. The goal should be to harmonize wherever possible 
the personal and national self-interest of foreigners with the na- 
tional objectives of the United States. 

It must be the concern of the United States to find out what 
other peoples want, to relate their wants to those of this country 
and to explain these common goals in ways that will cause others 

| to join with the United States in their achievement. 
This goal can be achieved only on the basis of clear and consist- 

ent statements of the American position on major issues. Too often 
the United States speaks with a multitude of voices. Conflicting in- 
terpretations of national objectives are a serious handicap to suc- 
cessful persuasion in foreign countries. 3 

SIZE AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE INFORMATION AND PROPAGANDA 
ACTIVITIES 

Because of the complexity of departmental budgets and the © 
transfer of appropriated funds within agencies, the total cost of 
propaganda and information activities in the free world can be 

| stated only in general terms. A figure of . . . for operating the pro- 
gram in fiscal year 1953 appears to be a reasonable approximation. 
This is divided among the principal agencies as follows:
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| State Department—$120,000,000 I . | | 
| Mutual Security Agency—$50,000,000f | 

. . . e . . . ! 

Defense Department—$10,000,000** | 

The share of the Department of State for activities in the free | 

world is allocated among three organizations: | 

International Information Administration (IIA)—$82,000,000| : 
High Commissioner for Germany (HICOG)—$30,000,000T7 | 

Technical Cooperation Administration (TCA)—$11,000,000 : 

| Thus, while IIA is the largest agency in the information field, it 

| expends only 40 per cent of the total amount appropriated for prop- 

| aganda and information activities in the free world. 
) In geographical terms . . . or two-thirds of the annual total is 

spent in Western Europe... — | 
In terms of personnel, both American and alien, ITA has the larg- 

, est staff, with more than 9,000 employees. HICOG now has 4,000 

employees compared to its earlier maximum of 7,000. The MSA in- 
formation staff is 700. IIA has the heaviest concentration in the 

| United States, one-third of its personnel being stationed here in 

| comparison with only five per cent of the MSA information staff. 

| IIA also relies to a greater degree on American personnel, one-half 

| of its staff being citizens. The comparable figures are 20 per cent 

| for MSA and 10 per cent for HICOG. 
: 

| APPRAISAL OF PROPAGANDA AND INFORMATION PROGRAMS | 

| Any appraisal must take into account the principal characteris- | | 

| tics of Soviet and American propaganda. These derive chiefly from 

| differences in governmental structure and philosophy and from the 

wide divergence in national objectives. | | | 
For the last 30 years the Soviet propaganda program has been | 

| large and centrally directed. From the time they seized power, the 
Bolsheviks have given high priority to propaganda, both internal | 

and external. As a result of this long experience, the Soviet Union | 
possesses a large group of propagandists which is continually re- 

plenished by new and well-trained recruits. They are inhibited nei- 
| ther by the need to tell the truth nor by public opinion at home. In : 

| |An additional $14,000,000 is allotted for propaganda behind the Curtain. [Foot- | 
| note in the source text.] oe | L 

| One-half of this amount is for the productivity and technical assistance ex- — 
| change program. [Footnote in the source text.] ; 
| **This is not a budgetary figure, but is a rough approximation of the cost of ac- 
| _ tivities related to propaganda in the free world. So many activities of this depart- | 

ment have propaganda overtones that it is impossible to determine an accurate 
figure. [Footnote in the source text.] | 

++Funds for information activities in Germany are appropriated separately from i 
| IIA. [Footnote in the source text.] |
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addition, the Soviet propaganda machine has an effective appara- 
tus abroad in the foreign communist parties, which contribute 
their own funds and labor. ee eh he | 

The United States also has advantages. Its people share funda- 
mental beliefs and basic values with millions of the men and 
women the United States is attempting to win to its side: belief in 
God, belief in individual and national freedom and the right to 

| ownership of property, belief in a peaceful world and in the 
common humanity of men and nations compromising their differ- 
ences and cooperating in the United Nations. Sharing such beliefs, 
the United States has partners and allies abroad, not subservient 
satellites held by force. 

The military strength of the United States, its economic system, 
its standard of living, its technical development and productive ca- 
pacity are appropriate subjects of information programs as showing 
the capability both to resist aggression and to give powerful assist- 
ance in the creation of a peaceful world order. Of fundamental im- 
portance, however, the program should speak in terms of the 
deeper spiritual values uniting this nation with the rest of the 
world. | | 

Central Direction | 

The national information program has suffered from the lack of 
effective central direction. In spite of the establishment of the Psy- 
chological Strategy Board, coordination has been lacking and the 
various agencies concerned have largely gone their separate ways. 
Opportunities have been missed to take the offensive in global 
propaganda campaigns. Too often, the program has been merely de- 
fensive. Lack of coordination has resulted in the haphazard projec- 
tion of too many and too diffuse propaganda themes. No single set 
of ideas has been registered abroad through effective repetition. 
This is in sharp contrast to the technique of the Soviets, who have 
consistently hammered home a few carefully selected central 
themes: land reform, peace, anti-imperialism, youth. The headquar- 
ters staffs of all agencies engaged in information work should con- 
centrate more on the conception, planning and coordination of 
global campaigns and less on detailed control and execution of day- 
to-day operations. 

Another serious problem has been confusion regarding the guid- 
ance provided by the information agencies in Washington to their 
staffs in the field. Each has issued detailed guidances to its own 
field staffs, usually after some coordination by the interdepartmen- 
tal Psychological Operations Coordinating Committee (POC). The 
agency primarily concerned, IIA, in order to meet media deadlines, 
has often issued its information guidances before political guid-
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ances were prepared in the Department of State. Such guidances | 

have not always been in agreement. Cee Ue ee | 
| The Committee believes that, although guidance on specific or 

local objectives of information activities may often be required | 

| from Washington, such guidance should generally be confined to | 

global or regional themes. When United States policy and objec- | 

tives have been explained to the field, information officials abroad | 

should be permitted discretion in adapting their information activi- | 

ties to particular local situations. a ig | 

| Adaptation to Local Conditions | | 

| One aspect of IIA activity which has been repeatedly criticized is | 

the mass preparation and distribution of material. Frequently, 

| there has been insufficient concentration on particular targets and 

programs have not been best calculated to achieve the desired 

result. Much of the material prepared in the United States is of 

little use for any foreign audience. This criticism applies with par- i 

| ticular force to short-wave broadcasts by the Voice of America to 

| the free world and to publications prepared in the United States. 

| Insofar as possible, information material should be prepared 

| abroad to meet local needs. Tg 
More decentralization of tactical control of the information pro- 

| gram to the country level and the local preparation of more mate- 
| rial should permit a substantial reduction in the information staffs 
| located within the United States. This is particularly true of ITA. 

_ Audiences often do not believe information provided by any for- 

| eigner and are particularly quick to take offense at advice and ex- 

hortation received from abroad. They are likely not only to reject 

such an approach but to complain of interference in their internal 

affairs. Not all of the free world is prepared to view its problems in | 

| the context of a struggle between the United States and the Soviet 

| Union. The note of self-praise and the emphasis on material | 

achievements by the United States frequently creates envy and an- | 

| tagonism. oo a an | 

| Attribution | | | 

As a general rule, information and propaganda should only be at- 

tributed to the United States when such attribution is an asset. A 
| much greater percentage of the information program should be un- 
| attributed. | | | 

| - Attribution to the United States can be prevented not only by | 

avoiding the use of specific labels, but also by the utilization 

abroad of personnel other than American in the preparation and : 
| dissemination of material. In certain countries the large number of 

: Americans engaged in information activities is a handicap rather 

| than an asset to effective work. Competent and experienced local | 

| |
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employees are usually far more familiar than Americans with con- 
ditions and personalities in their own country. They are in much 
better position to establish the type of personal contacts through 
which unattributed propaganda can be disseminated. In countries 
where there are large concentrations of Americans engaged in in- 
formation activities, their number should be substantially curtailed 
and they should be replaced where necessary by qualified local em- 
ployes. 

Another method of avoiding official attribution in propaganda is 
the utilization of the numerous private American organizations 
active abroad. This very substantial asset has been insufficiently 
exploited by Government information agencies. While only a few 
companies, such as the wire services, are directly engaged in the 
dissemination of information, many participate in activities which 
are important to the local population. American business firms 
often comprise a significant segment of a foreign country’s indus- _ 
try. American universities and foundations have a long and impres- 
sive record in the exchange of students and encouragement of sci- 
entific research. American missionaries, particularly in Asia and 
Africa, have brought spiritual guidance and material assistance. In 
recent years, American labor groups have established direct rela- 
tions with foreign trade unions. Far greater efforts should be made 
to utilize private American organizations for the advancement of 
United States objectives. The gain in dissemination and credibility 
through the use of such channels will more than offset the loss by 
the Government of some control over content. 

Although the United States is a leading member of the United 
Nations and an active participant in numerous other international 
organizations, its propaganda appeals to the rest of the free world 
have been largely couched in strictly American terms. There has 
been reluctance on the part of the United States to participate in 

| coordinated international information efforts lest the content of its 
propaganda be controlled by its foreign partners. The United 

States, however, is associated with numerous nations of the free 

world in various joint endeavors, all of which are primarily intend- 
ed to strengthen the free world against the Soviet Union. The part- 

ners of the United States should be able to make a substantial con- 
tribution to the achievement of American propaganda objectives, 

and increased emphasis should be placed on this form of interna- 
tional cooperation. | | 

Control at the Country Level 

While maximum decentralization of information activities is re- 
quired to provide meaningful and purposeful programs suited to 

the requirements of local audiences, effective centralized control is
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| needed in each country. In some countries the various United | 
States agencies engaged in information work have conducted their | 

programs independently of one another. In other countries, an ef- | 
fective and coordinated information program has been worked out | 

| under the direction of the Chief of Mission and a country team | 
composed of the senior representative of each agency. : 

| Continuity and Flexibility : a a. 

An effective foreign information program can only be achieved 

| and maintained if firm executive and congressional support is ac- 
| corded to ensure permanency of organization, consistency in appro- 

| priations, and flexibility in management. | 
! Lack of agreement regarding the information program has re- 

sulted in frequent and often drastic changes in organization. Since i 
1945 the major information effort has been vested successively in 

| an independent agency (OWI), in the Department of State under 
| the direction of an Assistant Secretary, and in a semi-autonomous 
| organization under an administrator reporting to the Secretary of 
| State. Under the reorganization plan now under consideration, the 
| information program would again be placed in a separate agency 
| combining the functions of IIA with the information activities of | 

| MSA and TCA. Irrespective of the merits of the various organiza- 

| tional arrangements, these frequent changes have resulted in great 
| uncertainty, impaired the continuity of policies and programs, hurt 

| morale and hamstrung effective management. The Committee’s 
| views on organization of the information activities are stated in 

Chapter Seven, pages 99-102. | : 
Both the executive and the legislative branches of the govern- 

ment have lacked any firm conviction with respect to the nature | 
| and extent of the program, with the result that appropriations | 

| have fluctuated irregularly from year to year and continuity of | 
! effort has been impaired. MSA’s information program has under- | 

! gone rapid expansion and contraction. IJA’s annual budget has 

| varied irregularly between $20,000,000 and $120,000,000. Fluctua- | 

tions of this magnitude have made efficient management almost | 
impossible. - | : 

| While the adoption of the recommendations in this report would | 

| result in less spending in some portions of the program, particular- : 
ly within the United States, spending might be increased in other ! 

| sections. The Committee, therefore, recommends that appropria- : 
tions not be drastically reduced until the new principles and proce- 
dures have been tried. . | 

Lack of flexibility in budgetary and personnel matters has handi- | 
capped ITA and made management even more difficult. The infor- f 

|
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mation program requires more flexibility to permit decentraliza- 
tion as well as rapid concentration on targets of opportunity. Flexi- 

bility is also essential for the successful utilization of unattributed 
propaganda due to the diversity of channels and techniques. 

Public Support . 

Another disability under which the information program has la- | 
bored has been a lack of understanding of its purpose on the part 
of the American people and of official American representatives 

abroad. While the latter difficulty is gradually being overcome 
through association and cooperation in the field, the role of the in- 
formation program remains something of a mystery to the Ameri- 

can public. The degree of misunderstanding of the purposes of the 
program is revealed in current investigations. This misunderstand- 
ing results in part from the provision of the Smith-Mundt Act (PL 
402) which enjoins IIA from informing the American people of the 

nature of its activities. The Committee supports the recommenda- 
tion of the United States Advisory Commission on Information in 
its Seventh Semi-Annual Report to Congress, January 1953, that 
IIA be authorized to release domestically, without request, informa- 

tion concerning the program. | 

Security Handicaps | 

The information program of the United States, both in the free 

world and behind the Iron Curtain, has been severely handicapped 
by certain current security policies and practices. This has affected 

the information program in three distinct ways. First, it has inter- 

fered with the recruitment of qualified personnel and contributed | 
to the prevailing low state of morale among information personnel. 
Second, it has hampered the implementation of certain phases of 

the program such as resettlement of Iron Curtain refugees, ex- 

change of persons, and selection of books for overseas libraries. Fi- 

nally, the administration of the security program in the United 

States has had unfavorable repercussions abroad, particularly 

among our Western European allies, which cut directly across the 
objectives of the information program. Although the security pro- 
gram and immigration regulations are not within the jurisdiction 

of the Committee, we wish to point out the damage to the informa- 

tion and propaganda program which has resulted from certain as- 

pects of each. | 

CURRENT ACTIVITIES OF THE INFORMATION AND PROPAGANDA SERVICES 

For the sake of convenience, the following five sections follow the 

media breakdown employed by IIA. Although this organization is 
_ not used by other agencies with information programs, their activi- 

ties are also discussed under the appropriate headings. ,
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Radio oe | _ | 

Three agencies, the Departments of State and Defense and CIA, © | 
own radio broadcasting facilities. All United States agencies with 
information programs make some use of local stations in foreign | 

~ countries. The Voice of America (VOA), part of IIA, provides the 
most extensive radio coverage and is the most controversial portion | 

| of the IIA program. VOA operates about 70 transmitters, most of | 
which are short-wave, and has some 2,000 employees, three-quar- ! 

ters of whom are Americans. The VOA effort is concentrated on | 
| countries behind the Iron Curtain, only $9,000,000 of its total oper- | | 

| ating budget of $22,000,000 being spent on broadcasting to the free | 
world. At the peak of the Campaign of Truth, it broadcast in 46 
different languages. Since funds to complete its transmitter net- 
work have not been appropriated, it has not been able to provide 

an adequate signal in many areas. VOA is attempting increasingly 
| to utilize local stations for radio broadcasts, some of which are not 

| attributed to the United States. © | | Oe 

| The Department of Defense also operates extensive radio facili- 
| ties in the free world. The Armed Forces Network (AF'N) has 70 

| stations, mostly medium-wave. There are 22 in the Far East and 13 
| in Europe. The remainder are chiefly in United States possessions. 

| The annual cost of operations in foreign countries is roughly 
| $4,300,000. Although AFN broadcasts only in English and aims its 

programs at American troops, it reaches a large foreign audience. 
A Swiss radio magazine declared in 1953: “The Armed Forces 

| Radio Service programs are in much larger measure than the 
Voice a reflection of American life because they represent Ameri- 
cans speaking to Americans, which requires no special slant.” : 

| There are three methods for transmitting radio programs. Each | 

| has its advantages and disadvantages for disseminating propagan- ! 

da and information. | a a | 

1. Short-wave transmitters controlled by the United States. _ | 
| _ Short-wave is the only type of radio broadcasting which provides 
| intercontinental coverage and permits the transmitters to be locat- 
| ed in territory which is firmly controlled by the United States al- | 
| though it may be a great distance from the audience. The United 

| States can, therefore, control the program content without interfer- 
| ence by the foreign government, except for jamming. Short-wave | | 

| radio is the only available method of providing information to most 
| of the Soviet Union and to other unfriendly countries remote from : 
| the point of transmission. a es 

Programming is done far from the audience, however, which | 
poses serious problems in adapting programs to suit foreign inter- 

, ests and attitudes. ‘The size of the audience for short-wave pro- 
| grams is limited by the fact that special receiving equipment is | 

| 
| |
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necessary which is beyond the means of most people in foreign 
countries. | 

2. Medium-wave transmitters controlled by the United States. 
The range of medium-wave radio is relatively limited and trans- 

mitters must therefore be located closer to the audience. Medium- 
wave is the normal channel for radio broadcasting and is heard on 
standard receivers. Consequently, it reaches a much larger audi- 
ence within a given area than does short-wave. Since most govern- 
ments will not permit the operation of foreign transmitters on 
their territory, the areas where United States medium-wave trans- 

_ mitters may be located are restricted. American relay and medium- 
wave facilities abroad are now largely concentrated in Germany 
and Austria by virtue of the privileged position resulting from the 
occupation. This is a situation which may not long continue. 
Whereas short-wave programs are fully under control of the 
United States, programs broadcast on medium-wave must be care- 
ful to avoid offense to the government on whose territory the trans- 
mitter is located. | 

The Soviet Union relies more heavily on short-wave radio than 
does the United States. Due to a more favorable geographic loca- 

tion, the Soviet Union is able to provide a strong signal with fewer 

and less powerful transmitters. Soviet short-wave broadcasting con- 

centrates on Asia. Moscow is on the air approximately twice as 
much as the United States in about the same number of languages. 

