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Preface

The publication Foreign Relations of the United States constitutes
the official record of the foreign policy of the United States. The
importance of publishing the complete and comprehensive documen-
tary record of U.S. diplomacy was set forth in an order by Secretary of
State Frank B. Kellogg on March 26, 1925, and supplemented and
revised by Department of State regulations in the Foreign Affairs Man-
ual. (2 FAM 1350-1353)

The Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, is directed by
the Foreign Affairs Manual to collect, edit, and publish the authoritative
diplomatic record, including papers from other concerned government
agencies. (1 FAM 857) Official historians of the Department of State
seek out relevant official foreign affairs documentation in other agen-
cies and documentary repositories bearing on subjects documented in
the volumes of the series. The topics to be documented are determined
by the editor of the series in concert with the compilers of individual
volumes. '

Secretary of State Kellogg’s order, as codified in the Foreign Affairs
Manual, remains the official guidance for editorial preparation of the
series:

“The editing of the record is guided by the principles of historical
objectivity. There may be no alteration of the text, no deletions with-
out indicating the place in the text where the deletion is made, and no
omission of facts which were of major importance in reaching a deci-
sion. Nothing may be omitted for the purpose of concealing or gloss-
ingMover what might be regarded by some as a defect of policy.” (2
FAM 1352)

Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume XX

The documentation in this particular volume was compiled by
David S. Patterson of the Office of the Historian from the Depart-
ment’s centralized and decentralized files and the records of the
Dwight D. Eisenhower Presidential Library. For a complete listing of
particular collections consulted within and outside of the Department
of State, see the List of Sources.
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IV Preface

In selecting documents for inclusion, primary emphasis was
placed on records of high-level discussions within the U.S. Govern-
ment and National Security Council and Department of State policy
papers. Because President Eisenhower made the major decisions on
arms control policy in this period, his opinions and decisions on the
various initiatives and options submitted to him are central to the
compilation. Documentation is also presented on U.S participation in
the international conferences on arms control and atomic energy mat-
ters held in New York, London, and Geneva and on U.S. diplomatic
discussions with its NATO allies on these subjects.

Documentation on the decisionmaking process as it was affected
by bureaucratic politics within the Executive branch is also included:
particularly the interagency process headed by Harold E. Stassen, who
spent much time trying to resolve interagency differences in the devel-
opment of a coherent U.S. position in the U.N. Disarmament Commit-
tee. Many of the formal proposals and reports generated by this bu-
reaucratic process are included in this volume. Similarly, nuclear
testing, which required U.S. responses not only to Soviet initiatives
but to growing public concern about the dangers of radioactive fallout,
receives considerable attention. The volume includes documents on
President Eisenhower’s consultations with a wide range of scientific
opinion on the testing question. Less important issues for senior
policymakers and the available documentation are summarized in edi-
torial notes.

While most of the documents that deal with arms control policies
for this triennium are printed in this volume, a small portion are
included in volume XXVII, Western Europe and Canada, which con-
tains the compilation of documents on the United Kingdom. Three
standards for the location of documents were followed:

1) Documents relating principally to disarmament or atomic en-
ergy are included in this volume, with the exception of documents
involving formal heads of government meetings which will appear in
volume XXVII. An editorial note on each meeting is printed in this
volume, summarizing those documents.

2) Documents on U.S.-U.K. relations involving disarmament or
atomic energy but having wider ramifications for the bilateral relation-
ship (e.g., intermediate-range ballistic missiles, military strategy, and
free world cooperation) are included in volume XXVII.

3) Documents on U.S.-U K. relations relating to disarmament or
atomic energy but also involving third countries (e.g., other nations in
the U.N. Disarmament Subcommittee, amendments to the Atomic
Enetgy Act which relate to Canada, and NATO matters) are printed in
this volume.

Moreover, because arms control was a crucial national security
issue, some documents pertaining to arms control are included in
volume XIX on national security policy. Printed in that volume are



Preface V

summaries of oral briefings by Director of Central Intelligence Allen
W. Dulles to the National Security Council on the Soviet nuclear
program and nuclear tests.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time. Incoming telegrams from U.S. missions are placed accord-
ing to the time of transmission rather than the time of receipt in the
Department of State; memoranda of conversations are placed accord-
ing to the time and date of the conversation, rather than the date the
memorandum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in the Foreign
Relations series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guid-
ance from the Editor in Chief and the chief technical editor. The source
text is reproduced as exactly as possible, including marginalia or other
notations, which are described in footnotes. Obvious typographical
errors are corrected, but other mistakes and omissions in the source
text are corrected by bracketed insertions: a correction is set in italic
type; an omission in roman type. Brackets are also used to indicate text
that has been omitted by the compiler because it deals with an unre-
lated subject. Ellipses are inserted to replace material that remained
classified after the declassification review process. Ellipses of three or
four periods identify excisions of less than a paragraph; ellipses of
seven periods spread across the page identify excisions of an entire
paragraph or more. All ellipses and brackets that appear in the source
text are so identified by footnotes.

The first footnote to each document indicates the document’s
source, original classification, distribution, drafting information, and,
in the case of telegrams, the time of receipt in the Department of State.
The source footnote also provides the background of important docu-
ments and policies, indicates if the President or Secretary of State read
the document, and records its ultimate disposition.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in this volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, describe diplomatic reportage and key events,
and provide summaries of and citations to public statements that sup-
plement and elucidate the printed documents. Information derived
from memoirs of participants and other first-hand accounts, available
when this volume was originally compiled in 1978-1979, has been
used where possible to supplement the official record.



VI Preface

Declassification Review Procedures

Declassification review of the documents selected for publication
is conducted by the Division of Historical Documents Review, Bureau
of Diplomatic Security, Department of State. The review is made in
accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, the Privacy Act, and
the criteria established in Executive Order 12356 regarding:

1) military plans, weapons, or operations;

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

3) foreign government information;

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

5) foreign relations or foreign activities of the United States;

6) scientific, technological, or economic matters relating to na-
tional security;

7) U.S. Government programs for safeguarding nuclear materials
or fagi)lities; . q

tology; an
9) grggnfidegr)n,tial source.

Declassification decisions entailed concurrence of the appropriate
geographic and functional bureaus in the Department of State and of
other concerned agencies of the U.S. Government, and communication
with foreign governments regarding documents or information of
those governments. The principle of declassification review is to re-
lease as much information as is consistent with contemporary require-
ments of national security and sound foreign relations; some docu-
ments or portions of documents are necessarily withheld.

Dr. Patterson compiled this volume under the supervision of Edi-
tor in Chief John P. Glennon. Neal H. Petersen provided initial plan-
ning and direction. Rosa Pace assisted with the preparation of the lists
of sources, names, and abbreviations. Althea W. Robinson of the Edit-
ing Division of the Historian’s Office performed the technical editing
under the supervision of Rita M. Baker. Barbara Ann Bacon of the
Publishing Services Division (Paul M. Washington, Chief) oversaw
production of the volume. Victoria L.V. Agee prepared the index.

William Z. Slany
The Historian
Bureau of Public Affairs
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Unpublished Sources
Department of State
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List of Abbreviations

A, airgram; Army

ACEP, Advisory Committee on Export
Policy

AEC, Atomic Energy Commission

AF, Air Force

AG, Attorney General

ARA, Bureau of Inter-American Affairs,
Department of State

ASM,, air-to-surface missile

ASW, anti-submarine warfare

B-K, Bulganin-Khrushchev

BBC, British Broadcasting Company

BNA, Office of British Commonwealth
and Northern European Affairs, Bureau
of European Affairs, Department of
State

BOB, Bureau of the Budget

BOMARC, Boeing-Michigan Aeronautical
Test Center missile; U.S. Air Force sur-
face-to-air delta winged area defense
missile

BOT, Board of Trade (United Kingdom)

C, Office of the Counselor, Department of
State

CA, circular airgram; Office of Chinese
Affairs, Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs,
Department of State

CCSL, Consolidated China Special List

CE, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army

CEA, Council of Economic Advisors

CEP, circular error probable

CERN, Conseil europeenne pour la
recherche nucleaire (European Council
for Nuclear Research)

CFEP, Council on Foreign Economic Pol-
icy :

CG, Consultative Group of nations, based
in Paris working to control the export of
strategic goods to Communist countries

ChiCom, Chinese Communist

CHINCOM, China Committee of the
Paris Consultative Group

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

. .

CINCLANT, Commander in Chief, At-
lantic

CINCPAC, Commander in Chief, Pacific

CINCONAD, Commander in Chief, Con-
tinental Air Defense Command

cirg, circular

cirtel, circular telegram

COCOM, Coordinating Committee of the
Paris Consultative Group

COMINFORM, Communist Information
Bureau

CONAD, Continental Air Defense Com-
mand

CPSU, Communist Party of the Soviet
Union

CS/E, Allied Forces Southern Europe

CVE, escort aircraft carrier

CW, chemical warhead; chemical warfare

CY, calendar year

D, member of the Democratic Party in the
United States

del, delegate; delegation

Delga, series indicator for telegrams from
the U.S. Delegation at the U.S. Mission
at the United Nations

Dento, series indicator for telegrams to
the Denver White House

Deptel, Department of State telegram

DEW, distant early warning DFI, Division
of Functional Intelligence, Office of In-
telligence Research, Department of
State

DOD, Department of Defense

Dulte, series indicator for personal tele-
grams from Secretary of State Dulles
while away from Washington

E, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
State for Economic Affairs

ECD, Economic Defense Division, Office
of International Trade and Resources,
Bureau of Economic Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

ECM, electronic countermeasures



XVI List of Abbreviations

ECOSOC, Economic and Social Council
of the United Nations

ED, Investment and Development Staff,
Office of Financial and Development
Policy, Bureau of Economic Affairs, De-
partment of State

EDAC, Economic Defense Advisory Com-
mittee

EDC, European Defense Community

EE, Office of Eastern European Affairs,
Bureau of European Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

ELINT, electronic intelligence

Emb, Embassy

Embtel, Embassy telegram

E.O., Executive Order

EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

EUR/RA, Office of European Regional
Affairs, Bureau of European Affairs, De-
partment of State

EUR/RPM, Office of Atlantic Political
and Military Affairs, Bureau of Euro-
pean Affairs, Department of State

EURATOM, European Atomic Energy
Community

E-W, East-West

Excon, series indicator for telegrams deal-
ing with the export control program

FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation

FCDA, Federal Civil Defense Administra-
tion

FE, Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

FE/P, Public Affairs Staff, Bureau of Far
Eastern Affairs, Department of State

FOA, Foreign Operations Administration

FonOff, Foreign Office

FRC, Federal Records Center

FY, fiscal year

FY], for your information

G, Office of the Deputy Under Secretary
of State

GA, United Nations General Assembly

Gadel, series indicator for telegrams to the
U.S. Delegation at the U.N. General As-
sembly

GADel, U.S. Delegation at the U.N. Gen-
eral Assembly

GRC, Government of the Republic of -

China

H, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
State for Congressional Relations

HB, heavy bomber; horizontal bomber

HE, high explosive

HEW, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare

HCR, U.S. House of Representatives Con-
current Resolution

H.J.Res, US. House of Representatives
Joint Resolution

I, Office of the Director, U.S. Information
Agency

I/R, Public Information Staff, Office of
the Director, U.S. Information Agency

IAC, Intelligence Advisory Committee

IAE, Office of the Assistant Director (Eu-
rope), U.S. Information Agency

IAEA, International Atomic
Agency

IAF, Office of the Assistant Director (Far
East), U.S. Information Agency

IAN, Office of the Assistant Director
(Near East, South Asia and Africa), U.S.
Information Agency

IBRD, International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development

IBS, International Broadcasting Service,
U.S. Information Agency

IC/DV, Import Certificate/Delivery Ver-
ification

ICA, International Cooperation Adminis-
tration

ICBM, intercontinental ballistic missile

ICFTU, International Confederation of
Free Trade Unions

ICIS, Interdepartmental Committee on In-
ternal Security

ICS, Information Center Service, U.S. In-
formation Agency

IIC, Interdepartmental Intelligence Con-
ference

IL, International List

IMG, Information Media Guaranty Pro-
gram

IMS, Motion Picture Service, U.S. Infor-
mation Agency

INC, International Nickel Company

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research,
Department of State

IO, Bureau of International Organization
Affairs, Department of State

I0C, initial operation capability

IOP, Office of Policy and Plans, U.S. In-
formation Agency

IPS, International Press Service, U.S. In-
formation Agency

IRBM, intermediate-range ballistic missile

Energy



List of Abbreviations XVII

IRD, International Resources Division,
Office of International Trade and Re-
sources, Department of State

IRI, Office of Research and Intelligence,
U.S. Information Agency

ISA, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Af-
fairs

JCAE, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

JSOP, Joint Strategic Objective Plan

JSSC, Joint Strategic Survey Committee

kgs, kilograms

KT, kilotons

KW, kilowatt

L, Office of the Legal Adviser, Department
of State

LOFAR, low frequency acquisition and
ranging

M, mass; missile

MAAG, Military Assistance Advisory
Group

MDA, Mutual Defense Assistance

MDAP, Mutual Defense Assistance Pro-
gram

MEEC, Middle East Emergency Meeting

MIG, Al Mikoyan i M.I. Gurevich (So-
viet fighter aircraft named for designers
Mikoyan and Gurevich)

mil, military

MRC, Munich Radio Center

MSA, Mutual Security Act; Mutual Secu-
rity Agency

MSP, Mutual Security Program

mytel, my telegram

N, Navy; nuclear-powered ship

n.m., nautical mile

NAC, North Atlantic Council

NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion

NBC, National Broadcasting Company

NEA, Bureau of Near Eastern, South
Asian, and African Affairs, Department
of State

NESC, Nuclear Engineering and Scientific
Congress; Nuclear Electronics Systems
Command

niact, night action, communication indica-
tor requiring action by the recipient at
any hour of the day or night

NIE, National Intelligence Estimate

NOA, new obligational authority

noforn, not releasable to foreign nationals

NPN, U.S.Information Agency internal
news policy note

NSC, National Security Council; NATO
Supply Center

NSCID, National Security Council Intelli-
gence Directive

NTE, Navy Technical Evaluation; not to
exceed

O, Office of the Deputy Under Secretary
of State for Administration

OAS, Organization of American States

OCB, Operations Coordinating Board

ODM, Office of Defense Mobilization

OEEC, Organization for European Eco-
nomic Cooperation

OFD, Office of Financial and Develop-
ment Policy, Bureau of Economic Af-
fairs, Department of State

ONE, Office of National Estimates, Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency

ONI, Office of Naval Intelligence

OIR, Office of Intelligence and Research,
Department of State

ORIT, Operational Readiness Inspection
Test

P, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
State for Public Affairs

PAO, public affairs officer

PC, participating country

PCG, Planning Coordination Group, Op-
erations Coordinating Board

PL, public law

Polto, series indicator for telegrams from
the U.S. Permanent Representative at
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
and European Regional Organizations
to the Department of State

PPS, Policy Planning Staff, Department of
State ‘

PRECO, Preparatory Commission for the
first session of the General Conference
of the International Atomic Energy
Agency

PWR, power reactor

QC, quantitative control

R, Office of the Special Assistant for Intel-
ligence, Department of State

R and D, research and development

RA, Office of European Regional Affairs,
Department of State

reftel, reference telegram

ROK, Republic of Korea

S, Office of the Secretary of State
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S/AE, Office of the Secretary of State’s
Special Assistant for Atomic Energy Af-
fairs

S/IAE, Office of the Special Ambassador
to the Negotiations for the Establish-
ment of the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency

S/MSA, Special Assistant for Mutual
Security Affairs, Department of State

$/P, Policy Planning Staff, Department of
State

$/S, Executive Secretariat, Department of
State

S$/S-RO, Reports and Operations Staff,
Executive Secretariat, Department of
State

SAC, Strategic Air Command

SACLANT, Supreme Allied Commander,
Atlantic

SACEUR, Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe

SAGE, semi-automatic ground environ-
ment system

SCA, Bureau of Security and Consular Af-
fairs, Department of State

SEATO, Southeast Asia Treaty Organiza-
tion

Secto, series indicator for telegrams to the
Department of State from the Secretary
of State (or his delegation) at interna-
tional conferences

SETAF, Southern European Task Force

SHAPE, Supreme Headquarters, Allied
Powers, Europe

SOA, Office of South Asian Affairs, Bu-
reau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and
African Affairs, Department of State

SPD, Sozialdemokratische Partei
Deutschlands (Social Democratic Party
of Germany)

SSM, surface-to-surface missile battalion

SSR, Soviet Socialist Republic

TAC, Transit Authorization Certificate;
Tactical Air Command

TCP, Technological Capabilities Panel

Tedul, series indicator for personal tele-
grams to Secretary of State Dulles while
away from Washington

Topol, series indicator for telegrams from
the Department of State to the U.S. Per-
manent Representative at the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization and Euro-
pean Regional Organizations

Tosec, series indicator for telegrams from
the Department of State to the Secretary
of State (or his delegation) at interna-
tional conferences

TS, Top Secret

U, Office of the Under Secretary of State

U/MSA, Office of the Special Assistant
for Mutual Security Affairs, Department
of State

U/OP, Operations Coordinator, Depart-
ment of State

UCEDP, unit circular error probability

UK, United Kingdom

UN, United Nations

UNESCO, United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization

UNGA, United Nations General Assem-
bly

UNP, Office of United Nations Political
and Security Affairs, Department of
State

urtel, your telegram

USA, United States of America; United
States Army

USAF, United States Air Force

USIA, United States Information Agency

USIBS, United States International Broad-
casting Service

USIS, United States Information Service

Usito, series indicator for telegrams
originating in USIA

USMC, United States Marine Corps

USN, United States Navy

USOM, United States Operations Mission

USRO, U.S. Delegation to European Re-
gional Organizations; U.S. Mission to
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
and European Regional Organizations;
U.S. Permanent Representative to Euro-
pean Regional Organizations

USRO/ST, Office of Strategic Trade, U.S.
Mission to European Regional Organi-
zations

USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

USUN, United States Mission to the
United Nations

VOA, Voice of America

WEU, Western European Union

WPC, World Peace Council
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Bowie, Robert R., Director of the Policy Planning Staff, Department of State, until
August 1955; Assistant Secretary of State for Policy Planning and Department of
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Brentano, Heinrich von, West German Minister of Foreign Affairs from June 1955

Bricker, John W,, Republican Senator from Ohio

Bridges, Styles, Republican Senator from New Hampshire

Brown, Winthrop G., Economic Counselor of the Embassy in the United Kingdom with
the personal rank of Minister

Brownell, Herbert, Jr., Attorney General of the United States until November 1957
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Berlin

Brucker, Wilber M., Secretary of the Army from July 1955
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Dulles, John Foster, Secretary of State
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State for Atomic Energy Affairs
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Faure, Edgar Jean, French Minister of Foreign Affairs, January-February 1955; Prime
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Firehock, Colonel Raymond B., Deputy Staff Director of Harold E. Stassen’s Special
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Fisk, James B., Member, General Advisory Committee, Atomic Energy Commission;
Member, Science Advisory Committee, Office of Defense Mobilization
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Gardner, Edward R., Deputy Director, Office of International Affairs, Atomic Energy
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Hagerty, James C., Press Secretary to President Eisenhower
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United Nations Subcommittee on Disarmament from July 1957

Hoover, Herbert C., Jr., Under Secretary of State and Chairman, Operations Coordinat-
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Howe, Fisher, Deputy Special Assistant for Intelligence, Department of State, until
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munist Party of the Soviet Union
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Energy and Chairman, Military Liaison Committee to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion

Macmillan, Harold, British Minister of Defense until April 1955; Secretary of State for
Foreign Affairs, April-December 1955; Chancellor of the Exchequer, December
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Permanent Secretary of the Treasury from October 1956
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House of Representatives until January 1955; thereafter Minority Leader of the
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on the Subcommittee to the Disarmament Commission, 1955
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Administration, until May 1955; thereafter Staff Director of Harold E. Stassen’s
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UNITED STATES POLICY WITH RESPECT TO
REGULATION OF ARMAMENTS AND ATOMIC
ENERGY

REVIEW OF BASIC DISARMAMENT POLICY; NEGOTIATIONS IN THE
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE UNITED NATIONS DISARMAMENT COMMISSION;
PROPOSALS FOR INSPECTION AND VERIFICATION; NUCLEAR WEAPONS
TESTS; EFFECTS OF FALL-OUT FROM NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS; EXCHANGE OF
ATOMIC INFORMATION; PEACEFUL USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY; CREATION OF
THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY '

1. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, January 4, 1955°

SUBJECT
Review of United States Policy on Control of Armaments
PARTICIPANTS

State

Secretary Dulles

Under Secretary Hoover
Mr. Murphy, G

Mr. Key, IO

Mr. Wainhouse, IO

Mr. Bowie, S/P

Mr. Smith, S/AE
Howard Meyers, UNP
Defense

Secretary Wilson
Deputy Secretary Anderson
Major General Loper

! Continued from Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 845 ff. Much of
the documentation appearing in the Foreign Relations series for 1955-1957 concerns
subjects relating to regulation of armaments and atomic energy.

?Source: Department of State, Central Files, 600.0012/1-455. Top Secret. Drafted
by Meyers on January 7. Another memorandum of the same meeting prepared for the
file by Gerard C. Smith, January 5, is ibid., Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Chronolog-
ical File—Disarmament—General.

1
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AEC
Chairman Strauss

Mr. Dulles said the purpose of this meeting was to consider the
reports on this subject prepared by the Department of Defense and by
Mr. Bowie of the State Department, ® and to decide what recommenda-
tions should be made to the NSC.

Mr. Bowie noted that the basic issue posed by the Defense paper
was that it was not in the security interests of the United States to have
any disarmament for the foreseeable future. This proposition ought to
be explored, as well as what headway might be made in this Special
Committee* on the disarmament problem, and finally whether deci-
sions should be taken with regard to the meetings of the United
Nations Disarmament Commission Subcommittee of Five which
would soon commence in London. ®

Mr. Anderson said that the Defense position could be summarized
somewhat as follows. Everyone would like to believe they could
achieve true disarmament, with substantial reduction of armed forces
and armaments of such nature that no country would go to war to
settle its international disputes. There are two kinds of weapons: con-
ventional and atomic. So far as the U.S. is concerned, basically we
could be hurt most effectively by nuclear attack on the continental
United States but had to take into consideration the fact that conven-
tional armaments as well as atomic armaments could be used effec-
tively on our allies. Consequently, a realistic disarmament plan could
not divorce conventional and nuclear armaments. When considering a
realistic disarmament plan, the Defense Department was concerned
that the U.S. would probably adhere more conscientiously to a dis-
armament agreement than the Soviet Union. The nub of the problem
was that, if it is not possible to have an effective control system which
would be proof against evasions or violations, then was it in the U.S.
national interest to agree to a disarmament scheme of lesser safety?
The Defense Department did not believe it was in the U.S. interest to
do this. Fundamentally there must be an effective control which would
insure that there was a balanced reduction of conventional and nuclear
armaments. While it was difficult to achieve such an effective disarma-
ment system, we must face up to this problem rather than taking a
lesser system as our goal. The United States was now at a point where

® Regarding the Department of Defense report, December 11, 1954, see Foreign
Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 1583. The report by Bowie, November 29, 1954,
is not printed. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC 112)

‘ Regarding the Special Committee, created by NSC Action No. 899, September 3,
1953, to review NSC 112, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 1210. For
text of NSC 112, “Formulation of a United States Position with Respect to the Regula-
tion, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments,” July 6,
1951, see ibid., 1951, vol. 1, p. 477.

® Regarding this subcommittee, see Document 10.
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it could expand its armaments rapidly. If we now should disarm under
a disarmament agreement to which the United States really adhered,
this would cause us to lose the convertability factor now built up in
our industrial system which enabled a rapid change over to manufac-
ture of armaments. This situation did not hold true for a totalitarian
state, which can make such changes more easily and more rapidly.

General Loper said that one of the major points which the De-
fense Department had tried to make was that any effective disarma-
ment plan required the Soviets to accept a control system of such
extensive nature that its acceptance involved a radical change in the
attitude of the Soviet leaders toward the rest of the world. If the
Soviets in fact were really to make such great changes in their political
and strategic orientation, there were other areas than disarmament in
which the Soviet intent could be more easily ascertained without rais-
ing the very great problems which disarmament posed because of its
necessary infringements on national sovereignty. Among such other
areas would be the renunciation of the Comintern, agreement on an
Austrian State Treaty or on a unified Germany, and willingness really
to support the concept of free trade. Soviet agreements in these other
areas would make a disarmament agreement come almost as a matter
of course.

General Loper believed that the purpose of the Special Committee
of the National Security Council was not to develop a detailed dis-
armament plan but to review basic policy toward control of arma-
ments set forth in NSC 112. This document stated the general princi-
ples upon which United States policy in this field was based. The
Defense Department believed that NSC 112 should be revised in at
least two respects:

(a) it was not possible to establish a balance of military power by
agreeing to numerical limits on armed forces. This would be only a
temporary balance and could easily be upset to the advantage of the
totalitarian nations, as Mr. Anderson had indicated.

(b) the United Nations Atomic Energy Control Plan, or any other
plan, could not actually guarantee that nuclear weapons would be
eliminated because of the impossibility of accounting fully for past
production of fissionable materials. If the United States continued to
say it wished to eliminate nuclear weapons, this would actually en-
danger the free nations because of this fact. It had been suggested that
perhaps we should support a plan to reduce the number of nuclear
weapons instead of to eliminate them. For that purpose, an augmented
United Nations Atomic Energy Control Plan would probably be ap-
propriate. General Loper believed that a number of working papers
which had already been prepared in implementation of NSC 112
would be appropriate as the basis for a new disarmament plan.
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Mr. Wilson remarked that history has demonstrated that arma-
ments races have usually led to war, and there is also considerable
evidence to support the argument that a disarmament agreement may
create the same danger. He believed other issues must be settled
before a disarmament plan could achieve its purpose. He did not see
how there could be a partial disarmament plan which would be useful,
because there was a great tendency to cheat in carrying out such an
agreement. In this connection he referred to the Washington Naval
Treaty and how the Germans developed pocket battle-ships as a
means of getting around the limitations established in that treaty. If it
were possible really to eliminate nuclear weapons, this might be all
that would be needed in a disarmament agreement, but it must be
recognized that if war should break out all nations which could do so
would proceed to develop nuclear weapons as rapidly as possible
despite any agreements previously reached to eliminate them. Thus,
we were forced to consider the whole range of armaments and armed
forces in developing a disarmament program. Mr. Wilson believed that
we should not think that a disarmament agreement would be effective
unless the causes of war themselves are eliminated. This conclusion
led him to support the views previously expressed by Mr. Anderson
and General Loper about the prior need for agreements in other fields
before a disarmament agreement could be reached. He particularly
wished to emphasize that the experience with the Communist coun-
tries after World War II and after the Korean armistice had made him
most suspicious whether the Communists would keep any agreement
which required such important restrictions on national sovereignty on
their part.

Mr. Strauss said that the Atomic Energy Commission had ex-
amined this problem from the technical rather than from the philo-
sophical point of view. He believed that complete technical disarma-
ment was impossible because one could never assure that nuclear
armaments had actually been eliminated. The AEC had developed a
plan which was an attempt to find a middle ground between the
positions taken by the Department of State and Defense. This had
previously been circulated to the other departments (attached as Tab
A).° Mr. Strauss read the plan and then remarked that if a proposal by
the United States of this general nature should be refused by the
Soviet Union, it would place on the Soviets the onus for failing to
make progress in the disarmament field. Moreover, he noted that this
plan would not require the United States to make any reductions in
the nuclear field until the completion of extensive disclosures of infor-

*Tab A, AEC Draft Paper on International Control of Armed Forces and Arma-
ments, December 15, 1954, not attached to the source text, is attached to another copy of
this memorandum in Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Chrono-
logical File—Disarmament—General.
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mation in both the nuclear and conventional armaments fields and the
verification of the accuracy and completeness of such disclosures.
Thus, the most severe tests of Soviet intentions to honor a disarma-
ment program would be provided before the U.S. began to limit its
own nuclear capabilities.

General Loper remarked that the plan described by Admiral
Strauss was acceptable, except for certain relatively minor matters, as a
basis for the preparation of detailed working papers. For example, he
did not agree with the position taken by this Atomic Energy Commis-
sion Plan that it was possible to determine a balance of armed forces
on the basis of percentage reductions across-the-board.

Mr. Dulles said that he had two basic thoughts about this situa-
tion. First, he doubted that the U.S. could work out any disarmament
plan with a powerful nation which we did not trust and which we
believed had most ambitious goals. Second, he thought we had to
keep trying to work out agreement on such a plan. He referred to past
efforts in the disarmament field and how they had not really made
progress because of the complexity of this problem. Moreover, if every
last detail was not buttoned up, the Soviets would take advantage of
any loopholes. Thus, between the complexity of the disarmament
problem and the untrustworthiness of the Communists, he was not
optimistic about any chances of success. On the other hand, this Spe-
cial Committee could not decide that the problem was insoluble. The
world would regard such a negative position as indication of U.S.
desire to maintain its nuclear superiority or even as indication of U.S.
intent to wage aggressive war. A decent respect for the opinions of
mankind required us to try to solve the disarmament problem, as did
our need to hold our allies with us. We could not in this group,
however, pass on the details of such a disarmament plan but must
probably be concerned with general principles and policies.

Mr. Wainhouse noted that we must try to solve this problem
because, in addition to the points made by Secretary Dulles, the U.S.
could not afford to hand the propaganda advantage to the Commu-
nists by not doing anything about the disarmament problem.

Mr. Dulles emphasized that, while what Mr. Wainhouse had said
was true, we should not allow our propaganda desires to influence us
to depart from a realistic and conservative attitude on this subject.

Mr. Bowie thought it was important, both from a public relations
view and from the standpoint of our security, to explore all possibili-
ties. Particularly, if we could find a way of removing the nuclear
threat, we should explore that. The heart of the matter appeared to be
whether it was possible to establish an effective inspection system and
the feasibility of such an inspection system on the atomic side was
made more difficult as time brought larger inventories of nuclear ma-
terials. He wondered whether it was possible to take the narrow end of
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the wedge and to test inspection in a smaller area than that of across
the board disarmament? Perhaps a possibility would be offered by
examining an inspection system to assure the cessation of nuclear fuel
production.

Mr. Dulles said that he was inclined to agree with General Loper’s
attitude with regard to Mr. Bowie’s suggestion. He thought it was
much easier for the Soviets to reach agreement with us in other areas
than the armaments field.

Mr. Strauss believed that, theoretically, it might be easier to reach
agreements with the Soviets in other areas than disarmament, but that
in practice the Soviets appeared psychologically committed to main-
tain the Comintern and to hold to their attitudes on other political
issues such as the German question. This made it harder for the
Soviets to make concessions in these areas, while there might be a new
inducement in the armaments field, if we could put the right kind of
psychological pressure on the Soviets to make such concessions.

Mr. Dulles recalled that the President had said that if we could get
rid of nuclear weapons, he would not be disposed to insist on reduc-
tions in the conventional armaments field. The reason for this was the
President’s belief that if we can insure that our industrial power could
be kept intact, this would act both as a deterrent against a general war
and as a major aid in winning a war.

Mr. Wilson said that he would like to hear the President bring this
view up to date. He remembered that after the President realized the
Soviets had a thermonuclear weapon, this had very much affected the
President’s views on many matters. He wondered what was the Presi-
dent’s view on this subject now, particularly since it was clear that it
was impossible to lose the secret of the atom and this meant that
nuclear weapons would be developed and used eventually in another
war.

Mr. Dulles asked what proposals should the Special Committee
put up to the National Security Council at the January 20th meeting
scheduled on the subject.’

Mr. Bowie suggested that it might be wise to bring in a qualified
man of national prestige to take the lead in reviewing this problem and
focus on a detailed plan, because of the variety of views now pre-
sented by the three concerned agencies.

Mr. Strauss noted that the Special Committee was supposed to
review NSC 112 which was a matter of basic principles and not of a
detailed plan. Could not this be done?

7 A memorandum of discussion at the 233d meeting of the National Security Coun-
cil, January 20, by Gleason, indicates that regulation of armaments was not discussed at
this meeting. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records)



Regulation of Armaments and Atomic Energy 7

Mr. Smith said that it would help the working level people, who
would have to work out a detailed plan from such general principles, if
it could be made clear whether or not the Special Committee sup-
ported the Defense concept put forth in General Loper’s paper that
such a detailed plan should be so developed as to make it most
unacceptable to the Soviet Union.

Mr. Wilson said he would not buy such an approach. He believed
we should work out a fair plan which would be acceptable both to the
US and to the Soviet Union.

Mr. Dulles assumed that all agreed that we should seek in all
sincerity to find an effective disarmament plan. If this assumption was
not correct, then this question would have to be taken to the President.

Mr. Strauss, Mr. Wilson and General Loper all agreed that this
plan should be sought as an honest effort. General Loper explained
that the point of view expressed in his paper sprang from the military
services’ belief that any disarmament plan would not be in the U.S.
interests without a basic change in Soviet intentions. However, this
did not mean that we should proceed to develop a plan which was
insincere and unfair.

Mr. Wilson suggested that the Special Committee should revise
NSC 112 in broad terms, and then have working groups develop a
detailed disarmament plan.

Mr. Dulles agreed and said that at this point, after the detailed
plan had been developed, the Special Committee could examine the
desirability of bringing in a new and top-level man to chair this re-
view.

2. Memorandum of a Conference With the President, White
House, Washington, January 14, 1955, 2 p.m.’

OTHERS PRESENT

Admiral Strauss
Colonel Goodpaster

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series, AEC. Top Se-
cret. Drafted by Goodpaster.
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Admiral Strauss requested the President’s signature to a letter
establishing the amounts of nuclear materials to be produced during
1955. He left with the undersigned for the President a carbon of the
letter with the most sensitive figures omitted. (Attached hereto.)?

Admiral Strauss next showed the President a chart indicating the
increase that has occurred over the past few years in numbers of
weapons and the projected increase for 1955.

Admiral Strauss next handed to the President for him to read a
letter concerning a proposed series of nuclear tests. He indicated he
had cleared the matter with Secretary Dulles, who favored having the
tests as scheduled and having observers from NATO and other
friendly countries. The President approved the letter. > Admiral Strauss
left a copy of this letter with the undersigned (attached hereto).

Admiral Strauss next gave the President a letter (original attached
hereto) calling for a committee to review security procedures respect-
ing the AEC. He indicated he had spoken to Mr. Brownell about this,
and that Mr. Brownell initially had great reservations, believing that if
the committee were appointed, all clearance operations would cease
until its report was in, but Admiral Strauss believed that he had been
able to remove most, if not all, of Mr. Brownell’s concern on this score.
The President stated that he approved the recommendation in princi-
ple providing all the others mentioned (Attorney General, Secretary of
Defense, and General Cutler) agreed with the proposal.

Admiral Strauss referred to an offer the Soviets are reported just
to have made to bring personnel from other countries into their atomic
industrial plants and share with them their technical knowledge.*
After discussion, the President and Admiral Strauss agreed that an
appropriate statement would express gratification of this Soviet move
and hope that it will be backed up with an offer to make a substantial
amount of fissionable material available, as the U.S. has already done.
The President referred to the success which the “Atoms for Peace”
exhibit at the UN has had. He indicated he would favor additional
exhibits being prepared and displayed to a large number of our own
people. Admiral Strauss indicated that this could be done without
much cost.

G
Colonel, CE, US Army

?None of the referenced attachments in the form of letters and charts are attached
to the source text and have not been found in the Eisenhower Library or Department of
State files.

® This sentence was added in handwriting on the source text.
¢ This information was reported in The New York Times, January 15, 1955, p. 1.
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3. Memorandum From the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for International Organization Affairs (Wainhouse) and the
Secretary of State’s Special Assistant for Atomic Energy
Affairs (Smith) to the Under Secretary of State (Hoover)’

Washington, January 19, 1955.
SUBJECT

Indian Scientist Bhabha as President of the International Conference on the
Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy

Discussion:

1. As you know, Admiral Strauss of the AEC at today’s OCB
meeting expressed strong objections to the appointment as President
of the International Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy
of the Indian scientist Bhabha. Bhabha is presently Indian representa-
tive on the Advisory Committee preparing for this conference.

2. We have been informed by USUN that it will be necessary to
exert great pressure to avoid Bhabha’s appointment to this post, and
that our objections probably will have to be made public. USUN says
that we can at this moment only be sure of support for our views on
this matter from Canada and, probably, Brazil. The French are op-
posed to our intended nominee (Swiss scientist Von Muralt);* the UK
originally wanted to nominate Bhabha; the Soviets have stated they
will nominate Bhabha.

3. It is our view that the most important question in organizing
this conference is to secure agreement to US proposals for the organi-
zation and rules of procedure and the appointment of US scientist
Walter Whitman* as the Secretary-General of the conference. The
Secretary-General is the most important officer, with the right to re-
view papers submitted; pass on credentials of invitees, and appoint the
technical secretary, chairman and rapporteur for each section, and the
administrative secretary. The President’s powers are those of control
over conduct of the proceedings in plenary sessions, including author-
ity to terminate debate on any given point or in general.

! Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Peaceful Uses of
Atomic Energy: General. Confidential. Drafted by Meyers. Concurred in by William L.S.
Williams.

2Dr. Howi J. Bhabha, physicist, was chairman of the Indian Atomic Energy Com-
mission. For an account of the International Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic
Energy, which met in Geneva, August 8-20, see Document 77.

* Alexander von Muralt, a physiologist.

. *Walter G. Whitman, professor of chemical engineering at Massachusetts Institute
of Technology.
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Recommendation:

That you call Admiral Strauss;’ explain the facts described above;
stress that the most important objective State sees is securing agree-
ment on the organization and rules of procedure of the conference and
the appointment of Whitman as Secretary-General; and ask whether
AEC will agree that in the event this objective is attained it would not
be necessary to oppose Bhabha. You might wish to emphasize the
political difficulties which the Department believes will be raised for
the US should it become known that the US opposes the Indian
representative for this position, which will enable the USSR to take
credit for proposing Bhabha for this post while the US bears the onus
of opposing the Indian representative; that it is doubtful in any event
that we can prevent Bhabha’s appointment.

® A handwritten notation in the margin reads: “He did.”

4, Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
Secretary of Defense (Wilson)’

Washington, January 26, 1955.
SUBJECT ‘

United States-United Kingdom Cooperation for Communication or Exchange of
Atomic Energy Information

1. Reference is made to a memorandum by the Acting Secretary of
Defense, dated 13 November 1954 on the above subject.?

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that the attached list of
types of atomic information ® be included in the agreement for cooper-
ation as being descriptive of the types of information which will be
made available. In this connection the agreement should state that the
United States reserves to itself final decision on making any specific
item of information available.

! Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Country File:
United Kingdom. Top Secret. No drafting information is given on the source text.

% Not found in the Eisenhower Library or Department of State files.

*Not attached to the source text and not found in the Eisenhower Library or
Department of State files.
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4. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that, for communication of
atomic information, existing channels for communication of classified
information be utilized, subject to the following;:

a. Data on the tactical and strategical matters relating to atomic
weapons to be communicated only through channels established
under the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to be kept strictly in military
channels.

b. Other atomic information within the scope of the cooperation
to be subject to the procedures, practices, and regulations of the
State—Defense Militarylinformation ontrol Committee.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
Arthur Radford*
Chairman

¢ Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

5. Memorandum of Discussion at the 235th Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, February 3, 1955'

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting
and agenda items 1-3.]

4. Proposed Public Announcement of the Effects, Particularly Fall-Out, of
Thermonuclear Explosions

The President indicated that the OCB had prepared a statement
on the reference subject which would be issued presently by the
Atomic Energy Commission.? Accordingly, he wanted the Council’s
advice, particularly on the question whether an announcement at this
time on the effects of thermonuclear explosions would have an irritat-

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on February 4.

2No OCB statement has been found in Department of State files, but an excerpt
from the minutes of the OCB meeting of February 2 indicates “that Admiral Strauss had
given the draft letter to the President covering the proposed nuclear explosion release
and that the President agreed to read it and to give his decision soon.” (Department of
State, OCB Files: Lot 62 D 430, Atomic and Nuclear Energy) Eisenhower wrote Strauss
on February 2 saying he had read his memorandum, called it “excellent,” and ques-
tioned only the need for so many specific figures on the size of atomic or thermonuclear
weapons, which might give some intimation of the extreme ranges of U.S. weapons
tests. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series, AEC) The statement
finally released on February 15 was entitled “The Effects of High-Yield Nuclear Explo-
sions”. For more information on this statement, see Document 7.
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ing effect on the existing international situation. In other words, was
there any good reason for keeping altogether still on this subject or,
alternatively, on saying a great deal more than was now included in
the draft? There was one possible reason, continued the President, to
push ahead. It was generally understood that the British, among
others, tend to exaggerate the effects of fall-out from thermonuclear
explosions. This he knew from a recent message from Sir Winston
Churchill.* The British were going to make a statement, to be issued
on February 15, which would give the British Government’s views on
the effect of thermonuclear explosions.* It would seem undesirable,
thought the President, for the people of the United States to learn of
these effects from the British Government rather than from their own
Government, the more so since we would probably be obliged to state
that the British exposition was substantially true.

Mr. Cutler then called on Admiral Strauss, who said that the
President himself had largely covered the ground. He pointed out that
the draft U.S. statement had been long in preparation, had been care-
fully worked over in the OCB, and was, he thought, in pretty good
shape. The Civil Defense people have been screaming for months for
some such statement as this. Secretary Hoover had pointed out that if
it is determined to release such a statement, time should be allowed to
place it in the hands of our diplomatic missions overseas and for its
revelation to the British Government, although there is no necessity of
waiting until or after the British issue their own statement on February
15. Admiral Strauss then summarized the contents of the proposed
statement, which he described as written in simple and comprehensi-
ble language and as answering as many questions as we ourselves
could ask. He proposed to release this statement on the 11th or 12th of
February.

The President inquired whether, if we showed our statement to
the British in advance of issuing it publicly, the British were not likely
to ask for simultaneous release of our statement and their statement.

Secretary Hoover said that the arrangement to show our state-
ment to the British in advance of its public release had come about as a
result of a conversation at the recent conference in Paris, between
Deputy Secretary of Defense Anderson and Harold Macmillan. As a

*Eisenhower presumably refers to a letter and enclosure British Prime Minister
Churchill sent him on January 12. The letter did not mention fallout, but the enclosure, a
printed document by Churchill entitled Notes on Tube Alloys, 1954, dated December 12,
1954, contains a paragraph sumnarizing the concerns of British nuclear experts on the
dangers of fallout. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, ERDA)

* The British statement, published in the annual Statement on Defense, was re-
leased to Parliament on February 17. The portions on the effects of fallout received no
more attention from the press than the announcement in the same publication that
Britain would begin to produce the H-bomb. See The New York Times, February 18,
1955, pp. 1 and 4.
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matter of fact, since the British Government was including no appro-
priation for anti-aircraft defenses in its forthcoming budget, because it
felt that there was no adequate defense against thermonuclear and
atomic weapons, some facts had to be explained to the British public
with respect to this omission. In answer to the President’s question,
Secretary Hoover expressed the opinion that the United States should
release its statement before the British Government released its state-
ment, although we were committed to cross-check our statement with
the British prior to releasing it to our own public.

Admiral Strauss said he did not believe that we had made so firm
a commitment to the British, while Secretaries Wilson and Humphrey
observed that they could see no particular objection to the simultane-
ous release of the U.S. and British statements.

The President said that he could see none either, except perhaps
" that the release of two such statements simultaneously might suggest
that this had deliberately been concerted, and give too great and
alarming emphasis to the contents of the report and thus cause inter-
national anxiety as well as heighten the sense of fear at home.

Admiral Strauss commented that we have no particular reason to
believe that the British will accept the U.S. findings as to the effects of
thermonuclear explosions, which would probably be presented as less
serious than the British would present them. Accordingly, it would be
awkward if the release dates for the two statements were the same.

Secretary Humphrey inquired whether there was much new in-
formation in the proposed U.S. statement. Admiral Strauss replied in
the affirmative, and particularly, he said, with respect to the effects of
fall-out. The President suggested that this matter be left to the State
Department, with freedom to handle it as they saw fit, except that if
the State Department agrees to the issuance of the U.S. statement
simultaneously with the British statement, the British must agree to
accept the findings in the U. S. statement.

Secretary Wilson thought that such procedure might cause diffi-
culty with our loyal ally, Canada, and said he feared the danger of
overemphasis and great public concern if both Britain and the United
States issued statements on fall-out at the same time. Agreeing with
Secretary Wilson, Mr. Cutler pointed out that Governor Peterson® was
most anxious to issue a statement urging that the United States press
ahead with renewed energy and zeal on its civil defense program. He
wanted to issue this immediately after the AEC issued its own state-
ment. All this, in addition to a British statement, would tend to snow-
ball the sense of danger rather than to reassure the population. Fur-
thermore, Mr. Cutler was concerned about the effect the snowballing

5 Val Peterson.
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of so many statements and the inevitable official or unofficial com-
ments on them, would have on the Soviets and the Chinese Commu-
nists at this particular juncture in the world situation.

Secretary Wilson said that as far as he could see, the United States
proposed statement wasn’t going to be very reassuring in any event.
Admiral Strauss replied that it would be reassuring in comparison with
so much of the “scare stuff” which had recently filled the papers on
the subject of fall-out.

Governor Stassen suggested that Governor Peterson be directed
to wait ten days after the issuance of the AEC statement before he
made any public announcement himself with respect to the Civil De-
fense program. During this ten-day interval the OCB would study and
report to the President on the world reaction and the domestic reaction
to the AEC statement.

Mr. Dodge said that, speaking as a former Director of the Bureau
of the Budget, he was a good deal concerned lest the issuance of the
statement cause a public demand on the budget for increased funds for
civil defense. The President said with considerable emphasis that he
couldn’t help but feel that the Administration had woefully under-
played the civil defense program. The real answer, said the President,
to the problem, as he had mentioned before, was an informed and
disciplined citizenry.

The National Security Council:®

a. Agreed that a public announcement on the subject, along the
lines proposed by the Chairman, Atomic Ene:'fy Commission, revised
in the light of the Council discussion, should be released prior to
February 15, 1955, after advance notification to U.S. diplomatic mis-
sions and to the British Government.

b. Noted the President’s directive that other governmental depart-
ments and aFencies should defer any public announcements following
upon the release of the Atomic Energy Commission announcement,
pending Council consideration of a report by the Operations Coordi-
nating Board on the psychological reactions to the AEC announcement
within approximately two weeks following its release.

Note: The action in a above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Chairman, AEC. The action in b above, as
approved by the President, subsequently transmitted to interested
Government departments and agencies and to the Operations Coordi-
nating Board to prepare the report referred to therein.’

¢ Paragraphs a-b and the Note that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1320, ap-
proved by the President on February 3, 1955. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscella-
neous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)

7 For later discussion on this proposed public announcement, see Document 7.
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[Here follows discussion of the remaining agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason
6.  Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, February 9, 1955'

SUBJECT

Review of NSC 112: Basic Disarmament Policy
PARTICIPANTS

Defense: State:

Deputy Secretary Anderson Under Secretary Hoover

Major General Loper Deputy Under Secretary Murphy

CIA: S/P—Mr. Bowie

Allen W. Dulles I0—Mr. Key

AEC: 10—Mr. Wainhouse

Chairman Strauss S/AE—Mr. Smith

Admiral Foster S/P—Mr. Stelle

Dr. Fine UNP—Howard Meyers

NSC Planning Board:

Mr. Cutler

State:

Secretary Dulles

Secretary Dulles said that the papers drafted by Defense and State
on this subject did not seem susceptible of fruitful discussion in the
NSC tomorrow, both being long and complicated. ? There were certain
issues which had not yet received Presidential approval which could
be separated out and presented to the NSC—some agreed to by the
members of the Special Committee and some concerning which there
was disagreement. What the US did in the disarmament field to a large
extent was influenced by political, psychological and other factors. He
did not believe we could afford to put this Government in the position
of being opposed to disarmament, particularly in the light of President
Eisenhower’s “Chance for Peace” statement of April 16, 1953 and

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Chronological
File—Disarmament—General. Top Secret. Drafted by Meyers.

2 The Department of Defense drafts are dated January 11 and 25. (Ibid.) The Depart-
ment of State paper is a February 7 draft report on the review of NSC 112, prepared for
the National Security Council by S/P in cooperation with 10 and S/AE. (Ibid., S/
S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC-112) Earlier drafts of the Department of
State paper are ibid., PPS Files: Lot 66 D 70. Comments on these drafts and the January
11 Department of Defense paper are ibid., Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Chronologi-
cal File—Disarmament—General.
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“Atoms for Peace” address of December 8, 1953.° For himself, he
believed that limitations and reduction of armaments historically de-
rived from a feeling of trust among nations and confidence that it was
not likely that a war would commence, rather than from an agreement
with a hostile power where there was mutual distrust. There were
certain practical problems which required answers.

First, did we stand by the idea that the US favored disarmament?
In his opinion this was necessary in view of the President’s expressed
approval of such a position.

Second, we had to be extremely careful in making proposals in
the armaments limitation field not to walk into a trap, since we were
dealing with the Soviet Union, whose Government we did not trust.

Third, would we continue to adhere to the position that the US
should not consider limitations in the nuclear field except as linked to
reductions of conventional armaments? He did not wish to suggest
that the US should take the initiative in making such proposals at this
moment, but at least should be prepared to deal with this issue should
the question arise. He believed the President felt that, if it were possi-
ble to secure effective elimination of nuclear weapons, then he would
not worry so much about limitations in the conventional armaments
field since such an agreement would protect US industrial power
against the danger of severe damage through nuclear attack.

Fourth, were we prepared to proceed in a disarmament program
on the basis of working out each stage at a time, entering upon the first
stage without necessarily having developed and agreed upon the latest
stages, and proceeding in developing the latest stages from the experi-
ence derived through carrying out each preceding stage.

Mr. Anderson explained that the Defense Department felt that it
would not be possible to carry out the initial stage of a disarmament
program with confidence unless we knew in advance what would
come next. Moreover, if we should separate the nuclear and conven-
tional aspects of disarmament and proceed on the kind of step-by-step
development noted by Mr. Dulles, then the Soviets might seek to
overcome the present US nuclear superiority by hiding nuclear weap-
ons, and thus heighten the very danger felt by the President of being
able to wipe out US industrial superiority through attack with nuclear
weapons. Finally, Defense had not yet arrived at the conclusion that
this limited approach to disarmament was a feasible or effective way
of dealing with the disarmament problem.

* For texts, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, 1953, pp. 179-188 and 813-822, respectively. The President’s December 8 speech
proposed the creation of an international atomic energy agency under the aegis of the
United Nations to provide peaceful power from atomic energy. The President urged the
principal atomic powers to make joint contributions from their stockpiles of uranium
and fissionable materials to this agency. Regarding this initiative, see Foreign Relations,
1952-1954, vol. 11, Part 2, pp. 1289-1295.
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Mr. Strauss said that he was afraid of the concept that the initial
stage in a disarmament program should involve cessation of the pro-
duction of nuclear fuels. The US had gone to great trouble and ex-
pense to develop the mining and milling of nuclear materials in this
country, an operation which was now beginning to pay off most
successfully. If we should agree to stop production now, we would
probably never be able to start up this US industry again. We might
also never be able to recover our present impetus in nuclear weapons
production if the US accepted this limited approach suggested by Mr.
Bowie * and Secretary Dulles, then broke off further implementation of
a disarmament program and started up production of nuclear fuels
again. For these reasons, he wondered whether the President today
would still hold to the view mentioned by Mr. Dulles, which implied
willingness to abandon the present US approach of seeking across-the-
board disarmament in favor of a limited approach in the nuclear field.

Mr. Bowie remarked that Mr. Strauss’ objections regarding the
difficulties of starting nuclear fuel production after once having
stopped it would apply to any disarmament program, even existing US
policy. All disarmament proposals have envisaged that if the other
side did not carry out its agreements then rearmament would begin
again.

Mr. Strauss agreed with this point but emphasized the difference
was that Mr. Bowie’s approach included no other limitations and
therefore the Soviets might acquiesce in such a limited approach in the
desire to hamstring our nuclear production without having to accept
any other limitations on Soviet military strength.

Secretary Dulles remarked that the President, in his “Atoms for
Peace” proposal, had already put forward the concept of a first limited
step with the idea that successful implementation would enable pro-
ceeding further. Admittedly, a limited approach in the disarmament
field involved more complicated questions than the ““Atoms for Peace”
approach, but this should be dealt with concretely and not as an
abstract issue, in order to see whether the specific limited approach
which might be developed would be in US interests.

General Loper stated that the Defense Department of course did
not believe in implementing any disarmament program on the basis of
proceeding by stages from less sensitive to more sensitive items.
Therefore, the inspection of nuclear production facilities was presently
conceived of as coming in a later stage because of its sensitive nature.
Should this present approach be reversed, he believed this would raise
dangers for US security.

Secretary Dulles thought that at present the US was not con-
fronted with any practical proposal of a limited nature, except the

* The “limited approach” suggested by Bowie is summarized in Document 1.
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Indian proposal for a moratorium on nuclear weapons tests. > The NSC
had decided to oppose this Indian proposal after careful consideration
on the merits, and not on the ground that this moratorium proposal
failed to cover the waterfront but because it was not practical. ¢ There-
fore, in fact we had another precedent for examining a limited ap-
proach to disarmament which did not cover all aspects of this complex
problem.

Mr. Anderson remarked that if he had written the present Defense
paper on this subject, he would have placed greater emphasis on the
need to explore this problem thoroughly to see if there was any possi-
bility of developing a successful proposal in the disarmament field.

Mr. Strauss said that one of the difficulties of both the State and
Defense papers was that they were drafted to meet an NSC deadline.
Actually, much more time was required to examine these matters, and
he suggested that perhaps the Special Committee, consisting of the
Secretaries of State and Defense and himself, might be made a perma-
nent body to continue such examination of basic disarmament policy.

Mr. Bowie thought that it would be better to continue this review
under the direction of an individual of outstanding qualifications, since
the members of the existing Special Committee had such demands on
their time that they would not be able to devote an adequate amount
of attention to this subject.

Mr. Anderson agreed with Mr. Bowie and said that the problems
required further and continuing attention by a high level individual
who would have access to the President and the ranking cabinet
members concerned with these problems, being able to devote full
time to these fundamental problems. He emphasized that the difficul-
ties inherent in such a review did not minimize the necessity for
expending great effort in this field.

Mr. Allen Dulles, while agreeing with the remarks of Mr. Bowie
and Defense Secretary Anderson, urged that this individual who might
be appointed to carry out this review should draw on the existing
staffs of the concerned agencies, so that he could have the benefit of
advice and aid from officers familiar with these problems. On the basis
of experience, no one man would be able to cover all these issues and

® The Indian proposal was stated by Prime Minister Nehru in a speech to the Indian
Parliament on April 2, 1954, and the Indian Representative to the United Nations,
Rajeshwar Dayal, wrote Secretary-General Hammarskjold on April 8, 1954, asking him
to submit Nehru's remarks to the Disarmament Commission as a U.N. document. For
extracts of Nehru’s address and Dayal’s letter, see Documents on Disarmament,
1945-1959, vol. 1, pp. 408-413. A revised draft of the Indian proposal was submitted to
the Disarmament Commission on October 27, 1954. For text, see General Assembly
Official Records: Ninth Session, Annexes, Agenda Items 20 and 68, pp. 4-5.

¢ For reactions of the U.S. Government to the Indian proposal, see Foreign Relations,
1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 1388 ff.
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their relation to the political, military, and economic problems of the
world which related to the disarmament issue and from which it could
not be separated.

Secretary Dulles said that the disarmament problem was one of
such gravity that he agreed with Mr. Anderson that the US must be in
a position of trying to solve these issues.

Mr. Anderson said that even if a new man were to come in to
direct a continuing review of disarmament, it might well be desirable
to help him by giving him guidance from the Special Committee or the
NSC on many of the great issues inherent in the disarmament prob-
lem.

Secretary Dulles thought that, in this connection, it would be
possible to draw out from the two papers presented by State and
Defense certain issues which could be presented tomorrow to the NSC
for advice and determination.

First, the US must continue to examine the disarmament problem
and seek a solution, despite any skepticism which might exist concern-
ing the success of our efforts in this field.

Second, it seemed to be agreed that a top-level individual should
be brought into the Government to spend full time in carrying out
such a review of the disarmament problem, since the issues involved
are so complicated that the heads of the agencies concerned with this
%oblem are unable to give adequate continuing attention to them.

ese agencies should contribute experienced personnel to this man’s
staff, so that the review of disarmament would keep in touch with the
realities of the world situation.

Third, so far as the forthcoming London meetings of the United
Nations Disarmament Commission Subcommittee of Five were con-
cerned, the US positions would be in accord with the basic policy
established by NSC 112. This basic policy still linked conventional and
nuclear disarmament in terms of reductions in either field, and it
seemed to be advisable to raise this issue with the President to see
whether we should continue to adhere to this concept at the London
meetings in the event questions concerning this linkage should be
raised during these meetings. Moreover, adherence to NSC 112 policy
raised the question whether it would be l!laossible to take any one
limited step in a disarmament program without considering what the
other steps should be. The conclusion of the Special Committee ap-
peared to be that this question was one which could not be answered
in the abstract, and that it was necessary to examine in specific terms
what such a limited step might be, while recognizing the danger in-
volved in going down the disarmament path without knowing where
we would come out at the end.

Mr. Cutler explained that he had briefed the President the other
day on these issues, explaining the conflict of opinion.

Mr. Anderson remarked that we should be cognizant of the differ-
ence between (a) agreeing to take a limited step which would be taken
in the context of existing safeguards under a general disarmament
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program, or (b) if such a limited step is taken with lesser safeguards
but as an element complete in itself without reference particularly to a
general program. If the second position were adopted, Defense might
have a different attitude on this question than had previously been
voiced.

Mr. Strauss stressed his feeling that even this second approach
might nibble away the strength of our existing position step by step
without obtaining a quid pro quo from the Soviets.

Mr. Bowie thought that there was no way to proceed in this area
without risk, and that we would have to look at this problem in the
sense of balancing off such risks against the undoubted risks to the

" United States if we continued to adhere to our present positions in the
light of the growing nuclear power of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Cutler agreed that he would try to draft a statement of the
issues arising out of this review of NSC 112 (basic disarmament pol-
icy), for NSC consideration at the February 10 meeting, in such man-
ner that this statement would fairly represent the views of State,
Defense and AEC.

7. Memorandum of Discussion at the 236th Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, February 10, 1955’

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

2. Proposed Public Announcement of the Effects, Particularly Fall-Out, of
Thermonuclear Explosions (NSC Action No. 1320)*

Mr. Cutler reviewed the Council action on this subject at last
week’s meeting, and asked Admiral Strauss to bring the Council up to
date on developments since that time.

Admiral Strauss said that after further discussions of the draft
statement with the Secretary of State, certain revisions had been made.
He had decided to omit the references to the genetics situation since
the material on this subject in the report indicated that we knew very
little about it. It had also been decided to omit a map which had been
attached, on grounds that the legend on the map would be too difficult
to read as normally reproduced.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on February 11.
2 Regarding NSC Action No. 1320, see footnote 6, Document 5.
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Admiral Strauss went on to say that the present plan was that a
shortened, but not otherwise greatly edited, statement would be re-
viewed this afternoon with the public relations people. If they ap-
proved, the President had given him permission to release the report.
He would do so after the State Department had had a chance to talk
with the British, although he would not delay issuing the statement in
order to issue it simultaneously with the British statement on the same
subject.

In conclusion, Admiral Strauss hoped that paragraph b of last
week’s Council action on this subject would be reaffirmed.

Secretary Dulles commented that this shortened version of the full
statement would be more reassuring in tone and would give the right
slant to the fuller statement.

The National Security Council:®

Noted an oral report by the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, on the current status of plans for a shortened public announce-
ment on the subject, pursuant to NSC Action No. 1320.*

[Here follows agenda item 3.]

4. Atomic Power Abroad (NSC 5507; NSC 5431/1; Memo for NSC from
Mr. Cutler, subject: “Development of Nuclear Power”, dated
December 11, 1953; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary,
same subject, dated February 9, 1955)°

® The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1324, February 10. (Depart-
ment of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)

*The AEC report, entitled “The Effects of High-Yield Nuclear Weapons®, is not
printed, but was published in full in The New York Times, February 16, 1955, p. 18. A
copy is in Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Fallout. The report
was pouched to all U.S. diplomatic posts on February 11 (ibid., Central Files, 711.5611/
2-1155) and was followed by Usito circular 269, signed by USIA Director Streibert on
February 14, to 31 U.S. diplomatic missions giving background information and indicat-
ing purposes of the statement. (Ibid., Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Fallout:
Reactions and Statements, 1955)

The AEC report summarized major characteristics of nuclear detonations, fallout
radiation from in-the-air and surface detonations, the fallout pattern of the March 1,
1954, Bikini Pacific thermonuclear test, and the Nevada tests, radiostrontium and
radioiodine fallout, and the genetic effects of radiation.

The AEC had previously released some information on occasion on the effects of
nuclear testing. See, for example, extracts of the prepared statement on the subject by
Strauss at a March 31, 1954, White House news conference in Department of State
Bulletin, April 12, 1954, pp. 548-549, and Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, May 1954, pp.
163-165. The AEC February 15 report did not provide much new information, but it
gave statistics on fallout effects based on the March 1 Bikini test and was the first
systematic presentation of nuclear weapons effects since the publication of the hand-
book, The Effects of Atomic Weapons: Prepared for and in Cooperation with the U.S.
Department of Defense and the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1950).

® NSC 5507, January 28, is a draft statement of policy on “Atomic Power Abroad”
prepared by the NSC Planning Board. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D
351, NSC 5507 Series: Atomic Power Abroad) For NSC 5431/1, see Foreign Relations,

Continued
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Mr. Cutler briefed the Council very extensively and in detail on
the contents of the reference report (NSC 5507). At the conclusion of
his briefing he invited Admiral Strauss to add anything he wished to
say against the inclusion of paragraph 15, which called for “sponsor-
ship by the U.S. of a power reactor experiment to be undertaken in the
U.S. at an early date, jointly by scientists from the U.S. and other
countries, etc.” ® Admiral Strauss said his principal reason for dissent-
ing from this proposal was that the concourse of scientists in such an
experiment would constitute a Tower of Babel. Secondly, he opposed
the proposal because it would involve giving foreign scientists very
advanced U.S. designs. Thirdly, he believed that building such an
experimental power reactor in the United States would constitute very
poor public relations. It would be much more sensible to build these
reactors in areas where they could actually be used—for example, in
Brazil. In sum, concluded Admiral Strauss, the proposal in paragraph
15 seemed to him premature and impractical.

Admiral Radford said that the Joint Chiefs of Staff felt the same
way about paragraph 15.7 In addition, the Chiefs felt that the United
States would encounter great difficulties in selecting scientists from the
various foreign countries to take part in such an experiment. If we

1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 1488. For the memorandum of December 11, 1953, see
ibid., p. 1296. The February 9 memorandum enclosed the views of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff on NSC 5507, which had been sent to the Secretary of Defense on February 4.
(Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5507 Series: Atomic Power
Abroad)

¢ This paragraph went on to read:

“Initially the foreign participants might come from nations who have negotiated
“Agreements for Cooperation’ with the U.S. Subsequently, as it might become possible
to declassify the type of reactor chosen, scientists and engineers from all countries taking
part in the International Atomic Energy Agency or the preliminary negotiations might
take part. By building an experimental size reactor, the cost would be held down and the
experimental nature of nuclear power at this stage of development would be made clear.
Even an experimental reactor would be attractive, and would give invaluable first-hand
engineering acquaintance with the practical problems of reactor design and construction.
The technical and the security and legal problems of such a venture require further
exploration, along with questions of location, timing, financing, and utilizing a power
reactor experiment already contemplated.”

“Agreements for Cooperation” in the above quotation refer to agreements between
the United States and friendly governments in the field of the civil uses of atomic
energy. The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, which permitted these agreements under
specified conditions, is printed in Atoms for Peace Manual, pp. 209-251. The Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency in the quoted passage refers to President Eisenhower’s
proposal in his ““Atoms for Peace” speech to the United Nations on December 8, 1953.
For early U.S. promotion of this agency, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2,
p- 1293.

7In the memorandum from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense,
February 4 (see footnote 5, above), Radford had written that paragraphs 15 and 20,
concerning the undertaking of a power reactor experiment in the United States (with
participation by eligible foreign engineers and scientists) had “military significance and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff concur in the view of the AEC representative that they be
deleted.”
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confine the number of countries to a small total, those not invited
would take serious offense. If we invited the scientists of too many
countries, the risk to our own security would be too serious. Admiral
Radford went on to express the opinion that the proposal advanced in
paragraph 15 would tend to retard rather than to advance the develop-
ment of power reactors. He believed that there was a general feeling
that we were more advanced than in fact we actually are in the field of
nuclear power development. Admiral Strauss was inclined to differ
with Admiral Radford, and stated that we were actually more ad-
vanced in this field than many people realized.

Secretary Wilson said that he had both a Department of Defense
and a personal point of view respecting this problem. He certainly
favored going ahead full steam with the development of nuclear
power in the United States by using American firms. Indeed, this was
going along all the time, though he wondered if we were not overex-
tending the promotional aspects of the process. The real trouble with
the proposal made in paragraph 15 was the trouble it would cause in
the area of security. Accordingly, he recommended that we drop the
idea of going ahead with building nuclear power plants abroad for the
time being at any rate.

Secretary Dulles said that of course it was hard for a layman to
combat the technical arguments against the practicality of going ahead
with a program for nuclear power abroad. On the other hand, it would
be altogether disastrous from the point of view of foreign policy if we
should at this point give up the ““atoms for peace” program. Secretary
Dulles then quoted portions of the President’s December 8, 1953,
speech, as well as excerpts from his statements made when the con-
struction of the nuclear power plant at Shippingport, Pennsylvania,
was commenced. ® The statements made in these two speeches had in
each case been made with the full knowledge and approval of the
technical people. The United States has thus held out this very great
" boon to humanity as something it was about to give to the world. If,
having assumed this posture for over a year now, our proposal turns
out to be a dud and a bluff, the United States would be in a very
serious position. If in point of fact our speeches had got ahead of our
performance, this might be a useful spur for the United States to keep
its development of nuclear power abreast of its words on the subject.
He dreaded to think of the results if the Soviets should get ahead of us
in this area.

® President Eisenhower’s address on the occasion of the ground-breaking ceremony
for the Shippingport atomic power plant, September 6, 1954, was broadcast over radio
and television from Denver, Colorado. (Public Papers of the Presidents of the United
States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1954, pp. 840-841)
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Admiral Strauss sought to explain the things that were being done
already with respect to this program, citing research reactors, possible
power reactors in countries such as Belgium which were technologi-
cally capable of building them, U.S. training schools, libraries, and
U.S. negotiation with many other countries interested in the general
field of power reactor developments. Admiral Strauss was sure that
these foreigners would get more out of the programs he had men-
tioned than they possibly could by attendance at a power reactor
experiment here in the United States.

Secretary Dulles inquired of Admiral Strauss whether he was to
deduce from all this that the United States was actually going to build
power reactors in technologically advanced countries such as Belgium,
Britain, and Canada. Admiral Strauss replied that these countries were
going to build their reactors with their own money, but with U.S.
advice and technical assistance.

Turning to paragraph 10 of NSC 5507, Secretary Dulles inquired
why, if Admiral Strauss was correct, paragraph 10 spoke of the pos-
sibilities of constructing large-output power reactors abroad as merely
a matter which should receive continuing study.® This seemed to
imply that we were not going to build any power reactors abroad.

Mr. Cutler explained once again that although technologically
advanced countries would receive U.S. assistance in the task of build-
ing power reactors, the costs would be borne by the countries them-
selves rather than by the United States. There had been some question
in the Planning Board as to whether this was a wise proposal in every
instance.

Secretary Humphrey, however, expressed agreement with Secre-
tary Dulles that as now written paragraph 10 was misleading as to
U.S. intentions regarding the construction of power reactors abroad,
and should therefore be deleted.

Mr. Cutler then called on Ambassador Lodge for any comments
he would care to make.

® Paragraph 10 of NSC 5507 reads:

“The pressurized water reactor (PWR) (of 50,000-100,000 KW power output) is
being built in the U.S. for experimental purposes rather than specifically to produce
economic atomic power. Consideration has been given to the desirability of initiating
now construction of a reactor of comparable size in some foreign power-short area. Such
an action might have great psychological advantages. However, such a reactor built
under publicity might operate irregularly or with lower performance and higher cost
than predicted. It might even be a failure. Selecting a single location for a reactor
without causing resentment among disappointed claimants would be difficult. Finally,
there would be the problem of financing without U.S. subsidy. Nevertheless, the pos-
sibilities of constructing large-output* power reactors abroad ought to receive continuing
study.

*"Like the shipping port [i.e. Shippingport, Pa.] PWR (50,000-100,000 KW).”
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Ambassador Lodge said that when the President had made his
famous atoms for peace speech, the entire atmosphere and attitude
toward the United States in the UN had been transformed. Moreover,
when Mr. Streibert’s current exhibit on atomic energy had been shown
to the UN, it had had much the same electrifying effect. This was the
sort of thing which the United States should do in order to attract -
young leaders from all over the world to its camp, as opposed to the
Soviet practice of attracting young men to Russia with the objective of
making them into conspirators and revolutionaries. It would be a
terrible mistake if the United States were ever to permit the Soviet
Union to gain the lead over it or, indeed, to permit the Soviets to get
even with us in the field of the peaceful uses of atomic energy.

The President then spoke for a few minutes of his December 8,
1953, speech and of the several hopeful developments which had
occurred in the wake of it. He added that he thought that the proposal
for the power reactor experiment set forth in paragraph 15 was really
just one additional “gimmick” in this list of developments, and one
with which he said he was not very favorably impressed.

Secretary Humphrey again adverted to the real meaning of para-
graph 10, and inquired whether this in fact did not prevent the United
States from going ahead with the plans for the power reactor in
Belgium or in other technologically advanced foreign countries.

The President called attention to paragraph 14, after which Mr.
Cutler once again explained the views of the Planning Board as to the
meaning and intent of paragraph 10. He also called attention to the
courses of action in paragraphs 19, 22 and 26, as evidence of the

19 Paragraph 14 reads:

“U.S. production capacities and efficiency in producing U-235 and, less impor-
tantly, in producing heavy water and processing spent fuel elements, gives the U.S. a
commanding international position in the nuclear power field. While programs devised
under NSC 5431/1 for research reactors and training will help less advanced countries
to prepare for the advent of nuclear power, there are a few technically advanced nations
which need U.S. assistance in expediting their own programs for power reactors. The
programs of training and assistance which the U.S. has announced, together with this
further cooperation with advanced nations, will be of great importance to foreign na-
tions.”

! Paragraph 19 reads:

“Make an early announcement of U.S. readiness to enter into discussion as to
technological assistance to other countries in their power reactor planning and pro-
grams.”

Paragraph 22 reads:

“Enter into discussions with nations in a position to undertake programs of devel-
oping nuclear power, looking toward “Agreements for Cooperation’ under the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 which will cover exchange of power reactor information, and the
sale, lease, or other transfer (whichever is in the best over-all interests of the U.S.) of
nuclear materials or equipment.” A footnote to this paragraph added: “The Planning
Board recommends that if this paragraph is approved, paragraph 11 of NSC 5431/1
should be amended to conform.”

Paragraph 26 reads:

Continued
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intention of the United States to go forward with a program for the
ultimate development of nuclear power abroad. Secretary Dulles,
however, replied that to him paragraph 26, which Mr. Cutler had
cited, pointed to the conclusion that we would not build power reac-
tors abroad since it called once again only for study of the desirability
of the U.S. constructing such reactors abroad.

Mr. Cutler said that in those countries which were sufficiently
advanced to make use of power reactors, the United States would go
ahead to assist in building them. On the other hand, it was “a cruel
deception” to hold out the promise of cheap power through atomic
energy to countries which were insufficiently advanced in their tech-
nologies to make use of such plants.

The President said that he was not much impressed with Mr.
Cutler’s argument, since there would be a sufficient length of time
during which the power reactor would be built to train personnel in
the foreign country in question to run the plant after its completion.

Mr. Cutler asked the President if he were aware that in most cases
where the United States built power reactors abroad it would require a
U.S. subsidy to build them. The President likewise took issue on this
point with Mr. Cutler, indicating that while nuclear power reactors
might be uneconomic in the United States for some time, such reactors
might prove quite economic in producing power for the countries of
the Andes. In any event, the President insisted with great emphasis on
his desire that the positive side of this program be stressed, and not
the negative. In short, we should push ahead vigorously with the
program for developing atomic power abroad for peaceful uses.

The President then indicated that he felt that the Council had had
a sufficient discussion of the subject, and asked Admiral Strauss to
make a report in lay language and with charts which would show
what the United States had been doing in the over-all field of nuclear
power, including costs of construction and prices relative to conven-
tional power production costs.

Secretary Wilson thought that the President’s suggestion was very
desirable, but he wished to add some data provided by engineers and
contractors which would indicate the probable costs of developing
nuclear power programs, about which he expressed considerable anxi-
ety. To Secretary Wilson the President replied by pointing out that
while atomic submarines were anything but economical in their oper-
ating costs, they were of vast importance to the United States for a
variety of reasons.

“Continue to study the desirability of the U.S. constructing large-output and small-
output power reactors abroad.”
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Admiral Strauss said that he would be glad to comply with the
President’s request for a presentation on this program. But meanwhile
he did wish to point out that a great many things had already been
done to carry out the objectives of the President’s atoms for peace
speech. For example, there had been the sale to India of heavy water.
We are also providing interested foreign countries with 200 linear feet
of books containing declassified information on the subject of nuclear
power. We were bringing some 300 foreign students to the United
States to study this subject in courses which were opening in March. 12
The President expressed satisfaction, and asked that he be given a
progress report on these matters which could be released to the public.

Secretary Humphrey expressed the opinion that most people
don’t have any true idea of the length of time it takes to reach an
objective like this when you are in fact blazing new trails. The pace is
often very slow, and the United States must certainly watch its step.
The President replied that before he had made any of his speeches on
atoms for peace, he had insisted on the most painstaking check by the
technicians on every line he had written, precisely to avoid any sug-
gestion of false optimism. Moreover, when you stop to consider the
gravity of the present world situation, you would have to conclude
that it was worth sticking out your neck a bit if we can achieve our
great objectives as set forth in the nuclear power program. ’

Secretary Wilson said that while this was undoubtedly true, he
was still greatly worried about the cost elements in atomic power. The
President answered, with impatience, by pointing out that he had
reports that people in Paris were paying $62 a ton for coal at the
present time. This seemed to him to indicate clearly that there are
places in the world where atomic power might function economically
even now. In any case, said the President, let us not give up our great
lead in the vital area of atomic energy for peaceful purposes.

Mr. Cutler then suggested that, in the light of the discussion, the
Council might decide to suspend consideration of NSC 5507 until such
time as Admiral Strauss had made the report which the President had
requested. The President said, however, that he wished to go ahead as
fast as he could in our negotiations with the Turks, who were strong
allies and in great need of additional power resources. ** Mr. Rockefel-
ler added that he saw no need to postpone action on NSC 5507 until

12 The sale of heavy water to India by the AEC was announced on February 12. The
AEC also gave the Japanese Government a library on atomic energy on November 12,
1954. The courses for foreign students at the new School of Nuclear Science and
Engineering, located at the Argonne National Laboratory near Chicago, opened on
March 13. There were 31 foreign students. These matters are described, respectively, in
Atoms for Peace Manual, pp. 303, 342, and 351-358. ,

3On May 3, the President approved a proposed agreement for cooperation with
Turkey, and authorization for the agreement was completed the following month. For
background and text of the agreement, see ibid., pp. 428-437.
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after Admiral Strauss had presented his report. Any modifications in
the light of that report could be made subsequently. Mr. Cutler, how-
ever, said that he would very much prefer to go ahead and have the
Planning Board begin its review of NSC 5507 before the Council
agreed to permit implementation of any of the courses of action now
set forth in the paper.

The President closed the discussion with a warm tribute to the
kind of scientific and technical cooperation which the British had
offered the United States in the whole long period since the beginning
of World War II. Our own attitude in response to the British had been
foolish and stupid, and we had lost a great deal in all these fields as a
result of our “terrible attitude”.

The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the reference report on the subject (NSC 5507) (pre-
pared by the NSC Planning Board including the participation of the
AEC Observer and with the assistance of a Special Subcommittee, in
the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff transmitted by the
reference memorandum of February 9, 1955.

b. Requested the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, to make
a report at the Council meeting scheduled for March 17, 1955, % on the
status of all elements of the nuclear power program (including re-
search and power reactors, training and educational programs, inter-
national conferences and negotiations, the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency, etc.), with examples of the costs of constructing and
operating research and power reactors in relation to the costs of pro-
ducing Sower in selected foreign countries by conventional means.

c. Deferred action on NSC 5507 pending a revision in the light of
the views expressed at the meeting.

Note: The action in b above subsequently transmitted to the
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission.

[Here follows agenda item 5.]

6. U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments (NSC 112; NSC Actions Nos.
899, 1106, 1162, 1256; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary,
same subject, dated December 10, 1954) ¢

1 Paragraphs a-c and the Note that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1326, ap-
proved by the President on February 10. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellane-
ous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)

® The NSC memorandum of discussion summarizing Strauss’ report, which was
postponed until the March 24 meeting, is not printed. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman
File, NSC Records) Parts of this meeting are summarized in footnotes 2 and 4, Docu-
ment 19.

' For text of NSC 112, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. For NSC Actions
Nos. 899, 1106, and 1162, see ibid., 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, footnote 3, p. 1210;
footnote 5, p. 1428; and footnote 6, p. 1472, respectively. The portions of NSC Action
No. 1106 relating to the Geneva Conference and Indochina are printed ibid., vol. xi, p.
1491. NSC Action No. 1256, October 28, 1954, on ““U.S. Position With Respect to Arms
Reduction”, is not printed. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66

Continued
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Mr. Cutler briefed the Council extensively on the reference prob-
lem, while Mr. Lay handed out to the members of the Council a series
of five questions relating to disarmament (copy filed in the minutes of
the meeting). 7 Mr. Cutler went on to explain the major differences in
approach by the Departments of State and Defense, illustrating these
differences by reading the conclusions from the position papers by
each of the two departments for use at yesterday’s meeting of the
Special Committee for the Review of NSC 112 (Secretaries of State
and Defense and Chairman, AEC).® At the end of his statement, Mr.
Cutler read the set of questions which Mr. Lay had distributed, and
explained that the Secretary of State had felt that these were questions
which the Council might usefully discuss. He then asked Secretary
Dulles to open the discussion. :

The President intervened to say that the question which most
interested him was the first question, which read:

“Should further review of U.S. disarmament policies be con-
ducted under the direction of a person of outstanding qualifications,
free to concentrate on disarmament and to devote a substantial part of
his time to these matters for at least a year? In carrying out such
review, each concerned agency (State, Defense, AEC) would furnish
an adviser to such individual and stand ready to undertake whatever
technical or other studies may be determined to be necessary.” The
President went on to say that we greatly needed such a man as was

D 95, NSC Actions) The memorandum of December 10, 1954, was drafted by Gleason;
the enclosed memorandum by Cutler of the same date is printed in Foreign Relations,
1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 1580.

17 Not found in the Eisenhower Library or Department of State files. The questions
were apparently developed by Cutler, who had said “he would try to draft a statement
of the issues arising out of this review of NSC 112 (basic disarmament policy), for NSC
consideration at the February 10 meeting.”” See the memorandum of conversation, supra.

'8 The Department of State position paper, February 7, concluded that the “basic
principles for U.S. disarmament policy set forth in NSC 112 now require modification”.
A policy review should seek to evaluate alternative approaches to disarmament such as:
negotiating and carrying out a “limited first step toward disarmament, such as cessation
of production of nuclear fuels, with adequate inspection; agreement to reduce nuclear
weapons independent of agreement on conventional arms; general agreement on a
detailed and comprehensive disarmament plan before putting part of the plan into
effect; and the possible provision for cessation of nuclear fuel production accompanied
by adequate standards. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D
95, NSC 112)

The Department of Defense position paper, January 25, advocated “the regulation
of all armaments and armed forces under an adequately safeguarded and comprehen-
sive plan”, and proposed as a first task the attainment of agreement among concerned
major nations on such a disarmament plan. Such an agreement would provide for an
international control organ within the United Nations with powers to implement and
enforce the plan, to maintain ownership and control over all atomic energy material and
facilities, and to prohibit effectively armaments and armed forces not permitted under
the plan. The agreement would also provide for progressive disclosure and verification
of information regarding armed forces and armaments, allow for suspension of the
agreement in case of detected violations, and specify punitive measures to be taken in
case of violations. (Ibid., Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Chronological File—Dis-
armament—General)
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suggested by this question. The Council had not discussed the prob-
lem of disarmament for some weeks or months now, and the President
did not think it would be easy for the Council members to get their
minds conditioned to the subject again unless they had the expert

%Ludance of such an individual as was proposed in this question.
ertainly disarmament was a subject with which some one exceptional
brain ought to occupy itself exclusively. This was one of the most
important fields in the entire Government.

Mr. Cutler again asked Secretary Dulles to comment, this time
directing him to the first question. Secretary Dulles replied that it was
a good rule of law that when the judge is persuaded to your side of the
argument to keep still (laughter). Secretary Dulles then spoke of the
meeting of the Special Committee to Review NSC 112, which had
been held in his office the previous day, and pointed out that the
suggestion for a single individual to devote himself to the disarma-
ment problem had been made at that meeting by Admiral Strauss and
had been seconded by Anderson and thoroughly approved by him-
self.” The problem of disarmament and arms control, continued Sec-
retary Dulles, was as urgent and as difficult as any problem which
society faced today. Judging from past experience, one would be
tempted to say that it was an insoluble problem, and Secretary Dulles
cited instances of historical failure which could so easily lead one to
believe that arms limitation would come about more readily in a
climate of mutual trust among nations rather than as the producer of
mutual trust.

While, said Secretary Dulles, this was the historical situation,
there were now a number of new factors. The so-called unconven-
tional weapons were of transcendent importance among these factors.
In view of the enormous ingenuity which had ultimately produced
these new weapons, one was entitled to hope that there was sufficient
human ingenuity to devise a solution to the problem they posed for
the world. Secondly, the risks of not doing something in this field of
disarmament were far greater than they had ever been before in his-
tory. This in itself added to our incentives to achieve a solution. In any
event, we must accept the working hypothesis that a solution to this
terrible problem can be found.

Secretary Dulles then expressed complete agreement with the
President’s judgment as to the importance of the first in the list of five
questions on disarmament. Indeed, he said, this had been the unani-
mous view at yesterday’s meeting. The problem was to find the man
to head up the study of the disarmament problem.

1 According to Meyers’ memorandum, supra, it was Bowie who made the sugges-
tion. He had earlier made the same suggestion in a meeting of the Special Committee
reviewing U.S. policy on armaments; see Document 1.
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The President then inquired if the forthcoming UN disarmament
talks in London started on time, when would the conference convene?
Secretary Dulles replied that the talks were scheduled to commence in
London on February 25. The President said that he would prefer to
postpone the disarmament meeting until such time as we could find
the man to head up this new study and review of the disarmament
problem. Secretary Dulles said that it would be a mistake for the
United States to take the initiative in trying to postpone the London
meeting. He thought perhaps the Russians themselves might exercise
this initiative. The President said that he had meant to suggest only
postponing further discussion of the disarmament problem in the Na-
tional Security Council. Secretary Dulles expressed agreement with
the President that it would not be profitable to discuss the remaining
four questions which Mr. Cutler had suggested, since the members of
the Council had had insufficient time to study these questions.

The President then commented that before the invention of the
new weapons, the United States used to have such a vastly superior
industrial base for war that it could be reasonably sure that no enemy
could succeed in destroying the United States through recourse to war.
With the new weapons this was no longer the case. While, continued
the President, the Council would recall his view, expressed on past
occasions, that if he could be shown a really foolproof system which
would ensure the effective abolition of atomic and nuclear weapons,
he would be perfectly willing to agree to their abolition, even though
there were no simultaneous reduction or abolition of conventional
weapons. Indeed, said the President, he would buy such a solution
right this minute, except that he had now become convinced that it
was not possible to devise a foolproof system to abolish nuclear weap-
ons and to see that they remained abolished. Accordingly, he had now
come to change his view and to revert to support of the position which
the United States had taken in the UN, linking conventional and
atomic weapons in any plan for the control or abolition of armaments.

Secretary Dulles launched into a discussion of the position taken
by many people, that until you can get an absolutely foolproof system
of disarmament you should not seriously take any steps in the direc-
tion of disarmament. While this point might be valid, Secretary Dulles
pointed out that if no steps at all were taken and we continued in our
present situation, we also ran very grave risks.

The President observed that every time recently that the subject of
disarmament had come up in a conversation, he was reminded of the
fate of Carthage. The Roman invaders had by false promises induced
the citizens of Carthage to surrender their arms. The moment these
arms were surrendered, the Roman legions attacked the city. Even in
its comparatively defenseless state, however, Carthage had resisted
the invaders for the period of an entire year.
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Secretary Wilson said he agreed with Secretary Dulles’ analysis,
and pointed out that something must be worked out to try to solve the
problem of disarmament, and that we could never afford to give up
the effort.

Ambassador Lodge informed the Council that the British had told
him that they were going to call their disarmament meeting on sched-
ule in London for February 25, whether the Soviets attended the
meeting or not. He predicted that little would be accomplished by the
meeting except by way of propaganda-making. He added that the
Soviet disarmament proposal of last October  would be high on the
agenda of the London meeting.

Mr. Cutler then read from a section of the State Department
position paper of the previous day, recommending what the United
States position on disarmament at this meeting should consist of.

" Secretary Dulles, referring to the Soviet proposal of October 1954,
pointed out that this pronouncement was hailed in many quarters as
marking a significant Soviet concession to international control and
inspection of armaments. Ambassador Lodge commented that the
chief usefulness of the London meeting would be to probe this very
point. He added that he believed the Russians would feel obliged to
come to London because they would look so bad if they stayed away
from the meeting.

Admiral Radford pointed out the relevancy of our experiences
over a year and a half with inspections in North Korea, as to Soviet
intentions. : ,

Mr. Cutler then turned the Council’s attention to the first question
on his list, and asked if there were any further discussion of the
matter, suggesting that the members of the Council offer any sugges-
tions they could think of for the individual in question, so that these
suggestions might be given to the President next week. The President
said that he wished to get started finding the right man at once. It
might even be possible to find such a man in time to send him to
London as an observer at the meeting on February 25. The President
added that in his view the kind of man we needed was one who
combined both an executive and a judicial temperament.

Secretary Humphrey observed that the problem of disarmament
was decidedly a long-term proposition. At the end, we must not only
arrive at the right conclusions respecting our own position on the
problem, but we must also be prepared to sell such a position to the
public. For this reason he recommended that the single individual
selected to review the U.S. position might well be assisted by a com-

¥ Actually, the Soviet disarmament proposal was introduced in the General Assem-
bly of the United Nations on September 30, 1954. For text, see Documents on Disarma-
ment, 1945-1959, vol. 1, pp. 431-433.
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mittee of perhaps three civilians from outside the Government who
would join in the report on this problem to the National Security
Council.

The President said that if he did appoint such a man, that man
ought not only to have free access to all departmental thinking on the
subject of disarmament, but also access to all the views held by re-
sponsible people outside the Government. Secretary Dulles, while
agreeing with the President’s point, warned that it was essential that
such an individual keep closely in touch with the views of the respon-
sible Government agencies. He cited Mr. Grenville Clark’s? solution
of the disarmament problem—namely, world government—as an ex-
ample of the danger of thinking on this problem in an ivory tower
remote from the views of the departments and agencies of the Govern-
ment who were most closely involved.

Mr. Cutler then re-read the recommendation made by the State
Department as to the interim position the United States should take in
the forthcoming UN meeting on disarmament, contrasting this posi-
tion with that suggested by the Department of Defense. There ensued
a discussion which resulted in changes in the State Department posi-
tion designed to accommodate that position to the views of the De-
partment of Defense. The final revision was found generally accept-
able by the members of the Council.

Ambassador Lodge stated that as a practical matter, the United
States delegation to the London meeting would not have to show its
hand with respect to a firm U.S. position. Secretary Humphrey said he
was glad to hear this, because it was obviously going to be impossible
to get full agreement on a firm U.S. position prior to February 25.
Ambassador Lodge commented that the London meeting would con-
sist largely of a cold war exercise. To this, Secretary Humphrey replied
that all the United States could really do at this time was to avoid
freezing its position. Secretary Wilson agreed with Secretary
Humphrey.

Mr. Cutler then inquired of Secretary Dulles whether he wished to
discuss the second, third and fourth questions on the list. Secretary
Humphrey said that he thought such a procedure would involve the
Council’s getting ahead of itself. What was the point of appointing a
single individual to study these matters for the Council, and then
going on to try to decide them itself? Secretary Dulles indicated that he
was not inclined at this time to discuss the remaining questions on Mr.
Cutler’s list.

2 Grenville Clark, prominent lawyer, was coauthor with Louis B. Sohn of Peace
Through Disarmament and Charter Revision: Detailed Proposals for Revision of the United
Nations Charter (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Law School, 1953).
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At the end of the meeting, the President once again summarized
the position he had taken earlier respecting the relationship between
disarmament in the area of conventional versus nuclear weapons, and
reiterated that he now found himself back in firm support of the
position on this subject which the United States had consistently taken
in the UN.

The National Security Council: 2

a. Noted and discussed the subject in the light of a summary of
the positions of the Departments of State and Defense as read at the
meeting by Mr. Cutler.

b. Recommended that the President designate an individual of
outstanding qualifications, as his Special Representative to conduct on
a full-time basis a further review of U.S. policy on control of arma-
ments, reporting his findings and recommendations to the National
Security Council; such Special Representative to have:

(1) Full access to all pertinent information and views within
the various executive departments and agencies.

(2) One qualified adviser each from the Departments of State
and Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Central
Intelligence Agency, to assist the Special Representative and make
available whatever information or studies may be required from
those respective departments and agencies.

(3) A panel of three or more qualified consultants from out-
side of Government, to advise the Special Representative.

c. Agreed that, pending the results of the review referred to in b
a}l:ozlec,l Itahee U.S. public position in the United Nations on the subject
sho :

(1) To continue support of the current U.S. positions, in-
cluding the UN plan w1t¥n adjustments in emphasis to take ac-
count of presently-accumulated stockpiles and the existence of
sufficient nuclear material for foreseeable peaceful uses.

(2) To avoid taking a position which would materially
prejudice the possible introduction of later proposals.

Note: The action in b above subsequently transmitted to the Presi-
dent for consideration. The action in ¢ above, as approved by the
President, subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of State.

[Here follows agenda item 7.]

S. Everett Gleason

2 Paragraphs a—c and the Note that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1328, ap-
proved by the President on February 10. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellane-
ous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)
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8. Editorial Note

From February 18 to May 15, the United States conducted Opera-
tion Teapot, a nuclear test series at Yucca Flat and Frenchman Flat on
the Nevada Test Site in the continental United States. During the test
period 14 nuclear shots and 1 non-nuclear shot were detonated. Sev-
eral thousand scientific, military (army, air force, navy, marines), and
civilian contract personnel participated in the organization, planning,
and execution of the test series. Military exercises undertaken during
and following the shots took place under the name Desert Rock 6.

Numerous weapons test reports, scientific studies on radiation
and fallout, and other documents relating to the test series are located
in the Defense Nuclear Agency Technical Library in Alexandria, Vir-
ginia.

Later controversy over the radiation effects of nuclear tests at the
Nevada Test Site in the 1950s and 1960s on the health of humans and
animals in the area is documented in Hearings Before the Subcommittee
on QOversight and Investigations of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, 96th Congress, 1st session, Serial No. 96-129, and
Joint Hearings Before the House the Subcommittee on Oversight and In-
vestigations of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and the
Senate Subcommittee on Health and Scientific Research of the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources and the Committee on the Judiciary, 96th
Congress, 1st session, Serial Nos. 96-41 and 96-42. The conclusions
of the House Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations are sum-
marized in “The Forgotten Guinea Pigs”: A Report on Health Effects of
Low-Level Radiation Sustained as a Result of the Nuclear Weapons Test-
ing Program Conducted by the United States Government, August 1980
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1980).

9. Letter From the Representative at the United Nations
(Lodge) to the President’

London, February 23, 1955.

DEAR GENERAL: Winthrop Aldrich gave a superb party last night
(Washington’s Birthday) opening the new Embassy. The Queen, the
Duke of Edinburgh, and the whole cream of London were there.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series: Lodge. Secret.
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I had a fine opportunity to bring your greetings to the Queen and
to Sir Winston Churchill, both of whom reciprocated warmly.

Sir Winston brought up the question of exchange of atomic infor-
mation and said that the situation was completely unsatisfactory from
the British viewpoint, that they had had to do everything on their
own, that they had made a lot of progress, but that the situation
between our two countries was not in any way what it should be in
this respect. ?

I remember your mentioning the subject at the meeting of the
National Security Council which I attended and felt, therefore, you
should know this.?

I am sending a copy of this letter to Herbert Hoover, Jr., for his
information. ‘

With respectful regards,

Faithfully yours,

Cabot L.

* This paragraph and the following one are bracketed with the following notation in
the President’s hand: ““To Adm. Strauss. DE.”
? See agenda item 4, ““Atomic Power Abroad,” Document 7.

10. Editorial Note

The Subcommittee to the United Nations Disarmament Commis-
sion held 28 meetings (22d to 49th inclusive) at Lancaster House,
London, February 25-May 18, 1955. The nations represented on the
subcommittee, which was established by the Disarmament Commis-
sion on April 19, 1954, were the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom,
Canada, France, and the United States. For text of the resolution creat-
ing the subcommittee, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol-
ume I, page 413. Regarding the 1954 meetings of the subcommittee,
see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, volume I, pages 414-422 and
423-426.

Documentation on the London subcommittee meetings for both
1954 and 1955 is in Department of State, Central Files 330.13 and
600.0012, and ibid., Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Telegrams. A
position paper prepared by the Regulation of Armaments Executive
Committee, entitled Policy Guidance for United States Activities in the
Disarmament Commission Subcommittee of Five at the Forthcoming
London Meetings, dated February 15, 1955, is ibid., PPS Files: Lot 66
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D 70, Atomic Energy—Armaments. The United Nations Disarmament
Commission kept a Verbatim Record of all the subcommittee meetings
in mimeograph form. A set for the years 1954-1956 is ibid., IO Files:
Lot 70 A 6871, DC/SC.1/PV.1-86.

For texts of documents introduced into the London subcommittee
meetings in 1955, see Department of State Bulletin, May 30, 1955,
pages 892-900. Several of these documents are also printed in Docu-
ments on Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume I, pages 447-454. Regarding
the Soviet proposals of May 10, which introduced a new dimension
into subcommittee discussions, see Document 24.

11. Letter From the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission (Strauss) to the President’

Washington, March 3, 1955.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Thank you for sending me the excerpt from
Cabot Lodge’s letter 2 concerning Sir Winston Churchill’s remark as to
his unhappiness over the fact that we have not yet achieved that
cooperation with the U.K. which is so desirable in the atomic energy
field.

My purpose in this note is to tell you the reason and to suggest a
course of action which might be helpful meanwhile.

(1) The reason why we have not progressed in our negotiations
with the UK. (per contra, we are very close to completing our agree-
ment with the Canadians)? is that we must certify to adequate person-
nel security J:ractices in the country to which we disclose “Restricted
Data”. I had a security team visit England and they have reported
deficiencies in the U.K. personnel security system. Without going into
detail, I might say that they have deviated from the standards agreed
to in 1952 and that, furthermore, the great number of the employees in
the British atomic energy establishment who would have access to
information which we would be expected to transfer have been

anted security clearance on the basis of investigations considerably
elow the standards set in our own procedures.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series: AEC. Secret.

?Document 9.

® Reference is to bilateral Agreements for Cooperation with Canada and the United
Kingdom on civil aspects of atomic energy. These agreements were approved by Presi-
dent Eisenhower on June 15, 1955, and signed by representatives of the United King-
dom, Canada, and the United States on the same day. The bilateral agreement with the
United Kingdom contained additional limitations on the exchange of restricted data. For
texts of these two agreements, see Atoms for Peace Manual, pp. 462-486.
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We are negotiating actively to ameliorate this. Until this can be
done, however, an agreement cannot be concluded.

This has no bearing on the military aspects of cooperation, how-
ever, and in that area, progress is being made. The Atomic Energy
Commission has been giving serious study and consideration to
atomic mili information which the Joint Chiefs of Staff plan to
convey to NATO.* anticipate that this will be resolved very promptly
and without any significant reservations on the part of the Atomic
Energy Commission. Quite possibly, Sir Winston has no information
that this matter is progressinggo favorably. Attached is a summary of
items which I anticipate the AEC will agree are suitable for communi-
cation to NATO.®

(2) I now come to a matter in which I think we could make a

esture which should be very pleasing to the UK., particularly to Sir
inston. According to reports, the Australians have objected to large
weapons testing in Australia where the British have hitherto con-
ducted their weapons tests. My suggestion is that we might offer them
the use of our Pacific Proving Ground (i.e., Bikini-Eniwetok) at a time
which would not conflict with our own tests. They could not but
regard this as a friendly gesture. If they accepted it, we would no
longer be the sole target of Communist propaganda and the sole
recipient of irrational protests from Nehru and others. . . . ¢

Will you let me know what you think of this?
Respectfully yours,

Lewis S.

*On March 2, the North Atlantic Council approved a proposed agreement for
cooperation between the United States and NATO involving the transfer of atomic
information. Secretary of Defense Wilson endorsed this agreement in his letter of trans-
mittal to the President on April 2. President Eisenhower approved the agreement and on
April 13 forwarded it to Senator Anderson, as required under section 123 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954. For Wilson’s and Eisenhower’s letters and text of the agreement, see
Department of State Bulletin, April 25, pp. 686-689.

® Not printed.

¢ Attached to this letter is a memorandum for the record, dated March 4, by Good-
paster: “On reading the attached letter today, the President indicated, in connection
with paragraph (2), that he thought the action proposed would be a good thing, and that
it should be taken up with State. I so advised Admiral Strauss in order that he might do
so‘ll
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12 Memorandum of Discussion at the 239th Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, March 3, 1955

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

3. Psychological Reactions to the AEC Announcement of the Effects,
Particularly Fall-out, of Thermonuclear Weapons (NSC Actions Nos.
925 and 1320-b; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary,

- subject: “Official Statements Regarding Nuclear Weapons”, dated
October 8, 1953; Memo for Executive Secretary, NSC, from
Executive Secretary, OCB, subject: “Overseas Reaction to the AEC
Report on the Effects of High-Yield Nuclear Explosions”, dated
March 2, 1955)2

Mr. Cutler briefed the Council on the contents of the OCB report,
and emphasized that the report confined itself strictly to the statement
issued by the Atomic Energy Commission respecting the effects of
thermonuclear explosions. The paper did not deal with the larger
problem of the attitude of the peoples of foreign nations toward the
prospect of nuclear warfare. Mr. Cutler then pointed out that the
Planning Board had reviewed the OCB report and agreed with the
recommendations in paragraph 8 thereof.?

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on March 4.

2NSC Action No. 925, October 7, 1953, “noted the President’s directive that any
public statements to be made by Government officials regarding thermonuclear weap-
ons must be cleared in advance with the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission.”
(Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)
Regarding NSC Action No. 1320, see footnote 6, Document 5. For copies of the memo-
randum from the Executive Secretary, OCB, to the Executive Secretary, NSC, and the
OCB report, both dated March 2, see Department of State, S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1,
Planning Board Member File.

* Paragraph 8(e) of the OCB report recommended a further report to the NSC in 90
days. That recommendation led to another OCB memorandum for the Executive Secre-
tary, NSC, June 10, on the subject, “Follow-up Report on Overseas Reaction to the AEC
February 15, 1955 Statement on the Effects of High-Yield Nuclear Weapons,” dated
June 8. This OCB report concluded: “There has been no significant or widespread
foreign reactions [sic] to the February 15 statement in so far as radiation effects are
concerned”. The report noted, however, that ““it appears that the generalized fears with
respect to nuclear weapons are increasing throughout the world.” (Department of State,
S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62 D 1, Planning Board Member File)

The memorandum of discussion of the 255th meeting of the NSC on July 14
considered this report along with' NIE 100-5-55, “Implications of Growing Nuclear
Capabilities for the Communist Bloc and the Free World”, dated June 14. The NSC
memorandum of discussion of the July 14 meeting noted: ““The only comment was made
by the President to the effect that the people of the world are getting thoroughly scared
of the implications of nuclear war. They were running for cover as fast as they could
go.” (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records)
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After a brief discussion, Admiral Strauss pointed out to the Coun-
cil that the President’s earlier directive of October 8, 1953, which
required Government officials who proposed to make public state-
ments with regard to nuclear weapons to check in advance with the
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission. This directive, said Ad-
miral Strauss, had been more often observed in the breach than in the
observance, and accordingly he recommended that the Council reaf-
firm this directive. The Council agreed with Admiral Strauss’ point.

The National Security Council:*

a. Noted and discussed the study on the subject, prepared by the
Operations Coordinating Board pursuant to NSC Action No. 13{0—b,
enclosed with the reference memorandum of March 2, 1955.

b. Adopted the Recommendations in paragraph 8 of the above-
mentioned OCB study.

c. Noted the President’s directive that, in lieu of NSC Action No.
925 as transmitted by the reference memorandum of October 8, 1953,
oral or written statements to be made public by Government officials
regardingbnuclear weapons, which contain information not previously
made public officially, must be checked in advance with the Chair-
man, Atomic Energy Commission, who will coordinate the intelligence
and foreign climate of opinion aspects with the Operations Coordinat-
ing Board.®

Note: The reference memorandum of March 2, 1955, subsequently
circulated to the Council for information, and for implementation by
appropriate agencies of the Recommendations contained therein, as
adopted in b above and approved by the President. The directive in ¢
above, as approved by the President, subsequently circulated to appro-
priate departments and agencies for implementation.

[Here follow the remaining agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason

* Paragraphs a—c and the Note that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1344, ap-
proved by the President on March 3, 1955. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellane-
ous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)

5 At the meeting of the NSC on March 24, the President approved NSC Action No.
1360, “Official Statements Regarding Nuclear Weapons,” which revised NSC Action
No. 1340-c as follows:

“Noted the President’s directive that, in lieu of NSC Action No. 925 as transmitted
by the reference memorandum of October 8, 1953, oral or written statements to be made
public by Government officials regarding nuclear weapons, which contain information
not previously made public officially, must be checked in advance with the Chairman,
Atomic Energy Commission, who will coordinate the intelligence aspects with the
Director of Central Intelligence and the foreign climate of opinion aspects with the
Operations Coordinating Board.

“Note: The above revision of NSC Action No. 1344-c, as approved by the Presi-
dent, subsequently transmitted to all recipients of the reference memorandum.” (Ibid.)
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13. Memorandum of Discussion at the 240th Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, March 10, 1955 !

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

3. Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy (NSC 5431/1; NSC 5507; NSC 5507/
1; Memo for NSC from Mr. Cutler, subject: “Development of
Nuclear Power”’, dated December 11, 1953; NSC Actions Nos.
985, 1202 and 1326; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary,
same subject, dated March 7, 1955)2

Mr. Cutler briefed the Council at very great length and in very
great detail on the contents of NSC 5507/1 (copy of briefing notes
filed in the Minutes of the meeting).® At the conclusion of his briefing,
he called on the Chairman, AEC, to make the first comments.

Admiral Strauss described NSC 5507/1 as an excellent report. It
was, however, so vital to the Atomic Energy Commission that he did
wish to make a few comments and to suggest a few revisions. Thereaf-
ter, Admiral Strauss proposed a series of revisions in the language of
the present draft, most of which did not occasion any significant
Council discussion.

However, with respect to paragraph 25 on page 14, reading: “En-
courage the private financing of the development of atomic power to
the. maximum possible extent without jeopardizing the early develop-
ment of such power.”, there was an exchange of views. Admiral
Strauss said that he trusted that there was no implication in this
paragraph that private enterprise had not played its full part or that
reliance upon private enterprise would jeopardize the early develop-
ment of atomic power. If there were, he wished to suggest language to
revise the paragraph.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on March 11.

2 For NSC 5431/1, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 1488-1499.
Regarding NSC 5507, see footnote 5, Document 7. NSC 5507/1 is in Department of
State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5507 Series: Atomic Power Abroad. For
Cutler’s December 11, 1953, memorandum, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1,
Part 2, pp. 1296-1297. NSC Action No. 985, December 15, 1953, is in Department of
State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions. For NSC Action No. 1202, see Foreign
Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 1486-1488. Regarding NSC Action No. 1326,
see footnote 14, Document 7. The March 7 memorandum enclosed a memorandum from
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense, dated March 4. (Department of
State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5507: Memoranda)

3 Neither the briefing note nor the minutes has been found in the Eisenhower
Library or Department of State files.
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The President indicated that he was completely opposed to the
language of the paragraph as set forth above, but for reasons different
than those which worried Admiral Strauss. In short, he was strongly in
favor of going ahead with the development of atomic power without
too great regard for such considerations as the role of private financ-
ing, strongly as he believed in the principle of private enterprise.
Admiral Strauss accordingly suggested that the Council agree to sub-
stitute for the language quoted above the language which came from
the statement in the earlier policy adopted by the Council respecting
the development of atomic power. This would call for language to
indicate that without jeopardizing the early development of atomic
power, the program to do so should be carried forward to the maxi-
mum extent possible through private, not Government, financing.

There being very little difference between these versions, the
President said that he believed the real emphasis in any such course of
action should be on the national interests of the United States. Accord-
ingly, the paragraph should state in effect that the program for the
development of atomic power should be carried forward as rapidly as
was consistent with the interests of the United States, using private
capital to the maximum possible extent. The emphasis, said the Presi-
dent, should be on getting the job done rather than on the role of
private financing. The same emphasis, he continued, should be ap-
plied to the other portions of NSC 5507/1 where this subject was
treated. The Council accordingly agreed to make the other necessary
revisions to meet the President’s point of view.

Admiral Strauss then directed the Council’s attention to a brack-
eted sentence in paragraph 27-c, which dealt with the sale, lease or
other transfer by the United States to friendly foreign countries of
atomic materials or equipment. The bracketed sentence had been pro-
posed by the Treasury and Budget members of the NSC Planning
Board, but had not been acceptable to the others. It read as follows:
“Other than in exceptionally compelling circumstances, any transfer
by the U.S. to foreign governments of such materials or equipment
should be by sale or lease.” Admiral Strauss said he wholeheartedly
subscribed to the position taken by the Treasury and the Budget, and
wished the bracketed sentence to be included in the report. He saw no
reason why the United States should not get some return from these
atomic materials and equipment.

After some discussion and explanation of this paragraph, the
President observed that once again all this indicated that the Govern-
ment was trying to push its way into a very difficult and unexplored
field of activity, and was setting up all kinds of generalizations in
advance of undertaking to enter the field. It seemed much better to
him, on the contrary, to make the decision to go ahead, and thereafter
carry on on a “case-by-case basis”. He said he particularly disliked the
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notion that grants or gifts of such materials and equipment would be
made by the United States only in “‘exceptionally compelling circum-
stances”.

Director Hughes observed that the Budget had wished to include
reference to this problem because it felt that if nothing were said about
a preference for sale or lease, we would have all sorts of foreign
countries lining up outside our doors looking for a handout, rather
than to agree to rent or purchase atomic materials and equipment from
the United States. It was at least useful to have the paper take note of
such a possibility, although Mr. Hughes said that he was by no means
prepared to die for the inclusion of the bracketed sentence.

The President turned to Mr. Hughes, and inquired with some
asperity on what level Mr. Hughes imagined that the United States
would conduct negotiations, say, with a country like Colombia, on
ways and means of building a power reactor there. Did Mr. Hughes
imagine that such discussions would be carried on by people of the
rank of corporals, or did he not think that such discussions would be at
a very high level, sufficiently high to safeguard the legitimate interests
of the United States? The President added that he was willing for the
paragraph to say that sale or lease of such materials and equipment
were preferable, but the transfer by outright grant should be under-
taken if such a course of action was estimated to be in the best interests
of the United States.

Secretary Dulles strongly supported the President’s point of view,
and indicated with impatience that some people seemed to believe
that our diplomats enjoyed squandering the assets of the United
States. The President added with a smile that the Secretary of State
had correctly described the views of the Treasury and the Budget.
They seemed to believe that American officials always yearned to give
away the property of the United States.

After further revisions had been agreed by the Council at the
suggestion of Admiral Strauss, the latter said that he no longer cared
to continue his opposition to the course of action set forth in paragraph
27-e, which called on the United States as soon as possible to design
and construct in the U.S. a small-output civilian reactor as a step
toward constructing small-output power reactors which gave most
promise of being useful abroad. *

When Admiral Strauss had concluded his comments and sugges-
tions for revision of NSC 5507/1, the President said that he had
several general questions to ask. In the first place, he wished to know
more about the so-called “’Army package reactor” to which reference

* The minor revisions of NSC 5507/1, including subparagraph 27-e, became NSC
5507/2, with the same numbering of paragraphs and subparagraphs through subpara-
graph 27-g. For NSC 5507/2, see infra.
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had been made earlier in the paper.® Admiral Strauss undertook to
explain to the President the uses to which the military put such a
reactor, notably in the provision of heat and fuel in difficult base areas
such as Thule, in Greenland. The President said he could not under-
stand why so expensive a device was necessary to provide this service.
Was it not possible to ship in other fuels? This seemed rather a luxury
to the President, although Admiral Radford defended the package
reactor as currently used by the U.S. military. Admiral Strauss pointed
out that in addition to the military uses of this reactor, it had “interest-
ing” implications for civilian atomic power, and besides, it had cost
only $2 million. In that case, said the President, he was satisfied.