Roughly the same ratio applies if the total short-wave radio output 

of the Soviet Union and its satellites is compared to that of the free 
world. Such large use of short-wave radio may be for purposes of 

frequency denial. | 

Local radio programs on medium-wave always far exceed those 
from foreign sources. In most countries, medium-wave programs 

originating in foreign countries of the free world are more numer- 

ous than those from communist countries. France, for example, has 

900 hours a week of locally originated programs and 200 hours 
from other non-communist countries. There are less than 40 hours 
from behind the Iron Curtain. — 

The Committee recommends that the continuance of short-wave . 
programs to the free world be reviewed on a country basis in con- 

sultation with the Ambassadors concerned, to determine the areas 

In which there is some expectation of accomplishing propaganda 

objectives through the use of this medium. We recommend that 
short-wave broadcasts be discontinued to those areas where such 

an expectation cannot be demonstrated, .. . 

Attributed American broadcasts, particularly those of VOA, 

should concentrate on objective, factual news reporting. Selection 
and treatment of news should seek to present a full exposition of 

United States actions and policies, especially as they affect the |



| | : 

| INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION ACTIVITIES 1847 | 

| target country. While a tone of exhortation and abuse should gen- | 

| erally be avoided, VOA should not be precluded from making digni- | 

- fied, forceful, and factual refutations of Soviet accusations. Satire : 

| and humor may also have their place. Music, entertainment, and 
such other miscellaneous program material as may be considered | 
necessary by United States chiefs of mission to maintain audience | 

| interest in individual target countries may properly be used. / 

| We recommend that consideration be given to changing the 

| name “Voice of America,” since the name is associated both in the 

| - United States and in many foreign countries with programs which 

| have been widely criticized and discredited. 

| Exchange of Persons | 
Nineteen different Federal agenciest{ are engaged in the ex- 

} change of persons with free world countries for various types of 

training. There are four major programs, each designed to meet a 

| different need, which altogether annually bring about 18,000 for- 
| eign nationals to the United States and send 2,000 Americans over- _ 

| seas. The total cost, exclusive of the large military exchange pro- 

| gram, is about $60,000,000. | 

| - Annually, IIA and HICOG together spend about $22,000,000 to 

| bring in 7,000 foreign nationals and to send some 1,600 American 

| citizens abroad. Half of the exchanges are students, the remainder | 

| adult specialists. German and Austrian citizens predominate be- 

| cause $6,000,000 of the total annual appropriation is earmarked for 

| these countries by Congress. | | 

| With a view to increasing productivity in backward countries, : 

| TCA spends in the order of $10,000,000 per year to provide techni- | 

| cal training in the United States for approximately 1,000 foreign | 

! government employees, most of whom are roughly equivalent in | 

rank to a county agent. i | 

| Roughly $25,000,000 annually is currently being spent by MSA to ( 

| train 4,000 foreign specialists and 400 workers in the United States | 
| in order to increase foreign industrial productivity. Some 700 ! 

United States technicians are sent abroad annually to train and | 
| teach in Europe and the Far East. | | 

| ++Four agencies conduct exchange programs of some magnitude. They are: ITA 
| (State), TCA (State), MSA and Defense. Smaller programs are conducted by five | 
| agencies: CIA, Atomic Energy Commission, National Institutes of Health (Depart- / 

ment of Health, Welfare and Education), National Science Foundation, Maritime | 
Commission (Commerce). Ten additional agencies cooperate in the carrying out of : 
primary exchange programs on a paid basis. They are: Labor, Agriculture, Com- 
merce, Health, Welfare and Education, Interior, Housing and Home Finance, Feder- 

| al Communications Commission, General Services Administration, Bureau of the 
| Budget and Veterans’ Administration. [Footnote in the source text.] :
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The Department of Defense brings to the United States each 
year roughly 6,000 foreign nationals. N inety per cent of these ex- 
changees receive low echelon military training. One hundred fifty 
senior officers and 100 newspaper editors and other leaders receive 
special training or are taken on tours of the military establish- 
ments. While the Defense program is intended primarily to in- 

| crease military preparedness in the free world, it has the by-prod- 
uct of increasing firsthand knowledge of the United States. 

CIA and other Federal agencies have exchange programs of lim- 
ited scope for special purposes. | 

In addition to the programs financed by the Government, there 
are numerous exchanges arranged by fereign governments and by 

| private groups, both American and foreign. The aggregate of these 
may well be greater than the Federal program. 

Exchanges play a major role in the Soviet effort to influence for- 
eign peoples in the Soviet interest. It is estimated that 45,000 per- 
sons are brought to the Soviet Union annually from the free world 
for training, not only in propaganda but in many forms of political 
action and clandestine operations. This large group is augmented 
by others, especially from backward areas, who are brought to the 
Soviet Union for technical training or merely on good will visits. 
This form of activity has been successfully developed by Moscow to 
provide skilled local communist leaders in foreign countries and to 
win friends and sympathizers for the Soviet Union. : 

. . . The Committee agrees with the policy of not exposing ex- 
changees to open propaganda indoctrination. It further believes 
that all agencies concerned should exercise great care in placing 
and looking after exchangees. Cases have been reported where the 
attitude of the local American community was so hostile as to jeop- 

| ardize any beneficial effects which might have been anticipated 
| from the exchange. 

| There has been difference of opinion among administrators of 
the exchange program concerning the criteria for selection of can- 
didates, particularly the relative importance of short and long-term 
objectives, and whether candidates should be chosen primarily for 
their academic or technical ability rather than for their potential 
usefulness to the United States. The Committee considers that the 

long-term exchanges, particularly of students, have been worth- 
) while and should be continued, but we also believe that more use 

should be made of exchanges to influence the attitudes of impor- | 
tant local individuals. The Chief of Mission should supervise ex- 

changes of a short-range political character conducted by United | 
States agencies within his country.
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| Press and Publications | | — | | 

| The United States is carrying on a large program utilizing press, | 

pamphlets and miscellaneous printed propaganda.... - | 

The Wireless File is prepared and distributed by IIA to provide i 

American missions throughout the world with a fast news service. | 

| In many countries it is in competition with the commercial wire | 

| services, but provides more complete texts of official statements. | 

There has been considerable criticism of this activity. The Commit- 

| tee recommends that it be reviewed and continued only to those 

; countries where Chiefs of Mission have expressed a desire for its 

| retention. — a | | | 

Dozens of magazines and hundreds of pamphlets are produced by 

: IIA. Volume is in the tens of millions of copies and until recently 

has been constantly growing. Much of the output is still labeled 

American; most of it is prepared outside the country in which it is 

| distributed, largely in the United States. The sheer volume of ma- 
| terial bearing the American label is harmful, and the Washington 

services have largely failed to produce the type of publication re- 

| quired to meet the specific problems of the field. 

| - The Soviet Union makes extensive use of publications for foreign 

| propaganda purposes; its effort in this field considerably exceeds 

| that of the United States. Furthermore, through local communist : 

| parties and front groups the Soviet Union controls many newspa- 

pers and magazines and is able to carry on large-scale leaflet and 

poster campaigns. In most areas, however, local non-communist 

| publications far overshadow all foreign efforts. | | 
‘Publications are one of the most important propaganda weapons, 

but they can be used to much better advantage than in the past in 

: advancing national objectives. IIA should carefully review its pro- — | 
| gram and decentralize wherever possible, so that material can be | 

| prepared which is more responsive to local needs. The programs of | 

all agencies should also be reviewed to determine whether publica- 

tion activities have been too highly concentrated in Western : 

Europe with a resultant loss of opportunities in the remainder of | 

! the free world. Css | | 

| Motion Pictures ~ : . | 

Films are used by all overseas information agencies of the Gov- 

: ernment, although the dollar volume is less than for any medium 

except libraries. It probably is less than $20,000,000 per year. | 

Overt documentary films comprise the bulk of IIA output, al- | 
though IIA has also financed a few excellent unattributed films. 

| Most IIA films are exhibited not through commercial outlets but in 

| | 
| |
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United States Information Centers and by means of mobile 
units... . : 

Soviet-produced motion pictures have little propaganda effect in 
the free world. Communists, however, have been successful in infil- 
trating local film industries—both in the United States and 
throughout the rest of the free world. By this tactic they have been 
able to influence a large number of commercial films. 

Libraries and Information Centers 

For over ten years, the United States Government has operated | 
or participated in information centers overseas at a cost of about 
$6,000,000 annually. IIA, which is now the principal Government 
agency participating in this activity, maintains approximately 250 
information centers, some of which are operated in conjunction 
with the host country. The information centers contain sizeable li- 
braries, consisting primarily of the works of American authors, and 
engage in a wide range of community activities. In most foreign 
countries access to indigenous libraries is on a very restricted basis. 
By making their books available to the general public the libraries 
in United States overseas information centers have made Ameri- 
can authors accessible to a wide foreign readership, thus making a 
valuable contribution to the information program. 

A book translation program is supported by IIA to supplement 
the output of commercial publishers. IIA has recently taken over 
from MSA the administration of a $10,000,000 revolving fund 
which was established to stimulate the commercial export of Amer- 
ican titles by guaranteeing that publishers will be able to recover 
the proceeds of their foreign sales in countries restricting foreign 
exchange transactions. The operations of the fund have materially 
augmented the sale of American books, and it should be increased 
to permit larger exports. 

The communist book program is large and extends to many coun- 
tries. Although the Soviet Union operates only a few reading rooms 
in foreign countries, it assures a wide circulation for communist 
authors by selling books at prices well below cost, conducting large- 
scale translation programs and subsidizing local book stores. In | 
most areas of the free world the communist effort exceeds that of 

the official American program, and in some areas surpasses the - 

combined official and commercial American volume. 

Libraries, information centers, and books are an essential part of 

the United States information effort. Cheap communist books must 

be prevented from dominating local markets by making available 
equally inexpensive non-communist books. The Government should 

cooperate with private industry and be prepared to subsidize ex-
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| ports where necessary. While the Government should guard | 

| against distributing or aiding in the distribution of subversive : 

books, it should not hesitate to facilitate the distribution of books 

which contain justified criticism of one phase or another of Ameri- | 

can life. - | 

Television | | 

| Use of television is expanding rapidly outside the United States | 

and offers a new propaganda medium of potential effectiveness | | 

which Government information agencies have thus far hardly at- 

! tempted to utilize. Outside the United States, television networks | 

| exist in over 20 countries of the free world, with a total of about | 

3,000,000 sets. Twenty additional countries are expected to enter 

| the television field by 1956. The Soviet Union is steadily expanding | 

| its television facilities, and Soviet programs can be received in 

parts of Western Europe along the periphery of the Soviet orbit. | 

| RECOMMENDATIONS 

| General 

| 1. The Committee believes that the primary and over-riding pur- 

| pose of the information program should be to persuade foreign peo- 

: ples that it lies in their own interest to take actions which are also 

| consistent with the national objectives of the United States. The 

| goal should be to harmonize wherever possible the personal and na- 

tional self-interest of foreigners with the national objectives of the 

| United States. 
} 2. A continuing, coordinated effort should be made to inform the 

| world clearly of the American position on major issues. 

| 3. The headquarters staffs of all agencies engaged in information | 

| work should concentrate more on the conception, planning and co- 

| ordination of global propaganda campaigns and less on detailed 

| control and execution of day-to-day operations. | 

| 4. Although guidance on specific or local objectives of informa- 

tion activities may often be required from Washington, such guid- 

| ance should generally be confined to global or regional themes. 

: When United States policy and objectives have been explained to 

| the field, information officials abroad should be permitted discre- | 

| tion in adapting their information activities to their local situa- 

| tions. | 

| 5. Insofar as possible, information and propaganda material 

| should be prepared abroad to meet local needs. 

| 6. The number of operating information personnel in the United 

| States, particularly within IIA, should be substantially reduced. : 

| 

i
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7. Propaganda or information should be attributed to the United 
States only when such attribution is an asset. A much greater per- 
centage of the information program should be unattributed. 

8. In order to be less obtrusive, there should be a substantial re- 
duction in American information personnel overseas in countries 
where they are heavily concentrated. They should be replaced 
where necessary by qualified local nationals. 

9. Far greater effort should be made to utilize private American 
organizations for the advancement of United States objectives. The 
gain in dissemination and credibility through the use of such chan- 
nels will more than offset the loss by the Government of some con- 
trol over content. 

10. Both international organizations and allied governments 
should be able to make a substantial contribution to American 
propaganda objectives. Increased emphasis should be placed on this 
form of international cooperation. 

11. More effective tactical control of the information and propa- 
ganda program of the various United States agencies is needed at 
the country level. This can best be accomplished by the Chief of 
Mission with the advice of a country team composed of the senior 
representatives of each agency operating information programs. 

13. An effective foreign information program can only be 
achieved if it receives firm support to ensure permanency of orga- 
nization, consistency in appropriations and flexibility in manage- 
ment. The Committee recommends that firm executive and con- 
gressional support be extended in order to stabilize the organiza- 
tion and size of the information program. Regulations should be 
amended where possible to permit greater flexibility in the alloca- 
tion of funds and recruitment of personnel. | 

14, Appropriations for the information program should not be 
drastically reduced until the new procedures recommended have 
been tried. 

15. Public understanding and support of the program is vital. 
The Committee supports the recommendation made by the United 
States Advisory Commission on Information in its Seventh Semi- — 
Annual Report to Congress, January 1953, that IIA be authorized 
to release domestically, without request, information concerning its 
programs. 

16. Consideration should be given to reducing, where possible, 
the adverse propaganda effects of certain security and immigration 
regulations.
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_ Media Recommendations o | | 

17. (a) Short-wave radio programs to the free world should be | 

continued only to those areas where the Chief of Mission expresses 

a desire for retention .... a | 
‘(b) Broadcasts attributed to the United States Government | 

~ ghould concentrate on objective factual news reporting and seek to : 

present a full exposition of United States actions and policies. | 

(d) Consideration should be given to changing the name “Voice of | 

| America” | | | | | 
! 18. (a) Exchange of persons, particularly students, for long term | 

cultural purposes is worthwhile and should be continued. | 

| (b) More use should be made of the medium of exchange of per- \ 

sons in influencing the attitude of important local individuals. 