Prompted by a note from Admiral Radford, the President said that
he had another question to pose for Council discussion. Inasmuch as
many of the things which we propose to do in this paper were being
done for psychological and political advantages to the United States,
why could we not put a nuclear propulsion unit, such as was used in
the Nautilus,® into a U.S. merchant vessel, which could thereafter sail
around the world as an advertisement of the promise and progress of
the U.S. program for the peaceful uses of atomic energy? Admiral
Strauss quickly replied that conversations with regard to such a project
were already on foot between the AEC and the Newport News Ship-
building Corporation. The President appeared gratified, and smilingly
said that Admiral Strauss always seemed to anticipate his own ideas. If
this, however, were the case, why did we not give some indication of it
to the press? We could at least inform the newspapers that this project
was under study by the Government. Such a merchant vessel would,
in the President’s words, constitute ““a travelling showcase”’.

Admiral Radford inquired whether the submarine type of propul-
sion unit, already developed, could not be transferred for use in a
merchant vessel, and if so, how long would the operation require?
Admiral Strauss replied that if one undertook to do this ““as a stunt” it
could probably be done in a matter of some ninety days. On the other
hand, he personally much preferred to construct a new nuclear propul-
sion unit for the specific purpose of providing power for a merchant
vessel. This would require perhaps a period of two years to build.

The President said that he rather hoped that something like this
could be done prior to the opening of the Afro-Asian Conference in
Indonesia next month. ’

Admiral Strauss then asked permission from the Council to de-
scribe briefly the plans of the AEC for the forthcoming meeting of

5 See paragraph 9 of NSC 5507/2, infra.

¢ The USS Nautilus, the first atomic-powered submarine, was launched at Groton,
Connecticut, on January 21, 1954.

" The Asian-African Conference, with representation from 29 countries, met in
Bandung, Indonesia, April 18-24.
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atomic scientists sponsored by the Swiss Academy in Geneva.® It was
proposed to build a reactor in Geneva at a cost of between $300,000
and $400,000 for this occasion.’ Moreover, if the State Department
agrees, and can successfully negotiate the project with the Swiss Gov-
ernment, the AEC proposed to leave the reactor in situ at the conclu-
sion of the meeting.

The National Security Council:'°

a. Discussed the draft statement of policy on the subject contained
in the reference report (NSC 550761) in the light of the views of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff transmitted by the reference memorandum of
March 7, 1955.

b. Adopted the statement of policy in NSC 5507/1, subject to the
following changes: !!

[Here follows the list of changes.]

Note: NSC 5507/1, as amended and adopted, approved by the
President; circulated as NSC 5507/2; and referred for implementation
to the Secretary of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, advising with the Operations Coordinating Board in order to
ensure that proposed actions in the field result in maximum psycho-
logical advantages to the United States.

[Here follow the remaining agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason

® Regarding this meeting, see Document 77.

® The press release by the AEC on March 23 announcing the proposed construction
of this reactor is printed in Atoms for Peace Manual, pp. 358-359.

1 Paragraphs a-b and the Note that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1351, ap-
proved by the President on March 10. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous
Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)

1 The changes, 15 in all, are discussed in footnotes to NSC 5507 /2, infra.
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14.  National Security Council Report’

NSC5507/2 Washington, March 12, 1955.
PEACEFUL USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY

Note by the Executive Secretary to the National Security Council
REFERENCES

A. Memo for NSC from Mr. Cutler, subject: “Development of Nuclear Power”,
dated December 11, 1953

B. NSC Actions Nos. 985, 1202, 1326, 1351

C. NSC 5507 and NSC 5507,/12

The National Security Council, Mr. H. Chapman Rose for the
Secretary of the Treasury, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, at the 240th Council meeting
on March 10, 1955, adopted the statement of policy on the subject
contained in NSC 5507/1, subject to the amendments thereto which
are set forth in NSC Action No. 1351-b.

The President has this date approved the statement of policy in
NSC 5507/1, as amended and adopted by the Council and enclosed
herewith as NSC 5507/2, and directs its implementation by the Secre-
tary of State and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, advising
with the Operations Coordinating Board in order to ensure that pro-
posed actions in the field result in maximum psychological advantages
to the United States.

The enclosed statement of policy, as adopted and approved, su-
persedes the statement of policy (paragraph 7 of NSC 149/2) as trans-
mitted bg/ the reference memorandum of December 11, 1953, and NSC
5431/1.

[Enclosure]

James S. Lay, Jr.*

STATEMENT OF POLICY ON PEACEFUL USES OF ATOMIC
ENERGY

General Considerations
Introduction

1. On April 29, 1953, the President approved the first statement of
national policy on the development of atomic power for peaceful
purposes. The basic concept of that statement is still valid as modified
below:

! Source: Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5507 Series.
Secret.

% References A—C are identified in the NSC memorandum of discussion, supra.

® For text of NSC 149/2, April 29, 1953, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1,
Part 1, pp. 305-316. Regarding NSC 5431/1, see footnote 2, supra.

* Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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The early development of atomic power by the United States is a
prerequisite fo maintaining our lead in the Atomic field. Such develop-
ment should be carried forward as rapidly as the interests of the
United States dictate, seeking private financing wherever possible. 5

Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy

2. The national resource represented by U.S. atomic facilities and
technology can be a great asset in the effort to promote a peaceful
world compatible with a free and dynamic American society. U.S.
determination to promote the peaceful uses of atomic energy, with
calculated emphasis on a peaceful atomic power program abroad as
well as at home, can generate free world respect and support for the
constructive purposes of U.S. foreign policy. Such a program will
strengthen American world leadership and disprove the Communists’
propaganda charges that the U.S. is concerned solely with the destruc-
tive uses of the atom. Atomic energy, which has become the foremost
symbol of man’s inventive capacities, can also become the symbol of a

- strong but peaceful and purposeful America.

3. World acceptance of U.S. leadership in the peaceful use of
atomic power may be endangered by USSR and possibly by UK activi-
ties in the near future. To preserve for the U.S. the essential psycho-
logical and political attributes of its leadership in this field makes
important the acceleration ® of U.S. programs and early tangible action
in the international field.

The Priority of Military Needs

4. Programs for the peaceful utilization of fissionable materials
must be harmonized with military needs. Requirements for U.S. fis-
sionable material (not of weapons quality) for research reactor pro-
grams will not cause any significant diversion of that material or of
trained personnel from the U.S. nuclear weapons program. As for
power reactors likely to be built in the next five years, limited utiliza-
tion of U.S. raw and fissionable materials is already acceptable. As the
U.S. reserve of nuclear weapons increases, such materials may be
increasingly devoted to power production.

Statutory Provisions

5. The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 permits cooperation with other
countries or groups of countries in atomic power development. When
U.S. fissionable material or classified information is involved, such

% This last sentence is a revision of NSC 5507/1, which reads: “Without jeopardiz-
ing such early development, it should be carried forward to the maximum extent possi-
ble through private, not government, financing.”

¢ The word “immediate” coming just before “acceleration” in NSC 5507/1 was
deleted in NSC 5507/2.
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cooperation must be in accordance with statutory procedures which
include negotiation of “Agreements for Cooperation” between the
U.S. and other nations. In order to enter into an ‘“Agreement for
Cooperation”, the President must determine that ““the proposed agree-
- ment will promote and will not constitute an unreasonable risk to the
common defense and security.”

6. Under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, activities abroad by U.S.
individuals, industry, and private institutions in the atomic energy
field require prior arrangements or authorizations by the U.S. Govern-
ment.

Significance of Atomic Power

7. a. Power plays a tremendous role in the increase of productiv-
ity. If the world economy is to expand, ever-increasing supplies of
fuels for power will be needed. In many areas the high cost of power
production, the prospect of future depletion of fossil fuels, and the
utilization of the best hydro-electric sites make the development of
alternate sources of energy imperative. For these reasons, rather than
for immediate economic benefits, atomic power is attractive.

b. Atomic power can provide a major extension of available en-
ergy resources and will, in particular, have early value for areas with
heavy demand and high-cost fuel (like the UK). Power shortages and
high power costs in industrialized nations like Japan and Italy and in
less highly developed nations like Brazil may well make them eco-
nomically attractive locations for power reactors.

c. The ultimate economy of atomic power can be determined only
as technological and engineering problems are solved. The develop-
ment of economically competitive atomic power, through present
techniques, will not revolutionize the world economy. In underdevel-
oped areas, the availability of atomic power will not ease the basic
problem of finding capital for economic development. Atomic power
plants will not make obsolete modern efficient hydroelectric and steam
electric plants at any early date.” The principal causes for high power
cost to the consumer are the transportation and production of fuel, old
inefficient plants, small units which are less efficient and economical
than large plants, low rates of use with resultant high unit cost of
power, high cost of investment capital, and power distributing sys-
tems. As opposed to a new conventional plant, an atomic plant would
be advantageous with respect primarily ® to the cost of transportation
and production of fuel. In technologically advanced countries these

7 The words “‘at an early date”” were added to NSC 5507/2.
¢ The word “primarily”” was substituted for “only” in NSC 5507/1.
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facts are recognized. In some less advanced countries there is a tend-
ency to view U.S. proposals for international sharing of benefits of
atomic power as a panacea for basic economic ills.

Types and Sizes of Atomic Power Reactors

8. Atomic power reactors are of various types, depending upon
the nature and enrichment of the fuel, the nature of the moderator and
coolant, etc. The power output of atomic power reactors may range
from about 1,000 kilowatts up to several hundred thousand kilowatts.
For convenience, atomic power reactors producing 1,000-20,000 kilo-
watts are defined as “small-output”” and atomic power reactors pro-
ducing 50,000 kilowatts or more are defined as “large-output”.

9. Generally speaking, the larger the output of the reactor the
smaller the capital cost per kilowatt; therefore, large-output reactors
offer the most promising approach to achieving economic electrical
power. With the exception of its work on the Army package power
reactor (1,500 kilowatts), which is a specialized (air-transportable)
form of small-output reactor for military use, AEC has logically con-
centrated its developmental efforts upon large-output reactors.

Reasons for Interest in Small-output Power Reactors

10. A small-output reactor produces higher-cost power than a
large-output reactor. However, its construction cost is much less than
that for a large-output reactor (say, $4-$10 million® for a 10,000 KW
reactor vs. $50 million plus for a 100,000 KW reactor). So long as the
economics of power reactors are uncertain, or in areas where power
demand is small, small-output power reactors may be attractive in that
they may provide the means of securing psychological advantage in
international cooperation at a much lower cost per installation than for
large-output power reactors.

Present Status of U.S. Reactor Programs (Research and Power)

11. Research reactors are not designed for production of power for
civilian purposes. Research reactors are useful for research, medical,
and related purposes, and for training personnel in reactor operation.
Most research reactors presently available in the U.S. use small
amounts of fissionable material of weapons quality, but research reac-
tors can be designed to use small amounts of non-weapons quality
fissionable material. Research reactors and the supporting training and
information programs are a natural step in the development of any
nation’s capability to utilize atomic power when it becomes economi-
cally attractive.

° “$4~$10 million”” was substituted for “$10 million plus” in NSC 5507/1.
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12. Power Reactors of any type can be built either for a large
output or a small output of civilian power. Presently authorized U.S.
programs for power reactors are unlikely to produce economically
competitive atomic power for a decade or more, except in a few
power-short or high-cost areas. However, a technological advance or
break-through anywhere might appreciably shorten the time scale.
Furthermore, if the presently authorized U.S. program should be ex-
panded as proposed in the President’s FY 1956 Budget, it might be
possible to achieve competitive atomic power by 1960.

13. a. A private utility company, with the assistance of the U.S.
Government, is now building at Shippingport, Pa., a large-output
power reactor for experimental purposes, rather than to produce eco-
nomic atomic power. The power output will initially be supported in
part by the U.S. Government. The reasons for building this prototype
in the U.S. include private capital participation, convenience, safety,
security, and the avoidance of unfortunate repercussions from difficul-
ties with an insufficiently tested power reactor abroad. '°

b. Besides the successful submarine power reactors, one type of
which now powers the USS Nautilus and another type of which is
operating at the West Milton plant and will also power the USS
Seawolf,"* the only prototype of a small-output power reactor pres-
ently authorized by the U.S. is the Army package power reactor de-
signed to meet unique military specifications. This reactor is not de-
signed to produce power for civilian purposes, but might be adapted to
civilian use.

c. If it were desired quickly to construct a small-output power
reactor for civilian use, an earlier completion date could be achieved
by scaling down the Shippingport-type large-output power reactor
than by adapting the Army package power reactor or one of the
submarine reactors. > However, construction of a small-output reactor
by scaling down the large-output reactor before it is fully tested may
involve high cost and difficult engineering problems. Nevertheless,
these disadvantages should not preclude U.S. willingness to help for-
eign countries build such scaled-down reactors adaptable to their

1 Paragraph 13-a was a revision of NSC 5507/1, which reads:

“The U.S. Government is now building at Shippingport, Pa., a large-output power
reactor for experimental purposes, rather than to produce economic atomic power. The
power output will be subsidized in part by the U.S. Government. The reasons for
building this prototype in the U.S. include convenience, safety, security, and the avoid-
ance of unfortunate repercussions from difficulties with an insufficiently tested power
reactor abroad.”

! The entire preceding portion of this sentence was added to NSC 5507/2.

12 The words “or one of the submarine reactors” were added to NSC 5507/2.
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needs. At the same time, immediate efforts to develop other and better
small-output reactors should be encouraged. *°

Pros and Cons of Building Power Reactors Abroad

14. a. Because of the Soviet programs described below, it is desir-
able for the U.S. to cooperate in the near future, in the construction of
one or more power reactors, either large- or small-output, in some
foreign power-short area. Such an action should have great psycholog-
ical advantages. However, it should be recognized that a power reactor
built abroad at this time might operate irregularly or with lower
performance and higher cost than predicted. Selecting a single location
for a reactor without causing resentment among disappointed claim-
ants would be difficult. (The estimated cost of building reactors and of
the subsidies to operate them is indicated in the Financial Appendix.)
Nevertheless, the advantages to the U.S. of continuing its leadership
by helping in the construction abroad of one or more power reactors
should outweigh the disadvantages.

b. Consequently, the U.S., on the basis of discussions with the
countries concerned, should seek to identify at an early date locations
for a limited number of power reactors abroad. This identification
should especially take into account economic conditions and appeal to
the imagination of the free world.

The Soviet Program

15. The Soviet Union is continuing its atomic developments at a
rapid pace and is seeking to reduce the present superiority of the
United States in the atomic field. It must be anticipated that the USSR
will make the maximum use of atomic energy not only for military and
industrial purposes, but also as political and psychological measures to
gain the allegiance of the uncommitted areas of the world. Although
the USSR faces technical problems similar to those faced by the U.S,,
in a relatively short time the USSR may offer a small-output atomic
power reactor to a country such as India, Pakistan, or Burma. If the
United States fails to exploit its atomic potential, politically and psy-
chologically, the USSR could gain an important advantage in what is
becoming a critical sector of the cold war struggle.

The U.S. Program

16. U.S. production capacities and efficiency in producing U-235
and, less importantly, in producing heavy water and processing spent
fuel elements, give the U.S. the ability to maintain a commanding
international position in the atomic power field.

3 The words “should be encouraged” were substituted for “‘must be undertaken” in
NSC 5507/1.
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17. U.S. cooperation with other countries in advancing the peace-
ful uses of atomic energy should be both bilateral under ““Agreements
for Cooperation” under Section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
and multilateral through an International Atomic Energy Agency as
proposed by the President on December 8, 1953.

18. a. The U.S. has already earmarked 100 kg. of fissionable
material for eventual use by other countries for peaceful purposes. The
U.S. is now negotiating bilateral “Agreements for Cooperation” with
Belgium, the UK, and Canada covering the general field of power
reactor technology. A number of other countries have indicated vary-
ing degrees of interest in bilateral “Agreements for Cooperation”.

b. Negotiations for establishment of an International Atomic En-
ergy Agency are now in progress. To fulfill the expectations aroused
by the President’s speech, the Agency should be active in the field of
atomic power as well as in the fields of research reactors, training,
isotopes and exchange of information. The U.S. would make available
only declassified information to the Agency, because it would be an
international body with a broad membership. But in order to give the
Agency the necessary support, the U.S. should make available power
reactor information as rapidly as it can be declassified. If U.S. partici-
pation in a satisfactory International Atomic Energy Agency is negoti-
ated, the U.S. will in time also find it necessary to make available
fissionable material to support the work of the Agency in the field of
atomic power. It is now tentatively planned that, if the USSR partici-
pates in the Agency, any materials allocated by the USSR, the U.S. and
other participants will be transferred to the Agency and held in an
Agency pool.

19. During the interim period of a year or longer while the treaty
for an International Agency is being negotiated and the consent of the
Senate sought, the U.S. should proceed vigorously with direct actions
to demonstrate its resolve to assist other nations and maintain its
world leadership in peaceful uses of atomic energy. Some of these
activities might in due course be taken over by the International
Agency.

20. Maximum psychological advantage should continue to be
taken from the substantial actions of the U.S. in this field. The timing
of release of declassified atomic energy information can be made a
political and psychological asset to the U.S.

21. The U.S. should also constantly explore further possible ways
of utilizing its atomic potential to its maximum political and psycho-
logical advantage (for example, applications of industrial radiation,
nuclear propulsion, etc.).
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Objectives

22. In the interests of national security, U.S. progfams for devel-
opment of the peaceful uses of atomic energy should be directed
toward:

a. Maintaining U.S. leadership in the field, particularly in the
development and application of atomic power.

b. Using such U.S. leadership to promote cohesion within the free
world and to forestall successful Soviet exploitation of the peaceful
uses of atomic energy to attract the allegiance of the uncommitted
peoples of the world.

c. Increasing progress in developing and applying the peaceful
uses of atomic energy in free nations abroad.

d. Assuring continued U.S. access to foreign uranium and thorium
supplies.

e. Preventing the diversion to non-peaceful uses of any fissionable
materials provided to other countries.

23. U.S. programs for development of the peaceful uses of atomic
energy should be carried forward as rapidly as the interests of the
United States dictate, seeking private financing wherever possible. '

Courses of Action

24. As part of an over-all U. S effort to develop the peaceful uses
of atomic energy:

a. Accelerate the early development of atomic power by the
United States.

b. Continue activities in the development and application of re-
search reactors.

¢. Furnish limited amounts of raw and fissionable materials (not of
weapons quality) required to effectuate ““Agreements for Cooperation”
(subject to military requirements for such materials, and recognizing
that completion oty construction abroad of only a few large-scale reac-
tors is llkely before 1960)

25. Carry forward the development of the peaceful uses of atomic
energy as rapidly as the interests of the United States d1ctate, seeking
private financing wherever possible. *

' Paragraph 23 was a revision of NSC 5507/1, which reads:

“In developing the peaceful uses of atomic energy, private rather than government
financing should be used to the maximum extent possible without jeopardizing the early
development of atomic power.”

' Paragraph 25 was a revision of NSC 5507/1, which reads:

“Encourage the private financing of the development of atomic power to the maxi-
mum extent possible without jeopardizing the early development of such power.”
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26. Utilize the U.S. information program and participation in ap-
propriate international conferences (e.g., the 1955 International Con-
ference) to stress the benefits which might accrue from the develop-
ment of atomic power, while making clear the problems associated
therewith.

27. Initiate a program of U.S. assistance to other countries in
construction of power reactors. To this end:

a. Continue current bilateral negotiation of “Agreements for Co-
operation” with Canada, the UK and Belgium, which will cover, inter
alia, the exchange of information on power reactor technology.

b. Make an early announcement of U.S. readiness to enter into
discussions relating to cooperation with other countries in their power
reactor planning and programs.

c. Enter into discussions with other free world countries respond-
ing to paraﬁraph b above, looking toward ““Agreements for Coopera-
tion” which will cover exchange of power reactor information, and
provide in accordance with paragraph 24-c above for the sale or lease
or (where sale or lease does not serve the best over-all interests of the
U.S.) other transfer of atomic materials or equipment. !¢ In such discus-
sions, seek opportunities for maximum U.S. cooperation in those
power reactor projects abroad which offer political and psychological
advantages.

d. Assistance to foreign governments involving U.S. Government
grants in connection with the construction and operation of fpower
reactors shall be in accordance with policies governing U.S. foreign
assistance programs and from funds provided for such programs. Be-
ginning with the FY 1957 budget, any foreign assistance funds re-
quired for this purpose should be specifically sought. !’

e. Design and construct in the U.S. as soon as possible, within the
acceleration program as proposed in the FY 1956 budget, a small-
output civilian power reactor in the 10,000 KW range, as a step toward
constructing small-output power reactors most promising for use
abroad. '8

f. In furtherance of this policy and in accordance with Sec. 142 of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, continue the declassification of infor-
mation on nuclear reactor technology, as security considerations will
permit. ~ ’

' Following the words “‘paragraph 24-c above,” NSC 5507/1 reads: “for the sale,
lease, or other transfer (whichever is in the best over-all interests of the U.S.) of atomic
materials or equipment.” The next sentence was in brackets in NSC 5507/1 and deleted
in NSC 5507/2: ““Other than in exceptionally compelling circumstances, any transfer by
the U.S. to foreign governments of such materials or equipment should be by sale or
lease.” This bracketed sentence had been proposed by the Department of the Treasury
and the Bureau of the Budget.

' Paragraph 27-d of NSC 5507/1 contained an additional sentence as follows:
“[Determine by August 31, 1955, the selected free world countries for which such
assistance will be required in FY 1957.]” A footnote to this bracketed sentence indicates:
“‘State, Treasury, Budget and AEC propose deletion.”

8 In NSC 5507/1 this entire subparagraph was bracketed and a footnote indicated
that the AEC proposed deletion of the subparagraph. For a later revision of subpara-
graph 27-e, see Document 114.
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g. Encourage and facilitate participation of U.S. individuals, in-
dustry and private institutions in atomic power activities abroad, such
encouragement to include governmental arrangements and authoriza-
tions as required by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954.

28. Make an urgent study, including estimates of cost and time of
completion, of installing at the earliest possible date a nuclear reactor
propulsion unit in a U.S. merchant ship, which ship might travel
throughout the free world to dramatize the U.S. program for develop-
ing peaceful uses of atomic energy.

29. Initiate a program of aid in construction of research reactors in
selected countries, under “Agreements for Cooperation” which will
cover exchange of information, and provide, in accordance with para-
graph 24-c above, for the sale, lease, or other transfer (whichever is in
the best over-all interests of the U.S.) of atomic materials and equip-
ment.

30. Continue training and educational exchange activities, such as
reactor training courses for foreign scientists.

31. Take the necessary steps to proceed with the organization of
an International Atomic Energy Agency which will be brought into an
appropriate relationship with the United Nations.

32. If U.S. participation in a satisfactory International Atomic En-
ergy Agency is negotiated, utilize and support such Agency as an
instrumentality in the field of atomic power as well as in the fields of
training, information, isotopes and research reactors, and be prepared
to support its operations with limited amounts of fissionable material.

33. To safeguard against diversion of fissionable materials to non-
peaceful uses, ordinarily require:

a. Chemical processing of used fuel elements in U.S. facilities or
under acceptable international arrangements.

b. Adequate ?rovision for production accounting, inspection, and
other techniques. %

' This entire paragraph was not contained in NSC 5507/1. Subsequent paragraphs
in NSC 5507/2 were renumbered so that each was one number more than the corre-
sponding paragraph in NSC 5507 /1.

* A 2-page financial appendix to NSC 5507/2, including one table listing estimated
expenditures for peaceful uses of atomic energy for fiscal years 1955 through 1959, is
not printed. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351, NSC 5507 Series)
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15. Letter From the Commissioner of the Atomic Energy
Commission (Murray) to the President’

Washington, March 14, 1955.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: In my letter of February 5, 1954, I presented
for your consideration thoughts concerning an attempt to negotiate a
weapons test moratorium. May I take this opportunity of expanding
on those thoughts, particularly in the light of the events of the past
year.

The most important points to be considered in this connection are:

(1) The United States is far ahead of the U.S.S.R. in the field of
thermonuclear weapons.

(2) Weapons testing is essential for rapid development.

As you know, the United States has exploded a total of fifty-six
nuclear weapons. . . .

This testing has given us a weapons technology that is highly
advanced. So much so, that we could accept a delay of a year or more

in testing weapons of yields greater than a hundred kilotons without
our progress being greatly hampered.

My second point is that testing is essential for the rapid develop-
ment of nuclear weapons. Our scientists agree that, although some
weapons development may continue without testing, the absence of
such tests would slow progress to an appreciable degree.

It is my deep conviction that a moratorium on the testing of large
thermonuclear weapons would lengthen the time during which the
United States would maintain its advantage over the U.S.S.R. Our
experience is so much more extensive than that of the Soviets that we
could use tests of small weapons and components to much greater
advantage than they.

Then again, the United States does not plan to test large thermo-
nuclear weapons for over a year. From what we have been able to
detect of the Soviet pattern we should expect their next series to take
place this Fall. Thus, if a proposal to defer the tests of large thermonu-
clear weapons is made soon, the Soviets would be the first to be
affected. If the Soviets agree to the moratorium and then violate it
within a year, our position would be unchanged. On the other hand, if
the Soviets do not violate their agreement, our next tests of large

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Sp. Asst. for Nat. Sec. Affairs Records. Top Secret.
? Not found in the Eisenhower Library or Department of State files.
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weapons could be deferred as the time for them arrived. In any event,
a Soviet refusal to consider this proposal would strengthen our posi-
tion from a psychological viewpoint.

It has been suggested that an offer by the United States to limit
tests to weapons with yields below a hundred kilotons would simply
bring forth an attempt by the Soviets to whittle the upper limit to zero.
This is described as placing the United States on a “toboggan slide”. It
seems to me that appropriate arrangements could be made which
would prevent our being placed at a disadvantage in this way.

Another reason for such a moratorium follows from the fact that
due to advances based on tests many nations, large and small, will
eventually have thermonuclear weapons, because costs for such weap-
ons are rapidly decreasing. The consequent threat to world peace is
obvious. A moratorium on tests of thermonuclear weapons would tend
to freeze technology and limit possession to nations now having them.

It is envisaged that a moratorium of the type proposed would
include provisions for monitoring, preferably by the United Nations.

I continue to be a firm advocate of expanding our capabilities in
the nuclear weapons field. Under this moratorium proposal prepara-
tions for tests next Spring would be continued with the same vigor as
at present. Likewise we would continue with our intensive program of
weapons development.

In conclusion, the information available to me supports the view
that, with appropriate safeguards, a moratorium on the testing of large
thermonuclear weapons would act to maintain and advance our weap-
ons superiority over the Soviets, and thus would be in the interests of
the United States. Moreover, it would be a forward step looking to
eventual limitation of armaments.

Knowing of your strong interest and leadership in all that relates
to world peace, I have taken this occasion to make my views known to
you. I have already acquainted Chairman Strauss and Commissioner
Libby with my intention to do so. It is my earnest and prayerful hope
that these thoughts will be of assistance to you in your continual
search for some solution to the ever mounting threat of atomic de-
struction. ®

Respectfully yours,

Thomas E. Murray

®In a memorandum from Eisenhower to Cutler, March 15, on Murray’s proposals
for a weapons test moratorium, the President wrote:

‘1. Herewith a document, on the above cited subject, which I request that you have
thoroughly studied.

“2. If you consider desirable, the matter can be made the topic of a National
Security Council paper. D.D.E.” (Eisenhower Library, Sp. Asst. for Nat. Sec. Affairs
Records)

For a later discussion of Murray’s letter, see Document 18.
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16. Editorial Note

On March 19, President Eisenhower announced the appointment
of Harold E. Stassen as Special Assistant to the President with respon-
sibility for developing, on behalf of the President and the Department
of State, studies and recommendations on disarmament. The position
was announced as one of Cabinet rank. For Eisenhower’s announce-
ment, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D.
Eisenhower, 1955, pages 343-344.

Stassen’s appointment to the task of devising new approaches to
the question of regulation of armaments resulted from the inability of
the various agencies of the government, especially State, Defense, and
AEC, to agree on new proposals and strategies. On at least two occa-
sions, January 4 and February 9, Bowie urged the appointment of a
qualified person of national prestige as a possible way out of the
impasse on the armament question. See Documents 1 and 6. NSC
Action No. 1328-b, February 10, recommended that the President
select “an individual of outstanding qualifications, as his Special Rep-
resentative to conduct on a full-time basis a further review of U.S.
policy on control of armaments, reporting his findings and recommen-
dations to the National Security Council.” This action went on to
specify the chosen individual’s access to information and selection of
advisers and consultants. Regarding NSC Action No. 1328, see foot-
note 22, Document 7.

Though the Departments of State and Defense and Atomic En-
ergy Commission advanced several names for this position, none of
them included Stassen’s name as a possible choice. In any event,
President Eisenhower apparently decided at an early date to appoint
Stassen to the position. Stassen was then serving as Director of For-
eign Operations Administration whose functions were soon to be
transferred to the Departments of State and Defense. Secretary Wil-
son’s and Admiral Strauss’ suggestions for this Special Representative
are listed in a memorandum from Robert Cutler to the President,
February 16, not printed. (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Admin-
istration Series, Cutler) A Department of State list of 12 names devel-
oped through informal discussions with O, S/AE, and S/P is con-
tained in a memorandum from David McK. Key to Robert Murphy,
March 4, with recommendation that this list be forwarded to the White
House. (Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133,
Chronological File—Disarmament—General) By that date, however,
Eisenhower had already decided to offer the position to Stassen.
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On February 28, Eisenhower drafted a cable to Stassen, who was
then visiting Karachi, Pakistan, and after cabling it to Secretary Dulles,
then in Saigon, Vietnam, for his revisions and comments, had it sent to
Stassen on March 1. (Telegram 1196 to Karachi, March 1; Department
of State, Central Files, 101/3-155) Stassen replied from Karachi:

“’As you are aware my basic inclination is to accept any responsi-
bility which you decide you wish me to carry and then to endeavor to
fulfill it in the manner you desire to have it conducted. This personal
guideline flows both from my deep devotion to you and your objec-
tives and from my understanding of the full measure of the responsi-
bility which you, as President, shoulder for our count? and for man-
kind. This concept of mine certainly applies to the development of
Eolicy on the question of disarmament which you describe and which I

ave studied for many years.

“I trust you also realize that this attitude of mine would apply
equally to an assignment not of Cabinet rank as it is the task for you
and not the rank that is decisive.” (Telegram 1162 from Karachi,
March 3; ibid., 103-FOA /3-355)

Stassen added that he assumed he would have time to guide the
substance of the President’s mutual security program for fiscal year
1956 through Congress and ease the transition of Foreign Operations
Administration to the form of organization determined before taking
on the disarmament task. He preferred, if agreeable to the President,
to postpone any announcement of his appointment until his return to
Washington on March 13.

Copies of this Eisenhower-Stassen exchange of telegrams as well
as Eisenhower’s telegram to Secretary Dulles, February 28, and Dulles’
reply of March 1, indicating his comments and revisions on the Presi-
dent’s proposed message to Stassen, are in the Eisenhower Library,
Whitman File, Administration Series: Stassen. The President incorpo-
rated all of Dulles’ suggestions, including one giving the position
Cabinet rank, in his telegram to Stassen of March 1.

Eisenhower and Stassen met in the White House on March 14
(Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower Records, President’s Appointment
Book for 1955) and agreed on Stassen’s appointment and the general
guidelines for the forthcoming reorganization of FOA. The President
assigned Joseph Dodge to work with Stassen on the pending transfer
of FOA functions. These facts are documented in memoranda of Eisen-
hower’s telephone calls to Secretary Dulles, Dodge, and Stassen on
March 15. (Ibid., DDE Diaries) The announcement on March 19 of
Stassen’s appointment as Special Assistant to the President on dis-
armament matters indicated that Stassen would begin his new task
immediately but would continue as Director of FOA for the time
being.
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17. Report of a Conference Between the President and His
Special Assistant (Stassen), White House, Washington,
March 22, 1955, 12:10-12:25 p.m.”

In this conference Governor Stassen indicated the first steps he
has taken toward setting up the disarmament study, the President
spoke of objectives and techniques in carrying on the study, and it was
agreed that Governor Stassen would make a first report focused on
arrangements. Brief reference was also made to some future confer-
ence of the major powers.

Governor Stassen indicated that he had talked with Admiral
Strauss, Secretary Wilson, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Secretary Dulles,
and Nelson Rockefeller. He wishes to have a supporting group of
experienced men with brilliant analytical minds and he is asking Ad-
miral Strauss to lend him two for this purpose, the military services
one each, and the Department of State another two.?

The President noted that everybody understands that diplomatic
negotiations are the function of the State Department, then went on to
take note of an editorial today suggesting that Governor Stassen have
the title “Secretary of Peace”.? He said he liked the emphasis on the
word “peace” because there can be no disarmament except that which
is accomplished by a greater effort for peace. Governor Stassen com-
mented and the President agreed that reference to his study should not
be centered on disarmament alone and that he was already referring to
his work as “on the question of disarmament”. The President sug-
gested that Governor Stassen ask Secretary Dulles if the latter would
feel any embarrassment should the title “Secretary for Peace” be pre-
empted at least for popular use even though not as an official title. He
believed it would have great effect.

The President then remarked on the great necessity for educating
the Nation on the factors of importance in disarmament—as to what
proposals are legitimate and what are spurious.

Governor Stassen referred to tomorrow’s Press Conference when
the President will probably be asked about this appointment.* He
believed the President should emphasize his (the President’s) devotion

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, ACW Diary. Top Secret. Drafted by
Minnich.

2 During the next month Stassen assembled a Special Staff to study the problem of
disarmament. The members were as follows: Robert E. Matteson, Staff Director; Colonel
Raymond B. Firehock, Deputy Staff Director; Edmund A. Gullion; Lawrence D. Weiler;
Colonel Benjamin G. Willis, USAF; McKay Donkin; Frederick Janney; Captain Donald
W. Gladney, USN; and John E Lippmann.

* Not further identified.

4 Stassen’s appointment was not mentioned at the President’s press conference on
March 23.
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to peace. If asked about the “Secretary for Peace” suggestion, the
President might respond, he believed, by saying that ““as an informal
name that certainly expresses it”.

The President said that this was a field where the efforts of a
splendid civilian advisory committee could be very properly enlisted.
He referred to the peace plan suggested in 1953 and again recently by
Charles (Electric) Wilson who might be asked to serve on such a
committee. It might also include one or two eminent educators, an
outstanding church man like Dr. Poling, ® or perhaps three representa-
tives of the three main religious groups, and perhaps one or two
enlightened business men. He believed the committee might have a
membership of about twelve. He noted the beneficial effect to be had
from the challenge of meeting such a group perhaps every three
months and reporting to it the progress made by the staff.

The President then at considerable length emphasized the impor-
tance of exploring every possible idea and having the assistance of
people with great imagination. He believed everything should be done
to get across the idea that the United States’ attention is directed
toward not just guns but the spiritual concepts underlying the free
world effort. He said that if confidence can be had in the peaceful
intentions of others then progress in disarmament can begin.

The President went on to suggest that the American Assembly ¢
might be helpful.

The President indicated he did not wish to set a time for a first
progress report until Governor Stassen had an opportunity to get
organized. He believed a first report might be made on how Governor
Stassen got set up, how he planned to carry on his work without
cutting across the functions of existing departments and agencies, how
he would draw on the assistance of Government agencies, the general
public, and even the entire world—without getting into the activities
of the United Nations. He thought Governor Stassen could profitably
have discussions with world leaders like Mr. McMillen (?),” Prime
Minister Nehru, etc.

Governor Stassen reported that Secretary Dulles and he thought
the point might be reached where it would be wise to have a probing
session with the Russians—not to negotiate agreements but to dis-
cover what is on their minds in a way that cannot be done at formal
sessions where the Russian delegates are limited by their strict instruc-

® Daniel Alfred Poling, evangelist clergyman, columnist, and novelist.

¢ The American Assembly consisted of about 60 men and women from diverse
walks of life who met to study, discuss, and disseminate timely information on contem-
porary problems facing the United States. Eisenhower founded the American Assembly
in 1950 when he was president of Columbia University.

7 Eisenhower was apparently referring to Harold Macmillan, then Minister of De-
fence in the United Kingdom.
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tions. The President suggested that of course Governor Stassen would
want to keep his own counsel on new ideas until he could talk them
over with Secretary Dulles and perhaps also himself. The President
commented that in many fields the United States Government some-
times appears to be talking in many tongues but that the field of
disarmament was the most important of all for avoiding any such
appearance.

The President suggested that Governor Adams in the immediate
staff would be very helpful, that he (the President) would be always
available, and that there was no reason to suspect anything but the
utmost cooperation from all concerned. Governor Stassen indicated
that he would emphasize his intent of submitting the results of the
study to all departments for review and comment.

Pictures were taken of the President and Governor Stassen.

LAM

18. Memorandum From the Deputy Executive Secretary of the
National Security Council (Gleason) to the Executive
Secretary of the Council (Lay)’

Washington, March 28, 1955.
SUBJECT
Moratorium on Further Nuclear Weapons Tests

A meeting on this subject was held in the NSC Conference Room
on Friday, March 25, at 4 p.m. Present were:

General Cutler

Mr. Gerard Smith, State

General Bonesteel ? (for General Loper), Defense
Mr. Herbert Miller, CIA

Commander Nelson, AEC?