19. Publications can be used to much better advantage. IIA } 

should carefully review its program and decentralize wherever pos- | 

| sible so that material will be more responsive to local needs. The 

| programs of all agencies should be reviewed. 

| | 21. (a) The Information Centers fill a cultural need and should 

| be continued. _— | a | 

| (b) The Government should cooperate with the commercial pub- 

| lishing industry and subsidize its exports when necessary to combat 

! the flood of inexpensive communist books in the free world. 

(c) While the Government must not aid in the distribution of sub- 

! versive books, it should not hesitate to facilitate the distribution of 

| books which contain justified criticism of one phase or another of 

| American life. : 

CHAPTER SEVEN oe 

| _ ORGANIZATION FoR A More UNIFIED EFFORT | 

The Need for More Effective Coordination — | - i 

2 There is need for a better integrated direction of the program of 

| the United States in the world struggle so that the “unified and 

dynamic” effort called for by the President will be made. We be- 
| lieve that there exists a serious gap between the formulation of 

| general objectives and the detailed actions required to give effect to 

| them. This gap can, in our opinion, be filled by the creation, within 

| the National Security Council structure, of a group capable of as- | 

suring the coordinated execution of national security policies. 

The National Security Council having recommended a policy and 

the President having approved it, continuing executive responsibil- | 

ity should be delegated to an operations coordinating body which | 

| would: | / | | | 

| 
|
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1. coordinate the development by the departments and agencies — 
of detailed operational plans to carry out the approved policy; 

2. assure the timely and coordinated carrying out of such plans; 
3. initiate new proposals for action within the framework of na- 

tional security policies in response to opportunity and other 
changes in the situation; 

4. assure that each project or action is so executed as to make its 
full contribution to the particular “climate of opinion” which the 
United States is seeking to achieve in the world. 

The Psychological Strategy Board does not fill the need which we 
have described. We believe that the present conception of the Psy- 
chological Strategy Board is unsound.® The Psychological Strategy 
Board is charged with planning, coordination, and evaluation of 
“psychological operations,” a term which is nowhere adequately de- 
fined. We find that while the Psychological Strategy Board has con- 
centrated heavily on planning it has possessed neither sufficient 
power to exercise effective coordination nor the techniques ade- 
quate to produce meaningful evaluations. Even the planning func- 
tion has been carried on in the midst of ambiguity and serious in- 
terdepartmental controversy. 

The directive which created the Psychological Strategy Board as- 
sumes that in addition to national objectives formulated by the Na- 
tional Security Council, there are such things as “over-all national 
psychological objectives”; PSB is indeed charged with the formula- 

| tion and promulgation of these. The PSB directive also speaks of 
“psychological policies” and the Board has been working to develop 
“a strategic concept for psychological operations.” We believe these 

, phrases indicate a basic misconception, for we find that the ““psy- 
chological” aspect of policy is not separable from policy, but is in- 
herent in every diplomatic, economic or military action. There is a 
“psychological” implication in every act, but this does not have life 
apart from the act. Although there may be distinct psychological 
plans and specific psychological activities directed toward national 
objectives, there are no “national psychological objectives” separate 
and distinct from national objectives. There is no “strategic concept 
for psychological operations” separate and distinct from a strategic 
concept for gaining national aims without war. When PSB has de- 
veloped, for example, a “regional psychological plan,” it has really 
formulated a plan for the achievement of national aims involving 
the use of propaganda, diplomacy, economic pressure and military 
strength in various combinations. It is this fact which has caused 
so much controversy between PSB and the established planning 
agencies within the State Department. 

° For text of the Presidential Directive of Apr. 4, 1951, establishing the Board, see 
Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 58.
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For these reasons, we believe that the Psychological Strategy | 

Board was improperly conceived and that it has not, under its 

charter, been able to contribute materially to the national effort. | 

We accordingly recommend that it be abolished. | | 

We have also studied the changes in the composition and func- | 

tions of the NSC staff, as approved by the President on March 1%, | 

_ 1958.6 In our view, these provide for more systematic and detailed | 

policy planning and contribute as well to the achievement of co- : 

| ordinated execution of policy in the following respects: : 

| 1. the Special Assistant for National Security Affairs is provided | 

with a staff which shall make an “independent analysis and : 

review” of each policy paper emanating from the Planning Board | 

| in order to determine (among other things) that “the conclusions \ 

reached are meaningful as operational guidances”; and | 

9. after a national security policy has been approved by the 

President and “assigned among cabinet members for performance”, : 

the Special Assistant has the task of bringing to the President’s at- / 

| tention “situations where progress is delayed, with recommenda- | 

| tions for action.”’ | 

| These changes are useful, but do not by themselves accomplish a 

fully coordinated execution of policy, nor were they intended to do 

| so. The appointment by the President of a Special Assistant with 

| particular responsibility in regard to “cold war” activities consti- 

| tutes a further recognition of the need for better coordination. 

| There remains, however, a need for a central operations coordinat- 

| ing body within the NSC structure. 

| Operations Coordinating Board 

We therefore recommend that the President establish, within the 

NSC structure, an Operations Coordinating Board to provide for 

| the coordinated execution of approved national security policies— 

specifically to carry out the functions listed on the first page of this | | 

| chapter and such other functions as the NSC may from time to : 

time prescribe. _ | : | 

Coordination of departmental execution of national security poli- : 

| cies would be the principal task of the Operations Coordinating | | 

| Board. Detailed operational planning for the activities to be carried | 

| out pursuant to approved policies would continue to be done by the 

| departments. The distinctive role of the Operations Coordinating | 

| Board would be to assign detailed planning responsibilities to de- 

] partments, to examine the resulting plans for adequacy, consisten- | 

cy with policy and with each other, and then to coordinate and | 

| follow up the execution of such plans, seeking in the process to | 

| 6 See the letter from President Eisenhower to Robert Cutler, Administrative As- | 

| sistant to the President, Mar. 17, p. 257. | | 

| :
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achieve the maximum advantage for the United States. This would 
require a shift to the Board of the “follow-up” responsibility now 
vested in the Special Assistant for National Security Affairs. The 
Board would also make progress reports to the NSC from time to 
time. 

We recommend that the members of the Operations Coordinating 
Board should be: 

The Under Secretary of State; | 
The Deputy Secretary of Defense; 
The Deputy Director for Mutual Security;§§ 
The Director of CIA; and 
The Special Assistant to the President (for “cold war plan- 

ning’). 

The Special Assistant to the President for National Security Af- | 
fairs should have the right to attend meetings of the Board. The 
head of the foreign information program should act as an advisor 
to the Board and should be invited to attend those meetings of the 
Board at which the subjects under discussion relate to his function. 
In addition, appropriate members of other departments and agen- 
cies should be invited to attend those meetings of the Board at 
which the subjects under discussion bear directly upon the respon- 
sibilities of those departments and agencies. 

The Operations Coordinating Board cannot be effective without 
continuing and vigorous leadership and without its own staff. In 
order to ensure such leadership, we make the following recommen- 
dations: | | 

1. The Under Secretary of State should be Chairman of the 
Board. He should be the presiding officer at meetings of the Board. 

2. A person appointed by the President should be the principal 
executive officer of the Board. He should serve full-time in this ca- 
pacity. He should attend all meetings of the Board, but should not 
be a member thereof. His duties should include among others: | 

. (a) determining the agenda for, and presenting material for dis- 
cussion at, Board meetings, subject to the approval of the Chair- 
man; 

(b) supervising the work of the staff of the Board; 
(c) maintaining the flow of work through the Board, the stand- 

ards of presentation, and the quality of the staff work; 
(d) insuring, in the name of the Board, that its decisions are put 

into effect; 
(e) in the event of lack of progress in carrying out a responsibil- 

ity that has been assigned to the Board, bringing the matter to the 
attention of the National Security Council, after consultation with 
the Board, with recommendations for appropriate action; 

§§Until he designates his general deputy to serve on the Board, the Director for 
Mutual Security should represent his agency. [Footnote in the source text.]
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(f) preparing for the Board’s consideration reports to the Nation- | 

al Security Council; , | | 

| (g) maintaining liaison with the Special Assistant to the Presi- : 

dent for National Security Affairs in order to insure coordination | 

of the Board’s work with the activities of the National Security ! 

Council. : | a | 

3. The principal executive officer should be assisted by a staff re- | 

sponsible to him which should have such duties as he may assign 

and the Board approve. The staff should include persons qualified | 

: in the political, economic and military matters considered by the | 

| Board and persons competent to advise on the psychological impli- | 

cations of the problems before the Board. oe | 

In order to provide continuity and independence, a substantial 

| part of the staff should be permanent employees of the Board. The | 

| balance should comprise persons on assignment from departments : 

| and agencies. Each department should make internal arrange- 

| ments for the continuous handling of Board matters. - ! 

| The Board would replace the PSB as the agency responsible for | 

| assuring coordination between the foreign information program | 

' and covert activities. With respect to the latter, NSC 10/27 states : 

| that the Director of Central Intelligence shall receive policy guid- 

| ance from the Secretaries of State and Defense. The present Con- 

| sultants Group was established to provide a channel for such guid- 

ance. We believe that the general coordinating and review func- 

tions of the Operations Coordinating Board would render it logical 

| to abolish the Consultants Group and make its function a responsi- 

| bility of the Operations Coordinating Board and the OCB staff. For 

| the same reason, we think it would be appropriate to rescind para- 

| graphs 2 and 3 of NSC 10/5 ® which relate to PSB responsibilities _ | 

| for the review of covert programs. | os OMe he 

| The Psychological Operations Coordinating Committee (POC) was 

| created pursuant to NSC 59/1° to provide a mechanism through | 

: which the State Department could coordinate the overt foreign in- | 

i formation program. We believe there is a manifest need for this co- | 

ordinating function, but recommend the POC be abolished and its 

| function be made a responsibility of the Operations Coordinating 

Board and the OCB staff. _ a 

| 7 NSC 10/2, “Covert Operations in the Interest of National Security”, is not print- | 

ed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 10 Series) | | | 

5 oie 10/5, Oct. 28, 1951, is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 10 | 

| *e NSC 59/1, “The Foreign Information Program and Psychological Warfare Plan- | 

! ning”, Mar. 9, 1950, is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 59 Series)
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Coordination in the Field 

Coordination in the field is essential to the effective carrying out 
of the plans developed at home. If lines of authority for United 
States representatives in a foreign country are confused, if these 
representatives speak with conflicting voices, then the impression. | created will not inspire confidence and the United States will dissi- 
pate its efforts. 

We have based our consideration of coordination in the field on 
the assumption that there will continue to be a separation of au- 
thority for foreign activities in Washington. This means that the 
authority of a chief of mission in the field wil] continue to be quali- 
fied by the fact that his economic, military, and intelligence offi- 
cers, who are nominal subordinates, have direct communication 
with Washington through separate channels of command. The pro- 
posed setting up of the foreign information program outside the 
State Department would create still another separate channel of 
communication. ) 

This difficulty was one of the major factors that led us to consid- 
eration of the proposal to create a federal structure under the Sec- 
retary of State comprising three operating departments headed re- _ 
spectively by a Secretary of Foreign Political Affairs, a Secretary of 
Foreign Economic Affairs and a Secretary of Foreign Information. 
The Secretary of State (and his Under Secretary) would have the 
power of direction over the three departments, although a broad 
delegation of operational responsibility would be implicit. This ar- 
rangement would lend itself well to projection into the field. The 
Ambassador would report through the Secretary of State and 
would, therefore, represent not only the embassy staff, but the eco- 
nomic and public affairs interests as well. He could have three 
ministers under him, each corresponding to one of the functions 
grouped under the Secretary of State. While we recognize that it 
may not be feasible in present circumstances, such an arrangement 
would, in our opinion, greatly improve the coherence of the nation- 
al performance in overseas areas. We therefore urge that it be 
given continuing study and consideration. 

Since, for the present, however, a continued separation of author- 
ity in Washington is the realistic premise, it is of particular impor- 
tance to establish the Ambassador as the principal field authority. 
This is provided for in the President’s message to Congress, June 1, | 
1953, accompanying Reorganization Plans Numbers 7 and 8, and in 
the President’s letter of the same date to the heads of all executive 

| departments and the Director for Mutual Security.!° 

10 See the editorial note, p. 1709.
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| | From the information we have received, it appears that the | 

| “country team” idea has worked best in those countries where the 

| United States has had an Ambassador who regarded his post as | 

one of action, rather than merely of observation. We believe there | 

are important implications in this for the kind of men selected as | 

United States mission chiefs in countries whose proper orientation | 

is crucial to success in the present conflict. The increasing intensi- / 

ty of the world struggle, particularly the fact that it has blurred 

the previously clear dividing line between peace and war, is a com- 

| pelling reality to which the United States has not yet fully re- 

| sponded organizationally. The control of United States policy has 

been rendered very much more difficult by the active participation 

| (and therefore the necessary coordination) of a large number of sep- | 

| arately administered governmental agencies which either had not | 

previously existed at all, or had not previously exerted any influ- 

| ence on foreign relations. In each country of major importance, this 

new condition has imposed different and heavier responsibilities on 

| the United States chief of mission. To be successful he has had to 

| add executive functions to his traditional tasks of observation, ne- 

| gotiation and communication. We believe that these broad new 

| tasks are not passing obligations, but will last for many years. Ac- 

| cordingly, more emphasis should be given to breadth, force and ex- 

! ecutive competence in the selection of United States mission chiefs, | 

| although we do not mean to imply that these qualities are in any 

| way substitutes for political training and acumen. The ideal Am- 

bassador would possess all of these qualities. 

| In a number of countries where United States armed forces are 

| stationed, it is important that the military commander be a 

member of the country team. In such places as Japan and Germa- 

| ny, his role will be of major importance. The degree to which 

| American military personnel harmonize their activities with local 

civilian life will have great effect on the political mission of the 

| Embassy. In the next section, we discuss the conditions which we 

| believe must be established to bring about a more systematic mili- | 

| tary participation in the effort to achieve political objectives. i 

| Political Implications of Military Activities | 

| The activities of the Defense Department are a major factor in | 

| the success or failure of the national effort in the political struggle | 

| with the USSR. They have a marked impact upon foreign attitudes | 

and actions. A million and a half Americans are serving overseas | 

in military uniform and coming into daily contact with foreign peo- 

ples. Additionally, the reality of United States military power— 

| whether it is an adequate deterrent; whether it is a source of reas- 

| surance or anxiety to friendly nations; the way in which United 

: 
| 

| :
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States leadership is exercised in the several military coalitions now 
formed; the way in which such military assistance programs as off- 
shore procurement are administered—all of these affect the success 
of United States policies. | 

The contribution of the armed forces to political warfare has 
been limited by the lack of definition of the military role by higher 
authority, and by an inadequate understanding on the part of mili- 
tary authorities that they and their commands are full participants 
in the political aspects of the present struggle and must conduct 
themselves accordingly. Military commanders and planners tend to 
regard the allocation of military resources to current political oper- 
ations as an unauthorized diversion from tasks for which the 
armed forces are explicitly responsible. They naturally resist ef- 
forts to utilize these resources in ways which might be disadvanta- 
geous in the event of war, because the primary military task is 
preparation for hostilities. | 

The activities of military forces abroad ‘must, however, be con- 
ducted in such a manner as to enhance the prestige of the United 
States, produce maximum support for its policies and minimize the 
unfavorable aspects of the presence of its military forces. Good 
troop behavior is essential. Troop maneuvers, fleet visits and fly- 
overs can be helpful if skillfully timed. Military transport and simi- 
lar resources can be used to assist in solving problems of the local 
communities in which United States troops are stationed—to trans- 
port school children or to repair roads which have been damaged 
by American military activity. United States military authorities 
have not always used these resources with political imagination. 
They have been slow, for example, to use the off-shore procurement 
program as an effective anti-communist weapon in Western 
Kurope, which it could undoubtedly become if managed with flexi- 
bility and imagination. They have argued that their aim is only to 
obtain military equipment which meets their specifications and 
that they cannot impose the burden of political judgments upon 
relatively low-ranking procurement officers in the field. In part, 
this attitude reflects the rigidity of military procurement regula- 
tions, but it also illustrates the failure to recognize and determine 
the full part that should be played by the military services in sup- 
porting United States political objectives. | 

The employment of military resources for political effect in the 
present situation of tension and partial war is essential; and suc- 
cess in this endeavor requires an understanding by military com- 
manders of the contribution which military forces can make to the 

| achievement of political objectives. We believe such understanding 
can be improved by a more precise definition of the military role. 
Fuller participation of United States military commanders abroad



2 Ee eee 
Te 

| INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION ACTIVITIES 1861 | 
| 

in the “country teams” headed by the American Ambassador 

would also help. | | 

- The armed forces have developed for use in wartime certain spe- ' 

cialized assets, such as Radio Broadcast and Leaflet Companies and | 

Air Resupply and Communications Wings, which might further 

assist in the conduct of current political activities. The fuller utili- 

zation of such assets should receive continuing attention. 