Mr. Theodore Babbitt, FCDA ¢

The Executive Secretary, NSC

The Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Project Clean-Up, AEC—Nuclear Testing. Top Se-
cret.
?Brigadier General Charles H. Bonesteel, III, Director, Office of National Security
Council Affairs, Department of Defense, ISA.

® Curtis A. Nelson, Director, Division of Inspection, AEC.

* Director, Intelligence Division, Planning Staff, Federal Civil Defense Administra-
tion,
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1. General Cutler read Commissioner Murray’s letter to the Presi-
dent® on the subject which he described as “reasonable and temper-
ate”. He suggested that Mr. Smith comment first on this letter. Mr.
Smith observed that the letter had initially run into unfavorable
preconceptions in the State Department but that thereafter many indi-
viduals in the Department were inclined to believe that Commissioner
Murray’s reasoning was persuasive. Mr. Smith added that he himself
was rather less persuaded than his colleagues in the Department al-
though he admitted that this was certainly not a black and white
problem. He then mentioned that he had written a memorandum on
the subject for the Secretary. ® General Cutler asked Mr. Smith to read
this memorandum.

2. Mr. Smith read the bulk of his memorandum for the Secretary
of State. The memorandum summed up developments since the last
Presidential decision on this subject in June 1954. The essential point
in the memorandum was that if the technical assumptions of Commis-
sioner Murray’s letter proved to be valid, the psychological and propa-
ganda advantages of a moratorium might prove decisive. Accordingly,
the memorandum recommended to the Secretary of State that the
Department of Defense, the AEC, and the CIA study and report on the
validity of the technical assumptions of Commissioner Murray’s posi-
tion prior to any final judgment regarding the U.S. position on a
moratorium. Mr. Smith added that the Secretary of State had ap-
proved this memorandum. There ensued a discussion of the desirabil-
ity of a proposed study by a national or international group of the
radiological effects of the testing of thermo-nuclear weapons.

3. General Cutler then pointed out that quite apart from the valid-
ity of Commissioner Murray’s assumptions, he greatly feared that a
moratorium would jeopardize the one great weapon upon which the
free world relied for its ultimate security. He then called on Com-
mander Nelson to express the views of Admiral Strauss on the subject.

4. Commander Nelson said that it was not abundantly clear that
we actually have a considerable thermo-nuclear lead over the U.S.S.R.
as Commissioner Murray was generally contending. He too had a
written report which he proceeded to read.® The judgment of this
report was definitely unfavorable to a moratorium and Commander
Nelson expressed the personal view that the technical arguments in
Commissioner Murray’s memorandum were not too well taken.

5. General Cutler then asked for a statement of the Defense De-
partment position. General Bonesteel read a memorandum which

® Document 15.
¢ Not found in the Eisenhower Library or Department of State files.
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General Loper had written.” In essence General Loper maintained
views almost identical with those he held in June 1954 opposing the
moratorium. The memorandum strongly questioned the validity of
Commissioner Murray’s technical assumptions and particularly
stressed the importance of continuing tests in regard to the provision
of nuclear warheads for intercontinental ballistic missiles.

6. General Cutler thereafter called on Mr. Herbert Miller who
explained that he had prepared no written report on the subject be-
cause the intelligence estimates on which the CIA had based its posi-
tion with respect to a moratorium in June 1954 had not substantially
changed.® Mr. Miller added he had only one additional thought to
contribute: the possibility that the Soviets had devised an over-all
military strategy which did not call for the development and stockpil-
ing of multi-megaton weapons. In any event, it was the conclusion of
CIA at this time that it was of critical importance to the U.S. to increase
its lead in nuclear weapons and accordingly we should continue to test
such weapons.

7. General Cutler then suggested that if it were determined to
reject the proposals advanced by Commissioner Murray, a brief but
carefully prepared answer should be made to the Commissioner’s
letter. He suggested this should take the form of (a) a statement of
Commissioner Murray’s proposals (b) a discussion of the validity of
his assumptions and (c) conclusions and recommendations.

8. It was agreed that Mr. Gerard Smith would prepare the first
draft of such a report. After consideration by the other members of the
group, the report might be presented to the President for his consider-
ation and for possible reference to the National Security Council by
him. This draft, it was agreed, should be ready in two weeks.’

S. Everett Gleason

7 General Loper’s views in mid-1954 have not been found in Department of State
files. For the views of the Department of Defense at the time, stated in letters from
Acting Secretary of Defense Anderson to Dulles, May 17, 1954, and Secretary of De-
fense Wilson to Dulles, June 4, 1954, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 11, Part 2, pp.
1437 and 1457, respectively.

8 For the CIA position on a moratorium in mid-1954, see Allen Dulles’ memoran-
dum to NSC Executive Secretary Lay, May 25, 1954, and Dulles’ remarks in the extracts
from the memorandum of discussion at the 203d meeting of the NSC, June 23, 1954,
ibid., pp. 1463 and 1467, respectively.

° Not found in the Eisenhower Library or Department of State files.
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19. Memorandum of Discussion at the 244th Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, April 7, 1955*

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting
and agenda items 1-6.]

7. Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy (NSC 5507 /2; NSC Action No.
1358-c; Report to the NSC by the Chairman, AEC, on “An
Analysis of Factors Involved in the Installation of a Nuclear
Power Reactor in a U.S. Merchant Ship on an Urgent Basis”,
dated April 7, 1955)2

After Mr. Dillon Anderson had briefly stated the problem, he
called on Admiral Strauss. Admiral Strauss said that before making his
report on the reference subject he had some very good news which he
would like to pass on to the Council. The AEC would announce today
that five concerns or groups of concerns had come to the AEC with
firm propositions for erecting five separate nuclear power plants in the
United States.? Together, these business concerns would put up more
than $180 million, while the Government would be obliged to put up
only something like 5 to 10% of this amount. All this, said Admiral
Strauss, was very gratifying.

Admiral Strauss then said that he would give his “story” on the
merchant ship reactor, pointing out that the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion itself had not yet acted on this project. * He indicated that it would
take approximately 30 months to construct such a merchant ship reac-
tor, and that the best kind of hull to contain it would be a Mariner

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason.

2NSC 5507/2 is printed as Document 14. NSC Action No. 1358-c, March 24,
requested the Chairman, AEC, “to submit for early Council consideration a written
report analyzing all factors which would be involved in carrying out the proposal
contained in paragraph 28 of NSC 5507/2, including the impact upon other atomic
energy programs.” (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)
Strauss’ report to the NSC, dated April 7, has not been found in Department of State
files.

* Not further identified.

¢ At the NSC meeting of March 24, Strauss reported negatively on the merchant
ship reactor, saying it would cost $12 million, take 2 years to design a suitable reactor by
which time the atoms-for-peace program would be so far advanced as to have no
marked psychological impact, and the two U.S. companies best able to build such a
reactor would have to abandon other high-priority defense projects. The President
seemed reluctant to accept Strauss’ recommendation, but Cutler, then others, argued
that it might be possible to use the prototype reactor developed to design the propulsion
unit for the USS Nautilus. Accordingly, Strauss was asked to bring in a written report
analyzing the various factors involved so that the NSC could make a rational decision.
(Memorandum of discussion; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records)
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Type dry cargo hull, although a suitably converted small aircraft car-
rier might do. The total cost of the project, including the cost of
building the dry cargo hull, would amount to $31 million.

While, said Admiral Strauss, proceeding with this project might
conceivably have some adverse effects on certain military programs
for nuclear propulsion, he did not regard this as a serious obstacle.
Moreover, the cost of operation of the vessel after the reactor had been
installed would be approximately the same as operating costs using
conventional fuels.

The President looked pleased at Admiral Strauss’ report and,
turning to the Council, asked whether its members thought this was a
good thing to do.

Admiral Strauss thought that he should note one possible psycho-
logical drawback. This merchant vessel was supposed to be a show-
case of U.S. progress in the peaceful uses of atomic energy. Supposing
that the vessel was showing its wares at Liverpool and had orders to
proceed to Le Havre, and something happened to the machinery. The
repercussions might be very unfortunate.

The President replied that he was not very worried about such
possibilities, and while $31 million was “some money”, he believed
that, quite apart from the psychological and political advantages of
such a ship, we would almost certainly learn a lot of practical value
from the construction and operation of such a nuclear-propelled ship.

Admiral Strauss pointed out that this project would need to re-
ceive a very high priority from the President if it was to be successfully
completed. Mr. Dillon Anderson then suggested to the Council the
action on this item which had been proposed by the NSC Planning
Board.®

The President said that he agreed with the proposed action, but
cautioned that when an announcement of this project was made, care
should be taken to put the estimated date of completion a little beyond
the time actually estimated for the completion. Admiral Strauss as-
sured the President that a cushion had already been placed in the time
estimate for completing and installing this reactor.

Secretary Anderson said that certain questions had been raised by
the Departments of the Air Force and the Navy as to the sufficiency of
trained technicians to construct this new reactor without undue inter-
ference in important military reactor programs which were currently in
process. Admiral Strauss replied that he was aware of such possibili-
ties, but was not inclined to regard them with great concern.

Governor Stassen suggested that while a high priority should be
assigned to this project, the priority should not be so high as to
interfere seriously with other vital military programs.

® Not further identified.
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The discussion ended with a warm endorsement of this project by
the Vice President.

The National Security Council:®

a. Noted and discussed the reference report by the Chairman,
Atomic Energy Commission, distributed at the meeting.

b. Agreed to recommend that the President approve the stegs
outlined in paragraph 9 of the reference report by the ghairman, AEC;
and direct tﬂeir implementation under the coordination of the Chair-
man, Atomic Energy Commission, in collaboration with other inter-
ested departments and agencies subject to:

(1) Avoiding any substantially adverse impact on current mil-
itary grograms for nuclear propulsion.

(2) Advising with the Operations Coordinating Board in order
to insure that proposed announcements and actions on this proj-
gct re51711t in maximum psychological advantages to the United

tates.

(3) Use of the Mariner type dry cargo hull, rather than the
alternate use of a converted aircraft carrier as mentioned in para-
graph 9—c of the reference report; and otherwise insuring that the
project has no apparent military identification.

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Chairman, AEC, for appropriate action.

[Here follow the remaining agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason

¢ Paragraphs a-b and the Note that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1377, ap-
proved by the President on April 7, 1955. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellane-
ous) Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)

’ President Eisenhower first announced publicly the administration’s proposed
plans for a merchant ship powered by an atomic reactor in his speech at the Annual
Luncheon of the Associated Press in New York on April 15, and he elaborated on the
origins of the proposal in his news conference on April 27. See Public Papers of the
Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1955, pp. 417-418 and 434-435.
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20. Aide-Mémoire From the Department of State to the Soviet
Embassy’

Washington, April 14, 1955.

The Government of the United States has considered the aide-
mémoire of November 29, 1954, delivered by the Soviet Government 2
and wishes to state the following:

1. The Government of the United States notes that the Soviet
Government agrees that negotiations looking to international coopera-
tion in the development of peaceful uses of atomic energy can be
fruitful without any prior commitment by the nations concerned to
renounce the use of weapons.

2. The Government of the United States repeats the assurance
contained in its note of November 3, 1954, that it is willing to discuss
the “principles” which the Soviet Government, in its aide-mémoire of
September 22, 1954, * and November 29, 1954, states that it considers
important in the establishment and operation of an international
agency for the development of the peaceful uses of atomic energy.
However, the willingness of the Government of the United States to
discuss these principles should not be taken to mean that the Govern-
ment of the United States in advance of such discussion has accepted
these principles, as the Soviet Government apparently assumes in its
statements in the sixth paragraph of its aide-mémoire of November 29,
1954. 1t is suggested that the receipt of the specific comments of the
Soviet Government on the outline of the objectives and functions of an
international agency, submitted by the Government of the United
States on March 19, 1954,° would present a good opportunity for
discussion of the aforementioned “principles” as they might apply to
the actual organization and work of an agency for the development of
the peaceful uses of atomic energy.

3. The Government of the United States believes, as it stated in its
memorandum of July 9, 1954,° that the nations most advanced in
knowledge regarding the constructive uses of atomic energy have an
obligation to make this knowledge available under appropriate condi-

! Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, IAEA—Exchange
of Notes. Top Secret. Drafted by Gerard Smith on April 12. Previous drafts of the aide-
mémoire, including one dated March 15 which was circulated to the British and Cana-
dian Governments for concurrence and one dated April 12 which was sent to Secretary
Dulles for approval, are ibid. Merchant handed the aide-mémoire to Zarubin at 10:30
am., April 14. (Memorandum of conversation, April 14, 1955; ibid., Central Files,
600.0012/4-1455)

* For text, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 11, Part 2, pp. 1567-1569.

® Ibid., pp. 1547-1549.

* For text, see Department of State Bulletin, October 4, 1954, pp. 486-489.

® For text, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 1372-1376.

¢ Ibid., pp. 1473-1477.
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tions, for promoting the welfare of peoples generally. Accordingly,
negotiations have been initiated, as the Soviet Government is aware,
among the eight other nations “principally involved,” looking toward
the establishment of an international atomic energy agency. Pending
further concrete indications of interest on the part of the Soviet Gov-
ernment in participating in the work of this proposed agency, negotia-
tions will continue among these eight nations. Drafting of an agree-
ment to establish such an agency is now under way. A copy of such
draft agreement when completed will be furnished the Soviet Govern-
ment upon request.

4. Encouraged by the recent affirmative vote by the Soviet Gov-
ernment in the United Nations General Assembly on the resolution
concerning the “Atoms for Peace” program,’ the Government of the
United States wishes to renew President Eisenhower’s proposal of
December 8, 1953, to the Soviet Government that the powers princi-
pally involved begin now and continue to make joint contributions
from their stockpiles of normal uranium and fissionable materials to
an international atomic energy agency. With material support for the
agency by the Soviet Government, in addition to the support already
announced by the Government of the United States and the Govern-
ment of the United Kingdom, an international pool of fissionable
material could be established in the near future which would provide a
basis for encouraging the use of this material for the peaceful applica-
tions of atomic energy. In this event, the international atomic energy
agency would be made responsible for the storage and protection of
the contributed fissionable material and other atomic materials.

5. The Government of the United States notes that the Soviet
Government does not object to a joint study by experts of the two
nations of the problem of guarding against possible diversion of fis-
sionable material from power-producing atomic installations and that
the Soviet Government is of the opinion that the place and time of
such a conference can be set without difficulty once agreement on an
agenda has been reached. Attached to this note is a proposed agenda
for such a meeting of experts. If this agenda is acceptable to the Soviet

7 On December 4, 1954, the U.N. General Assembly unanimously approved Resolu-
tion 810 (IX) on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy. Following the vote the Soviet
representative in the United Nations, Arkady Aleksandrovich Sobolev, said in part:

“My delegation’s favorable vote signifies its approval of the principle of interna-
tional co-operation in developing the peaceful uses of atomic energy, a principle which
it has always pressed and will continue to press. It must not, however, be taken to imply
approval of those provisions which would limit and hamper the development of inter-
national co-operation in this field.” Sobolev’s statement, translated from Russian, is
printed in Atoms for Peace Manual, p. 333. For text of Resolution 810 (IX) and additional
references, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 1578.



70 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume XX

Government, the Government of the United States would be prepared
to commence discussions on these topics at any time after May 1, and
would be pleased to receive a Soviet delegation in Washington, D.C.

[Enclosure]®

AGENDA FOR DISCUSSION ON SAFEGUARDING PEACEFUL
USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY

Safeguarding Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy

To discuss the safeguards required for the following peaceful uses
of atomic energy under the auspices of an international atomic energy

agency:
1. Research and Development

a. Reactors for production of radioisotopes for use in science,
medicine, agriculture, and industry.

b. Reactors to provide neutron irradiations for scientific re-
search and for testing materials and components for power reac-
tors.

c. Reactors as pilot plants for the development and demon-
stration of economic atomic power.

2. Large-Scale Utilization of Atomic Power

a. Power reactors using as fuel either natural uranium or
uranium partially enriched in U-235, but not containing thorium.

b. Power reactors using as fuel either plutonium, U-233, or
uranium highly enriched in U-235, but not containing thorium or
significant amounts of U-238.

c. Reactors containing the fertile materials U-238 or thorium
for the specific purpose of producing fissionable material in addi-
tion to power.

Safeguards are to be considered in relation to:

1. The design and construction of reactors;

2. Allocation and preparation of critical materials;
3. Operation of reactors; and

4. Processing of irradiated materials.

8 Secret.
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21, Letter From the Secretary of State to the President’s Special
Assistant (Rockefeller)’

Washington, May 2, 1955.

DEAR NELSON: Sherman Adams has sent on to me your memoran-
dum of April 22% making two proposals for getting ahead with the
Atoms for Peace program. As you know, we are about to ask the
President to approve the Turkish agreement for a research reactor, the
first of what we hope will be many international Agreements for
Cooperation.?

I have given your proposals some thought and would like to go
into them further with you after my return from the NATO Ministers’
meeting in Paris. I expect to be back in Washington about May 16.* 1
think it would be well also to have Lewis Strauss discuss them with us.
I understand that he is due back from Europe about May 19.

My preliminary reactions to your two proposals are as follows:

A. The proposal for a broad program % gifts of research reactors.
While recognizing the need to keep the “Atoms for Peace”” program
moving ahead, I am advised that some negative considerations are to
be taken into account before deciding on any broad program to give
away research reactors. For example, such a change in our policy
might prejudice existing negotiations for research reactors to be
bought by foreign countries such as pending arrangements with the
Swiss, the Dutch, and the Italians.® A broad gift program would per-
haps also discount specific gifts such as we propose to make to the

!'Source: Eisenhower Library, White House Central Files, Confidential File. Confi-
dential.

? Not found in the Eisenhower Library or Department of State files, but a letter from
Rockefeller to Dulles, May 4, identified its title as “International Peaceful Atomic Devel-
opment.” (Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Nuclear Power)

® Eisenhower approved an Agreement for Cooperation with Turkey on May 3. One
of the terms of this agreement allowed Turkey to engage U.S. companies in the con-
struction of research reactors in Turkey. For background and correspondence on and
text, see Atoms for Peace Manual, pp. 428-437; and Department of State Bulletin, May 23,
1955, pp. 865-866.

4 Rockefeller’s letter to Dulles, May 4, cited in footnote 2 above, indicates that
Rockefeller saw the Secretary on the afternoon of May 4.

*On April 29, Gerard Smith wrote a memorandum for Secretary Dulles which
commented on Rockefeller's memorandum of April 22. Dulles’ “‘preliminary reactions”
to Rockefeller’s proposals follow many of the points made in Smith’s memorandum and
appear to be based on it. (Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688,
Power and Research Reactors)

¢ Agreements for Cooperation between the United States and Switzerland, the
Netherlands, and Italy were signed on July 18, July 18, and July 28, respectively. These
agreements are noted in Department of State Bulletin, August 1 and August 15, 1955,
pp- 210 and 290, respectively.
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Philippines.” We should be careful to avoid “cheapening” this re-
search reactor program.®

According to a recent survey made by this Department, the level
of scientific competence of most countries appears to be too low to
make profitable use of such a complex scientific tool as a research
reactor. We are trying to improve this situation by training programs
for foreign students. It will be some time, however, before these pro-
grams produce sufficient skilled cadres of scientists and engineers in
many countries abroad to permit profitable use of research reactors.

B. The power reactor information proposal. Your proposal to an-
nounce United States willingness to transmit classifiecf information in
the Fower reactor field to certain foreign countries seems to be along
the lines of the policy set out in NSC 5507/2 approved by the Presi-
dent in March of this year.® This NSC policy, however, is somewhat
broader in scope and would permit us to go further than you pro-
pose—e.g., it permits us to supply fissionable material as well as
reactor information to foreign countries.

I think it might be useful for the President to make a public
announcement of the Courses of Action which he approved in NSC
5507. If this were done there would be generated a new strong
impetus for the Atoms for Peace program which all of us would like to
see.

I will get in touch with you on this matter after the NATO meet-
ing.
Sincerely yours,

John Foster Dulles "

7 An Agreement for Cooperation on the civil uses of atomic energy between the
United States and the Philippines was signed in Washington on July 27, 1955, and
entered into force the same day. This agreement provided for an outright gift of a
nuclear reactor for research purposes to the Philippines. Details are given in Department
of State Bulletin, August 8, 1955, p. 249; and in a memorandum of conversation, dated
April 8, between General Carlos P. Romulo, personal representative of Presideént Ramén
Magsaysay to the United States, and Secretary Dulles in Department of State, Secre-
tary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

® Dulles apparently persuaded Rockefeller during their May 4 meeting to put the
gifts of nuclear reactors on a “matching” basis, for Rockefeller said in his May 4 letter to
Dulles, cited in footnote 2 above, that he would modify his proposal to incorporate the
idea. A memorandum for the file by Smith, May 5, indicates Rockefeller also told Smith
on May 5 that he was going to pursue the matter in other parts of the government. (Ibid.,
Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Power and Research Reactors)

° Document 14.

1 The President outlined the features of the U.S. power reactor assistance program
in his commencement address at Pennsylvania State University on June 11. See Public
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1955, pp. 593-600.

" Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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22, Letter From the Representative at the United Nations
(Lodge) to the Secretary of State’

New York, May 3, 1955.
SUBJECT

Atomic Radiation 2

DEAR FosTER: Here is the choice concerning which is shaping up
for the next session of the General Assembly as far as Atomic Radia-
tion is concerned:

1. Some delegation, such as India or Pakistan, is almost certain to
raise the problem of the effects of radiation on living organisms as a
result of testing nuclear weapons. This would put us on the defensive.

2. Or, we can take the initiative, introduce an item of our own,
thus warding off this pressure, controlling the situation so as to protect
United States’ security interests, and get credit throughout the world.

Obviously, we should take action number two.

We must not assume (as I believe some are doing) that one of our
choices is doing nothing. ‘

Anything which we propose will, of course, have to assure that
our security interests are completely protected, and not be such as to
require our revealing anything more than we already intend to do
anyway. (This would be more difficult to do in the case of an Indian
proposal.)

I propose, therefore, that the United States sponsor an item which
would call for international coordination through the United Nations
of national studies on the effects of radiation.

By so doing, we can divert attention from our own tests to those
of the United Kingdom and the USSR, and at the same time avoid the
pressures that are increasingly building up for a moratorium on tests.

Note also that when the Geneva Conference on the Peaceful Uses
of Atomic Energy meets, there will be already on the agenda items
dealing with “radiation injury and protection”, which will include
“maximum permissible exposure standards”. Unless we have headed
it off, this is one factor which can especially lead to concerted action by
numerous Delegations at Geneva to debate the effects of nuclear tests,
and either a call for a moratorium or for scientific studies on the
dangers of continued explosions.

! Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Radiation and
Fallout. Secret. A copy was sent to Key.

2 A telegram from Lodge to Dulles had earlier elaborated on Lodge’s concerns about
radiation and had suggested a U.S. initiative proposing an international study under
U.N. auspices on the effects of radiation. (Telegram 680 from New York, April 13; ibid.,
Central Files, 600/0012/4-1355)
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The existing agenda for the Geneva Conference will also divert
the Conference from the positive program of the President for peaceful
uses into a psychological defeat for the United States unless the United
States acts positively beforehand.

The step that I have proposed should thus be taken before the
Geneva Conference to prevent it from being sabotaged. This means
not later than July 15th. ,

If you agree, the views of Admiral Strauss and the Atomic Energy
Commission staff will, of course, have to be obtained on the technical
and security aspects of whatever form the final proposal takes.

I am sure the above is an accurate political diagnosis—and that is
my special responsibility. I shall telephone you about this in a few
days.?

Faithfully yours,

Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr.*

® Dulles called Lodge on May 5 at 4:31 p.m.:

“The Sec. referred to L.’s letter of May 3 about the item on the agenda re fall-out.
The Sec. said he does not think we can respond until after Strauss is back on May 19. It
will be important then for L. to come down and have a talk. They [AEC] are extremely
negative on anybody else getting into this field but it is a question of how negative you
can be and get away with it. L. said they are making judgments on the political situation
in the UN, and they don’t know about it. L. will be down for Cabinet on the 20th, and
they agreed to try to set a meeting up to discuss it then.” (Eisenhower Library, Dulles
Papers, General Telephone Conversations)

See also Document 32.

* Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

23. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
the United Kingdom!

Washington, May 10, 1955—6:11 p.m.

5743. For Wadsworth re disarmament. Your 4782.2 Concur desir-
ability exchange views UK re moratorium with objective coordinating

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 330.13/4-2755. Secret. Drafted by
Spiers and approved by Wainhouse. Repeated to USUN.

2 Telegram 4782 reported discussions between the U.K. and U.S. Delegations to the
Disarmement Subcommittee on the questions of a moratorium on nuclear weapons tests
and a ban on the use of nuclear weapons. Wadsworth noted British agreement with the
U.S. positions on these issues, though the British were perhaps even more strongly
opposed to any moratorium because of their need to develop thermonuclear weapons.
The U.K. representatives were particularly concerned with developing additional argu-
ments and tactics against these questions and coordinating with the United Stcates ths

ontinue
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and maximizing effectiveness presentation our position when Indian
proposal® comes up full Disarmament Commission. Following we be-
lieve are major arguments against moratorium:

1. Nuclear weapons central part of defensive capability free
world. Testing a vital element in maintaining and increasing this capa-
bility. Western nations not willing to hamper or jeopardize this
strength unless as part of foolproot disarmament system. We have
made concrete proposals for such a plan. Until that comes about, we
must maintain our strength.

2. Our own studies have demonstrated that no significant health
hazard results nuclear test explosions. We presently furthering such
studies to provide additional information this matter.

3. In any event, such a moratorium would be extremely difficult to
enforce and might be circumvented with impunity. It would require
extensive inspection and monitoring system and could not rely on
good faith alone. Record to date indicates there are nations unwillin
to accept thoroughgoing inspection of type probably required, an
capable of violating agreement.

4. Future test activities will also contribute importantly develop-
ment nuclear weapons, including those with strictly defensive applica-
tions, and US cannot cease experimentation which might increase
deterrent effects atomic weapons.

FYI. Department presently exploring possibility coupling opposi-
tion to moratorium with proposal in UN designed to meet widespread
concern possible effects radioactivity resulting nuclear explosions
through some limited international approach this question.

Hoover

opposition to growing public pressures for these proposals. (Telegram 4782 from
London, April 27; ibid.)

% Dulles called Lodge on May 5 at 4:31 p.m.:

“The Sec. referred to L.’s letter of May 3 about the item on the agenda re fallout.
The Sec. said he does not think we can respond until after Strauss is back on May 19. It
will be important then for L. to come down and have a talk. They AEC are extremely
negative on anybody else getting into this field but it is a question of how negative you
can be and get away with it. L. said they are making judgments on the political situation
in the UN, and they don’t know about it. L. will be down for Cabinet on the 20th, and
they agreed to try to set a meeting up to discuss it then.” (Eisenhower Library, Dulles
Papers, General Telephone Conversations)

See also Document 32.
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24. Editorial Note

At the May 10 meeting of the Subcommittee of the United Na-
tions Disarmament Commission, the Soviet Union introduced compre-
hensive proposals on the reduction of armaments and the prohibition
of atomic weapons. Briefly, these proposals amounted to the negotia-
tion of a treaty for approval by the United Nations Security Council.
This treaty would provide for:

“(a) the complete prohibition of the use and production both of
nuclear and of all other weapons of mass destruction, and the conver-
sion of existing stocks of nuclear weapons for peaceful purposes;

“(b) a major reduction in all armed forces and all conventional
armaments;

“(c) the establishment of a control organ with rights and powers
and functions adequate to guarantee in the case of all States alike the
effective observance of the agreed prohibitions and reductions.”

The Soviet proposals elaborated at length on several measures
involving budgets, force levels, conventional arms, prohibitions on
production and use of weapons of mass destruction, procedures for
dismantling of foreign bases, disclosure, inspection and control, and
enforcement, all of which were to be implemented in two stages, the
first in 1956 and the second in 1957.

The Soviet proposals are printed in Department of State Bulletin,
May 30, pages 900-905; and Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959,
volume I, pages 456-467.

25. Letter From the Representative at the United Nations
(Lodge) to the Secretary of State’

New York, May 11, 1955.

DEAR FOSTER: The publication of the Russian disarmament mani-
festo? today makes me feel like the man who was lying on the New
York Central track, knowing that the express was about to come
through—and stays there and is run over.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers. Confidential; Personal.
? Regarding this proposal, see supra.
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Certainly you and I both have anticipated such a manifesto from
Moscow. It is not particularly novel or particularly clever intrinsically.
But it is undoubtedly extremely effective. Where others whisper in
private, they act in public.

What bothers me about it is not primarily that they have scored
again in the field of international propaganda.

What bothers me about it is not primarily that we have lost a
magnificent opportunity—which we have had ever since Tuesday,
March 1st,® when their attitude in London would have justified us in
putting out a manifesto of our own.

What bothers me about it basically is that it will intensify the
already dangerous tenderness of British and French public opinion
towards Soviet proposals.

We are actually now on a downward spiral as far as British and
French public opinion towards the Soviet Union is concerned unless
we do something about it.

I say this as one who has completely agreed with your policy to
defer to the French and the British on the public relations phase of
disarmament. It would certainly have been quite a wrench for us last
autumn to have said what we really thought and what our public
opinion would have really liked when Vyshinsky made his thoroughly
dishonest disarmament proposal.* Instead we started then to defer
solemnly to French and British prejudices. Whenever we do this the
whole Soviet cause gains in respectability and it becomes even more
difficult for us later to espouse the position which we really think is
right.

The Soviets will now come to New York with this new manifesto
at their back—if, indeed, they do not come to San Francisco® with it
and because of having been the tail to the British kite on this issue for
so long, we will probably be compelled to be an even bigger tail to
their kite now.

® The Russian draft resolution submitted to the Subcommittee of the U.N. Disarma-
ment Commission on February 25 appeared to the U.S,, British, Canadian, and French
representatives to be a retreat from the Soviets” more flexible and cooperative posture
during the 1954 meetings. By March 1, the discussions had come to an apparent
standstill. The March 1 subcommittee meeting was characterized by Western representa-
tives” searching questions of and critical comments on the Soviet position. On March 2,
the four Western representatives decided to continue the meetings for the immediate
future while pressing Gromyko for clarification of the Russian position. (Telegrams
3826, 3836, and 3838 from London, all March 2; Department of State, Central Files,
330.13/3-255)

“ Lodge presumably is referring to the Soviet disarmament proposal submitted to
the U.N. General Assembly on September 30, 1954. For the U.S. reaction to the pro-
posal and its text, see Department of State Bulletin, October 25, 1954, pp. 619-626.

® The 10th anniversary meeting of the United Nations was held in San Francisco,
June 20-26.
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It all makes me wonder whether we would not have done better
to have taken our own stand early and thereby at least prevented
British public opinion from getting more and more friendly and re-
spectful of the Soviet line.

It may be that Harold Stassen will produce a new idea which the
President can then proclaim to the world and we can then get a fresh
start. But you badly need a positive position for your opening speech in
San Francisco. You must expect the Soviet line there to follow that of
today’s manifesto, with communist marchers in the street and all the
rest of the dreary Picasso drill.

Once the British elections ® are over, I really think it will be time to
reconsider and time for us to take a line of our own, knowing that even
if it does displease the British at the time, it will displease them even
more the longer we wait.’

We always seem to treat their® protestations to us much more
seriously than they take anyone else’s—or than they expect theirs to
be taken.

Faithfully yours,
Cabot L.

¢ The general election in the United Kingdom took place on May 26.

” Dulles’ letter of reply to Lodge on May 18 reads in part:

“It is very irksome in this and in other matters to defer to our allies and certainly
some reasonable balance should be found. After the British elections, we may, as you
suggest, usefully reconsider whether the balance has been too much againist our inter-
est.” (Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Strictly Confidential)

® The word “these” has been deleted and the word “their” has been inserted in
handwriting on the source text.

26. Letter From the Deputy Representative on the United
Nations Disarmament Commission (Wadsworth) to the
Representative at the United Nations (Lodge)’

London, May 11, 1955.

DEAR CABOT: The more I think of it, the more I believe that we can
find a way of turning this latest Soviet move? to our own advantage.

! Source: Department of State, IO Files: Lot 60 D 113, Ambassador Lodge. Personal
and Confidential. A copy sent to Key was received May 16.
? See Document 24.
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Although it is true that we do not have a firm coordinated policy in re
several of the points which they have included in their latest proposal,
I don’t think that that will necessarily paralyze our activities.

Most of the members of the staff were originally worried by the
prospect of having to sit here and reveal, in one way or another, this
lack of position, and most of their thinking has been along the line of
getting out of here fast before too much harm has been done. As of
this morning, everybody feels a lot better and all are agreed that we
will make the best of it.

As I sleep on the thing over night, I cannot conceive of either the
UK or France being willing to accede to a quick recess or adjournment
at this time. Tony Nutting says that his first reaction is that this will
make them a lot of votes and will virtually sew up the election for
them. He is going to insert a section in a speech tonight, probably,
which will take the same line as we plan to do in our public statement
today, namely: “Patience has paid off—Western solidarity has caused
the Russians to retreat from untenable positions”.

One of the most significant features of our meetings since April 19
when the “French 75" plan® was tabled has been the silence of Malik
on the perfectly normal question of how the United States felt about
this proposal. I think we may assume that the Russians are so condi-
tioned to believing that anything any one of us says has been checked
and approved by all the others, that it just hasn’t occurred to him that I
have made no statement whatever in favor of the idea. You will
remember that your own “tough” speech shortly before you left* was
taken by Gromyko as a full Western position, even though your West-
ern colleagues did not know you were going to make it.

What I would like to do is to drop the role of the Guy Who Wants
to Go Home. This doesn’t mean that I don’t want to come home,
because I do, and I fully realize the dangers of staying here and
exposing lack of US policy. At the same time, I think we must recog-
nize that when you take away all the non-essentials of the latest
Russian proposal, you must admit that they have made tremendous
concessions compared to the position which Malik was strenuously
defending as recently as last Thursday.® It appears to me that it would

3 The Anglo-French proposal to the Disarmament Subcommittee on April 19, pro-
vided, as one of its features, ““that the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and the
process of eliminating all nuclear stocks should be carried out at the same time as the
final quarter of the agreed reductions in armed forces and conventional armaments
begins, that is to say, when 75 per cent of those reductions have been completed.” For
text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 453-454.

4 Presumably Lodge’s extensive remarks on March 9 to the Subcommittee of the
U.N. Disarmament Commission, summarized in telegram 3965 from London, March 10.
(Department of State, Central Files, 330/13/3-1055) Lodge left the talks shortly after he
presided at the March 11 subcommittee meeting.

’ May 5.
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come with poor grace for the United States, at this end, to pull out of a
conference which now seems finally to be getting somewhere.

Until the Secretary has made up his mind as to how this fits into
the Big Picture, I would rather not say a word to my Western friends
about leaving. After all, the way this particular small plant of machin-
ery works will be dependent on the ultimate US policy on a détente,
and until that is decided, I think our best stunt is to follow the Presi-
dent’s line of being willing to go anywhere and do anything as long as
there is the slightest chance of success.

In several of your letters you have asked me if you can do any-
thing to help along. I believe that one of the most important things
that can be done today is to persuade the United States Government
that it must quickly take a position on these matters which have not
yet been determined. You, of course, realize that there is considerable
difference of opinion within the State Department, to say nothing of
the independent and strongly held views of Defense and AEC. If you
and Dave Key can be gadflies to the appropriate people who have
been considering these matters it cannot help but be valuable. I would
think that enlisting the aid of Harold Stassen, who has by now had a
thorough briefing on all these matters, would be imperative. Then,
when the Secretary returns I strongly recommend as rapid a decision
as possible. It is all very well for Washington to tell us, as it did on
April 12,° that they can give us no assurance that they can reach “firm
conclusions” in the “near future”. You and I know that political events
are simply not going to wait for the bureaucrats, and there is no use
playing the ostrich and pretending that they will.

These are the matters concerning which we have as yet had no
policy determination and which are contained in the latest Russian
proposal.

1. The actual time limits in which to carry out the whole disarma-
ment program. This would be tied into Number 2 below.

2. Whether we can express specific support for force levels of
1,000,000 to 1,500,000 men for the US, USSR and China, and 650,000
each for the UK and France.

3. Discontinuance of nuclear tests and setting up an international
commission to supervise such discontinuance.

4. Liquidation of bases located in the territories of other States.
This is not quite as important for immediate determination, since we
can lump it into the conventional disarmament fpicture and make
statements about abolishing bases as the threat o a%'gression disap-
pears. However, it should be given considerable thought.