} We recommend that the Operations Coordinating Board, in its | 

plans for the implementation of national policies, ensure that mili- 

| tary activities make their full contribution to the attainment of po- 

| litical objectives. — | | | 

The Foreign Information Program | 

| In Chapter Five of this report, we have examined the informa- | 

| tion program. In this section we discuss our views on the proper 

location of the foreign information program within the govern- | 

ment. We have already communicated to the President, by letter | 

dated May 2, 1953, our views on this subject (see Appendix IID. | 

Three distinct proposals have been considered by us, and we have 

| summarized them below, together with our principal reasons for | 

| accepting or rejecting them. Bg EE | 

| 1. The separation of IIA from State and its establishment as an | 

independent agency under the NSC. This agency would also assume | 

| the information activities of MSA and TCA. - | | 

| - This proposal involves the claims that the propaganda function, 

| like the military and economic, is sufficiently different from diplo- | 

| macy to warrant separate administration; that propaganda should | 

| serve national policy, which is made by the member departments 

| of NSC rather than the State Department; and that any informa- 

| tion program operated by the State Department will tend to be 

| timid and unimaginative because diplomacy operates primarily 

| through contact between governments, whereas propaganda must 

| involve large-scale operations directed at whole peoples. _ | 

| We believe this proposal is based upon a misconception of propa- | 

| ganda and greatly exaggerates its role in the national effort. Overt | 

7 propaganda conducted by a free society is necessarily based upon | 

| policy and has no life apart from it. While it is true that national | 

security policy is formulated by the member departments compris- 

ing the NSC, rather than by State alone, the fact remains that a 

State is primarily responsible for carrying out those policies to 

which information activities can be of assistance. Moreover, the 

NSC is not organized to provide day-to-day policy guidance. To 

create an independent agency to conduct propaganda and related 

activities, even if some provision were made for policy guidance
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from the State Department, would be to risk the emergence of con- 
tradictory interpretations of foreign policy. Moreover, it would 
strongly imply the belief that propaganda is a separate element of 
policy, rather than a subsidiary instrument thereof. 

The nature of the propaganda problem requires close and fre- 
quent interchange between policy people and operators during the 
development of a program, and this is difficult when the policy- 
makers and the propagandists are separated by jurisdictional 
boundaries. We fear that if ILA were independent, the level of liai- 
son with State would be so high as to leave a number of significant 
issues of policy to be dealt with by IIA as “operations.”’ 

An argument for this proposal to which we attach more weight 
involves the claim that effective management of IIA is impossible 
so long as it remains within the State Department. This claim is 
based upon an antagonism on the part of some political officers in 
the State Department toward the entire information effort and per- 
sonnel engaged in it. There is also some evidence of the use of IIA 
funds for general State Department purposes and a refusal to yield 
the promised autonomy to the Administrator of IIA in the matters 
of recruiting, assigning, and managing IIA personnel. There is 
little doubt in our minds that the information program has been 
administered under great difficulties and we agree that these must, 
insofar as possible, be removed. However, we are not convinced 
that a remedy lies in separating IIA from the State Department 
and re-creating it as an independent agency. The weakness and 
vulnerability of new, untried government agencies is attested by 
long experience; the history of OWI is instructive and discouraging 
on this point. Moreover, we believe that understanding between 
ITA and the regular political officers of the State Department has 
been steadily improving and that it is entirely possible to provide 
the IIA with sufficient administrative flexibility within the State 
Department to permit effective management. © 

2. Retention in State of most of the educational exchange pro- 
grams and establishment in an independent agency of all “fast 
media” (radio, press, movies) together with responsibility for the in- 
terchange of books and periodicals and aid to libraries and infor- 
mation centers. | 

It is the widely held view that the State Department is handling _ 
the educational exchange programs very well and that they should 
accordingly continue to be the responsibility of that Department. | 
The proponents of this proposal accept this view. They argue, how- 
ever, that those elements of the information program which have a 
day-to-day impact abroad should be placed in an independent 
agency. We have rejected this proposal for substantially the same 
reasons as we rejected the first proposal above—because propagan-
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| da should be a servant of policy and should therefore be clearly | 

| subject to policy guidance. The “fast media” are precisely the tools © 

7 which the State Department needs to explain and exploit policy on 

a day-to-day basis. The library and information center programs | 

are not, of course, propaganda and therefore this line of argument | 

does not apply directly to them. But we would doubt the wisdom of 

placing segments of the information program under separate ad- | 

ministration. | 

3. Retention of IIA in State, but with higher rank for the Admin- 

| istrator and with effective provision for autonomy in the selection, | 

assignment and management of personnel and in the control of ITA 

appropriations. | | | 

It is our conclusion that this proposal embodies a sound approach 

| to the problem of locating and properly organizing the foreign in- : 

| formation program. This arrangement facilitates policy guidance i 

| and provides the necessary unity of program through the inclusion 

of all media within a single administration. 

| In our opinion, the most satisfactory arrangement would be to 

| retain within the Department of State those functions now as- 

signed to the IIA and to combine with them the information activi- | 

| ties heretofore conducted by MSA and TCA. Under such an ar- : 

| rangement the Committee would favor higher rank (equivalent to | 

| that of Under Secretary) for the Administrator of the information : 

agency and provision for autonomy in the selection, assignment 

| and management of personnel and in the control of its own appro- | 

| priations. | | 

| In the interest of the closest possible integration of foreign infor- 

| mation activities with the development of foreign policy, the Com- 

| mittee believes that the program should be left within the Depart- | | 

! ment of State. We recognize, however, that there are strong argu- 

| ments in favor of taking the information program out of the State | 

| Department. Inasmuch as the Department itself is reluctant at this | 

: time to exercise the operating functions involved and a reorganiza- : 

tion plan has been sent to Congress, the Committee does not make ; 

any recommendation on this point.|||| | ' 

a | ) 

\|\\In considering this subject, the Committee had before it the several staff studies 

and the Report of the Subcommittee on Overseas Information Programs of the 

United States of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (Hickenlooper Commit- 

tee); the memorandum of recommendations of the President’s Advisory Committee 

on Government Organization dated April 7, 1953 (Rockefeller Report); and the Sev- 

enth Semiannual Report to Congress of the United States Advisory Commission on 

Information dated January 1953 (Mark May Report). [Footnote in the source text. 

For information regarding Congressional interest in the overseas information pro- 

gram during 1953, see the second editorial note, p. 167 2. That portion of the Rocke- 

feller Report dealing with foreign affairs organization is printed on p. 1691.]
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Personnel woe a | 
While we have not been able to give close attention to the prob- 

lem of personnel, it is clear that no organizational arrangements 
for a more unified effort will be effective unless the agencies con- 
cerned are manned by capable and dedicated people. This problem 
should be recognized as crucial to the achievement of the national 
objectives. The wise and successful conduct of United States exter- 
nal policies is dependent upon expanding the numbers of trained 
people in the field of national security affairs and making more ef- 
fective use of them. 

The personnel problem of the government in this field is largely 
one of leadership and continuity, the need being to produce a clear 
understanding of the national policies and an individual determi- 
nation to support them. If the proper motivation is provided’ 
through the example of leadership, we believe the Government will 
not want for able and dedicated people to work for the realization _ 
of United States objectives abroad. _ | 

More specifically, better efficiency and morale in the ranks of 
the public service will, in our view, depend upon new efforts to: 

1. Improve training programs for those entering into the field of 
national security affairs so as to provide not only greater technical 
competence and language and area knowledge but also a broader 
understanding of the significance of their own assignments. 

2. Broaden and strengthen the concept of career service so that 
well-motivated personnel, having received specialized training and 
experience, can be retained in government service. This requires, 
among other things, the protection of individuals from unjustified 
attack. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1, The Psychological Strategy Board should be abolished. 
2. The President should establish, within the National Security 

Council structure, an Operations Coordinating Board to provide for 
the coordinated execution of approved national security policies. | 

3. The Consultants Group, established under NSC 10/ 2, should be 
abolished and its functions assumed by the OCB and the OCB staff. 

4. The Psychological Operations Coordinating Committee (POC) 
should be abolished and its functions assumed by the OCB and the 
OCB staff. | | | 

9. Every effort should be made to strengthen the position of the _ 
Chief of Mission as the principal United States authority in over- 
seas posts. 

6. The Operations Coordinating Board should ensure that mili- 
tary activities make their full contribution to the attainment of po- 
litical objectives.
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10. Inasmuch as a reorganization plan with respect to foreign in- : 

formation activities has been submitted to Congress for consider- 

ation, the Committee makes no recommendation on this point. 

11. New efforts should be made to improve personnel training | 

programs in the field of national security affairs and to broaden | 

| and strengthen the concept of career service. OO 

Lops CHAPTER EIGHT ——t”™ | : 

| OS INFORMING THE AMERICAN PUBLIC | | : 

! In Part I of this report we have attempted to analyze the nature | 

| of the conflict with the Soviet system, the Soviet drive for world | 

| domination, and the United States program for world order. We ! 

| have emphasized the fact that the conflict is a struggle between : 

coalitions, one an imposed coalition dominated by the Kremlin and 

| the other a free coalition led by the United States. We believe that | 

| the United States must base its policies on the assumption that the 

| purpose of the Soviet rulers is world domination and that this pur- 

pose will constitute the fundamental motivation of all its actions. 

| The basic objectives of the United States program for world order | 

| are (1) to assure the security of the United States, (2) to attain a 

| reduction or retraction of Soviet power or a fundamental change in 

| Soviet objectives, and (3) to achieve a peaceful world composed of | 

| free nations. ! 

| The drive and resources which the Government can put behind © | 

| this program depends upon the national will. The national will con- 

| sists of the composite thought of the American people. They do not 

i yet grasp the import of the President’s recent words that we live in | 

| an age, not an instant, of peril. They do not fully understand the 

| dangers that confront them, and the power of the enemy, the diffi- | 

| culty of reducing that power, and the probable duration of the con- | 

It is the belief of the Committee that a greater degree of candor | 

| toward the American people is necessary. _ | us : 

| The American public needs information concerning the rapid : 

growth of the Soviet atomic capability. This development brings | | 

the communities of the United States into the front lines; it places 

in doubt the claim that quantitative atomic superiority is a conclu- 

sive deterrent to attack; it threatens to limit the ability of the 

nation to maintain its full freedom to act vigorously against the 

enemy overseas. In formulating public statements on this matter, 

consideration would have to be given to their impact upon other 

| nations of the free world, particularly in Europe. This presents a 

| delicate problem, but a balance can be struck between providing 

i the American people with information that will permit them to
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grasp one of the basic realities of their world, and driving more 
vulnerable and therefore nervous allies into neutralism. Such in- 
formation is the vital prerequisite to public support for the develop- 
ment of countermeasures to this threat, a matter with which the 
Government must be increasingly concerned. 

The public needs to be informed of the steady growth of the 
Soviet economy and the corollary fact that the rate of its growth is 
much more rapid than that of the United States and the NATO 
allies. Authoritative discussion of these trends would help to make 
clear the magnitude of the effort required on the part of the 
United States. It should tend also to spur increased productivity 
both here and in Western Europe. 

_ There is confusion in the nation regarding the ways in which the 
United States can most wisely meet the communist threat. Meth- _ 
ods of fighting communism at home and abroad are advocated, and 
in some cases practiced, which are poorly adapted to the true 
nature of the threat. They risk doing more harm than good. The 
concepts that have been urged throughout this report—that it is 
not enough just to be anti-communist, that the United States must 
appeal to foreign nations in terms of their own self-interest, that 
alliances with other nations of the free world are critica] to the 
survival of the United States—are not fully understood by the 
American public. As a result, the effectiveness of national policies 
and programs is reduced. , 
There is need for authoritative information concerning the Gov- 

ernment’s position with respect to the Department of State and the 
foreign information program. The Committee, during the five 
months of its existence, has seen the Department of State and the 
foreign information program harassed and assaulted by criticism, 
much of which is inaccurate, unfair and destructive. As a result, 
the morale of the Department has been lowered and the informa- 
tion program has been seriously weakened. The American people 
should know what the Administration’s position is with respect to 
such criticism and what its policy is with respect to the future of 
the program. | 

In order to obtain the common understanding between the 
. people and the Government which is so important, it is also desira- 

ble that there be less confusion among the voices that speak for the 
_ Government on matters of foreign policy and national security. It 

should be possible to achieve a greater unity of expression, at least 
within the Executive Branch of the Government, so that the public 
does not receive a picture of conflicting claims and contradictory 
interpretations of important policy matters. Information and guid- 
ance can, of course, come most authoritatively from the President 
himself. |
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In order to accomplish these results, it is important that security 

| regulations not be allowed to restrict the flow of information 

except in those cases where the need for security is clearly demon- ! 

strable. The Committee is aware that this problem has been of con- 

cern for a long time. It is sufficiently important to national policy 

to warrant continued study at the highest levels of Government. 

| Only a clear and consistent exposition of the United States pro- | 

gram can produce that measure of public understanding and sup- 

port which will constitute the great moral foundation required for : 

| the effective conduct of external relations. | 

: : 
| | Appendix I , 

| 
i 

The President to the Executive Secretary of the National Security 

| | Council (Lay) a 

| TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, January 24, 1953. 

| Dear Mr. Lay: I have today established a Committee, to be 

known as the President’s Committee on International Information 

| Activities. : ! 

| I have authorized and directed it to make a survey and evalua- | 

| tion of the international information policies and activities of the | 

| Executive Branch of the Government and of policies and activities | 

| related thereto with particular reference to the international rela- | 

| tions and the national security of this country. It shall make rec- 

| ommendations to me for such legislative, administrative, or other 

| action, respecting the said policies and activities as in its opinion . 

| may be desirable. | | 

| It has long been my conviction that a unified and dynamic effort i 

| in this field is essential to the security of the United States and of | 
| . . . 
| the other peoples in the community of free nations. ! 

| _ + The Committee’s final report and recommendations are to be in : 

| my hands not later than June 30, 1953, and the Committee will | 

| cease to operate thirty days after submitting its final report. 

All executive departments and agencies of the Federal Govern- 

ment are authorized and directed, as a matter of common concern, 

to cooperate with the Committee in its work and to furnish the 

Committee with such assistance not inconsistent with law as it 

may require in the performance of its functions. The establishment 

of this Committee and the scope of its inquiry were discussed at the 

Cabinet meeting Friday morning !! and received full and complete 

support. | . 

11 Jan. 23. |
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I am today appointing the following members of the Committee: 
William H. Jackson, Chairman ae 
Robert Cutler, Administrative Assistant to the President 
C.D. Jackson, representing the Secretary of State 
Sigurd Larmon, representing the Director for Mutual Security 
Gordon Gray | | 
Barklie McKee Henry 

| John C. Hughes 

Abbott Washburn has been designated as Executive Secretary of 
the Committee. | 

| The appointments of C.D. Jackson and Sigurd Larmon were re- 
spectively made after consultation with, and at the designation of, 
Mr. John Foster Dulles and Mr. Harold E. Stassen. A designee to 
represent the Secretary of Defense will be named to the Committee 
before the end of the month.JJ | 

The Committee will have its offices at 901 Sixteenth Street, 
Northwest, Washington, D.C. | 

Sincerely, 7 | 
| | — Dwicut D. EIsENHOWER 

Appendix III 

The President’s Committee on International Information Activities 
to the President — 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] May 2, 1953. 
_ Dear Mr. Presipent: Your Committee on International Informa- 
tion Activities has given a good deal of thought to the organization 
of the Government’s foreign information activities. This subject 
will be discussed in detail in the Committee’s report. However, in 
view of the recommendations for the reorganization of the Interna- 
tional Information Administration which have been placed before 
you by the Rockefeller Committee 12 and the proposals for the im- 
plementation of these recommendations which are now being pre- 
pared in the Bureau of the Budget, the Committee desires to 
submit certain recommendations to you at this time. | 

In determining the most satisfactory organization of internation- 
al information activities, the Committee has attempted to define 
the mission and to agree on principles under which these activities 

On February 19, 1953, the President appointed Roger M. Kyes, Deputy Secreta- 
ry of Defense, a member of the Committee upon the designation of Secretary of De- 
fense Charles E. Wilson. [Footnote in the source text. ] 

12 See the memorandum for the President by the President’s Committee on Gov- 
ernment Organization, Apr. 7, p. 1691.
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can be most effectively operated. The Committee has reached the | 

following conclusions: oe: ! 

(1) Propaganda should be a flexible instrument of policy. It is a 

| basic misconception to regard it as an independent instrument sep- 

arate from policy. | 

(2) The cold war cannot be won by words alone. What we do will 

continue to be vastly more important than what we say. | 

| (3) The principal objective of our information activities is to in- 

crease support abroad for those policies and programs which we 

consider necessary to pursue in the national interest and to per- 

| suade foreign governments and peoples that such U.S. policies and 

: programs are also in their interest. While friendship for the United 

States may be a useful means of persuasion, it is not in itself a nec- 

essary objective of our propaganda efforts. | 

| - Regardless of organizational arrangements, the Committee be- | 

| lieves that the following operating principles would further the at- | 

tainment of our objectives; > | 

(1) The presence abroad of large numbers of Americans in gov- 

ernment employ tends to impair the effect of our foreign informa- 

| tion programs. Every effort should be made, therefore, to reduce 

| the size of American establishments abroad to that necessary for 

| the efficient conduct of the business of this Government in foreign 

countries. , | - a 

(2) Evidence presented to the Committee indicates that the effec- 

tiveness of U.S. information programs in foreign countries is en- 3 

hanced by the employment of local personnel. For this reason, as 

| well as in the interest of a general reduction in American person- 

| nel abroad, American information staffs should be composed of 

| local employees insofar as possible. 
| (3) People resent and reject advice or criticism from foreigners. 

: The United States foreign information media should accordingly 

| avoid undue use of exhortation. In particular, the acknowledged 

| U.S. broadcasts should be restricted to news, official pronounce- | 

| ments and the entertainment programs essential for the mainte- | 

| nance of audiences. a a | 

fo (4) New impetus should be given to the trend toward decentrali- — | 

: zation of authority and responsibility. While the need for a central | 

| nucleus of media services in Washington is recognized, the conduct 

| and initiation of information programs should as far as possible 

occur at the country level under the guidance of the Ambassador. ) 

The delegation of increased initiative to the field should permit a | 

considerable reduction of information personnel in the United 

States. — | | | 

The Committee has considered a variety of proposals for the or- 

ganization of the international information activities of the Gov- 

ernment. It has concluded that the most satisfactory arrangement 

would be to retain within the Department of State those functions 

now assigned to the International Information Administration and 

to combine with them the information activities heretofore con-
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ducted by MSA and TCA. Under such an arrangement the Commit- 
tee would favor higher rank for the Administrator of the informa- 
tion agency and provision for autonomy in the selection, assign- 
ment and management of personnel and in the control of its own 
appropriations. : | 

In reaching this conclusion, the Committee has been guided by 
its conviction that information activities conducted by a free socie- 
ty are necessarily based upon foreign policy and have no life apart 
from it. The Department of State is primarily responsible for the 

_ development of such policies. In the Committee’s judgment the cre- 
ation of an independent agency to conduct foreign information ac- 
tivities, even if provision were made for policy guidance from the 
Department of State, would risk the emergence of contradictory in- 
terpretations of foreign policies. The nature of the problem re- 
quires close and frequent interchange during the development of 
the programs between those responsible for the formulation and 
conduct of policy and those responsible for its interpretation and 
projection to foreign audiences. The Committee feels that this prob- _ 
lem, which has presented difficulties even while IIA has been 
within the Department of State, would be further complicated by 
placing responsibility for the conduct of foreign information activi- 
ties on an independent agency. | | 

In the interests of the closest possible integration of foreign in- 
formation activities with the development of foreign policy the 
Committee would, therefore, prefer to leave the program within 
the Department of State. The Committee recognizes, however, that 
there are strong arguments in favor of taking the information pro- 
gram out of the State Department. Inasmuch as the Department 
itself is reluctant to exercise the operating functions involved, the 
Committee therefore does not oppose the recommendations submit- 
ted by the Rockefeller Committee. 

The Committee wishes however to submit certain comments with 
respect to the proposed reorganization plan based on the recom- 
mendations of the Rockefeller Committee. The Committee concurs 
in the importance of providing the Director of the new agency on a 
current basis with full guidance concerning the foreign policy of 
the United States. It questions, however, the desirability of assign- 
ing to the Secretary of State responsibility for the preparation of 
program material to be utilized on the information media. In the 
view of the Committee any official statements regarding the posi- 
tion of the United States emanating from the Secretary of State 
will in the very nature of things be utilized by U.S. information 
media. It is the conviction of the Committee that program responsi- 
bility should rest exclusively with the information agency subject 
to foreign policy guidance from the Secretary of State. Accordingly,
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[ 

we recommend that Sec. 202 (b) (2) of the proposed reorganization 

plan be deleted. | 

The role of an independent information agency in the conduct of 

the whole information effort of the U.S. Government and the con- | 

| tent of U.S. information programs will be dealt with at greater 

) length in the Committee’s final report. 
Respectfully, 

WILLIAM H. JACKSON 
Chairman | 

| Appendix IV | 

7 | 

7 RECOMMENDATIONS | 

CHAPTER FIVE 

| PROPAGANDA AND INFORMATION ACTIVITIES IN THE FREE WORLD 

| General | 

| 21. The Committee believes that the primary and over-riding 

| purpose of the information program should be to persuade foreign | 

| peoples that it lies in their own interests to take action consistent | 

with the national objectives of the United States. The goal should : 

be to harmonize wherever possible the personal and national self- | 

| interest of foreigners with the national objectives of the United | 

| States. (page 58) — | | 

| 22. A continuing and coordinated effort should be made to 

| inform the world clearly of the American position on major issues. | 

(page 58) | 
| 93. The headquarters staffs of all agencies engaged in informa- | 

| tion work should concentrate on the conception, planning and co- | 

ordination of global propaganda campaigns and less on detailed | 

control and execution of day-to-day operations. (page 60) | 

| 94. Although guidance on specific or local objectives of informa- — ) 

! tion activities may often be required from Washington, such guid- | 

| ance should generally be confined to global or regional themes. | 

When United States policy has been explained to the field, infor- 

- mation officials abroad should be permitted discretion in adapting 

it to their local situations. (page 60) | 

25. Insofar as possible, information and propaganda material 

should be prepared locally to meet local needs. (page 61) 

26. The number of operating information personnel located in 

the United States, particularly within IIA, should be substantially 

reduced. (page 61) |
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27. Propaganda or information should be attributed to the 
United States only when such attribution is an asset. A much 
greater percentage of the information program should be unattri- 
buted. (page 61) eh cose 

28. In order to be less obtrusive, there should be a substantial 
reduction in American personnel overseas in countries where they 
are heavily concentrated. They should be replaced where necessary 
by qualified local nationals. (page 62) 

31. More effective tactical control of the information and propa- 
ganda program of the various United States agencies is needed at 
the country level. This can best be accomplished by the Chief of 
Mission with the advice of a “country team” composed of the senior 
representatives of each agency operating information programs. 
(page 63) . 

32. More coordination of all types of unattributed propaganda is 
necessary to prevent both waste and compromise of the covert por- 
tion. Covert propaganda should be centralized in CIA. The responsi- 
bility and authority for such coordination should be placed in the 
Chief of Mission. (page 63) 

33. An effective foreign information program can only be 
achieved if it receives firm Support to ensure permanency of orga- 
nization, consistency in appropriations and flexibility in manage- 
ment. The Committee recommends that firm executive and con- 
gressional support be extended, in order to stabilize the organiza- 
tion and size of the information programs. Regulations should be 
amended where possible to permit greater flexibility in the alloca- 
tion of funds and personnel. (page 63) 

34. Appropriations for the information program should not be 
drastically reduced until the new procedures recommended have 
been tried. (page 64) 

35. Public understanding and support of the program is vital. 
The Committee supports the recommendation made by the United 
States Advisory Commission on Information in its Seventh Semi- 
Annual Report to Congress, January 1953, that IIA be authorized 
to release domestically, without request, information concerning its 
program. (page 64) : 

36. Consideration should be given to reducing, where possible, © 
the adverse propaganda effects of certain security and immigration 
regulations. (page 65) 

Media Recommendations 

37. (a) Short-wave radio programs to the free world should be 
. continued only to those areas where the Chief of Mission expresses 

a desire for retention... . .
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| (b) Broadcasts attributed to the United States Government 

should concentrate on objective factual news reporting. Selection 

and treatment of news should seek to present a full exposition of | 

United States actions and policies. (page 68) | 

-(d) Consideration should be given to changing the name “Voice of 

America”. (page 69) | 

38. (a) Exchange of persons, particularly students, for long term 

| cultural purposes is worthwhile and should be continued. (page 70) — | 

| (b) More use should be made of the medium of exchange of per- | 

| sons in influencing the attitude of important local individuals. 

(page 70) a , | 
| 39. Publications can be used to much better advantage. IIA : 

| should carefully review its program and decentralize wherever pos- : 

sible so that material will be more responsive to local needs. The 

| programs of all agencies should be reviewed. (page 72) 

| 41. (a) The Information Centers fill a cultural need and should 

| be continued. (page 74) - a 

| (b) The Government should cooperate with the commercial pub- 

i lishing industry and subsidize its efforts when necessary to combat | 

| the flood of inexpensive communist books in the free world. (page : 

74) | a | 

(©) While the Government must not aid in the distribution of sub- | 

| versive books, it should not hesitate to facilitate the distribution of 

| books which contain justified criticism of one phase or another of 

| American life. (page 74) | | 

| = CHAPTER SEVEN a | 

ORGANIZATION FOR A MORE UNIFIED EFFORT on | 
| | ) | . | 

| 49. The Psychological Strategy Board should be abolished. (page | 

90) | eo ce : 

: 50. The President should establish, within the National Security . 

Council structure, an Operations Coordinating Board to provide for 

the coordinated execution of approved national security policies. 

(page 91) | | | 

51. The Consultants Group, established under NSC 10/2, should 

be abolished and its functions assumed by the OCB and the OCB 

staff. (page 93) | 

52. The Psychological Operations Coordinating Committee (POC) 

should be abolished and its functions assumed by the OCB and the 

OCB staff. (page 93)
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03. Every effort should be made to strengthen the position of the 
Chief of Mission as the principal United States authority in over- 
Seas posts. (page 94) | 

54. The Operations Coordinating Board should ensure that mili- 
tary activities make their full contribution to the attainment of po- 
litical objectives. (page 97) oe | 

| 98. Inasmuch as a reorganization plan with respect to foreign in- 
formation activities has been submitted to Congress for consider- 
ation, the Committee makes no recommendation on this point. 
(page 101) 

09. New efforts should be made to improve personnel training 
programs in the field of national security affairs and to broaden 
and strengthen the concept of career services. (page 102) 

~~ Appendix V 

THE PRESIDENT’S COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL INFORMATION 
| ACTIVITIES | 

| STAFF a 
| Executive Secretary Director of Staff 

ABBOTT WASHBURN - Ropert BLuM 
(Mutual Security Agency) 

FRANK C. Cook Rosert L. LouNsBuRY 
(Central Intelligence Agency) (Central Intelligence Agency) 
EVELYN K. HA Lewis C. Mattison 
(Central Intelligence Agency) (Office of Defense Mobilization) 
TOWNSEND W. Hoopes A. ATLEY PETERSON 
(Department of Defense) (Department of Defense) 
WayYNE G. JACKSON | Eis L. PHILLIps, JR. 
(Central Intelligence Agency) 
FRANKLIN A. LINDSAY FRANCIS B. STEVENS 
(Central Intelligence Agency) (Department of State) 
Henry Loomis RosBert W. Turts 
(Central Intelligence Agency) (Department of State)
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: S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “Jackson Committee” 

Memorandum by Howland H. Sargeant to the Under Secretary of 

| | State (Smith) 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] July 1, 1953. 

Subject: Chapter Seven of the Jackson Committee Report ? 

At the July 2 NSC meeting, Chapter Seven of the Jackson Com- | 

mittee Report, “Organization for a More Unified Effort”, will be | 

| discussed.? If Chapter Seven recommendations are approved, the | 

necessary Executive Order will be prepared and issued. | 

The eleven recommendations are set out concisely on pages 102- 

103.4 It is recommended that the Department approve these recom- | 

mendations. | | 
| 

| Discussion - 
| . oe : 

! 1. The recommended Operations Coordinating Board follows the | 

| pattern already discussed informally by you with the President and 

| others. OCB’s main task would be to coordinate departmental exe- 

7 cution of national security policies. OCB would replace PSB for as- 

L suring coordination between the foreign information program and 

1 covert activities, and would assume POC functions as well. OCB 

would take over the “follow-up” responsibility now vested in the 

Special Assistant for National Security Affairs. | : 

2. Abolitions: the PSB; the POC; the Consultants Group estab- 

| lished under NSC 10/2. © | 

| 4. Relationship of these Recommendations to Reorganization 

| Plans 7 and 8:°* 
| Recommendations 1, 2, 4, 5 and 10 have some bearing on the | 

| President’s proposals embodied in Reorganization Plans 7 and 8. | 

| Since the letter of Mr. William H. Jackson, of May 2 to the Presi- | 

| dent [Appendix III—p. 114] ® had anticipated some of the problems | 

| that would arise in connection with the plans that were then being 

| 1 Sargeant, who had served as Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs from ! 

February 1952 to January 1953, was at this time attached to the office of the Assist- | 

ant Secretary of State for Administration. Walter Bedell Smith had succeeded David | 

K.E. Bruce as Under Secretary of State on Feb. 9, 1953. 

2 For Chapter Seven of the Jackson Committee Report, June 30, see p. 1853. 

3 The pertinent portion of the memorandum of discussion at the 152d meeting of 

the National Security Council, July 2, is printed infra. 

4 Reference is to the original pagination of the report; for text of the recommenda- 

- tions, see p. 1873. . 

5 For documentation on Reorganization Plan No. 7, see vol. 1, Part 1, pp. 628 ff. 

For information on Plan No. 8, see the editorial note, p. 1709. 