5. Beginnin% prohibition and elimination of weapons of mass
destruction after 75% reduction in conventional armaments.

¢ Not further identified.
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To my mind, there is nothing insurmountable about this list. True,
it will take some firm, close military figuring, as well as some concen-
trated political analysis, but we still come back to the major point,
which is how much do we want to demonstrate willingness to close
the cold war and work cooperatively with the Russians for peace? Of
course, we can’t trust them, and they are so constituted that they may
make a 90, or even 180 degree turn from today’s policy at any mo-
ment. However, the fact remains that in the battle for men’s minds this
latest effort will make a profound impression. Even those people who
will not be taken in by claims that this is a Soviet proposal will be
forced to admit that they have, outwardly at least, acknowledged the
error of their previous position and moved much, much closer to the
Western positions.

I anxiously await your comments in re the above—I did not feel I
should send these sorts of thoughts in a telegram, and I hope that the
pouch system will prove fast enough to let you get in some good licks,
if you feel such is desirable, before the Department gives us even an
interim answer to our questions. I am sending a copy of this to Dave
Key for his information.”

Sincerely,

James J. Wadsworth ®

7 At the top of the source text, which is Key’s copy, is a handwritten note: “David:
You have always been too understanding for words, so I'm sending this along as an
analysis of today’s thinking. Tomorrow’s may be different. Jerry.” A handwritten note
by Wadsworth at the end of the source text reads: “P.S. Cabot will probably not receive
this until Friday morning.” Friday was May 13. The date of receipt in Key's office is
stamped May 16.

® Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

27. Memorandum of a Conversation, New York, May 11, 1955*

PARTICIPANTS

Dag Hammarskjold, Secretary General, United Nations
Ambassador Morehead Patterson, S/IAE

Mr. William Hall, USUN

Mr. Eric Stein, S/IAE

! Source: Department of State, USUN Files, Atomic Energy, 1955. Confidential.
Drafted by Stein.
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SUBJECT
Review of Negotiations for International Atomic Energy Agency

Ambassador Patterson called on the Secretary General to inform
him of the progress in the negotiations for an International Atomic
Energy Agency. Ambassador Patterson reviewed the debate in the
General Assembly last fall and said that following the adoption of the
General Assembly resolution? the U.S. exchanged ideas with other
governments and a draft of a Statute was given to the seven states of
the negotiating group.® Subsequently these states were given certain
supplementary provisions which were omitted from the original draft.
Under the Statute the Agency will begin operating as a broker but the
Board of Governors will have the authority to set up the necessary
facilities for receiving and storing fissionable material at such time as it
will be considered advisable. The draft Statute is a simple document
based upon the idea that the Agency should be set up as quickly as
possible; membership in the Agency would not impose any specific
obligations and as many problems as possible would be left for deci-
sion by the Board of Governors once the Agency was a going concern.
Mr. Stein added that the five governments* were asked to let us have
their comments by the end of this month; when these comments are
received we would hope to have a document agreed to in principle by
the entire negotiating group, at which point we were thinking of
extending the consultation to other members of the UN.

Mr. Hammarskjold expressed great pleasure at the progress of the
negotiations. He said that the Agency must of necessity start as a
brokerage enterprise and that it was most gratifying that the Agency
would be given the authority, if and when circumstances warrant it, to
go beyond the brokerage function; the important thing was to provide
an opportunity for growth and development. He said that he was
officially interested in two aspects: (1) that there be an efficient agency;
and (2) in the tie between the UN and the Agency. He was entirely in
agreement with our concept of seeking an agreement in principle
within a small group so that the document on which broader consulta-
tions are held would have some standing; it will be made clear that the
broader consultations will not be allowed to delay or impair the estab-
lishment of an efficient agency. He was delighted to hear that we were
contemplating to consult with other UN members because that would

2U.N. General Assembly Resolution 810 (IX); see footnote 7, Document 20.

* Given to the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, Belgium, South Africa, Portugal,
and France on March 29. (Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688,
IAEA—General)

* A March 30 memorandum from Spiers to Popper indicated that the draft of the
statute was developed in close consultation with the British and Canadian representa-
tives and then distributed to the other five negotiating states. (Ibid.) Presumably Stein is
referring to the same five governments.
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ease his problem with India and with others. He referred to the recent
protest he had received from the Indian Representative concerning the
lack of information on the present negotiations® and he felt that unless
the Indians were given some satisfaction they will again seek to as-
sume the role of mediator between the Soviets and the West and
generally be troublesome. He said the Indians obviously were curious
and would like to play a part in the negotiations. He said that the
Indian Representative requested him to circulate the Indian protest to
all members but that he talked the Indian out of it. However, it will be
necessary for the Secretary General to reply to the Indian letter and
the ideal reply would be to the effect that the Secretary General (a)
was studying the problem of the relationship between the proposed
Agency and the UN and (b) was told by the U.S. Government that
broader consultations on the Agency’s Statute were contemplated in
due course.

The Secretary General thought it was important for him to initiate
a study of the UN-Agency relationship in close cooperation with the
U.S., so that the General Assembly debate next fall, which might very
well concentrate on this point, could be given some acceptable direc-
tion. He felt that the Agency should not be a specialized agency of the
UN, one reason being that specialized agencies have to report to the
ECOSOC and this would not be a good idea in the case of the Atomic
Energy Agency; in a sense the formal tie between the UN and the
specialized agencies was too close; on the other hand, the “substan-
tive” tie in the practical sense between the UN and the new Agency
should be closer than the presently existing tie between the UN and
the specialized agencies.

Ambassador Patterson said that we have been proceeding on the
assumption that the relationship between the UN and the new Agency
would be determined only after the Agency was established. Mr. Stein
pointed out that there was a provision in the draft Statute which
would authorize the Board of Governors to develop an arrangement
with the UN. Both Mr. Hall and Mr. Stein pointed out that we would
want to consider further the idea of a Secretariat study and that the
problem of timing and publicity in connection with any such study
was particularly important.

Mr. Hammarskjold said that he had been surprised by the degree
of cooperation he has been getting from the Russian scientists Skobelt-
syn® and Vavilov’ in organizing the Geneva Scientific Conference;
with a bit of special handling he had managed to carry them along

® Not found in Department of State files.

¢ D.V. Skobeltsyn, Soviet nuclear and cosmic ray physicist.

7 Reference is either to V.S. Vavilov, Soviet physicist, or PP. Vavilov, Chairman,
Komi Affiliate, Siberian Department and Regional Affiliates of the USSR Academy of
Scientists.
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step by step on the entire arrangement; they have been paying lip
service to their instructions and have been acting independently of
their instructions. He was wondering whether it would not be a good
idea for him to seek their support for Russian participation in the
Agency.

Mr. Hall wondered whether these scientists in fact deviated from
their instructions.

Ambassador Patterson said that he was not acquainted with the
negotiations between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. on the Agency since
these negotiations have been handled separately. Mr. Stein added that
as was announced by the Department of State, we handed a Note on
this subject to the Russians a few weeks ago,® and the ball, therefore,
was in the Soviet court. Ambassador Patterson thought that it was not
very likely that the Russians would want to come into the Agency, at
least at the start; we propose to have the Agency established and going
and the Russians might choose to come in at a later date.

Mr. Hammarskjold thought that the Russians might conclude that
they would have to pay too high a price for staying out; they might
decide to come in at once or later on as they did in connection with the
technical assistance program; he was, however, very much concerned
that we do not end up with two agencies—a Western one and a
Russian one; this, he thought, would be very bad.

Returning to Ambassador Patterson’s statement that members of
the Agency will not undertake any specific obligations when joining
the Agency, Mr. Hammarskjold thought that there was an important
policy question as to whether the emphasis will be put upon bilateral
agreements in the atomic energy field or upon Agency operations; he
hoped that the Agency would not be considered solely as means to
obtain UN blessing for a program of bilateral agreements.

Ambassador Patterson said that we were in the process of negoti-
ating several bilateral agreements as an intermediary program and
pending the negotiations for the Agency. He said that we have not yet
worked out the prospective relationship between the Agency and the
bilateral agreements but that it might well be possible in some in-
stances for the Agency to take over the servicing of the bilateral agree-
ments; on the other hand, it has never been contemplated that the
Agency would serve as an exclusive medium in this field.

Mr. Hammarskjold wondered how he could be helpful in the next
stages of negotiations for the Agency; he thought, for example, that he
might distribute to the UN members the draft Statute agreed to by the
eight governments. He said that he would like to follow up this ques-
tion and the question of the UN-Agency tie study with Mr. Hall. He
expressed his appreciation for this exchange of views.

8 Document 20.
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28, Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
France'

Washington, May 12, 1955—8:10 p.m.

Tosec 43. For Secretary from Acting Secretary. At this morning’s
NSC meeting there was informal discussion re latest Soviet disarma-
ment proposal.> There was general feeling that London disarmament
talks should recess if possible and hope was expressed that you might
be able to bring some influence to bear on British and French to that
end.? ’

At end of meeting Stassen handed me following memo re Soviet
disarmament proposals:

““The Soviet proposals are very far-reaching and include a number
of new elements. They may be pure propaganda, or they may indicate
a serious opening for constructive negotiation. The US approach to the
proposals must ever have in mind these two extremes of possible
meaning. It seems quite clear without going into detail at the present
time that the studies I am conducting will lead to a recommendation
that neither of the current British and French positions nor the previ-
ous US position are acceptable for a future US policy. Furthermore, the
important differences between State, Defense, and to some extent the
AEC which have existed since 1951 cannot now be quickly resolved in
any imKIortant characteristic. This entire subject will be a major item
on the NSC agenda on May 26, * and presumably some further consid-
eration subsequent to May 26 will be necessary before even the funda-
mentals of US position can be determined by the President. Therefore,
I would stronggr urge that the US Delegation in London, if unsuccess-
ful in recessing the conference, use extraordinary skill in completely

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 330.13/5-1155. Secret; Priority.
Drafted by Wainhouse and approved by Scott. Repeated to USUN and London for
Wadsworth.

? At the 248th meeting of the NSC on May 12, Allen Dulles reported on “the chief
elements of the Soviet diplomatic offensive.” After mentioning other elements of this
offensive, Dulles described the recent Soviet disarmament proposal:

“This latter statement, which had long been in preparation, Mr. Dulles described as
very subtly drawn and very cleverly presented to the Western world. It was written in
the third person in the form of a UN agreement rather than as a unilateral Soviet
proposal. It accepted certain of the proposals on disarmament advanced earlier by Great
Britain and France with respect to the relationship between nuclear and conventional
disarmament. It also called for the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Germany, but
with a “hooker” in the shape of a proposal that small military contingents be left
behind. In addition, the Soviet statement called for the dismantling of U.S. bases
overseas, and proposed a new formula covering the inspection of disarmament which
fuzzed the issue but which was certain to provide European neutralists with something
new to talk about.” (Memorandum of discussion; Eisenhower Library, Whitman File,
NSC Records)

*The London disarmament talks were recessed on May 18 with agreement to
resume talks in New York on June 1. For Wadsworth’s statement on the agreement by
the subcommittee for a recess, see Department of State Bulletin, May 30, 1955, p. 901.

*See Document 34.
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stalling the consideration and in giving no indication of the US posi-
tion on any major facet of the Soviet proposals, nor on the and
French positions, and further does not rea the old US position. A
recess to study the new Soviet proposals would be most desirable.

A second technique would be to have the Soviets explain every
part of their long proposal, but without questioning the elements too
sharply so as not to add any more rigidity to Soviet position on the
factors of their plan. Obviously, the current British election situation
affects the psychological picture, but the very nature, complexity, and
gravity of the entire subject should amply justify absolute insistence
on slow and deliberate review prior to any indications of US position,
even though the US Delegation is pressed to give early reactions.”

Guidance we have given Wadsworth (Deptel London 5761, rptd
Tosec 26, May 11),° and Wadsworth’s own recommendation re stall-
ing tactics (London tel 4967, rptd Paris 680)¢ accord basically with
Stassen memo.

Hoover

® Not printed. (Department of State, Central Files, 330.13 /5-1155)
¢ Dated May 11, not printed. (Ibid.)

29, Memorandum for the Files, by William O. Hall of the
United States Mission to the United Nations'

New York, May 13, 1955.
SUBJECT

Conversation Between Ambassador Lodge and Ambassador Patterson on May
10th

Ambassador Patterson indicated that negotiations on the draft
statute for the Atomic Energy Agency had been proceeding actively
and well. He indicated that his main interest was in pressing for the
completion of as many bilateral atomic energy agreements as possible
before May 31st.

He said the Agency would not come into being until fall because
of the Congressional recess and the necessity for further clearances,
but that a demonstration of progress on the sharing of atomic energy
could be achieved if a number of bilateral agreements were signed. He
said the provision requiring the agreements to lie on the table for sixty

! Source: Department of State, USUN Files, Atomic Energy, 1955. Confidential.
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days while Congress is in session? made June 1st the probable last
effective date for initialing agreements.

He recounted the negotiations with respect to the Turkish agree-
ment, and the difficulties encountered in the Netherlands agreement
where the U.S. had been unable to comply with the desire of the
Netherlands for a power reactor because of the restrictions in the
Atomic Energy Act on the amount of nuclear fuel which could be
supplied to any one country. . . . * As the result of this restriction,
the reactor agreements will have to be restricted to its use for research
and isotope production.

The Ambassadors discussed at some length the question of per-
manent membership on the governing board of the Agency. Ambassa-
dor Lodge outlined the difficulties which had been encountered with
Mr. Menon in the UN, and they canvassed the possibility of member-
ship by Pakistan, the Philippines and Japan after they had both agreed
that it probably would be politically desirable and almost necessary to
include a colored and underdeveloped country among the permanent
members on the governing body. Ambassador Lodge suggested that if
the Agency could be located away from New York and if Ambassador
Cooper could be asked to make it clear to Mr. Nehru that the U.S.
would expect India to designate a scientist as its representative on the
governing body, he felt on balance India probably was the most natu-
ral candidate for membership. He pointed out that, in the process of
regular election, India would undoubtedly be able to serve as a mem-
ber of the governing body and that it might be better if she were given
the permanent status.

The Ambassadors then canvassed somewhat inconclusively the
problems presented by the absence of a Latin American in the perma-
nent members and Ambassador Lodge expressed the view that Brazil
would undoubtedly be a good candidate and a member that could be
counted on to support the U.S.

It was agreed that Ambassador Patterson would outline fairly
fully to the SYG UN the plans for the Agency, and would also mention
that the U.S. was intending to negotiate as many bilateral agreements
as possible.

2 Reference is to provisions contained in section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, (68 Stat. 940)

* The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 did not place specific restrictions on the amount of
nuclear fuel which could be supplied to any one country, but section 123-a(3) required
““a guaranty by the cooperating party that any material to be transferred pursuant to
such an agreement will not be used for atomic weapons, or for research on or develop-
ment of atomic weapons or for any other military purpose.” (Ibid.)
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Ambassador Lodge congratulated Ambassador Patterson on the
excellent work he had done and assured him that the Mission would
lend every support to his efforts to move the President’s program
along at a rapid rate.

30. Editorial Note

On May 14, the United States conducted Operation Wigwam, a
one-shot, atomic depth charge detonated in the Pacific Ocean about
500 miles southwest of San Diego, California. Several planning docu-
ments, weapon test reports, and scientific studies on this operation are
located in the Defense Nuclear Agency Technical Library, Alexandria,
Virginia. A summary history of this operation, with particular focus on
the participation of Department of Defense personnel, is Prototype
Report: DOD Personnel Participation, Operation Wigwam. Series Volume,
Oceanic Test (DNA Report 6000-F, May 30, 1980).

31. Letter From the Representative at the United Nations
(Lodge) to the Secretary of State'

New York, May 16, 1955.

DEAR FOSTER: At a talk last Thursday? with the President, he
pointed out—in discussing the question of appearing in San Fran-
cisco—that he did not feel he could make such an appearance without
having something substantial to say. Herewith is a suggestion for a
statement by him which I believe would be substantial:

“I am instructing the United States Representative to the United
Nations to introduce a resolution on behalf of the United States at the
next meeting of the General Assembly of the United Nations in Sep-

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers. Personal; Secret.
?May 12.
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tember to provide for a coordination of all national studies on the
subject of the biological effects of atomic radiation.”?

A moving argument can be made for this based on the world-
wide apprehension concerning the harmful effects of atomic radiation
and the need to get at the facts right away. National studies are much
more effective and much more rapid than the highly theoretical inter-
national study which has been talked of.

By way of background, let me say that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has been very much opposed to any kind of international
activity in this connection. At a meeting last Thursday morning with
Dr. Libby and Admiral Foster of the Atomic Energy Commission, we
reached substantial agreement on a coordination of national studies, as
contrasted with a study by an international body, such as the U.N. I
expect we can settle this at a meeting which you and I are having with
Admiral Strauss on Friday, the 20th.* The idea is well on the way to
being cleared by the affected officials in Washington.

In addition to having real appeal in itself, it has the great merit of
“stealing a march” on the communists and neutralists who give every
indication of intending to put in a resolution for an international study,
thereby putting us in a most embarrassing position. It is important for
the United States to ““beat them to the punch.”

It seems to me that:

this is a fine thing in and of itself; it is a fine thing because of the
communist and neutralist activity which it would forestall;

and it would be a fine thing for the President to discuss in public.
Faithfully yours,
Cabot L.

® Eisenhower did not mention the subject of atomic radiation in his speech at the
10th anniversary meeting of the United Nations in San Francisco on June 20. For text of
his address, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower,
1955, pp. 605-611.

* See infra.
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32. Memorandum of a Conversation, United States Mission at
the United Nations, New York, May 20, 1955'

SUBJECT
U.S. Initiative in UN on Radiation Effects

PARTICIPANTS
The Secretary of State AEC
Under Secretary Herbert Hoover, Jr. Admiral Lewis L. Strauss
Assistant Secretary David McK. Key USUN
Deputy Asst. Secretary D. W. Amb. Henry Cabot Lodge
Wainhouse Brig. Gen. C. S. Babcock
S/AE—Mr. Gerard C. Smith Mr. James W. Barco

The Secretary referred to the announcement of the Foreign Minis-
ter of Sweden that his Government intends to propose UN action to
investigate the radiation effects of nuclear tests.” He pointed out also
that India has announced its intention of raising this question in the
Disarmament Commission.* He said that we had been thinking that it
would be in our interest to take the initiative in the UN on this subject
and guide it in a direction not harmful to us. He had in mind propos-
ing that national studies be submitted to the Disarmament Commis-
sion for collection and dissemination. He asked Admiral Strauss if he
saw any objection to such an initiative on our part.

Admiral Strauss said that he did see objection and that he would
like to explain why. Any report by an international body would be
considered by a packed jury and, if it were adopted, the finding would
undoubtedly be adverse to our possession of nuclear weapons. Admi-
ral Strauss said, to avoid this, he would rather accept the onus of
opposing anything introduced by Sweden, India or others. Admiral
Strauss explained further that investigation of the effects of radiation
on human genetics would probably not reveal anything for a long
period of time, possibly for two hundred years. Tests that have been
conducted during the last seven years with higher animal life had
produced no conclusions. He pointed out that the use of antibiotics in
modern medicine might be producing mutations* more serious than

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611/5-2055. Secret. No drafting
information is given on the source text. A shorter memorandum of this meeting, drafted
by Gerard Smith, is ibid., Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, 10th General Assembly.

2 This May 4 announcement was reported in telegram 981 from Stockholm, May 5.
(Ibid., Central Files, 700.5611/5-555)

3 Not further identified.

4 Strauss asked that the remainder of the sentence after the word “mutations” be
stricken and the following language be added instead: “in disease germs and bacteria
which were resistant to antibiotics and potentially as dangerous to human health as the
radiation hazard.” (Memorandum from John A. Hall to Gerard Smith, June 1; Depart-
ment of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, 10th General Assembly)
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radiation, inasmuch as tolerance to certain diseases was being built up,
but we would not know the results for many years. Admiral Strauss
felt that not only would the results of investigation prove inconclusive
but he feared that to make an investigation on an international scale
would lead us into dangerous paths where demands for cessation of
nuclear tests and the disclosure of information concerning our weap-
ons would possibly result. We could not afford to be put in a position
where we would have to agree either to cease tests as the result of
political pressures or disclose information concerning our weapons to
the danger of our national security.

Admiral Strauss also pointed out that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission had requested the National Academy of Sciences to undertake
a thorough investigation of radiation effects, that this investigation
was underway, and when it was finished a report would be made
public.® The only data in the report which would not be made public
would involve information concerning our secret weapons. He there-
fore concluded that there was no need for action in this field beyond
what we were already doing.

Ambassador Lodge asked Admiral Strauss if he would object to
making the report of the National Academy of Sciences available to
the UN. Admiral Strauss said that he would have no objection to
doing this. Ambassador Lodge said that this was all we were propos-
ing, that is, that States with experience in the atomic field should make
reports to a UN body such as the Disarmament Commission which
would collate these reports and disseminate them. This left the deter-
mination of what was to be included in the report in the hands of the
national Governments, in our own case, in the hands of the Atomic
Energy Commission. He felt if Admiral Strauss had no objection to
this, we were in fact in agreement on what should be done. Admiral
Strauss said that he objected to any international investigation. Am-
bassador Lodge said that we did not propose an investigation by an
international body. The investigations would be in the hands of the
Governments and they would report what they saw fit on the basis of
their own findings. They could in fact do this anyway. In reply to the
Secretary’s question, Admiral Strauss said he felt he could live with
such an arrangement.

The Secretary recalled that the International Council of Scientific
Unions had been proposed as an appropriate body to undertake the
collection of reports. * He felt, however, that the International Council

® On April 8, the U.S. National Academy of Sciences announced that it was under-
taking a study of the effect of radiation on living organisms, and the AEC said it would
cooperate with the National Academy in this study. See The New York Times, April 9.

¢ On May 12; Foster proposed that the International Council of Scientific Unions
study the effects of radiation. Lodge approved the idea. (Memorandum of conversation,
May 12; Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Radiation and Fallout)
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of Scientific Unions was not subject to sufficient control to be en-
trusted with the job.

It was pointed out that there might be objection in some quarters
to the use of the Disarmament Commission as the body to which the
reports would be made. This was based principally on a desire to
differentiate this subject from disarmament and to avoid giving the
appearance of a piecemeal approach to disarmament. The Secretary
also pointed out that establishing an Ad Hoc body raised the question
of membership in the body with the inevitable logrolling, and that our
experience in the UN indicated we would be best off with an estab-
lished body such as the Disarmament Commission on which India was
not now represented. It was the consensus that the Disarmament
Commission was the most readily controlled body available and
should be used. Our experience also showed, the Secretary felt, that
we were better off in the UN when we ourselves took the initiative
instead of trying to oppose or offer amendments to others’ initiative.

It was understood that the timing of submission of the national
reports would be in the hands of the national Governments although
the timing of taking the initiative in the UN setting up the system of
reports was important if we were to forestall initiative by others,
possibly at San Francisco and at the Geneva Conference on Peaceful
Uses of Atomic Energy. It was also suggested that if a final report were
not to be made immediately we could submit information now already
in hand on an interim basis.

The Secretary suggested that Ambassador Lodge might revise the
resolution previously drafted in the Department to take into account
the views expressed at this meeting and send the revised version to
him and Admiral Strauss. Ambassador Lodge agreed to do this.”

7 Both the draft resolution, dated May 18, and Lodge’s redraft, dated May 24, are
ibid., 10th General Assembly.
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33. Progress Report Prepared by the President’s Special
Assistant (Stassen)

Washington, May 26, 1955.

SPECIAL STAFF STUDY FOR THE PRESIDENT—NSC ACTION NO.
1328

A Progress Report on a Proposed Policy of the United States on the
Question of Disarmament

Submitted to the President and to the Secretary of State and
Secretary of Defense by the Special Assistant to the President, subject
to review by the National Security Council.

Designed to facilitate the process of policy formation by bringing
into focus areas of agreement and of disagreement and by suggesting
solutions.

1. The Most Important Objective.

Under the current policies and the leadership of the President, the
most important objective of the United States is peace—with security,
freedom, and economic well-being—for the long-term future for the
people of our country. This objective must be ever in mind in consider-
ing and in implementing the policy of the United States on the ques-
tion of disarmament. It has been a constant and basic factor in the
study which has resulted in the progress report here presented.

I1. Armaments, Tensions, and Dangers of War.

A high and rising level of arms is a reflection of tension growing
out of disagreements between nations, and it is in turn a source of
increased tension. An arms race is thus both effect and cause. An
intelligent and sound policy on the question of disarmament must
recognize this dual characteristic of heavy armament.

A. Much of the confusion with regard to arms races—limitations
of arms—disarmament—has come about through endeavors to treat
the level of arms as all cause or all effect.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Project Clean Up, Disarmament—Basic Papers. Top
Secret; Eyes Only. Prepared by the Special Staff on Disarmament, signed by Stassen,
and submitted to the National Security Council on May 26. The report comprised three
parts: Volume I, printed here; Volume II, containing related and supporting documents
for Volume I; and Volume III, consisting of reproductions of charts used in a May 26
presentation before the National Security Council. Volumes II and III are ibid. Regarding
the NSC presentation, see infra.

? Regarding NSC Action No. 1328, see footnote 22, Document 7.
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B. It should not be anticipated that any agreement on the level of
arms at this time would, in and of itself, solve other issues which cause
a danger of war.

C. It may be expected that an agreement on the level of arms
would reduce the tensions caused by armaments, and thereby an arms
agreement would contribute to a climate in which other issues may be
resolved without war.

D. Modern thermonuclear weapons and delivery systems have
this dual characteristic of cause and effect in an extreme degree, and
such weapons can only be adequately considered in the context of the
total posture and policy of the nations involved.

E. The tension between the USSR and the United States reflects
basic and ideological disagreements of economic systems, social con-
cepts, religious beliefs, political forms, and national objectives. This
has led to an arms race of unprecedented peacetime proportions.

II1. The Current Situation.

Some of the pertinent fundamentals of the current situation, sub-
ject to review by the Departments and Agencies concerned, are stated
for the purposes of this progress report in the following premises:

A. The United States has the capability to inflict devastating dam-
age upon the USSR and upon Communist China, but does not have
the capability, alone or with our NATO Allies, to destroy effectively
nor to occupy forcibly the communist controlled one-third of the
world.

1. The damage inflicted may bring about surrender or may result
in a revolution consummated by elements not hostile to the United
States, but neither of these prospects carry the degree of certainty
necessary to qualify as a basis for United States policy.

B. The USSR has the capability to inflict heavy damage upon the
United States and devastating damage upon Western Europe, but does
not have the capability to destroy completely or defeat the United
States, or the European NATO area backed by the United States.

C. The element of surprise is of very great importance in deter-
mining the extent of damage inflicted or received.

1. Thus, the positioning and the movements of armed forces, and
accurate intelligence in this respect are of exceptional significance.

D. The advantage of thermonuclear weapons is heavily weighted
in favor of the offense and adverse to the defense.

E. The major areas of the world are engaged in an arms race
which adds to the total military capability each year and requires
approximately $90 billion per year, or 10 per cent of the world’s gross
national product.
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1. The Federal Republic of Germany is beginning to rearm in
accordance with Western European Union and N%‘O force goals, and
this rearmament is considered by the USSR to be especially adverse to
its security and its interests.

2. Japan is likewise beginning to rearm but with less clear outlook
for early significant strength and without comparable indication of
concern by the USSR.

3. The NATO Council has agreed for planning purposes on the
use of modern weapons in defense of the NATO area and the SHAPE
Command is actively planning for that end.

E In 1946, the United States proposed the elimination of nuclear
weapons under certain strict conditions of international inspection and
control. In concert with its Allies it has considered and declared itself
prohibited under the United Nations Charter from the use of nuclear
weapons except against aggression, and on its own initiative has de-
clared itself prohibited from the use of all weapons, except against
aggression. The United States proposal, as elaborated into a United
Nations position approved by all member states except the Soviet bloc,
provides for the progressive and balanced reduction of all armaments
and armed forces and the elimination of nuclear weapons, by pre-
agreed and carefully safeguarded stages, supervised by an inspection
and control system more extensive than the Soviet has yet been ready
to accept.

1. Over the nine years, the United States position has continued to
include the proposed elimination of nuclear weapons, but has been
substantially modified through a contraction of the projected stages in
which disarmament would take place; a progressive withdrawal from
the concept of international ownership of the crucial elements in the
nuclear production chain; implicit abandonment of insistence on
waiver of the veto in Security Council enforcement action against
violations of the disarmament treaty; the provision of a phase plan
for disclosure and verification of military information and facilities;
and by relating the reduction of conventional armaments, stage by
stage, to the disclosure and verification process and to the elimination
of atomic weapons.

G. Since the development of a thermonuclear weapon, and since
the changes in nuclear technology began radically to transform the
prospects for international control of atomic energy, United States
policy on arms control has been under intensive review without agree-
ment. There have been some important disagreements on elements of
policy for the immediate future, including;

1. The feasibility under present world conditions of any disarma-
ment. :

2. The virtues of a provisional “limited” approach to the problem,
particularly in respect to inspection versus a comprehensive step-by-
step grc_}%:-am negotiated as a package.

e merits and demerits, from the United States point of view,
of early cessation of nuclear production.
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4. The proper ratio between conventional and nuclear disarma-
ment.

H. A partial disagreement has developed between the United
Kingdom, France, and the United States in that the United States
neither explicitly supported nor rejected the “compromise” proposal,
advanced by the former on April 19, 1955, in London, which provided
that the elimination of nuclear weapons be undertaken when 75 per
cent of agreed cuts in conventional weapons had been accomplished
and be completed concurrently with remaining conventional reduc-
tions thereafter.® The United States position has been that the elimina-
tion of nuclear weapons should occur only at the end of the process of
reduction of conventional weapons.

I. The principal feature of USSR plans for almost nine years has
been an unconditional ban on nuclear weapons. However, in 1954
(with some confused back-sliding at the beginning of the London 1955
talks), the USSR ostensibly accepted the principle of some reduction in
conventional armaments prior to the effective date of prohibition and
elimination of nuclear weapons. In the Ninth General Assembly, Sep-
tember, 1954, the USSR accepted the principle of a program in two
stages, as projected in the Anglo-French proposal made in the London
talks of 1954.* ’

The most recent USSR proposal (also for a two-phase program)
was advanced in London on May 10, 1955, at the United Nations
Disarmament Subcommittee Session and released publicly in Moscow
on the same day.® This proposal may be purely for propaganda pur-
poses, or it may indicate a renewed effort to open serious negotiations,
or it may reflect both motivations. In its present form the Soviet
proposal is clearly unacceptable. It does have the appearance of adopt-
ing some of the positions previously taken by the Western countries.

1. It ostensibly accepts:

a. A program in two stages but would limit it to two years
(1956 andp 1957), while the Western proposals set no time limit for
these complex and diverse operations.

b. The Anglo-French “compromise” formula for concurrent
elimination of nuclear weapons and conventional disarmament
through the last 25 per cent of the disarmament process, as de-
scribed in H above.

3 For the Anglo-French proposal of April 19, 1955, see Documents on Disarmament,
1945-1959, vol. 1, pp. 453-454.

4 For text of the Anglo-French proposal submitted to the U.N. Disarmament Sub-
committee in London on June 11, 1954, and text of the Soviet draft resolution intro-
duced in the General Assembly on September 30, 1954, see ibid., pp. 423-424 and
431-433, respectively.

% See Document 24.
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c. The Western proposal for specific numerical ceilings for all
conventional armaments and armed forces, instead of its own
proposition for a cross-the-board one-third cut. The figures as
accepted by the USSR would be: 1,500,000 each for the United
States, China, and the USSR; 650,000 each for France and the
United Kingdom; and current establishments would be reduced to
these levels by 50 per cent installments in each of two years, 1956
and 1957.

d. A single international control authority instead of two, as it
originally proposed, one to operate at each stage.

e. The Western ideas on a freeze of conventional weapons,
armed forces, and military expenditures, simultaneously with the
first phase.

2. The USSR has also introduced some new elements into this
plan:

a. A moratorium on nuclear weapons testing, beginning in
1956.

b. Provision for agreement in 1956 on progressive “’disman-
tling” of military bases on foreign soil, with elimination of all
bases to be completed some time after 1957.

c. Evacuation of all foreign troops from Germany.

d. Germany limited to internal police forces, and this limita-
tion enforced by the Big Four powers.

e. The Chinese Communist Government would participate in
the scheme as a permanent member of the Security Council of the
United Nations.

3. The USSR has thus placed disarmament in a political package
in which it hints at the possibility of withdrawal of USSR troops from
positions in Central Europe, in exchange for a pull back of United
States bases abroad.

4. The Soviet plan does not provide for the cessation of nuclear
production; nor would it cease nuclear weapons production until the
second stage. Most important, the Soviet proposals on international
control still appear grossly inadequate:

a. It would apparently apply only to facilities accepted by the
USSR as “subject to control.” ‘

b. The inspection machinery would not be in place and oper-
ating before either the ““freeze”” or disarmament began.

c. It would a}lpparently have only very limited application to
atomic facilities. The new Soviet position now justifies this limita-
tion not so much on the grounds of protecting Soviet sovereignty
as on the grounds of the inefficiency of inspection for atomic
materials in the light of changes in the means of production.

d. The Soviet offers a Korean-Armistice-Commission-type of
control over “big” ports, railways, airdromes, etc., which is sup-
posed to yield a cross-check on nuclear capabilities and inten-
tions.
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IV. The Next Ten Years.

At this point, ten years after the end of World War II, an estimate
of the situation for the next ten years in the absence of an arms
agreement should be projected as a prelude to establishing United
States policy on the question of disarmament, although such a projec-
tion is obviously difficult to make.

A. Assuming the continuation of the present form and nature of
government of the USSR, it is assumed for the purpose of this report,
subject to a new national intelligence estimate, that the USSR will
attain during the next ten years, and probably within the next five
years, such capability of thermonuclear weapons and of air missile,
and naval delivery methods, that it will have the power to destroy
effectively the United States through a surprise attack.

1. This capability will be attained without an inter-continental
ballistic missile. The development of such a missile by the USSR
would accelerate the date.

B. The United States and its security partners will attain within
five years, and continue to have for the second five years, a capability
to destroy effectively the USSR with or without a surprise attack and
will retain this capability even though an initial surprise attack is
launched against the United States.

C. A number of other nations will attain an important nuclear
weapons capability, probably including the United Kingdom, Canada,
France, Japan, and Communist China, and possibly including Ger-
many, India, and Argentina, notwithstanding some present policies or
agreements to the contrary.

D. The competitive clash between the free and the communist
systems will continue, with special intensity in the colonial areas, in
the new sovereignties recently emerged from colonialism, in less de-
veloped countries generally, and in the two fractions of Germany.

E. Military forces of all major nations will be positioned and
maneuvered to minimize being taken by surprise and to be prepared
for swift retaliation.

1. These extreme levels of arms would also carry with them enor-
mous potentials for major incidents and local triggering of war.

F. Mutual deterrence will be a powerful factor, but mutual fear and
extreme tension will be widespread, and a portion of the military and
civilian leaders in each major nation will advocate striking first to
prevent being taken by surprise.
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V. A Cardinal Aim of United States Policy.

The projected condition under which the USSR would have the
capability of effective destruction of the United States through a sur-
prise attack would be so adverse to United States survival that a
cardinal aim of United States policy should be to prevent this condi-
tion from arriving and to safeguard against any surprise attack.

A. There are three broad methods of preventing the attainment of
a future total weapons capability by the USSR.

1. Voluntary unilateral decision by the USSR.

2. Enforced unilateral action of the USSR through an ultimatum or
through the use of external force.

3. Multilateral effective agreement with the USSR to limit arms.
The first is highly unlikely; the second is quite certain to mean war.
Maximum concentration on the third is indicated.

B. A secondary aim of United States policy should be to dissuade
third nations from attaining a nuclear weapons capability, unless it be
as an essential counterpoise to a growing USSR nuclear weapons
threat.

VI. Proposed United States Policy.

If the foregoing assumptions and estimates are accepted, United
States policy on the question of disarmament in the present state of
world tensions should be directed primarily toward preventing the
USSR from attaining a capability of destroying effectively the United
States through a surprise attack, should be concentrated on the
method of a multilateral arms limitation agreement to reach this aim,
and should improve the prospects for peace and establish United
States initiative toward that end.

A. The United States policy should be guided by these essential
principles:

1. The security of the United States should not depend in any
essential matter upon the good faith of any other country.

2, So long as the communist form of government continues, it
should be assumed that the USSR and Communist China will act in
bad faith at any time such action is considered by their rulers to be to
their advantage.

3. It is not possible by any known scientific, or other, means to
account for the total previous production of nuclear weapons material,
and the margin of error is sufficient to allow for clandestine fabrication
or secretion of a quantity of thermonuclear weapons of devastating
power.

4. It is not possible by any known scientific or other means to be
absolutely certain of the control of all future production of nuclear
weapons material.
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5. World government is neither feasible nor desirable with ideolo-
ies as fltcxindamentally diverse as communism and freedom clashing in
the world.