6 Brackets in the source text. Reference is to the original pagination of the report; 

_ for text of the letter, see p. 1868.
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recommended by the Rockefeller Committee,” most of the problems 
are adequately taken care of. Although the Jackson Committee 
Report makes it quite clear that the Committee itself would have 
preferred a consolidation of foreign operating programs within an 
expanded Department of Foreign Affairs, Recommendation No. 10 
quite appropriately takes the position, in view of the reorganization 
plans approved and forwarded by the President, that the Commit- 
tee will make no recommendation on this point. Specifically: 

a) Abolition of the Psychological Strategy Board—this in no way conflicts with the understandings or with the specific language of the President’s reorganization proposals embodied in the various documents which accompanied Plans 7 and 8. 
b) The Committee’s criticism of giving to the Secretary of State the responsibility for “a program” setting forth official United States positions for use abroad was taken care of in the final revi- sion of the reorganization papers and the existing language of Re- organization Plan No. 8 seems completely in accord with the Jack- son Committee Recommendation. (This language is: “The Secretary of State shall direct the policy and control the content of a pro- gram, for use abroad, on official United States positions. .. .’’) c) The recommendation to abolish the Psychological Operations Coordinating Committee and to transfer its function to the OCB and the staff of the OCB would require the President to modify the instruction contained in his June 1 letter to the Heads of all Execu- tive Departments, which reads as follows: “I am directing that the necessary changes be made in existing arrangements for Govern- ment-wide coordination of foreign information activities to enable the Director of the United States Information Agency to serve as Chairman of the Psychological Operations Coordinating Commit- tee’. 

The Department has no objection to the functions of the POC 
being made an OCB responsibility. We should be clear, however, 
that these functions are those set out in NSC 59/1 and NSC 127/1 § 
for the POC, and that the recommendation does not affect the Sec- : 
retary of State’s responsibility for the formulation of national psy- 
chological warfare policy in time of national emergency or war. | 

| "7 Reference is to the President’s Advisory Committee on Government Organiza- tion, Nelson A. Rockefeller Chairman. | 
8 NSC 127/1, “Plan for Conducting Psychological Operations During General Hos- tilities’”, July 25, 1952, is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 127 Series)
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | . | 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 152d Meeting of the National | | 

7 Security Council, Thursday, July 2, 1953 * 

/ [Extract] | | 

TOP SECRET = EYES ONLY = 

The following were present at the 152d meeting of the Council: 

The President of the United States, Presiding; the Vice President 

| of the United States;? the Acting Secretary of State; the Acting 

| Secretary of Defense;* the Director for Mutual Security;° the Direc- | 

| tor, Office of Defense Mobilization.® Also present were the Secreta- | 

ry of the Treasury;? the Attorney General (for Item 1); the Direc- : 

|. tor, Bureau of the Budget;° the United States Representative to the 

United Nations!° (for Item 6); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 

Staff;11 the Director of Central Intelligence;'? Robert Cutler, Spe- 

cial Assistant to the President; C.D. Jackson, Special Assistant to 

| the President; the Military Liaison Officer; the Acting Executive 

Secretary, NSC; and Hugh D. Farley, NSC Special Staff Member. 

| There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

| the main pointstaken. Eh | 
| . | @ | ° oe ° oe é | ° | : : ° | 

| 7. Report to the President by the President's Committee on Interna- | 

| | tional Information Activities Dated June 30, 19538 28 

| Mr. Cutler briefly discussed the contents of Chapter 7 of the sub- | 

| ject report as the portion which affected the National Security 

! Council and which the President desired the Council to consider. 

2 Mr. Cutler noted that the proposal in Chapter 7, to create an Oper- 

ations Coordinating Board, had had rough handling in the Plan- ! 

| ning Board, which had raised objections to its content and to the | 

| fact that the chapter was being considered without adequate prior | 

staff work. In the light of these objections, Mr. Cutler continued, he | 

| recommended that the Council make no decision at this meeting | 

| 1 Prepared by S. Everett Gleason, Deputy Executive Secretary of the NSC, on July 3. | 

| 2 Richard M. Nixon. oe | | : : | 

: 8 Walter Bedell Smith, | | : oe | 
: ’ 4 Roger M. Kyes. ns | | 

5 Harold E. Stassen. | | | | 

6 Arthur S. Flemming. us BR - 

-7™George M. Humphrey. | | | - | a | 

§ Herbert Brownell, Jr. | | oes 

® Joseph M. Dodge. 7 | 
10 Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. | | 

11 General of the Army Omar N. Bradley. | | | 

12 Allen W. Dulles. — - | 
13 Ante, p. 1795. | Wea |
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with regard to the proposals in Chapter 7 for an Operations Coordi- 
nating Board, and that Chapter 7 now be referred to the Bureau of 
the Budget for preparation of a draft Executive Order which could 
be brought to the Council for consideration. The balance of the 
report should be referred to the Planning Board for its suggestions 
and comments, which will be reported back by J uly 17. 

The President said that it seemed to him that the Operations Co- 
ordinating Board was a necessary parallel to the Planning Board, 
and we needed it. Nevertheless, there was a gap in this thing. 
Chapter 7 proposes to abolish the Psychological Strategy Board. In 
that case, how could we make sure that the psychological factor in 
important Government actions was not overlooked, since the OCB 
would have as its primary responsibility the coordinated execution 
of national security policies? 

Mr. Cutler attempted to point out that the burden of the whole 
Jackson Committee report indicated that there was no such sepa- | 
rate entity as a psychological factor, but that all actions of the Gov- 
ernment had psychological repercussions which could not be sepa- 
rated. ) 

The President stated that, while he certainly was not asking for 
a new PSB, he wanted to be assured that someone was going to 
keep track of the psychological side as of major importance. 

Mr. C.D. Jackson pointed out that there would be a small “think 
staff’ in the Operations Coordinating Board which would have the 
responsibility of keeping track of the psychological factor, and the 

| President expressed himself as satisfied as long as the matter were 
not overlooked. | | 

Secretary Kyes said that what was proposed in Chapter 7 was ac- 
tually what the PSB was now doing, and the adoption of Chapter 7 
would merely legitimize present practices. Looking around at Sec- 
retary Smith, Mr. Stassen, Mr. Allen Dulles, and Mr. C. D. Jack- 
son, Secretary Kyes said, “Your PSB is right here.” He added that 
an adequate staff for psychological purposes would certainly be | 
continued. | | 

The President said that in any case he wanted the whole prob- 
lem very carefully studied. While he had given his blessing gener- 
ally to the proposals in Chapter 7, he certainly did not want to act 
in a cursory way. 

Secretary Smith said that theoretically this was a very sound po- 
sition, but that the President must realize that if the Planning 
Board began to work on Chapter 7 they would find all kinds of bo- 
geymen. He then inquired whether the Executive Order which 
would be drafted by the Bureau of the Budget would be shopped 
around among the interested agencies before it was brought to the 
Council for consideration. |
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Mr. Cutler assured Secretary Smith that this would be the case, | 

and then raised the issue of possible scrutiny or interference in | 

war plans, which, he said, disturbed the J oint Chiefs of Staff. 

Secretary Smith answered by stating that there was not the 

slightest implication that the new Operations Coordinating Board 

would make any determinations with regard to war plans, or would | 

be involved in them in any way except in so far as the Secretary of | 

Defense had responsibility for them. Indeed, the Board was not at 

all interested in war plans except in so far as any military move- 

| ment would have psychological overtones. | 

| On this point the President commented that if we were unable to 

devise techniques to safeguard the secrecy of our war plans we had 

been reduced to a sad state. | ! 

Mr. Allen Dulles inquired whether the coordinating functions of | 

| the proposed Board would apply to a national security policy which 

involved a single department of the Government, or only in the | 

| event that several departments were involved. | | 

| The President quickly replied that if one department had respon- | 

| sibility for the execution of a policy, that department alone would 

| coordinate the implementation of the policy. | 

| The National Security Council: }*_ : | 

| a. Discussed Chapter 7 of the subject report, with respect to the 7 | 

| abolition of the Psychological Strategy Board and the establish- _ 

| ment of an Operations Coordinating Board. . 

b. Noted the President’s interest in the recommendations con- 

tained in Chapter 7 of the subject report; in continuing attention to | 

the psychological impact of significant governmental action; andin 

| receiving the views of the Council in regard to Chapter 7. 

| c. Referred Chapter 7 to the Director, Bureau of the Budget, for 

| the preparation of a draft Executive Order suitable for implement- 

| ing the recommendations contained in Chapter 7, to be submitted 

| in the near future for Council consideration. . | 

: d. Referred the balance of the report to the NSC Planning Board | 

| for consideration and subsequent report to the Council by July 17. : 

| e. Agreed that any proposed press release on this subject be post- | 

| poned pending further consideration of the report. | : 

| Note: The action in c above subsequently transmitted to the Di- | 

| rector, Bureau of the Budget for implementation. © 

: S. EVERETT GLEASON 

| 14 Paragraphs a-e constitute NSC Action No. 836, July 2, 1953. (S/S-NSC files, lot 

66 D:95, “NSC Records of Action’’)
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| S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “Jackson Committee” _ a 

Memorandum for the National Security Council by the Executive 
Secretary (Lay) 1 — 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, July 20, 1953. 
_ Subject: Report by the President’s Committee on International In- formation Activities dated June 30, 1953 * (except Chapter 7) 

Reference: NSC Action No. 836-d 3 | 
1. This report is made in accordance with NSC Action No. 836-d: 

“Referred the balance of the report (the above-referenced report 
except Chapter 7) to the NSC Planning Board for consideration and 
subsequent report to the Council by J uly 17.” 

2. The Planning Board makes the following recommendations to 
the Council: ) 

a. That action be deferred on Report Recommendation No. 1 (“The necessary measures should be taken to provide net estimates | of political, economic and military capabilities”) pending receipt of the report by the Continental Defense Committee which will in- | clude recommendations relative thereto.* | 
b. That Report Recommendation No. 20 (“Current consideration of this problem (electromagnetic warfare) by the NSC should be vigorously pressed”) be noted as consistent with action taken or planned by the Council on this subject. | 
c. That all other Report Recommendations, excluding those relat- ing to Chapter VII, be referred to the Psychological Strategy Board 

for such implementation by the responsible departments and agen- cies as is deemed appropriate, reporting back to the Council in — sixty days on progress made in this regard. 
d. That further consideration be given by the Psychological Strat- 

egy Board to Report Recommendation No. 9 (“Russian language programs should be carried by RIAS addressed to Soviet occupation 
_ troops in East Germany’) in order to insure that its implementa- tion shall not compromise the position of RIAS. | 

| e. That, in connection with NSC Action No. 799-d,> the Psycho- 
logical Strategy Board give attention to Chapter VIII of the Report. 

f. That the Planning Board prepare and submit a draft Directive, | for Council approval, defining the purpose, responsibilities, and re-. 
lationships of the United States Information Agency in accordance 
with the pending Reorganization Plan.& _ | 

oo JAMES S. Lay, JR. 

* Copies also sent to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of the Bureau of _ 
the Budget, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Director of Central 
Intelligence. 

2 Ante, p. 1795. 
° For NSC Action No. 836, see footnote 14, supra. 
* For documentation on continental defense, see pp. 1 ff. 
° For NSC Action No. 799, see footnote 4, p. 1174. 
° For documentation on this subject, see pp. 1591 ff.
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[ | | | 

_ §/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “Jackson Committee” | 
| | | 

| Memorandum for the National Security Council by the Executive 

| | Secretary (Lay) + | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 1, 1953. 

| Subject: Progress Report on Implementation of the Recommenda- 

tions of the Jackson Committee 2 | 

References: cs a | | 

| A. NSC Action No. 8662 ~~ | : 

p B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject “Report 

| | by the President’s Committee on International Information Ac- | 

| tivities dated June 30, 1953 (except Chapter 7)’ dated July 20, | 

19584 — | | | 

The enclosed progress report by the Operations Coordinating 

: Board on implementation of the recommendations of the Jackson | 

Committee report referred to in subparagraphs 2 c and d of the ref- | | 

| erence memorandum is transmitted herewith for the information 

| of the National Security Council and will be scheduled on the 

| agenda of an early Council meeting.® 2 — 

In accordance with the request of the Director of Central Intelli- 

gence Annexes E and F ° of the report, containing ‘Eyes Only” ma- | 

| terial, are included only in a very limited number of the copies of | 

the report which are being distributed. | | 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. | 
| | | | 

! 1 Copies also sent to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of the Bureau of 

the Budget, the Director of the U.S. Information Agency, the Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, and the Director of Central Intelligence. | | 
2 For text of the Jackson Committee Report, June 30, see p. 1795. | | 

3 In NSC Action No. 866, taken by the Council at its 157th meeting, July 30, 1953, 

the NSC approved the recommendations of the Planning Board contained in the 

| memorandum by Executive Secretary Lay of July 20, supra. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 

95, “NSC Records of Action’’) ee : | 

| 4 Supra. | oe | | | 

| 5 At its 167th meeting, Oct. 22, 1953, the National Security Council noted this | 

| progress report. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”) | a | 

| 6 Annex F is not printed. __ | a
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[Enclosure] 

| SEPTEMBER 30, 1953. 

OPERATIONS COORDINATING BoARD Procress REPORT TO THE Na- 
TIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOM- 
MENDATIONS OF THE JACKSON COMMITTEE (NSC AcTION 866) 

1. This report is submitted in accordance with NSC Action 866 
transmitted by memorandum to the Psychological Strategy Board 
from the Executive Secretary of the National Security Council 
dated August 3, 1953,7 asking PSB to arrange for “such implemen- 
tation by the responsible departments and agencies as is deemed 
appropriate, reporting back to the Council in sixty days on 
progress,’ with respect to all Jackson Report recommendations 
except Nos. 1, 20, and those in Chapter VII. 

2. With the five exceptions listed below, implementation of all 
the recommendations is deemed appropriate by the responsible de- 
partments and agencies. Ten have been implemented already. The 
implementation of twenty-five more has been initiated. Thirteen 
others are the subject of further study by the appropriate depart- 
ment or agency as to how implementation can best be carried out. 
Further details are submitted in the appended reports from the De- 
partment of State, the Department of Defense, the Central Intelli- 
gence Agency, the United States Information Agency, and the For- 
eign Operations Agency. 

3. The exceptions referred to in Paragraph 2, above are: 

Recommendation No. 2 (VOA broadcasts to USSR): The United 
States Information Agency is making a detailed study of what this 
recommendation would mean in operational terms. 
Recommendation No. 9 (Russian language programs by RIAS): 

The Psychological Strategy Board was enjoined to ensure that im- 
plementation of this recommendation “should not compromise the 
position of RIAS.”’ Both the Department of State and United States 
Information Agency agree that to implement this recommendation 
would run the risk of compromising the position of RIAS, and ac- 

cordingly the Board has decided that, instead of being carried by 
RIAS, Russian language programs of this type should be handled 
by VOA’s CAST facilities at Munich. 
Recommendation No. 12: Since the problem referred to is being 

solved in a more effective manner than that proposed in Recom- 
| mendation No. 12, this recommendation is considered no longer ef- 

fective. (See specially classified Annex E, page 1) 8 
Recommendation No. 18: The responsible agency has in effect a 

number of programs for dealing with this matter, and will give all 

7 Not printed. ; 
8 For Annex E, see p. 1898. .
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effect possible to this recommendation within budgetary and other 

capabilities. (See specially classified Annex E, page 2) 

- Recommendation No. 37d (Name of “Voice of America’’): After 

giving full consideration to the question, it was concluded by all | 

the responsible departments and agencies that the name “Voice of | 

America” should not be changed. OE aoe 

4. In implementation of Recommendation No. 17 (U.S. Psychologi- | 

cal Warfare Operations in Korea), it is anticipated that the Oper- | 

ations Coordinating Board may make certain positive recommenda- | 

tions to the National Security Council concerning over-all improve- 

ment in similar operations which may become necessary in the | 

| future. oe ce . | 

: soe | 
| oe Oe - Annex A | a | 

| | | | | 

REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE | 

| RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JACKSON COMMITTEE Report (List A) — 

| _-——s Q@PERATIONS AGAINST THE SOVIET SYSTEM ee 

L Radio | | 7 cee a 

2. Voice of America (VOA) broadcasts to the Soviet Union should 

consist of objective, factual news reporting supplemented by com- | 

| mentary. The tone and content should be forceful and direct, but a | 

| ‘propagandist note should be avoided. oo kes | 

| The Department concurs in the recommendation that broadcasts | 

| of the Voice of America should consist of objective, factual news re- | 

| porting supplemented by commentaries designed to provide sober 

| and responsible interpretations of events treated in the news and 

| of the policies and the actions of the United States relevant to 

| them. os | UE aN es | 

8. A reduction in the number of non-Russian languages used in | 

| broadcasts to the Soviet Union appears desirable. | — 

| The Department concurs in the recommendation that no further | 

| expansion take place in the number of languages in which broad- | 

| casts to the Soviet Union are made. At the same time, it does not | 

| favor the elimination of broadcasts in Lithuanian, Estonian, Latvi- ! 

an, Ukrainian and Georgian. It has concurred in the decision of the | 

| United States Information Agency to continue broadcasts in Arme- 

| nian and to stop broadcasts in Azerbaijani, Turkestani, and Tatar. : 

| 5. Maximum guidance for VOA programming to the Soviet satel- 

| lites should be provided by the American diplomatic missions in 

| these countries. | 7 A 

! The Department concurs in the recommendation that guidance > 

, from the United States missions in the countries concerned be pro-
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vided on an increased scale for broadcasts to the satellites of East- 
ern Europe. At the same time, before utilization by the media, such 
guidance should be coordinated with guidance provided to the | United States Information Agency by the Department in order to assure its conformity with the broad objectives of foreign policy. 

6. VOA broadcasting facilities to Communist China should not be 
expanded. 

Subject to the possibility that electromagnetic warfare require- 
ments may dictate otherwise, the Department concurs in the rec- 
ommendation that no expansion be undertaken in the broadcasting facilities of the Voice of America to Communist China. 

7. Radio programs to Communist China should consist of factual 
news reporting supplemented by commentaries. 

The Department concurs in the recommendation that broadcasts 
to Communist China consist of objective, factual news reporting 
supplemented by commentaries designed to provide sober and re- 
sponsible interpretation of events treated in the news and of the policies and the actions of the United States relevant to them. 

8. The United States should continue to operate Radio in the American Sector of Berlin (RIAS) with the present type of pro- 
gram. The Department concurs in the recommendation that the | United States continue to operate RIAS and that it continue to — broadcast without substantial modification programs of the type 
now being broadcast. | 

| 9. Russian language programs should be carried by RIAS ad- 
dressed to Soviet occupation troops in East Germany. 

The Department does not concur in the recommendation that 
RIAS broadcast programs in Russian directed at the Soviet occupa- 
tion forces in East Germany. It considers the recommendation to be 
contradictory to the recommendation that RIAS continue to broad- 
cast without substantial modification programs of the sort now 
being broadcast. The Department suggests that the facilities of 
VOA at Munich might be examined to determine if by antenna 
and other plant adjustments, more attention might not be given to the Soviet occupation audience in East Germany. It should also be 
noted that existing facilities of the American Committee for Lib- 
eration from Bolshevism to some extent service this audience. 
Psychological Warfare Operations under Military Auspices in Korea 

17. The National Security Council should initiate a study of 
United States psychological warfare operations in Korea, including 
policy with respect to prisoners of war. 

If the NSC wishes to initiate such a study, the Department, in 
consultation with USIA, will be prepared to provide any available 
information. |
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Defector, Refugee, and Related Activities | 

19. The necessary legislative and organizational measures to pro- 

vide adequately for the care and resettlement of refugees from | 

countries behind the Iron Curtain should be taken. | 

The Department concurs in the response by the Foreign Oper- 

ations Agency. | | | 

PROPAGANDA AND INFORMATION ACTIVITIES IN THE FREE WORLD | 

General | | | 

| 21. The Committee believes that the primary and over-riding 

purpose of the information program should be to persuade foreign 

peoples that it lies in their own interests to take action consistent | 

| with the national objectives of the United States. The goal should | 

| be to harmonize wherever possible the personal and national self- 

interest of foreigners with the national objectives of the United 

| States. 
| 

The Department agrees in general with the statement of purpose | 

| of the information program, although it believes that “ foreign peo- | 

| ples” constitutes too broad and too inclusive a target, particularly A 

| for a contracting program. The Department would prefer a state- | 

| ment of mission indicating that the program is directed at groups | | 

| and individuals capable of significantly influencing governmental 

actions and popular attitudes in other countries. | 

22. A continuing and coordinated effort should be made to : 

| inform the world clearly of the American position on major issues. 

| The Department concurs in the recommendation that a continu- 

| ing and coordinated effort be made to inform the world clearly of 

| the United States position on major issues. It believes that this can ! 

| be carried out within the framework of other recommendations in : 

| the report. | | | 

| 93. The headquarters staffs of all agencies engaged in informa- | 

| tion work should concentrate on the conception, planning and co- | 

| ordination of global propaganda campaigns and less on detailed | 

| control and execution of day-to-day operations. | 

| The Department concurs in the recommendation that the head- 

| quarters staffs of all agencies engaged in information activities 

| should concentrate on the conception, planning and coordination of | 

| global propaganda campaigns and less on detailed control and exe- 

: cution of day-to-day operations, but the expectation cannot be justi- 

| fied that the headquarters staffs will be wholly exempted, in the 

| course of executing propaganda campaigns, from adv:sing on de- 

tails. This is true of the execution of military, economic and politi- 

cal programs. It will continue to be true of propaganda campaigns.
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24, Although guidance on specific or local objectives of informa- 
tion activities may often be required from Washington, such guid- 
ance should generally be confined to global or regional themes. 
When United States policy has been explained to the field, infor- 
mation officials abroad should be permitted discretion in adapting 
it to their local situations. 

The Department concurs in the recommendation when United 
States policy has been explained to the field, information officers 
should be permitted discretion in adapting it to their local situa- 
tions, subject to the proviso that the Information Officer follows 
the foreign policy guidance of the Chief of Mission. 

25. Insofar as possible, information and propaganda material 
should be prepared locally to meet local needs. 

The Department concurs in the recommendation that, insofar as 
possible, information and propaganda materials should be prepared 
locally to meet local needs. 

26. The number of operating information personnel located in 
the United States, particularly within IIA, should be substantially 
reduced. Oo | 

The Department concurs in the recommendation that the 
number of operating information personne! located in the United 
States, particularly within the USIA, should be reduced, but not to 
the point of sacrificing essential activities. Careful consideration 
should be given to reassigning such personnel throughout the pro- 
gram to avoid dissipating hard-earned experience and unique pro- 
fessional skills. | : 

| 27. Propaganda or information should be attributed to the 
United States only when such attribution is an asset. A much 
greater percentage of the information program should be unattri- 
buted. 

The Department concurs in the recommendation that propagan- 
da or information should be attributed to the United States only 
when such attribution is either requested or, in the absence of such 
a requirement, is an asset. The Department concurs in the view 
that a much greater percentage of information activity than at 
present should be handled without attribution in accordance with 
the standards and procedures set forth in the Department’s in- 
struction of November 1, 1951.9 At the same time, the Department 
points out that production and the distribution of unattributed ma- 
terial will require the employment of skillful and tactful personnel, 
not all of whom can be, in the nature of the case, indigenous per- 
sonnel. ... | 

° For text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 954.
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98. In order to be less obtrusive, there should be a substantial | 

reduction in American personnel overseas in countries where they | 

are heavily concentrated. They should be replaced where necessary 

by qualified local nationals. | Coy ! 

The Department concurs in the recommendation that a substan- : 

tial reduction should take place in United States personnel in | 

countries where they are now heavily concentrated. The Depart- | 

ment believes that a foreign information operation gains in effec- | 

tiveness to the degree that it avoids drawing attention to itself. At 

| the same time, reductions can be carried to a point where efficient 

| and secure operations, as in placing unattributed materials, 

become difficult. * es | 

| 99. Far greater effort should be made to utilize private Ameri- 

| can organizations for the advancement of United States objectives. 

| The gain in dissemination and credibility through the use of such | 

| channels will more than offset the loss by the Government of some 

control over the content. — ge : 

The Department concurs in the recommendation that far greater : 

effort should be made to utilize private American organizations for | 

the advancement of United States objectives. This effort will be the 

more productive if it is concentrated upon stimulating activities in | 

fields in which private activity is currently limited rather than : 

seeking to increase activity in fields in which private activity cur- 

rently is fairly extensive. The need for stimulating substantially in- 

creased private activity in the exchange of cultural and artistic ma- 

terials is a notable case in point. In the stimulation of activity by 

| private organizations, care should be taken to gear such activity 

| closely to foreign policy objectives. | 

| 30. Both international organizations and allied governments | 

: - ghould be able to make a substantial contribution to American | | 

propaganda objectives. Increased emphasis should be placed on this | 

, form of international cooperation. _ | | : 

- The Department concurs in the belief that international organi- | 

| zations and allied governments should be able to make contribu- | 

tions to American propaganda objectives. At the same time, the De- | 

| partment points out that the contribution may be less substantial 

than is suggested by the recommendation. Even in the case of a 

close ally such as the United Kingdom limitations exist with 

| regard to degree of successful collaboration that can be achieved. 

| These limitations are even more marked when two or more other 

| countries are concerned. | | a 

The limitations are of the following nature: mo 

(1) A wide disparity in capabilities for conducting foreign infor- 

| mation activities. At the present time, only the United Kingdom 

|
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among the nations of the free world has capabilities approaching those of the United States. oe. 
(2) A wide disparity in attitude toward the use of propaganda as an instrument of national policy. Many of the allies of the United States in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization regard propagan- da directed against the USSR, Communist China, and the satellites of Eastern Europe as potentially, if not actually, provocative and hence undesirable. 
(3) Differences in national policies which result in differences as to the treatment to be given specific matters in propaganda. 
(4) Doubts as to the security of other national information agen- cies, which render difficult an effective exchange of policy guid- ance. . 
(5) The tendency in allied and international relationships to re- solve differences at the expense of propaganda effectiveness, there- by subjecting United States output to restraints imposed from with- out. 

Within these limitations the United States has since 1950 main- 
tained close relations with the information services of the United 
Kingdom both at the capitals and at the missions in third coun- 
tries. Collaboration with the United Kingdom and with France has 
been especially close in the Federal Republic of Germany. Less in- 
tensive but growing collaboration is being carried with Canada and 
with Australia. The U.S. maintains close relations with the govern- 
ment of the Federal Republic of Germany, especially with regard to 
information directed at Eastern Europe. 

The United States has consistently supported the work of the In- 
formation Service of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
North Atlantic Treaty Information Service, and it has sought espe- 
cially to direct its efforts to the stimulation of individual and gov- 
ernmental action that will make the NATO a success. 

| The United States has also continuously endeavored to broaden 
informational activities of the Organization of American States as 
carried out through the Pan American Union. A draft agreement 
for increased informational activity on the part of the members has 
been prepared within the Department. | 

In view of the peculiar difficulties surrounding the information 
activities of the United Nations, the United States has concluded 
that it can most effectively utilize its services by assuring that the 
position of the United States is fully presented in the deliberations 
of the Security Council, the General Assembly and the specialized 
agencies, reports of which are regularly disseminated over the fa- 

| cilities of the United Nations information service. The efforts of the 
Department in conjunction with other agencies of the government 
to provide the Delegation of the United States to the United Na- 
tions with effective material for use in debates contributes to this 
end.
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31. More effective tactical control of the information and propa- 

ganda program of the various United States agencies is needed at 

| the country level. This can best be accomplished by the Chief of 

Mission with the advice of a “country team” composed of the senior 

representatives of each agency operating information programs. | | 

| The Department concurs in the recommendation that tactical 

control over the information program of the country should be | 

achieved at the country level by the Chief of Mission acting with | 

| the advice of a “country team” consisting of the senior representa- 

| tive of each agency operating information programs in the country. | 

| The carrying out of this recommendation should be the easier be- | 

| cause such arrangements are already in force. | 

| 33. An effective foreign information program can only be _ | 

achieved if it receives firm support to ensure permanency of orga- 

| nization, consistency in appropriations and flexibility in manage- 

ment. The Committee recommends that firm executive and Con- 

| gressional support be extended, in order to stabilize the organiza- 

| tion and size of the information programs. Regulations should be 

: amended where possible to permit greater flexibility in the alloca- | 

tion of funds and personnel. | | 

| The Department concurs in the statement that an effective for- | 

| eign information program can only be achieved if it receives firm | 

| support to assure permanency of organization, consistency in ap- 

| propriations and a flexibility in management. This will require a 

: consistent program of public and Congressional relations partici- 

: pated in by the Executive Branch at all levels and through all ap- 

| propriate spokesmen. | 

| 34. Appropriations for the information program should not be | 

: drastically reduced until the new procedures recommended have | 

: been tried. | | | 

| The Department concurs in the recommendation that appropria- | 

| tions for the information program should not be further drastically : 

reduced until new procedures now being enforced have been sub- | 

: ject to thorough trial. : 

| 35. Public understanding and support of the program is vital. 

The Committee supports the recommendation made by the United ) 

| States Advisory Commission on Information in its Seventh Semi- 

| Annual Report to Congress, January 1953, that IIA be authorized 

| to release domestically, without request, information concerning its 

| program. 7 

| The Department concurs in the recommendation that the USIA 

| be authorized to release domestically, without request, information 

| concerning its program, as well as that officers of the USIA and of 

. other appropriate agencies be permitted to speak to audiences in
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various parts of the country with regard to the work of the pro- 
gram. : te 

36. Consideration should be given to reducing, where possible, 
the adverse propaganda effects of certain security and immigration 
regulations. | | 

The Department concurs in the recommendation that consider- 
ation be given to reducing where possible, the adverse propaganda 
effects of certain security and immigration regulations. The De- 
partment believes that considerable progress in this direction can 
be made through appropriate action on the part of the Operations 
Coordinating Board. | | 

Media Recommendations 

37. (a) Short-wave radio programs to the free world should be 
continued only to those areas where the Chief of Mission expresses 
a desire for retention.... — _ | 

The Department concurs in the recommendations that short- 
wave radio programs to the free world should be continued only to 
the areas where the Chief of Mission expresses a desire for reten- 
tion . . . subject to the following revisions: | 

. . . That the recommendations of the Chief of Mission be re- 
viewed in the Department for political considerations of a regional 
or global nature of which the Chief of Mission may not be fully 
aware. | 

37. (b) Broadcasts attributed to the United States Government 
should concentrate on objective factual news reporting. Selection 
and treatment of news should seek to present a full exposition of 
United States actions and policies. 