6. The risks to the present and future security of the United States
should never be increased and should in some measure be decreased
as compared to the risks inherent in a continuation of an absence of
agreement.

a. The United States should never agree to and make any
reductions or accept any controls in resgar to its own armaments
unless it has positive proof that the USSR is actually carri/ing out
simultaneously at least comparable reductions or controls in re-
gard to its armaments.

7. The United States should not advance or join in any proposals
which it would not be willing to respect if agreed.

a. The United States should never cease searching for a sound
agreement and should always be willing at an appropriate time
and place to enter serious discussions in pursuit of such an agree-
ment.

8. The substantial majority of the people of the United States and
of the Congress of both political parties must be convinced of the
desirability of any arms agreement entered into by the United States.

9. The United States must never renounce its basic philosophy of
the nature of man, of his right to be free, of his existence under God,
wherever he may live.

a. Thus, the United States must never in any manner directl
or indirectly indicate agreement with or acceptance of the domi-
nation of the people of the satellite nations by the USSR nor
concurrence in the totalitarian system within the USSR over its
own citizenry.

B. The United States policy should be influenced by these desir-
able principles:

1. A favorable opinion of any arms agreement proposed by the
United States should be held by the following;:

a. The United Kingdom and Canada.

b. The substantial majority of the governments and peoples
of the free countries now allied to the United States.

c. The majority of the governments and peoples of the neutral
nations.

d. The majority of the people within the Soviet Union and
behind the Iron Curtain.

2. All militarily significant nations should be included in any arms
agreement.

3. The status of the United Nations should be maintained or
improved by any arms agreement entered into by the United States.

4. No sudden economic shocks to the United States should flow
from any arms agreement.
p 5. cli\Io false impression of security of the United States should be
ostered.
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6. The peaceful uses of nuclear energy should not be seriously
impeded by any such arms agreement.
7. The export and import of arms should be controlled.

C. Upon the basis of the foregoing analysis of essential and desir-
able principles, and upon the assumptions and estimates stated, the
United States should now endeavor to reach an initial agreement with
the USSR and with all major countries of the world on a first phase
plan with the following features:

1. Stop the arms race through leveling off all armament efforts—
nuclear, bacterial, chemical, conventional—by all nations at an early
fixed date. This would include the cessation of all nuclear production,
limited I;\)roduction of conventional weapons for replacement only, and
no further expansion of foreign bases, paramilitary, or foreign sta-
tioned forces.

2. Establish an International Armaments Commission with the
right to observe and inspect by land, sea, or air, with the aid of
scientific instruments, all existing armaments and to communicate the
observations to an international center outside the country being in-
spected, without interference.

3. Such inspection service to be in place and ready to function on
ahe date fixed for stopping the arms race and to be a condition prece-

ent.

a. Such inspection service to include specifically United
States nationals within the USSR and within the entire’Commu-
nist area, and conversely to include USSR nationals within the
United States in a balanced proportion.

4. Require all nations to disclose on parallel dates in stages all
existing armament and to submit to verification of the disclosure by
the inspectors.

5. Stop all nuclear weapons testing as of the same fixed date the
arms race is stopped.

6. Require an advance report to the International Armaments
Commission of all projected movements of armed forces in interna-
tional air or waters or in foreign air, land or waters.

7. Grant to the USSR and the United States the right to open the
agreement to renegotiation at any time on six months’ notice specify-
ing unsatisfactory developments, and to terminate by renunciation
without advance notice in the event of a violation of thé agreement by
the opposite party confirmed by the International Armaments Com-
mission.

8. Grant to all other signatory nations as a group, or to the United
Nations Assembly, the right to open the agreement to renegotiation b
majority vote on six months’ notice, but otherwise to continue in fu
force and effect upon each individual secondary signator without right
of withdrawal.

9. Provide that a violation of the agreement by any signator shall
be considered as a threat to the peace under the United Nations
Charter, and, therefore, bring into play all of the peaceful settlement
g‘le;asures of the Charter and Article 51 on individual or collective self-

efense.
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10. Upon the cessation of nuclear production, provide that all
available nuclear material not included in weapons shall be strictly
and effectively controlled and shall be placed in a peaceful uses stock-
pile owned by the country of source but safeguarded in a diluted state
and supervised by the International Armaments Commission. Re-
newed nuclear production to be permitted under control of the Inter-
national Armaments Commission only when required for peaceful
uses.

11. Give special consideration to the status of the United Kingdom
in the entire arrangement, particularly if a substantial United Kingdom
nuclear weapons capacity is attained prior to the effective date of an
agreement.

D. The United States to make it clear that this first phase plan is
considered by the United States as the prelude to future agreed reduc-
tion in the present level of armaments, conventional and nuclear.

1. The United States will give thorough sympathetic consideration
to any proposal for a reciprocal, enforceable, balanced, equitable re-
duction below present armament levels.

2. Similar consideration will be given to reciprocal reduction of
foreign bases, of armed forces located in other nations, and of long
range bombers and missiles.

3. The United States anticipates that such further reduction may
follow or parallel settlement of other issues causing international ten-
sion; for example:

a. Geographically divided nations.

b. Interference by international communist organizations.
c. Special trade restrictions.

d. Other nationals held in prison.

e. Other violations of international rights and agreements.

4. United States consideration of other proposals to be guided by
the principles set forth in V and VI above.

5. The United States to indicate that it anticipates making further
early p}.'zﬁosals for reduction if the first phase plan is agreed and
successfully implemented and, in the meantime, withdraws for pur-
poses of review all previous outdated proposals.

VII. Discussion of the Proposed First Phase Plan.

The first phase plan here proposed could be characterized as the
establishment of a high open-arms plateau.

A. It would not ban nuclear weapons. This is a major change in a
nine-year old policy of the United States. This is an essential change
for the following reasons:

1. A ban cannot be made effective and guaranteed since pre-ban
production in the Soviet Union could not be completely accounted for
under any known scientific method of inspection and post-ban clan-
destine production of substantial quantities could not be eliminated
with certainty.
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2. In the absence of nuclear weaspons, there is no effective manner
of restraining aggression by the USSR and Communist China regard-
less of what levels of conventional arms might be agreed upon.

3. Even though banned, nuclear weapons couﬁ be and would be
produced within a few months during the course of any war initiated
with conventional weapons.

a. Nuclear weapons are knowledge plus material. The knowl-
edge cannot be repealed. The material is available to every major
nation and on every continent.

B. Both the USSR and the United States would be stopped short of
the capability of mutual annihilation and neither would be required to
trust the good faith of the other.

1. This would attain the cardinal objective of United States policy.
2. Further disarmament results would be desirable, but none
would compare in importance to this first result.

C. The possibility of a surprise attack on the United States would
be minimized. The positioning and the reporting of inspectors and the
notification of projected international movements of armed forces
would make a surprise attack on the United States almost impossible.

1. The United States would forego the opportunity to launch a
surprise attack upon the USSR in exchange for substantial assurance
against a surprise attack upon the United States.

D. The development of a nuclear weapons capability on the part
of other countries would be minimized if not prevented, with the
- probable exception of the United Kingdom.

E. Some reduction in the financial burden of armaments would
result.

E The openness of arms and knowledge of their movements is far
more important than their precise level.

G. World tensions would be reduced.

H. The security of the United States would be improved.

L. Skillful and thorough development of public understanding
throughout the free world will be necessary in such a new policy and
new plan. But it is realistic and based upon hard facts. It can be
understood and will be supported by the people.

J. The affirmative initiative for such a realistic and far-reaching
first phase plan will be recognized throughout the world as a serious
and sincere endeavor and will tend to take the initiative away from the
Soviet’s current neutralist drive. ,

K. Fundamentally, it reflects a conclusion that there is a brighter
prospect for peace through a policy of agreed strength than through a
policy of agreed weakness. It is not expected that the United States
will renounce its belief that all men should be free, but it is expected
that the United States will continue to renounce the use of aggressive
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force to set men free. It is not expected that the USSR will renounce its
concept that all nations should be under the communist system, but it
is expected that the USSR will renounce and refrain from the use of
aggressive force to communize other peoples. In a world in which
these diverse systems are in competition, weakness on the part of the

United States, even though it be a mutual weakness, would be more

likely to lead to war and to a lack of security. This is especially true
because of the geographic location of the USSR and Communist China
in the center of the Eurasian land mass where over two-thirds of the
people of the world reside. It is especially true when we contemplate
the unorthodox methods short of aggression which would be intensi-
fied by the communists without any effective restraint upon their
center.

VIII. The Mutual Advantage of the USSR.

The foregoing sections have emphasized the advantages of the
proposed initial plan to the United States. It is obvious that an agree-
ment will not be reached unless it is also to the mutual advantage of
the USSR. It is submitted that characteristics of mutual advantage are
included.

A. The answer to the mutual advantage question depends in large
measure upon the intentions for the future of the rulers in the Kremlin.
If it is their intention to launch an aggressive war at some future timing
of their choice, especially if it is their intention to do so with an initial
surprise attack on the United States, then neither the proposed plan,
nor any other plan acceptable to the United States will be acceptable to
the USSR. But if this is not their intention, then the plan should have
advantages to the USSR, for the alternative projected capability for
mutual annihilation must be unattractive to them as well as to us.

B. The prospect, in the absence of agreement, of a nuclear weap-
ons capability in Germany, Communist China, and Japan would be
especially adverse to Soviet interests and would commend the pro-
posed plan.

1. There are many indications of extreme concern of the USSR
over German rearmament. An agreed leveling off as of the date of
initiating effective inspection under the United States proposal would
limit future German armament to a degree and in a manner much
more attractive from the Soviet viewpoint than the Western European
Union Treaty, and would include USSR participation on a reciprocal
basis in the inspection of German armament.

2. Japanese rearmament will also be of increasing concern to the
USSR, and it would be likewise limited by the first phase agreement
contemplated.
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3. The USSR will have difficulty in refusing to supply Red China
with nuclear weapons in future years, and yet must have a reluctance
to place such power in China with the possibility of a future clash of
interests in the Far East.

C. There are numerous indications that the large burden of arma-
ment is causing at least as great, if not greater, difficulty in the commu-
nist area as it is causing in the free area. The agreed easing of this
burden, even though in a small degree, may have an appeal.

D. The steady expansion of United States air bases surrounding
the Soviet appear to be causing an extreme psychological reaction. The
halting of this expansion of United States bases should be attractive to
the USSR.

E. A nuclear war of mutual destruction would be to the disadvan-
tage of the USSR as well as of the United States.

E If the Soviet rulers believe in the ultimate success of commu-
nism over capitalism without war, they may consider that there is an
advantage in minimizing the danger of the early outbreak of war and
settling down to a long-term competition of systems.

G. The USSR appears to be eager to expand trade and to be
handicapped by the East-West trade controls. Broadened and benefi-
cial trade would be facilitated by such a first phase agreement.

H. The USSR as well as the United States would presumably
benefit from an improved attitude of world opinion following such an
agreement.

IX. The Conditions for a Successful Agreement.

If an agreement is reached, its success will depend not only on its
own terms and fulfillment, but even more upon the development of
alternative methods of settling international disputes without resort to
war.

A. Abstention from the use of force is a prerequisite for the real-
ization of a lasting peace, notwithstanding any agreement for reduc-
tion of armament. The use of any degree of aggressive force will
almost certainly rapidly lead up an escalator to the full use of all
available knowledge of weapons of destruction, and this means nu-
clear war.

B. World government is not feasible or desirable as a method of
settling issues without the use of force.

C. The alternative methods of peaceful settlement of international
issues are direct negotiation, mediation, arbitration, and the court.
Each of these methods needs strengthening, and each can be strength-
ened if a limited arms agreement improves the climate.
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D. The mediation method may be especially worthwhile under
these circumstances. A mediation panel under the United Nations,
through which unusually able nationals of countries not involved in a
dispute could concentrate for months or years on particular issues and
mediate between the sovereign states, may yield large dividends.

E. In the wake of such an arms agreement, a more universal
membership in the United Nations would be of great value in improv-
ing the prospects for peace. The log jam of non-members might well
be broken in this arms agreement process.

E The proposed policy is further designed to avoid raising a false
sense of security and to place reliance on inspection and continuing
mutual desirability, rather than on the duration or terms of the agree-
ment.

G. The proposed agreement would shift the emphasis to an effort
to end world wars, rather than an attempt to ban nuclear weapons.

X. Method of Seeking Agreement

The aims of this proposed policy are of such extreme importance
and their relationship to the future prospects of peace and security for
the United States are so vital that, if the policy is adopted, the method
of seeking agreement should be approached with the most thorough
preparation and minute care.

A. The preparation should center on the steps which will provide
the best prospect of USSR concurrence, with appropriate consultation
with the United Kingdom, other United States partners, and the
United Nations.

B. This does not mean that the public appeal aspects of the situa-
tion is ignored. But the best public relations will flow from genuine
negotiations on a realistic plan, rather than from unrealistic or over-
dramatized presentations to the public.

C. Neither is the importance of the relations with the United
Kingdom, France, Canada, the United Nations and other nations over-
looked. But these also will best be served in the final analysis by a
thorough approach to the USSR.

D. In exploratory bilateral conferences with the USSR, an en-
deavor would be made to clear away some of the underbrush of past
unrealistic positions, to emphasize that one-sided agreement favorable
to the Soviet is not a possibility, and to stir up thinking of mutual
advantages in agreement.

1. So long as the Soviet rulers consider that there is a (frospect of
an arms agreement more to their advantage and to the disadvantage of
the United States, they will not enter an agreement such as here
Eroposed. If they consider that there is any chance of banning the

omb and throwing away United States superiority in this respect,
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they will enter into no other agreement. If they consider that there is
any likelihood of a weak inspection clause which they could and
would violate, no sound agreement can be made.

2. If they conclude that the Soviet sgstem cannot survive an
inspection arrangement, no agreement can be reached, as the United
States must never limit arms on a basis of trust of the USSR.

E. Similar exploratory talks would be held with the United King-
dom, France, Canada, and possibly with Germany, India, Japan, Italy,
Belgium, and others.

E Concurrent with this process, a comprehensive program of
bringing the basic facts involved in the issue to the people would be
carried out.

1. A major worldwide protgram should be launched to develop
understanding and conviction of the United States objective to prevent
war and establish peace and that it is not possible or sound to ban
modern weapons or to become weak when a diverse and evil ideology
like communism is centered in a major nation.

G. These exploratory talks and exchanges would continue with
the gradual development of the circumstances for the presentation of
the plan. The best occasion for this would appear to be either the
meeting of the Big Four, or the Secretary of State’s session with the
Foreign Ministers in anticipation of or ensuing from the Big Four
Conference.

H. At an appropriate stage in the consideration, presumably after
the presentation of the plan to the Soviet, it is suggested that the
President would make a full dress, personal presentation to the Con-
gress, and the Secretary of State would follow with a speech to the
United Nations.

L. It should be possible to develop thorough consideration by the
USSR, and overwhelming free world public support at the same time,
with constant focus on an actual, realistic agreement as the goal.

J. The United Nations Disarmament Commission may be utilized
as a partially active parallel process, but unless the United Nations
membership is expanded to include major centers of military power
now excluded, the future consideration of disarmament of other na-
tions after an initial agreement between the USSR, the United States,
and the United Kingdom should be taken up in a world disarmament
conference more comprehensive than the United Nations member-
ship. Such a world disarmament conference should not be held unless
a previous agreement has been reached between the principal powers.

XI. Supplemental Proposals.

To make this plan more acceptable to those who have been think-
ing in terms of the banning of nuclear bombs, and a more far-reaching
first phase reduction of arms, and also more palatable to the countries
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who would be left without a nuclear weapons production, the follow-
ing two supplemental proposals could be made, although neither is an
essential part of the first stage plan.

A. Declare that in furtherance of the United States policy an-
nounced by President Eisenhower on April 16, 1953,¢ the savings
realized by the United States under this stopping of the arms race
would be used as follows:

1. First, to assure a balanced budget for the United States.

2. One-third of the remainder of the savings to be used for United
States tax reduction.

3. One-third for expanded schools, hospitals, water development,
highways, etc., in the United States.

4. One-third for accelerated peaceful development of other peo-
ples for which any other peoples would be eligible and in which
consun&er goods and peaceful uses of atomic energy would be
stressed.

B. The United States could further offer to supply, subject to
Congressional approval, a very small quantity of atomic weapons for a
United Nations police force, if the other nations decided to establish
such a force exclusive of the United States and the USSR.

1. Such a small force, frimarily equilrfed with conventional
weapons, but with a very small nuclear capability, would help to avoid
a sense of exclusion on the part of third nations, without involving
either the United States or the USSR.

XII. The Special Staff.

A Special Staff has taken an extensive part in the preparation of
this report, but they are not to be considered as individually responsi-
ble for any of the conclusions or recommendations, nor are the Depart-
ments or Agencies bound in any manner by their participation.

The members of the Special Staff are as follows:

Edmund A. Gullion, Department of State

Lawrence D. Weiler, Department of State

Colonel R. B. Firehock, BSA, Department of Defense
Captain D. W. Gladney, USN, Department of Defense
Colonel Benjamin G. Willis, USAF, Department of Defense
McKay Donkin, Atomic Energ?' Commission

Frederick Janney, Central Intelligence Agency

Robert E. Matteson, Foreign Operations Administration
John E Lippmann, Foreign Operations Administration

It is suggested that this progress report be referred to the members
of the National Security Council for their comment in meeting today

¢ Reference is to Eisenhower’s address, “The Chance for Peace,” given before the
American Society of Newspaper Editors, April 16, 1953. See Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pp. 179-188.
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to furnish guidance” and that Departmental, Inter-Departmental, and
Planning Board conferences, as appropriate, be held to explore all
facets of the proposal, for a report back to the President at an early
fixed date.

Respectfully submitted:

Harold E. Stassen®

” The preceding six words in the source text were added in handwriting.
® Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

34. Memorandum of Discussion at the 250th Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, May 26, 1955

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting
and agenda items 1-3.] ‘

4. U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments (NSC 112; NSC Actions Nos.
899, 1106, 1162, 1256 and 1328; ““Progress Report on Proposed
Policy of the United States on the Question of Disarmament”’,
dated May 26, 1955, from the Special Assistant to the President
on Disarmament)2

Mr. Anderson, in introducing this item, recalled to mind the ef-
forts the United States had made since World War II in seeking agree-
ment on a workable plan for control and regulation of armaments
which would be consistent with U.S. security. He referred to the role
of the Council in studying this problem during the past two years and
to the President’s decision, following the last consideration by the
Council of this subject on February 10, 1955, to appoint Governor
Stassen as his special representative to conduct a further review of
U.S. policy on control of armaments. Mr. Anderson then introduced
Governor Stassen.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on May 27. A note on the source text indicates that the summary of the NSC
discussion on item 4 was written by T.B. Koons, NSC Special Staff Member.

*Regarding NSC 112 and NSC Action No. 899, see footnote 4, Document 1.
Regarding NSC Actions Nos. 1106, 1162, and 1256, see footnote 16, Document 7.
Regarding NSC Action No. 1328, see footnote 22, ibid. The Progress Report is supra.
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Following the presentation by Governor Stassen and members of
his staff of the progress report on U.S. policy on control of armaments,
Governor Stassen asked if the members of the Council had any com-
ments to make or questions to raise.

The President opened the discussion by commending Governor
Stassen and his staff for their very effective presentation. He indicated
that he was in substantial agreement with the manner in which the
report had emphasized that there was little chance of eliminating the
danger we faced through attempting to reach agreement on the elimi-
nation or ban on the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons. The
President went on to say, however, that he felt the presentation had
perhaps not given sufficient attention to the development, as part of
the plan, of ways to control means and systems of delivery, such as
planes, submarines, and intercontinental missiles. He felt that clear
agreements on this type of controls would be a very important supple-
mentary part of any agreement. He went on to say that an interna-
tional control commission should have the right not only to investigate
the sites where nuclear devices were stored or produced, but also to
investigate the related means by which they could be delivered. As an
example, the President pointed out that such an international control
commission should have the right to have radar establishments any-
where on any continent in any country, and that this would reinforce
the early warning concept basic to the system Governor Stassen was
proposing.

Governor Stassen replied that the President’s points were good
ones and important. He said that he felt such provisions were inherent
in the system of control he was proposing. He referred again to one of
the basic concepts of his presentation, namely, that if you could
achieve an effective leveling-off and stabilization of further develop-
ment of means of delivery, then you were in effect creating the major
check to any further increase in the other side’s capabilities to damage
you.

The President commented that although we may at the present
time tend to talk down our B-36’s, he was nevertheless certain that if
Governor Stassen were sitting as a member of the Soviet General Staff
he would be pretty worried about their capabilities.

Governor Stassen returned to comment on the relation between a
leveling-off of further advancement in means of delivery and the
inspection provisions of the control system. He indicated again that
the essential facet of the system, once the capabilities to inflict damage
had been stabilized, was to give warning against, or to deter, any
surprise attack. He noted that any nation would be required to report
in advance flights of planes, movements of troops, activity by subma-
rines, and other related military movements. He said that if, for exam-
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ple, such movements had not been reported in advance, then one
would have a very good indication of hostile intentions when they
were discovered.

The President then asked whether the departments would now
proceed to analyze Governor Stassen’s report and give their opinions.
Governor Stassen replied that his recommendation was that the de-
partments should now undertake the study of the recommendations of
the report as a matter of urgency, and report back to the President and
the Council perhaps within four weeks time. He stated that he hoped
it would be possible to get unanimity on some new policy proposal
among the top two hundred policy-makers of the Government within
a short period of time, so that if necessary such proposals would be
ready in time for a meeting at the summit. Governor Stassen went on
to say that of course this would be difficult and complicated, and that
the departmental positions would have to be carefully worked out.
However, he hoped that in the imterim period, members of his staff
would consult on an informal basis with the departments concerned
before departmental positions became frozen, and that this would
enable them to make adjustments and refinements in the proposal on
which there could be general agreement, while clarifying the major
areas of agreement and disagreement.

The President then indicated that he considered the departments
would be acting very rapidly if they were able to conclude their con-
siderations by July 1. He noted with approval that he had not observed
any leakage to the public concerning the proposals Governor Stassen’s
group was working on, but expressed concern lest, due to considera-
tion by so many people in the Government, various elements of it
might leak out. He emphasized that if the Russians should get wind of
some of the substance and assumptions on which we were working,
then, of course, they would use this information on which to base their
minimum positions and then attempt to force us back further into
concessions we could not envisage.

Governor Stassen assured the President that consideration of this
policy would be handled with the greatest discretion.

The Secretary of State then noted his agreement with the Presi-
dent on the very fine presentation made by Governor Stassen and his
group. Secretary Dulles noted that it was not a simple matter, and
raised many problems. Furthermore, he expressed the hope that dur-
ing departmental consideration of Governor Stassen’s plan, primary
attention would be given to the main proposals, not the supplemen-
tary ones.
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Governor Stassen expressed his agreement with Secretary Dulles,
pointing out that a particular effort had been made in developing the
proposals to state in clear and precise terms its basic aspects, so that it
would be easier for the departments to establish points they ques-
tioned or differed upon.

Governor Stassen then went on briefly to review some of these
salient points brought up in his plan. The first was that U.S. policy
should no longer propose the elimination of nuclear weapons as part
of a control-of-armaments system. Another point was whether or not
we should shift, in our armaments control proposal, to concentration
on control of delivery systems in order to eliminate the possibility of
surprise attack. A third point concerned our willingness to accept this
plan as a first phase. Another important aspect was the firm provision
for U.S., and Soviet, participation in the control and inspection com-
missions, thus rejecting any more Korean-type neutral commissions.
The relation of the future level of German and Japanese armaments
was also an important aspect of the plan. A key element of the whole
approach may be considered the bilateral agreement between the
United States and the Soviet Union which is fundamental to accep-
tance of the plan as a first phase which we would find in our interest
for a certain number of years. Also the emphasis in the plan on
demonstrating the mutual advantage, both to the United States and to
the Soviet Union, should be noted.

The Vice President then stated that he wished to remind the
Council of a political problem involved. He said that he felt the pre-
sentation indicated that the original bilateral agreement between the
United States and the Soviet Union would in the long run be inade-
quate unless all Communist nations were eventually included. This
meant that Communist China would have to be in the system, and this
would of course raise the question of U.S. recognition of Communist
China, possibly of its admission to the UN, or other forms of relations.

Governor Stassen replied that he did not feel that this problem
would arise immediately in the first phase. He stated that he felt
during the first phase, say for five or possibly ten years, the bilateral
arrangements between the United States and the Soviet Union would
be sufficient for our purposes. He would in fact be retaining during
this period our great nuclear capability, and therefore we would not be
particularly worried should the Soviets smuggle a few bombs into the
hands of the Chinese Communists. Such an action on the part of the
Soviets would not basically affect the essentials of the provisions of
the plan.

The question was then asked as to what action the Council should
take on Governor Stassen’s report. Mr. Anderson replied that he felt
the Council should note the report as presented to the meeting, and
refer it to the participating departments and agencies for further study
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and consultation with Governor Stassen. Additionally, Mr. Anderson
said that the Council might request Governor Stassen to submit
through the NSC Planning Board for Council consideration on July 1 a
further report following consideration by the departments and agen-
cies, which would indicate the extent of agreement which had been
reached and also set forth the nature of differences, if any, which had
arisen.

The National Security Council:®

a. Noted and discussed the reference progress report, as distrib-
uted and presented at the meeting.

b. Referred the reference progress report to the participating de-
partments and agencies for study in consultation with the Special
Assistant to the President on Disarmament. *

c. Requested the Special Assistant to the President on Disarma-
ment to submit on July 1, 1955° a further report in the light of the
views of the departments and agencies, indicating therein the extent of
a§reement within the Executive Branch and the specific areas, if any,
of continuing differences of views with the precise description of such
differences.

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President (on
May 31, 1955), subsequently transmitted to the appropriate depart-
ments and agencies for action. The action in ¢ above, as approved by
the President (on May 31, 1955), subsequently transmitted to the
Special Assistant to the President on Disarmament. ¢

S. Everett Gleason

® Paragraphs a—c and the Note that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1411, ap-
proved by the President on May 26. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous)
Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)

* Regarding later consultations, see infra.

® For Stassen’s followup report, volume IV, see Document 40. For the NSC memo-
randum of discussion on this report, June 30, see Document 45.

®In accordance with NSC Action No. 1411-b, Stassen and his staff held meetings
during the first 3 weeks of June with the various agencies and departments involved
with the problems of disarmament. On June 3, they met with Allen Dulles and five other
CIA officials, then with Secretary of State Dulles and six other Department of State
representatives. Three days later, on June 6, they met with the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Quarles, and others in the Department of Defense. On June 21, they met with additional
Department of State personnel. Minutes of these meetings are in Department of State,
Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Meetings of the Special Staff. On June 15, Stassen and
his staff met with members of the Atomic Energy Commission; see Document 37.
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35. Memorandum of Discussion at the 251st Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, June 9, 1955

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

2. Report by the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission

Admiral Strauss informed the Council that he had gone abroad at
the invitation of the British Government, but that his special purpose
in visiting the UK was to satisfy his own curiosity as to the existence of
any real basis for the spate of rumors in the press that Great Britain
was substantially ahead of the United States in the field of atomic
power production. After spending a week in visiting all the British
atomic installations except the weapons installations, Admiral Strauss
said he had reached the conclusion that while the British achievement
does them great credit in terms of the money available to finance the
operation, our own effort in the field of atomic power production was
ten times as great as the British. Admiral Strauss added that of course
the British plants were built and operated by the government; there
was no private power production and hence no prospect of competi-
tion such as we envisage.

In any event, continued Admiral Strauss, the United States had
nothing to worry about as regards the British effort in this field, except
the possibility that two of the atomic power plants in the UK might
actually be ready to operate late in the year 1956 or early in 1957. This
would put the British six months ahead of the expected date when our
own plant at Shippingport would be ready. Admiral Strauss said that
of course he could accelerate the completion of the Shippingport plant
by virtue of overtime and other emergency measures, but to do so
would add several million dollars to the costs of building the plant.
Instead of this means of staying ahead of the British, Admiral Strauss
suggested another possibility. The reactor located at West Milton, New
York, the prototype for the second submarine power reactor, was no
longer necessary for its original purpose. Accordingly, it could be sold
and converted in a few weeks to the production of atomic power on a
small scale. If this were done we would not be placed in a bad public
relations situation if the British succeeded in announcing that their
plants had begun to produce power through atomic energy prior to the
completion of the big Shippingport plant.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on June 10.
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At the conclusion of his comments on what he had seen in the
United Kingdom, Admiral Strauss went on to summarize atomic de-
velopments in Belgium, Denmark, France, Spain and Portugal.

At the conclusion of Admiral Strauss’ report, Secretary Dulles
commented that Admiral Strauss’ trip had been very useful. The Presi-
dent inquired whether Admiral Strauss had detected any feeling that
the British were still resentful that we had not been more helpful to
them in solving their engineering problems in the atomic field. Admi-
ral Strauss replied that he had not detected any disposition on the part
of the British to blame the present Administration for the McMahon
Act.? Besides, they realize that we have been able to give them at least
some help on the side. The British he found to be amenable to reason,
and not resentful.

The President commented that it was “pitiful” a few years ago
when the British were desperately anxious to avoid making the same
mistakes in the atomic energy field which we had earlier made. They
invoked the Quebec Agreement® and made all kinds of pleas, to no
avail.

Secretary Wilson, referring to Admiral Strauss’ earlier report, in-
quired precisely why it would be such a serious matter for the United
States if the British did succeed in opening a plant for the production
of atomic power six months ahead of the United States. On the con-
trary, would it not be a good thing if the British succeeded in being
first once in a while? Admiral Strauss said that he could only reply that
he presumed the United States was desirous of protecting its preemi-
nence in the general field of peaceful uses of atomic energy. Secretary
Dulles expressed agreement with Admiral Strauss’ point.

The President said he doubted the wisdom of raising too many
flags or blowing too many horns over the proposal for selling the West
Milton, New York, prototype reactor for conversion to power produc-
tion. Mr. Rockefeller agreed with the President on this point, and said
there was danger that many people would realize that the West Milton
reactor had been designed for purposes of submarine construction,
and that they were trying to pull a fast one in announcing it as our first
reactor for the production of power. Admiral Strauss commented that
while Mr. Rockefeller might be right, the United States might find it
advantageous to emphasize that it was converting a former military
project to one designed for peaceful purposes.

?The McMahon Act, or Atomic Energy Act of 1946, prohibited all exchange of
information on atomic energy with other nations, even in areas having no readily
perceptible military bearing.

% At the Quebec Conference of 1943, President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Chur-
chill signed an agreement providing for collaboration between the two governments in
the field of atomic energy. For text, see Foreign Relations, The Conferences at Washing-
ton and Quebec, 1943, p. 1117.
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The National Security Council:*

Noted and discussed an oral report by the Chairman, Atomic
Energy Commission, on his recent trip to Europe.

[Here follow the remaining agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason

“The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1413, approved by the
President on June 9, 1955. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66
D 95, NSC Actions)

36. Memorandum From the Representative at the United
Nations (Lodge) to the President’

New York, June 14, 1955.

1. The following is written solely from the viewpoint of the
United States representation in the United Nations.

2. The Stassen Report? has the great advantage that if the Rus-
sians agree to it, we will then have inspectors in the Soviet Union
whose presence, (assuming that the report is technically correct),
should make it impossible for a surprise attack to be made on us. This
is a greater advantage for us than the presence of Soviet inspectors in
this country would be for them, since, because of our system and
traditions, we would never commit the act of aggression. The Stassen
proposal, therefore, makes it more difficult for the aggressor than for
the aggressee.

3. The Stassen proposal has the further merit that it enables us to
have a showdown with the Soviet Union because, if they do not accept
some plan of this kind, we then proceed against them in the United
Nations on the basis that their failure to do so is a threat to the peace,
bringing into play all of the peaceful settlement measures of the Char-
ter and of Article 51 on individual or collective self-defense.

4. The possibility of a compromise inspection system midway
between that proposed in the Stassen Report and the Korean Armistice
Commission type of control over ports, fairways and airdromes which
the Soviets suggest should be examined. But if, after a sincere effort to
get an inspection system, the negotiations fail, it is better to have the

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administration Series, Lodge. Top
Secret; Eyes Only.
? Reference is to Stassen’s May 26 progress report, Document 33.
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showdown in the United Nations while we have the edge rather than
wait and have an attack later when they are stronger than we. The
Stassen Report estimates on nuclear strength five or ten years from
now are conclusive on this point.

5. The references to the United Nations are satisfactory, with the
exception of the suggestion on page 31° that the President should
present the disarmament proposal to Congress but should not present
it to the United Nations. Much as I hate to add to the burdens of the
President, I think it would be a serious mistake not to have him
present this scheme to the United Nations. He presented the atoms for
peace proposal to the United Nations, and this one will certainly be far
more important to the security of the United States. If he does not
present it, it will be inevitably “down-graded” in the minds of officials
and of the public throughout the world.

6. The report is not realistic as regards timing. It cannot be stated
too vigorously that, whether we like it or not, disarmament is coming
up in the General Assembly this fall—unless we can get an agreement
with our allies and the Soviets not to have it come up. Wadsworth
points out that both the French and the British think real progress was
made in London, and are both enthusiastic and optimistic about push-
ing ahead vigorously. All these factors make it vital for us to have a
United States position by September at the latest. In fact, we will be
very much embarrassed without it.

7. It is quite conceivable that such a hue and cry could be raised in
the United Nations as to induce the Soviets to accept some form of
inspection. They could be placed in a terrible dilemma in which the
acceptance of some form of inspection would be preferable to being
branded before the world as an aggressor. But, of course, such a result
cannot be achieved if they have the initiative and are challenging us
on their London proposal.

8. Governor Stassen has rendered a great service in developing a
scheme which holds out the prospect of bringing this desperately and
vitally important matter to a head.

H.C. Lodge, Jr.

® Reference is to Chapter X, section H, of the report.
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37.  Informal Notes of a Meeting of the Special Staff, Atomic
Energy Commission, Washington, June 15, 1955, 8 a.m.’

PRESENT

Chairman Strauss, AEC

Commissioner Libby

Commissioner Murray, and Members of Staff
Governor Stassen and Staff

Chairman Strauss welcomed Governor Stassen and his staff and
called on the Commissioners to express their views following their
study of Governor Stassen’s memorandum dated May 26, 1955.°

Commissioner Murray opened the substantive discussion by de-
claring that the question of a moratorium on nuclear tests was upper-
most in his mind.® He noted the cardinal aim of the proposed disarma-
ment policy and expressed his view that a moratorium on testing
would greatly postpone the attainment by the Soviets of the ability to
destroy the U.S. Mr. Stassen responded that under the proposed plan
the moratorium would occur only when the inspectors were in place as
part of the overall agreement. It could not be isolated from the other
parts of the disarmament package. Mr. Murray stressed that time was
essential. He hoped that some way might be found to stop the Soviets
from testing this coming fall. He feared that if we wait longer the
Soviets would approach U.S. technology. A moratorium on testing
would be useless at a later stage but very important immediately. He
thought we did not need access to all Soviet facilities in order to be
sure that the Soviets were not testing weapons.

Dr. Libby expressed his belief that the U.S. was far ahead of the
Soviets at this point and a moratorium by itself might cut down the
current U.S. advanatage. He stressed additionally the important peace-
time uses for existing nuclear materials and said that there may even
be peace-time uses for the hydrogen bomb. As a Scientist he was
opposed to barriers being placed on any kind of investigation. Mr.
Stassen noted that his report did not recommend banning atomic
research but Dr. Libby replied that he was still thinking of peace-time
use for a hydrogen bomb. Dr. Libby further stated that he was con-
cerned with the problem of getting rid of nuclear materials. It seemed
to him a “crime” to dump them into the ocean and referred to them as
““treasures” for peaceful uses.

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Meetings of the
Special Staff. Top Secret. Drafted by Lippmann.

2 Reference is to Document 33.

? See Document 15.
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At this point, Chairman Strauss entered a caveat on the assump-
tion that the U.S. is very far ahead. He based his thought on earlier
experiences with Soviet advances in atomic and other weapons. He
also stated that even the present Soviet weapons were fantastically
terrible and reported that Commissioner Murray’s views on the mora-
torium were not shared by the Commission, by State, or by Defense.
He added a purely personal view that a moratorium without controls
could work to U.S. disadvantage noting that research without testing
was incomplete. He also noted that the Soviets had succeeded in
building new types of airplanes without the U.S. having prior knowl-
edge of them. They could likewise conceal important weapon produc-
tion.