The Department concurs in the recommendations that broad- 
casts attributed to the U.S. Government should concentrate on ob- 
jective factual news reporting and that the selection or treatment 
of news should seek to present a full exposition of U.S. actions and 
policies. At the same time the Department understands that con- 
centration upon objective factual news reporting does not exclude 
appropriate commentary in explanation of U.S. actions and poli- 
cies. | | | 

37. (d) Consideration should be given to changing the name 
“Voice of America.” | | | 

The Department does not see the necessity for the recommenda- 
tion that the name “Voice of America” should be changed. The 
name “Voice of America’ has over a decade won wide acceptance 
in all parts of the world, the choice of a new name would be diffi- 
cult and perhaps confusing to foreign listeners and the controversy
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that has lately surrounded the Voice of America has not been of a 

sort to permamently discredit or to devalue it. ee 

| 88. (a) Exchange of persons, particularly students, for long term 

cultural purposes is worthwhile and should be continued. | 

The Department concurs that the exchange of persons, particu- 

larly of students, for long term cultural purposes is worthwhile and 

| should be continued in adequate numbers as an integral part of a 

| balanced national propaganda program. | | 

| 88. (b) More use should be made of the medium of exchange of | 

persons in influencing the attitude of important local individuals. | 

| The Department concurs in the recommendation that more use 

| should be made of the medium of exchange of persons in influenc- 

| ing the attitude of important local individuals. In this connection 

importance attaches to assuring that exchanges are entitled to per 

diem expenses commensurate with their dignity and their impor- 

tance. Furthermore, the point is noted that the good effects of the 

exchange of leaders are sometimes weakened by the official charac- 

ter of the exchange. Consideration might be given to the possibility 

of exchange programs conducted in such a way as to make possible 

the visits of important individuals to the U.S. under strictly unoffi- | 

cial auspices. — | he | 

89. Publications can be used to much better advantage. IIA | 

should carefully review its program and decentralize wherever pos- | 

sible so that material will be more responsive to local needs. The | 

| programs of all agencies should be reviewed. | 

The Department concurs in the recommendation that the pro- 

gram of publications be reviewed with the view to decentralization 

| to the maximum possible extent so that material be more respon- | 

sive to local needs. The Department points out in this connection | 

| that local production may sometimes be more expensive than mass 

| production in the United States or at a regional production center. | 

41. (a) The information Centers fill a cultural need and should | 

| be continued. | | : 

The Department concurs in the observation that the information | 

Centers fill a cultural need and should be continued. | | 

: 41. (b) The Government should cooperate with the commercial 

| publishing industry and subsidize its efforts when necessary to 

| combat the flood of inexpensive communist books in the free world. 

| The Department concurs in the recommendation that the Gov- 

ernment cooperate with the commercial publishing industry and 

subsidize its efforts when necessary to combat the flood of inexpen- 

sive communist books in the free world. . : 

| 41. (c) While the Government must not aid in the distribution of 

subversive books, it should not hesitate to facilitate the distribution
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of books which contain justified criticism of one phase or another 
of American life. 

The Department concurs in the recommendation that the Gov- 
ernment, while not assisting in the distribution of subversive 
books, should not hesitate to facilitate the distribution of books 
which may contain justified criticism of one phase or another of 
American life where such distribution is considered to be useful in 
advancing the achievement of United States objectives abroad. 

Annex B 

REPORT OF THE UNITED States INFORMATION AGENCY ON IMPLEMEN- 
TATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JACKSON COMMITTEE 
Report (List A) 

OPERATIONS AGAINST THE SOVIET SYSTEM 

Radio , 
2. Voice of America (VOA) broadcasts to the Soviet Union should 

consist of objective, factual news reporting supplemented by com- 
mentary. The tone and content should be forceful and direct, but a 
propagandist note should be avoided. 

The U.S. Information Agency is making a detailed study of what 
this recommendation would mean in operational terms. 

3. A reduction in the number of non-Russian languages used in 
broadcasts to the Soviet Union appears desirable. 

Reduction of non-Russian languages in broadcasts to the USSR is 
currently taking place. Azerbaijani, Turkestani and Tatar services 
are being terminated. The Ukrainian, Georgian, Armenian and the 
three Baltic Services are being continued. 

). Maximum guidance for VOA programming to the Soviet satel- 
lites should be provided by the American diplomatic missions in 
these countries. | 

A circular instruction (as well as an informal-personal letter set- 
ting forth in detail the reasons why recommendations on the han- 
dling, particularly of fast-breaking news developments is required) 
has been sent to our missions in the Soviet-satellite countries of 
Eastern Europe. 

6. VOA broadcasting facilities to Communist China should not be 
expanded. 

Agree. No further expansion will be made of our facilities for 
broadcasting to Communist China. In accordance with a PSB deci- 
sion we will study the possibility of additional programming over 
existing facilities.



[ 

INTERNATIONAL 

INFORMATION 
ACTIVITIES 

1893 

7. Radio programs 
to Communist 

China should 
consist 

of factual 
news reporting 

supplemented 

by commentaries. 

_ 

We agree 
that the major 

proportion 
of our broadcasts 

to Commu- 
nist China 

should 
comprise 

news and commentaries, 

but this 
should 

not exclude 
other effective 

techniques 
which 

are useful 
for 

this audience. 
a | | 

The Committee 
recommendation 

appears 
to be based 

upon the | 

fact that the limited 
audience 

in Communist 
China 

is composed 
| 

| almost 
entirely 

of Communist 
Party 

and government 
officials. 

| 

| While 
we do not know 

definitely, 
we believe 

it is safe to assume 
| 

| that there also is a clandestine 
listening 

audience, 
many of whom 

| are thoroughly 
out of sympathy 

with the communist 
rulers. 

| 8. The United 
States 

should 
continue 

to operate 
Radio 

in the 
American 

Sector 
of Berlin 

(RIAS) 
with the present 

type of pro- | 

gram. | | 
| Agree. 

| | 

| 9. Russian 
language 

programs 
should 

be carried 
by RIAS ad- 

| dressed 
to Soviet 

occupation 
troops 

in East Germany. 
| We do not believe 

it advisable, 
at this time, 

to initiate 
over RIAS 

| facilities, 
Russian 

language 
programs 

addressed 
to Soviet 

occupa- 
| tion troops 

in East Germany. 
When 

this question 
was raised, 

short- 
| 

ly after the June 17 demonstrations, 

Ambassador 

Conant 
inter- 

| 

posed objections 
on the grounds 

that East Germans 
have come to | 

accept 
RIAS as a joint German-American 

radio station 
and that 

| the effectiveness 

of RIAS would 
suffer 

if programming 

of this 
| nature 

were initiated. 
| 

We propose 
to undertake 

Russian 
language 

programs 
to Soviet 

! 

i occupation 
troops 

in East Germany 
over CAST 

facilities. 
CAST 

is | 

| now relaying 
Munich 

Relay 
Center 

Russian 
language 

programs. 
~ | 

| These 
programs 

can be designed 
primarily 

for Soviet 
occupation | forces. 

| 

| | PROPAGANDA 
AND INFORMATION 

ACTIVITIES 
IN THE FREE WORLD 

| 

! | 
| General 

| | 

| 21. The Committee 
believes 

that the primary 
and over-riding | purpose 

of the information 
program 

should 
be to persuade 

foreign 
| 

| peoples 
that it lies in their own interests 

to take action 
consistent | with the national 

objectives 
of the United 

States. 
The goal should 

| be to harmonize 
wherever 

possible 
the personal 

and national 
self- 

| interest 
of foreigners 

with the national 
objectives 

of the United 
States. 

a | 

We are in complete 
agreement 

with this recommendation. 

The 
forthcoming 

instruction 
on the 1954 program 

will include 
this con- 

| ception. 

|
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22. A continuing and coordinated effort should be made to 
inform the world clearly of the American position on major issues. 

Agree. a 
23. The headquarters staffs of all agencies engaged in informa- — 

tion work should concentrate on the conception, planning and co- 
ordination of global propaganda campaigns and less on detailed 
control and execution of day-to-day operations. 
We agree with this recommendation and believe it will be accom- 

plished in the organization of the new agency which will put full 
responsibility on the field for the execution of its own programs. 

| 24, Although guidance on specific or local objectives of informa- 
tion activities may often be required from Washington, such guid- 
ance should generally be confined to global or regional themes. 
When United States policy has been explained to the field, infor- 
mation officials abroad should be permitted discretion in adapting 
it to their local situations. 

Agree. Occasionally, however, foreign policy decisions necessitate 
a very specific guidance which defines what can and cannot be said 
on a given subject. _ | RRS Se 

25. Insofar as possible, information and propaganda material 
should be prepared locally to meet local needs. | 

It is our intention to produce an increasingly large amount of 
our materials locally or at regional production centers at the direc- 
tion of the PAO. | 

26. The number of operating information personnel located in 
the United States, particularly within IIA, should be substantially 
reduced. | 

Personnel in the United States has been substantially reduced. 
27. A much greater percentage of the information program 

should be unattributed. 
We agree that unattributed materials and activities are among 

the most effective means of getting our point of view across. 
28. In order to be less obtrusive, there should be a substantial | 

reduction in American personnel overseas in countries where they 
are heavily concentrated. They should be replaced where necessary | 
by qualified local nationals. 

There has been a substantial reduction in American personnel 
overseas. We agree that qualified locals should be used and are 
giving flexibility to PAO in hiring qualified locals. 

29. Far greater effort should be made to utilize private Ameri- 
can organizations for the advancement of United States objectives. 
The gain in dissemination and credibility through the use of such 

_ channels will more than offset the loss by the Government of some 
control over the content.
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_ The need of increasing this type of activity is recognized by dou- 

, bling the budget of the private enterprise cooperation staff at a 

| time when the entire Agency is undergoing drastic reductions. Par- 

| ticular stress will be put on the development of local cooperation 

from private American enterprise, foundations, etc., in individual | 

countries overseas. | ot - - 

31. More effective tactical control of the information and propa- | 

ganda program of the various United States agencies is needed at | 

the country level. This can best be accomplished by the Chief of | 

| Mission with the advice of a “country team” composed of the senior | 

| representatives of each agency operating information programs. 

| We believe that the country team concept and a unified country | 

! program will be a result of the establishment of the U.S. Informa- 
tion Agency. The information activities of MSA and TCA have | 
been transferred to the new agency and a consolidated field pro- 

| gram will be directed by the U.S. Information Service country di- 
| rector working closely with the Ambassador. _ | 

83. An effective foreign information program can only be 

achieved if it receives firm support to ensure permanency of orga- | 

nization, consistency in appropriations and flexibility in manage- | 

ment. The Committee recommends that firm executive and con- | 
gressional support be extended, in order to stabilize the organiza- 

tion and size of the information programs. Regulations should be 

amended where possible to permit greater flexibility in the alloca- 

| tion of funds and personnel. 

| Agree. | : | 
: _ 34. Appropriations for the information program should not be | 

| drastically reduced until the new procedures recommended have | 

| been tried. : | oes 
| Agree, | | ; 

| 35. Public understanding and support of the program is vital. 

| The Committee supports the recommendation made by the United 
| States Advisory Commission on the Information in its Seventh 

Semi-Annual Report to Congress, January 1953, that ITA be author- 
ized to release domestically, without request, information concern- 

| ing its program. | 7 

| We agree that the need to inform the American public is vital to 
| the success of this program. os 

| Media Recommendations | : | 

37. (a) Short-wave radio programs to the free world should be 
| continued only to those areas where the Chief of Mission expresses 

| a desire for retention. ... | wh
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We agree to the extent that our budget permits us to accept the 
recommendations of the Chiefs of Mission. In addition to the rec- 
ommendations of the Missions, .. . there are certain other factors 
to be taken into account in maintaining or cancelling short-wave 
programs. For example, the desirability of maintaining, at least at 
a minimum level, a world-wide news program in English, and the 
desirability of maintaining shortwave transmissions where facili- 
ties are available to use to relay these programs over long or 
medium wave. 

37. (b) Broadcasts attributed to the United States Government 
should concentrate on objective factual news reporting. Selection 
and treatment of news should seek to present a full exposition of 
United States actions and policies. 
Agree. 
37. (c) Radio should be used for exhortation in the free world 

only on a non-attributed basis. In order to lessen attribution and to 
reach the largest audience, maximum use should be made of local 
broadcasting facilities. | 

We agree that maximum use should be made of local broadcast- 
ing facilities providing that we are able to place material which 
contributes to our objectives. Frequently the limitations on the con- 
tent which may be included in local programs are so severe that 
material placed does not achieve anything except possibly good 
will. 

37. (d) Consideration should be given to changing the name 
“Voice of America.” | 
We do not believe the name Voice of America should be changed. 

The VOA is an established name throughout the world and to 
| change it would mean rebuilding an audience acceptance. 

39. Publications can be used to much better advantage. IIA | 
should carefully review its program and decentralize wherever pos- 
sible so that material will be more responsive to local needs. 

_ As stated in connection with the recommendation on local pro- 
duction, publications will also be produced in the field missions or 
in the regional production centers at the direction of the Public Af- 
fairs Officer. 

41. (a) The information centers fill a cultural need and should be 
continued. 

We agree. In the Fiscal 54 budget reductions, information centers 
were cut the least of all media. Only ten of the 143 centers were 
cut. Of the ten cut, five are in Japan, leaving nineteen. 

41. (c) While the Government must not aid in the distribution of 
subversive books, it should not hesitate to facilitate the distribution
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of books which contain justified criticism of one phase or another | 
| of American life. | 

_ We agree. | | 

Annex (1° — | 

REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ON IMPLEMENTATION OF | 
THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JACKSON COMMITTEE REPORT (LIST | 
A) | 

: Psychological Warfare Operations under Military Auspices in Korea | 

| 17. The National Security Council should initiate a study of | 
| United States psychological warfare operations in Korea, including 

policy with respect to prisoners of war. | a 
| The Department of Defense has submitted a preliminary report 
| on its activities in this field, and if the National Security Council 

| wishes to initiate a coordinated study of the subject, will be pre- 

| pared to provide any available information. | | 
| 

Po | 
| | , Annex D | | 

| 
REPORT OF THE FOREIGN OPERATIONS ADMINISTRATION ON IMPLE- | 

| MENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE JACKSON COMMIT- | 
| TEE Report (List A) : 
| | 
| OPERATIONS AGAINST THE SOVIET SYSTEM | 

: Defector, Refugee, and Related Activities | 

| 19. The necessary legislative and organizational measures to pro- | 
| vide adequately for the care and resettlement of refugees from | 
| countries behind the Iron Curtain should be taken. | 
| On December 20, 1951, the Psychological Strategy Board ap- | 
| proved PSB D-18a,!! which provided policy and authority for a | 

| program “insuring or arranging the employment, resettlement or 

| care of all escapees from the Soviet Orbit ...”.12 The Department 
| of State was assigned administrative responsibility. Legislative au- | 

thority was provided under Section 101 (a) 1 of the Mutual Security 
| Act of 1951 and funds were made available for operation of the pro- 
| gram by Presidential directive on March 22, 1952, authorizing the 
! transfer from MSA to the Department of State. The Program has 
| been fully operational since May 1952, after the establishment of — 

10 Annex C carries a secret classification. : 
11 Scheduled for publication in Foreign Relations, 1951, volume rv. 

| 12 Ellipsis in the source text. 
|
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Escapee Program missions in all of the major countries of recep- 
tion, including Germany, Austria, Italy, Greece, Turkey and Tri- 
este. By June 30, 1953, over 22,500 escapees had been registered 
and assisted through care, maintenance and resettlement activities 
under the Escapee Program. Of these, over 5,000 have been reset- 
tled in either the United States, Canada, Australia, or Latin Amer- 
ica. By action of the PSB, the Program for Fiscal 1954 was expand- 
ed to include certain Chinese refugees in Hong Kong, Yugoslav es- 
capees, Kazakh and Turki escapees in the Near East, and Greek 
refugees-escapees from Albania and Rumania. The Program budget 
authorized for Fiscal Year 1954 is $9 million. In accordance with 
the reorganization of all foreign operations, the Escapee Program 
was transferred on July 1, 1953 from the Department of State to 
the Foreign Operations Administration. | | | 

Since the inception of the Program, considerable progress has 
been made in all phases, but particularly in the care and mainte- 
nance aspects of the Program. Outstanding results have been 
achieved in Austria, Italy and Turkey. In view of the magnitude of 
the problem, progress in the Program in Germany has come some- 
what slower than in other countries. Within the scope of existing 
policy, organizational measures are adequate to provide for the 
care and resettlement of refugees from behind the Iron Curtain. 
From the psychological standpoint, existing legislation is not ade- 
quate for the resettlement of some escapees because, generally 
speaking, former members of the Communist Party or the Commu- 
nist apparatus are not permitted entrance into the United States. 
From an operational point of view, the Refugee Relief Act legisla- 

tion is inadequate because it does not now provide for the financing 

of ocean transport for refugees eligible under the Act. 
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