Mr. Stassen then asked the AEC view on the basic proposition in
the report concerning unaccountability for previous and future pro-
duction of nuclear weapons material. Mr. Strauss replied that the AEC
agrees with these statements and has done so for a long time. He
referred to a memorandum by Dr. Smyth in November 1953 which
stated that no technical methods were known which could account for
all past production of nuclear material.* As to the problem of future
production, the Smyth memorandum called attention to the problem
arising from the fact that power production on a wide scale will make
available much fissionable material for weapons use. Mr. Strauss said
the AEC had adopted this position two years ago and had never
changed it. Dr. Libby subscribed to the same position and Chairman
Strauss noted that it was never even possible to account for all the U.S.
material despite remarkable care. With regard to paragraph 3a on page
22, Mr. Strauss thought the last sentence was a little too general. He
granted that uranium could be found almost everywhere but not in
concentrations which every nation could extract. Dr. Libby agreed and
said that it was a long step from material to weapons. Mr. Strauss
commented that the Russians had always been known as good mining
people and that the area available for their prospecting was large. Mr.
Murray also declared that peaceful atomic programs build up weapons
materials and that ores were no problem. As he saw it, it was becom-
ing easier every day to destroy the world. He thought that the Soviet
stockpile could be multiplied many times if the Soviets found the key
as the U.S. had. Mr. Stassen asked if the Soviets could know the
answers without testing it. Dr. Libby doubted it and thought that tests
were the only proof. Mr. Strauss said this was probably so unless the
“U.S. did the testing for the Soviets,”” a possibility which he could not
foreclose in view of their previous success at espionage.

* Not found in Department of State files.
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Mr. Strauss commended Mr. Stassen’s report for a remarkable
presentation and Mr. Stassen asked for views as to the future situation.
Mr. Strauss said that the future did not look attractive. (1) The atomic
burden was very costly. (2) Military needs (so long as there were
needs) would always have priority over the peaceful uses of atomic
energy, and (3) when enormous quantities of weapons were stockpiled
they might be expected to gravitate to the hands of lower level and
less responsible commanders in all countries, thus enhancing the dan-
gers of use. He thought that if the manufacture of atomic weapons
could be ended conclusively it would be in the general interest. By
“conclusively’”” he meant “in a manner -which would not be to the
disadvantage of the U.S. as has been the case with all the proposals to
date.”

Commissioner Murray warned against a trend even in our own
thinking to view certain very damaging atomic weapons as being
merely “tactical”. Chairman Strauss indicated that when Commis-
sioner Von Neumann ° returned to Washington he would examine this
report very closely and consult with Mr. Stassen. Mr. Stassen asked
that the Commission submit its specific dissents by June 25 but Mr.
Strauss said he could not promise a formal reply by such a date. He
thought no comment was better than a cursory comment. Dr. Von
Neumann would not be available until after July 4 and furthermore,
had anything particularly disturbed the Commissioners present it
would have come up in this meeting. The AEC could, if it was desired,
prepare at a later time a more detailed staff study of the technical
aspects. As for himself he could buy the report “almost in toto”. Dr.
Libby had nothing to add and Commissioner Murray indicated that he
would submit a memorandum on the moratorium problem to Gover-
nor Stassen. ® Mr. Stassen noted that if a policy were adopted the AEC
would play a part in devising a detailed inspection system. Mr. Stassen
inquired with regard to public opinion what the possibility was of
getting outstanding non-governmental scientists to play a part of ex-
plaining to the public the impossibility of complete prohibition of
nuclear weapons. Dr. Libby thought there was an excellent possibility
but he was not sure it would be too good an idea.

Two other specific subjects on weapons were raised. The subjects
will be reported separately.’ :

®John von Neumann was confirmed as member, Atomic Energy Commission, on
March 14.

¢ Not found in Department of State files.
7 Not further identified.
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38. Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
Secretary of Defense (Wilson)'

Washington, June 16, 1955.
SUBJECT

Progress Report on the Control of Armaments Made to the President and the
National Security Council by the Special Assistant to the President on 26 May
19552

1. In response to your memorandum dated 2 June 1955, subject
as above, the Joint Chiefs of Staff submit herewith their views regard-
ing the Progress Report on a proposed policy of the United States on
the question of Disarmament, prepared by the Special Assistant to the
President. Certain of these views were conveyed to Mr. Stassen during
informal discussions held with him on 6 June 1955.*

2. A study of the report reveals that it contains merely a broad
outline of a disarmament plan couched in most general terms. There-
fore, considerable elaboration and clarification is required to determine
its full impact on U.S. security. Pending receipt of additional informa-
tion in sufficient detail to permit a sound military evaluation of the
effects on national security, the following preliminary comments are
made.

3. The Plan proposed in the Progress Report is based on the
following premises:

a. A cardinal aim of United States policy should be to prevent the
USSR from achieving a capability of effective destruction of the United
States through a surprise attack.

b. The United States now has a meaningful superiority in nuclear
weapons and the means for their delivery which gives the Free World
a commanding lead, militarily, vis-a-vis the Communist Bloc, but that
lead will decrease markedly with time.

c. A “leveling off” of all armaments at some near future date,
including the cessation of nuclear production, would leave the margin
of Free World superiority essentially unimpaired.

d. Durin§ the next ten years, the USSR will attain the capability of
destroying effectively the United States throuﬁh surprise attack; within
five years, the United States and its Allies will attain the capability of
destroying effectively the USSR, and will retain this capability even
though a surprise attack were first launched against the United States.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Staff Secretary Records. Top Secret. The transmittal
letter from Wilson to Dillon Anderson, June 21, is filed with the source text.

2 Document 33.

* Not found in Department of State files.

* See footnote 6, Document 34.
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e. By “leveling off” (in say, two years), both the United States and
the USSR will be stopped short of a nuclear weapons capability suffi-
cient for mutual annihilation. If this end can be accomplished, the
caflcginaldaim of United States policy stated above will have been
achieved.

4. The comments of a general nature which appear immediately
below are considered to be pertinent to the Progress Report in its
entirety.

a. The Report, by concentratingjfn the necessity for arriving at an
armaments agreement primarily directed toward preventing wide-
scale devastation which might occur in general war, tends to obscure
the implications to United States security of a continuation of the Cold
War, which is a more immediate prospect. In this connection, the
Estimate of the Situation upon which United States basic national
security policy is predicated (NSC 5501), states, in part, as follows:

"“19. Despite the talk of “coexistence’, the Communist powers
will continue strenuous efforts to weaken and disrupt free-world
strength and unity and to expand the area of their control, princi-
pally by subversion (including the support of insurrection), while
avoiding involvement of the main sources of Communist power.
This strategy will probably present the free world with its most
serious challenge and greatest danger in the next few years.”

b. The element of “surprise” is given primary emphasis in the
Report. While the Joint Chiefs of Staff do not minimize the advantages
which might accrue to an aggressor if he were unexpectedly to initiate
hostilities with an all-out atomic offensive, they consider that “sur-
prise”” should be viewed as a relative term, the net measure of which is
the ability of the “surprised” to react to the unexpected event. To
safeguard against a “surprise” attack, current United States policy
places emphasis upon an increasingly effective intelligence service,
alert plans, civil defense plans, warning systems, and a vigilant state of
readiness in the armed forces. Given a constant and determined effort
along these lines, the effects of “surprise” can be minimized. An
agreement for a limitation of arms, safeguarded by an adequate in-
spection system, should minimize the possibility that large-scale prep-
arations for aggression could go undetected. However, since complete
reliance cannot be placed on the effectiveness of such an inspection
system, it could in no way supplant the other essential safeguards
requisite to an alert military posture. For these reasons, it is considered
that the United States, in assessing the benefits which could accrue
from a limitation of armaments agreement, should not ascribe undue
weight to its value as a safe§uard against “surprise” attack.

c. There is frequent reference in the Report to the current world
trend in armaments as an “arms race”’—which lends an impression
that the United States is seriously straining itself to keep pace with the
Soviets in this field. Actually, the United States and its Allies have, as
a matter of policy, endeavored to set a level of forces and armament
expenditures which can be maintained over the long term, with due
consideration for economic and other factors which affect the well-

$NSC 5501 is scheduled for publication in volume xix.
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being of their people. Barring unforeseen developments, substantial
augmentation of these forces is not now contemplated, but their effec-
tiveness will be improved through progressive re-equipment made
gossible and necessary by technological advances. This course has
een deliberately chosen as best suited to the requirements and pecu-
liar capabilities of the Western democracies. However, should the ne-
cessity arise and were the United States truly to embark on an arms
race, its armaments output could be increased many fold—well be-
yond that of the Communist Bloc.
d. The tactics of the Soviets agﬁear temporarily to have under-
one change. However, the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider there has
geen no evidence that their objectives have changed or that they are
genuinely seeking an equitable and effective disarmament arrange-
ment in the interests of easing international tensions. Many of these
tensions, existent primarily as the result of their aggressive policies
and actions, could be eradicated overnight by the Soviets if they were
to conform to decent international behavior; others are susceptible of
negotiation if the Soviets set their demands at a level such that agree-
ments would redound to the mutual advantage of the parties con-
cerned. It can be said that aggressive gains by the Communists have
been limited mainly by the military strength of the United States as
represented by its atomic superiority. On the other hand, experience
has shown that past international agreement on the limitation of arma-
ments has not averted war, but instead, has served to permit the
rearmament of the violator without awakening timely counteraction
by the intended victims of aggression.

5. With respect to the more specific features of the Plan, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff consider that the following are favorable aspects:

~a. It is based on a sound assessment of Communist intentions,
ambitions, and lack of good faith, and upon a generally acceptable
statement of principles which should guide and influence United
States policy on disarmament.

b. By prescribing no ban on atomic weapons, the Plan would
serve to rectify a dangerous weakness in the current United States
position on disarmament.

c. It insists on an adequate inspection system—competent, pre-
ositioned, and unhampered. The assessment of this as a favorable
eature is based upon the assumption that the phrase “leveling off of

all armaments efforts” is intended to encompass all of the elements of
a nation’s military strength and potential.

d. If implemented in full, without any concessions in the direction
of balanced strength, it would leave the Free World, at least temporar-
ily, ixglan over-all position of military superiority vis-a-vis the Commu-
nist Bloc.

6. As opposed to the foregoing favorable aspects, the following
are considered to constitute weaknesses of the Plan:

a. The Plan makes “leveling off of armaments” an antecedent to
the elimination of the more fundamental causes of world tension. The
complexity of the problem and its far-reaching implications render the
achievement of an effective arms limitation agreement a task of vast
proportions, requiring the creation of an optimum climate as an essen-
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tial precondition. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider it unlikely that
such an agreement could be evolved before the resolution of the basic
causes from which the present trend in armaments derives.

b. It assumes that the USSR may accept a possibly permanent
position of military inferiority to the United States and enter into an
agreement which would permit the retention by the United States of a
complex of encircling bases and a legal superiority in nuclear weapons
and means for their delivery.

c. Inasmuch as the same degree of inspection and control will be
required for the monitoring of a “leveling off” agreement as for a
“reduction” agreement, it is not apparent on what grounds the United
States can support the plan now proposed in opfposition to a compre-
hensive plan for the reduction and limitation of armaments. While it
provides that we make it clear that the First Phase Plan is considered
to be the prelude to a future agreed reduction in the present level of
armaments, the plan fails to develop the United States position in the
likely event that the Soviets (and possibly our Allies) demand firm
commitments regarding certain of the suggested later phases as part of
the first phase agreement; e.g., reduction of foreign bases and armed
forces located in other countries, and balanced reduction of nuclear
capabilities and other armaments below present levels, etc.

d. It does not establish as essential the early participation of Com-
munist China, whose military power and aggressive policy is the
greatest present threat to peace and stability in the Far East. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff hold that the United States should not become commit-
ted to any armaments arrangement in which Communist China is not
controlled from the outset by the terms of the agreement.

e. It fails to provide special consideration for Germany and Japan,
neither of whose military forces will have reached minimum program-
med goals by 1957.

f. It assumes that the United States would be adequately protected
against a Soviet violation of the agreement by the provision that either
the United States or the USSR could renounce the agreement unilater-
ally in the event of a violation by the other party, confirmed by the
International Armaments Commission. Aside from any consideration
as to whether an international commission would be able to agree that
a violation had occurred, it is extremely doubtful that the United States
would really have freedom of action in the face of world opinion and
pressure from its Allies. Rather, experience leads to the conclusion that
present compulsions toward seeking an armaments arrangement
would inevitably reappear, in magnified form, to influence the United
States against unilateral withdrawal, with all the implications that
could flow therefrom.

g. As implied in subparagraph 4 c above, the phrase “leveling off
of all armaments efforts” needs clarification in order to indicate
whether this process would apply to all aspects of military posture and
potential. Unless it does so apply, many factors which can radically
and rapidly affect relative military posture might not come within the
purview of the control and inspection system; for example, research
and development, industrial preparedness, and peace-to-war conver-
sion capability.
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7. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have maintained that, in the absence of
a revolutionary change in the ambitions and intentions of the Soviet
regime, there is less risk to the security of the United States in the
continuation of current armament trends than in entering into an
international armaments limitation agreement. They concur, however,
in the thesis that the United States should maintain the initiative and
Free World leadership in the promotion of conditions under which
armament limitations would not be to the disadvantage of our national
security. As distinguished from a first-phase plan, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff would favor, in principle, a comprehensive and carefully phased
program for the international control of atomic energy and the limita-
tion, reduction and regulation of all armed forces and armaments, if
implemented subsequent to or in conjunction with the settlement of
other vital international problems. They consider that the incorpora-
tion of certain features of the First Phase Plan into such a comprehen-
sive control plan would not be an impracticable new approach to the
problem. Of major importance, however, is the necessity of insuring:

a. The concurrent elimination of aggressive and subversive activi-
ties on the part of the Communist world.

b. A progressive rollback of the Iron Curtain and the creation of
an Open World.

c. That major issues having serious implications to United States
national security not be left for subsequent and independent negotia-
tions.

8. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that the foregoing views
be incorporated in the Department of Defense position with respect to
the Proposed Policy of the United States on the Question of Disarma-
ment set forth in the Progress Report.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
Arthur Radford®
Chairman

¢ Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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39. Letter From the President’s Special Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Anderson) to the Commissioner of the
Atomic Energy Commission (Murray)'

Washington, June 20, 1955.

My DEAR COMMISSIONER MURRAY: At the direction of the President
your views regarding a moratorium on the testing of large thermonu-
clear weapons, as set forth in your letter to the President of March 14,
1955, 2 have been fully considered by the agencies concerned, and the
consensus is that it would not be to our interest to make such a
proposal at this time.?

The President has asked me to advise you that he has approved
the above-mentioned consensus of agency views. The President has,
however, directed me to forward your proposal to Governor Stassen,
Special Assistant to the President on Disarmament, for further consid-
eration in connection with his current disarmament studies.

The President has expressed his appreciation of the deep concern
for the peace of the world that has moved you to bring your proposal
to his attention. He wishes to assure you that we will not cease to
explore all avenues which offer hope of a solution to the threat of
atomic destruction.

Sincerely yours,

Dillon Anderson*

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Sp. Asst. for Nat. Sec. Affairs Records. Top Secret.
? Document 15.

? For the account of the meeting of the NSC Planning Board, see Document 18.

* Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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40. Progress Report Prepared by the President’s Special
Assistant (Stassen)’

Washington, June 23, 1955.
VOLUME IV?
Special Staff Study for the President
NSC Action No. 1328°

NSC Action No. 1411*

A progress report on a Proposed Policy of the United States on
the Question of Disarmament.

Submitted to the President, and to the Secretary of State, the
Secretary of Defense, and the National Security Council.

The “Progress Report” dated May 26, 1955, has been studied in
consultation with the participating departments and agencies,® and
this further report is submitted in accordance with NSC Action No.
1411.

I

A. There is general agreement within the participating depart-
ments and agencies that the proposed new policy on the question of
disarmament is preferable to the existing policy, which has become
outmoded through the advance in nuclear science and does not now
serve the security interests of the United States, and which is not
conducive to developing public support for United States policies.

B. There is broad agreement among the participating departments
and agencies upon the major premises and principles set forth in
Volume I of the Progress Report as a basis for the proposed United
States policy.

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Disarmament
Policy. Top Secret. Attached to the source text is a memorandum from Lay to the NSC,
June 23, indicating that the enclosed Volume IV of the Progress Report would be
considered at the NSC meeting on June 30.

? Volume I of the Progress Report is printed as Document 33, Regarding Volumes II
and III, see footnote 1 thereto.

® Regarding NSC Action No. 1328, see footnote 22, Document 7.

¢ Regarding NSC Action No. 1411, see footnote 3, Document 34.

® Regarding consultations between Stassen and the participating agencies and de-
partments, see footnote 6, Document 34.
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C. The proposed first phase plan has been modified and refined to
take into account in part the views and suggestions of the participating
departments and agencies.

D. The following questions reflect partial differences of view and
remain for decision by the President, or for continuing study, as may
be deemed appropriate. Recommended answers are proposed in Sec-
tion V.

1. Would the security interests of the United States be best served
under present world conditions by a continuation of the armament
program without any agreed limitation of any kind, or by an agree-
ment such as outlined in the proposed first stage plan?

2. Should a first phase plan include some definite reduction in
nuclear and conventional armaments from their present levels?

3. Should a first phase plan in its initial step include Communist
China, or can this inclusion be deferred until the major China political
issues are resolved?

4. Should some distant prospect of complete elimination of nu-
clear weapons be held out notwithstanding agreed impossibility of
security in such elimination?

5. Should some features be added to the first phase plan which
would increase its attraction to the USSR and improve the chance of
agreement?

I

A. It is recommended that the proposed United States policy on
the question of disarmament, including the first phase plan as revised
and modified, be given limited approval at this time by the President
for the purpose of consultation without commitment with the Govern-
ments of the United Kingdom, France, and Canada (the free nation
members of the United Nations Subcommittee on Disarmament), and
that the Special Assistant be directed to report back to the President
and the National Security Council on the results of such consultations
for further consideration of the policy and the plan in the light of the
views of these Governments and having due regard for any further
study brought forward by any of the participating departments and
agencies of the United States Government.

B. It is recommended that the Special Assistant be directed to
carry on these consultations under the direction of the Secretary of
State, and be further directed to carry forward a broad program of
public information on the fundamental premises and principles in-
volved, emphasizing the objective of peace, and in accordance with
established guidelines of the Operations Coordinating Board, utilizing
as appropriate and feasible the total facilities of the United States
Government.
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III

The first phase plan has been modified and refined to take into
account in part the views and suggestions of the participating depart-
ments and agencies. Endeavor to negotiate a convention with the
USSR and other major nations such as the preliminary draft submit-
ted, designed to accomplish the following:

A. Improve the prospects for future peace and security for the
United States through stopping the competitive buildup of arma-
ments—leveling off total armament efforts—including nuclear, bacte-
rial, chemical, and conventional—Dby all major nations at an early fixed
date.

1. This leveling off to include:

a. The cessation of all nuclear production, except such super-
vised nuclear production as is incidental to the peaceful use of
nuclear energy for power or research, and except such supervised
nuclear production as may be subsequently required to provide
essential nuclear material for peaceful purposes.

b. The cessation of all fabrication of nuclear weapons.

c. Limiting production of conventional weapons to produc-
tion for replacement only, such replacement to be accomplished
by category, rather than piece for piece, and to be under agreed
criteria permitting a progressive modernization within an agreed
time scale but should not be used to transform the power relation-
ships existing between signators to the agreement.

d. No further expansion of foreign bases.

e. No expansion of foreign stationed forces.

f. No increase in armament budgets.

g. No addition to para-military forces.

h. No build-up of armament production facilities.

2. Establish minimum levels for German and Japanese armament,
to which, but not beyond which, these states would be permitted to
build, notwithstanding the general worldwide leveling off.

B. Require all signators to disclose on parallel dates, in stages,
beginning with less sensitive categories, their existing armaments,
armed forces, military appropriations and expenditures, and armament
production facilities, and to permit verification of such disclosures by
an International Armaments Commission within the limitations of
Section III, J-4.

C. Stop all nuclear weapons testing as of the same fixed date the
competitive armaments build-up is stopped.

D. Require an advance report to an International Armaments
Commission of all projected movements of armed forces in interna-
tional air or waters, or in foreign air, land, or waters.
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E. Grant to those parties which have in being nuclear weapons
and production facilities for nuclear weapons material the right to
open the agreement to renegotiation at any time on six months notice
specifying unsatisfactory developments.

E Grant to all other signatory nations as a group, or to the United
Nations Assembly, the right to open the agreement to renegotiation by
majority vote on six months notice specifying unsatisfactory develop-
ments, but otherwise the agreement to continue in full force and effect
upon such signators without the right of withdrawal.

G. In the event of a serious violation of the agreement confirmed
as such by the International Armaments Commission, grant to all
signators the right to terminate by renunciation without advance no-
tice.

1. Further grant to each signator the right to file with the Interna-
tional Armaments Commission a specific claim of violation of the
agreement by any other signator, and to take counterbalancing steps to
maintain relative position including steps which would otherwise be
in violation of the agreement, provided, however, that the Interna-
tional Armaments Commission shall be notified of such counterbal-
ancing steps when they are taken.

H. Provide that a violation of the agreement by any signator shall
be considered as a threat to the peace under the United Nations
Charter, and, therefore, bring into play all of the peaceful settlement
measures and other relevant provisions of the Charter and in particu-
lar Article 51 on individual or collective self-defense.

L. Provide that all available nuclear material not included in weap-
ons shall be strictly and effectively controlled and shall be placed in
stockpiles for peaceful uses owned by the country of source but safe-
guarded by being stored under such conditions as to render immediate
use for weapons impossible but use for civilian purposes feasible, and
such stockpiles to be supervised through a certified warehouse tech-
nique by the International Armaments Commission so devised as to be
certain that the location and use of such material shall be fully known
by the International Armaments Commission.

1. This supervised stockpile system to be established in such a
manner that, granted the successful functioning of the arms agreement
as a whole, and the resolution of major outstanding policy issues, and
thus the establishment of the circumstances for the reduction of ex-
isting nuclear weapons, such reduction might take place through the
future deposit of increments of nuclear material removed from weap-
ons.

2. Such supervised stockpile shall also receive and account for any
future nuclear material production, including production in civil reac-
tors, permitted under the control of the International Armaments
Commission as required for peaceful uses.
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J. In order to insure faithful performance of the above measures,
establish an International Armaments Commission with the right to
observe and inspect by land, sea, or air with the aid of radar, sonic
devices, photographic equipment, radiation detection and measure-
ment instruments, and other scientific instruments, all existing arma-
ments, and armed forces, and any geographic area, and to communi-
cate its observations to an international center outside the country
being inspected, without interference.

1. Such inspection service to be in place and ready to function on
the date fixed for the stabilization of arms and to be a condition
precedent.

2. Such inspection service to include specifically United States
nationals within the USSR and within the entire communist area, and
conversely to include USSR nationals within the United States in a
balanced proportion.

3. During the period of stabilization and pending any reduction
phase to take place subsequently, the inspection service of the Com-
mission would be directed primarily to the prevention of surprise
attack and aggression and to prevention of significant expansion of
arms and armed forces in violation of the agreement. Its functions
would include the following:

a. To detect and warn against significant conversion of indus-
try and transport to warlike purposes; mobilization for surprise
attack, and undue and threatening troop or weapons concentra-
tions; movement of arms, armaments and armed forces in viola-
tion of the agreement; changes in allocation between peacetime
and warlike uses of such key resources as steel, electric power,
aluminum, chemicals.

b. Inspection of production of important categories of con-
ventional weapons.

c. Inspection and verification of limitations on, and disposi-
tion of, conventional means for the delivery of nuclear attack.

d. Verification of budgets, appropriations and expenditures.

e. Verification that production of weapons in agreed catego-
ries was for replacements only.

f. Inspection of ports, railroad junctions, airdromes, high-
ways.

g. Supervision of peaceful uses of nuclear material to guard
against illicit diversions.

h. Policing of moratorium on nuclear weapons testing.

i. Supervision and inspection of stockpiles for deposit of nu-
clear material.

4. In the first phase plan, inspection would not include the right to
examine or copy nuclear weapons design, nor thermonuclear pro-
cesses, nor the design and detail of other weapons.
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v

A. The United States to make it clear that this first phase plan is
considered by the United States as the prelude to the negotiation of
agreement for future reduction in the present level of armed forces and
armaments, conventional and nuclear, but that the United States does
not anticipate that any appreciable reduction from present levels can
be contemplated unless and until the major political issues causing
international tensions are resolved, such as the divided states of Ger-
many, China, Korea, Vietnam; foreign nationals held in prisons; inter-
ference by international subversive organizations; and other violations
of international rights and agreements.

B. The United States to further make it clear that if such other
issues causing international tension are resolved, and if the first phase
plan is successfully and faithfully implemented, the United States
anticipates agreement to proceed from the first phase (the opening up
and leveling off of armaments) to further phases of pulling back and
reducing both conventional and nuclear armaments. This process
would proceed toward ultimate levels such as those discussed for
conventional armament in the British and French, USSR and United
States exchanges in London, and for nuclear armament to levels
which, on the one hand, would deter aggression by any nation, but on
the other hand, would not threaten the survival of any major nation.

C. In the circumstances indicated in paragraphs A and B, the
United States would consider the progressive reduction of nuclear
weapons to be accomplished by depositing them in the internationally
supervised stockpiles as described in Section III above. This would be
accomplished by feeding the nuclear weapons (either complete or
separated into nuclear and non-nuclear components) into those stock-
piles.

v

It is respectfully suggested that the unresolved questions should
be decided as follows:

1. Would the security interests of the United States be best served
under present world conditions by a continuation of the armament
program without any agreed limitation of any kind, or by an agree-
ment such as outlined in the proposed first stage plan?

The projected future capability of the USSR to launch a dev-
astating surprise nuclear attack upon the United States is so ad-
verse to United States security interests that a limitation agree-
ment such as proposed would be clearly preferable in the United
States national interest. It would improve the prospects for a
lasting peace, with security, freedom, and economic well-being.

2. Should a first phase plan include some definite reduction in
nuclear and conventional armaments from their present levels?
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The major issues such as Germany and China are of such
magnitude, the circumstances of communist methods and objec-
tives are so adverse, and the strategic position of the USSR and
Communist China in the Eurasian land mass is so important, that
no significant reduction in present armament levels of the United
States should be contemplated in a first phase—even though it is
matched by a USSR reduction.

3. Should a first phase llglan in its initial step include Communist
China, or can this inclusion be deferred until the major China political
issues are resolved?

Communist China would not constitute a major threat to the
basic security of the United States for a period of years, and
therefore the inclusion in the initial step should not be a condition
precedent, even though desirable. In any political settlement of
outstanding issues with Communist China, however, agreement
to join any existing international limitation of armaments should
be included as a condition.

4. Should some distant prospect of complete elimination of nu-
clear weapons be held out notwithstanding agreed impossibility of
security in such elimination?

The development of public understanding and support for
United States policy can only come about through forthright in-
formation on the impossibility of secure elimination of nuclear
weapons. Such information cannot be effectively disseminated if
accompanied with an unsound reference to a distant prospect of
complete elimination of nuclear weapons. Such a course plays
into the communist “‘ban the bomb” propaganda. Furthermore, so
long as the USSR considers that there is any chance of getting
United States agreement on future elimination of nuclear weap-
ons, it is unlikely to agree to a sound and secure arrangement
which includes the retention of a nuclear weapons capability.

5. Should some features be added to the first phase plan which
would increase its attraction to the USSR and improve the chance of
agreement?

The United States should not sacrifice its present relative
position of strength for agreement, and, therefore, should not add
special concessions to the USSR. Unless there is a genuine mutual
desire to level off and limit armaments on the part of the USSR, it
is preferable to United States security interests that there be no
agreement.

Harold E. Stassen ®

¢ Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

Documentation on the response to Volume IV follows. Additional documentation is
in Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Disarmament Policy; ibid.,
Meetings of the Special Staff; and ibid., Meeting of the Planning Board.
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41. Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
Secretary of Defense (Wilson)'

Washington, June 27, 1955.
SUBJECT

U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff submit herewith their views regarding
Volume IV of the “Progress Report on Proposed Policy of the United
States on the Question of Disarmament”,? prepared by the Special
Assistant to the President for consideration by the National Security
Council on Thursday, 30 June 1955. The Joint Chiefs of Staff submit-
ted their views regarding Volumes I, II, and III of the Report in their
memorandum to you, dated 16 June 1955, subject, “Progress Report
on the Control of Armaments Made to the President and the National
Security Council by the Special Assistant to the President on 26 May
1955.”

2. Volume IV contains a partial revision of Volume I of the Prog-
ress Report and is responsive to NSC Action 1411, which directs that
Mr. Stassen submit on 1 July 1955 ““ . . . a further report in the light
of the views of the departments and agencies, indicating therein the
extent of agreement within the Executive Branch and the specific ar-
eas, if any, of continuing differences of views with the precise descrip-
tion of such differences.”*

3. The statement contained in Section IA of Volume IV to the
effect that “There is general agreement within the participating depart-
ments and agencies that the proposed new policy . . . is preferable
to the existing policy,” does not accurately reflect the views of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. While the Joint Chiefs of Staff remarked upon certain
favorable features of the Plan, these remarks, in the over-all context of
their comments, should not be interpreted as favoring the proposed
new policy as opposed to the existing policy.

4. In their memorandum of 16 June, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in
addition to general comments on the Progress Report, set forth what
they considered to be certain weaknesses in the First Phase Plan
proposed therein. An examination of the First Phase Plan as now

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Staff Secretary Records. Top Secret.

2 Supra.

3For text of Volume I, see Document 33. Volumes II and III are not printed.
(Eisenhower Library, Project Clean Up, Disarmament—Basic Papers)

¢ All ellipses in this document are in the source text. Regarding NSC Action No.
1411, see footnote 3, Document 34.
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modified (Sections III and IV, Volume IV) indicates that certain of
these criticisms have been taken into account. With regard to these,
the Plan now:

p a. Makes special provision for the raising of German and Japanese
orces;

b. Amplifies upon the intended meaning of the phrase “leveling
off of armaments” and the intended scope of international inspection;

c. In addition to providing the right of renunciation, provides the
right of a signator to take unilaterally certain counterbalancing actions
in event of violation of agreements by another party has occurred; and

d. Indicates in broanﬂ)utline the subsequent steps which might be
proposed by the United States in the direction of reducing both con-
ventional and nuclear armaments following (1) the successtul comple-
tion of the First Phase and (2) the resolution of issues causing interna-
tional tension.

However, the Plan does not make the elimination of the more
fundamental causes of world tension a prerequisite to the “leveling off
of armaments” nor does it establish as essential the early participation
of Communist China—features which the Joint Chiefs of Staff
consider to be basic weaknesses of far-reaching implications.

5. In addition to their comments on specific features of the Plan,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their memorandum of 16 June, also made
comments of a more general nature regarding the Progress Report in
its entirety. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider these still to be generally
applicable to the Report with its modified First Phase Plan.

6. Due to time limitations, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have not had
the opportunity to analyze in detail all of the military implications and
feasibilities of the Plan, as modified. However, they adhere to the view
that an armaments control arrangement, to be negotiated and imple-
mented under the given condition of Soviet bad faith, leaving other
major issues for subsequent and independent negotiation, holds inher-
ent risks to United States security interests. They consider that the First
Phase Plan, as modified, would not diminish those risks and is there-
fore not suitable as a United States proposal for control of armaments
or as a basis for the United States position in international discussions
on this subject.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
Arthur Radford
Chairman




136 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume XX

42, Memorandum From the Secretary of Defense (Wilson) to
the President'’

Washington, June 28, 1955.
SUBJECT

Progress Report on the Control of Armaments by the Special Assistant to the
President on Disarmament—Volumes I, II, and III, 26 May 1955, and Volume
IV, 23 June 1955 2

It is the purpose of this memorandum to inform you of the views
of the Department of Defense on the armament regulation problem
generally and on the approach to it recommended in the subject Re-
port which is to be considered by the National Security Council on 30
June 1955.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have expressed their views on the prelim-
inary proposals contained in Volumes I, II, and III of the Progress
Report. After careful review with the Armed Forces Policy Council, I
endorsed the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and transmitted them to
the Special Assistant on 21 June 1955.% Volume IV of the Progress
Report, which is now at hand, contains certain revisions of the prelimi-
nary plan which meet some of the points raised by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have subsequently reviewed Volume IV
and I am attaching copies of their two memoranda to me summarizing
their views. *

It is the unanimous view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
Armed Forces Policy Council, which I strongly endorse, that the basic
philosophy of dealing with arms regulation in advance of the settle-
ment of the major political issues causing international tensions is
unrealistic and contrary to the best interests of our national security.
Holding this view, it seems to me that I might be most helpful to you
in this connection if I addressed myself to the stark realities of the
military situation, leaving to later discussion the development of the
political actions to be taken under the circumstances.

The Department of Defense subscribes wholeheartedly to the na-
tional objective of the subject Progress Report—a lasting peace, with
security, freedom and economic well-being for the people of our coun-
try. It is our conviction that this basic objective would not be served by

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Staff Secretary Records, Disarmament. Top Secret. A
handwritten note on the source text by Goodpaster reads: “President informed of
contents (by Dillon Anderson) 29 Jun 55. G”.

2 For text of Volumes I and IV, see Documents 33 and 40. Volumes II and III are not
printed. (Ibid., Project Clean Up, Disarmament—Basic Papers)

3 For text of the JCS views, see Document 38. Wilson’s transmittal letter to Ander-
son, June 21, is not printed. (Eisenhower Library, Staff Secretary Records)

* Documents 38 and supra.
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an arms limitation agreement under present world conditions, primar-
ily because the atomic revolution in weaponry, combined with the
Iron Curtain which the USSR maintains between the Free and Com-
munist Worlds, seems to have made the enforcement of any such
agreement impracticable.

A fundamental component of the policy the United States, in
concert with our allies, has pursued in the search for a just and lasting
peace has been the maintenance of sufficient arms strength to deter
the Soviet Union from acts of overt aggression. Unquestionably, the
military posture generated under this policy has been an effective
restraint on Soviet imperialism. Thus, to the extent that confidence in
our strength and in the righteousness of our basic objective has guided
us and shaped our policy, we have been successful. Under these cir-
cumstances, there appears to be no good reason to abandon this pol-
icy.

Events of recent years, particularly the Soviet detonation of a
thermonuclear device, have caused some of our allies, and even some
of our own people, to be preoccupied with illusory short-cuts to secu-
rity instead of facing up to the tougher problems of achieving a lasting
peace. We must recognize and counter the danger that such fear com-
plexes might cause the Free World coalition to abandon the determina-
tion which has brought us a considerable degree of success, and to
substitute for it unrealistic or escapist concepts which could have dis-
astrous consequences.

The Progress Report outlines a three-phase program: The first
involving armaments limitation agreements which would call for lev-
eling off total armament efforts under the surveillance of an Interna-
tional Armaments Commission; a second phase in which there would
be a resolution of the major political issues causing international ten-
sions; and, following this, a third phase in which there would be a
progressive reduction of armaments. "

The key issue here is one of proper sequence. It is the view of the
Department of Defense that the proposed second phase should, in
fact, be the first. This is based on our conviction, after careful study,
that the same fundamentals which make resolution of major political
issues a condition precedent to agreements to reduce arms, would
apply equally to agreements to level off arms. We believe that any
arms control arrangement will be hazardous until there is proof of
Soviet intentions to live as a peaceful member of the World Commu-
nity.
Furthermore, we doubt that the USSR would enter in good faith
into leveling-off agreements which would seem to them to have the
effect of weakening their position in the resolution of political issues.
We conclude that any leveling-off agreements that could be made at
this time would neither strengthen our negotiating position nor con-
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tribute to the resolution of political problems. Moreover, we believe
such agreements would be dangerous. In the light of the past ten
years’ experience, agreements on arms level-off or reduction would, in
themselves, be a source of additional friction and tension. I, therefore,
urge that level-off, as well as arms reduction agreements, follow rather
than precede the resolution of major political issues.

In lieu of armament regulation as a first step toward our goal of a
just and lasting peace, I suggest an alternate course which I believe
entails far less risk and promises greater assurance of success, as fol-
lows:

(1) That the United States join the other great powers in disavow-
ing aggression as a national policy and in reaffirming their pledges to
seek resolution of world problems by peaceful means;

(2) That the United States seek four-power agreement to explore,
through the United Nations or other appropriate international chan-
nels, mutual and reciprocal means of evidencing to each other and the
whole world their good faith in the performance of this pledge; and

(3) That the United States, while seeking by every proper means
to adjust political issues and promote uauﬂlst and lasting peace, main-

tain, pending such adjustment, basic military strength necessary and

ade?uate to destroy the military power of any nation which seeks
world conquest through military aggression.

The Department sees no possibility of discouraging or preventing
the USSR from building up and maintaining a substantially equivalent
military position. Under such circumstances, non-aggression is no
more than enlightened self-interest, and we should do our utmost to
see that this is clearly recognized on both sides of the Iron Curtain.

There is an impression that such a formula calls for an all-out
arms race that would result eventually in economic disaster. This is not
so. The United States is not now engaged in an all-out arms race since
it is not allowing its military effort to be an intolerable drain on its
technological, economic and manpower resources.

Because an all-out arms race is neither necessary nor desirable,
and because international control seems impracticable and dangerous,
under present circumstances I believe deterrence by armed strength is
our best real hope for peace. So long as the Free World, while dis-
avowing aggression itself, retains the capability of destroying an ag-
gressor, regardless of initiative, so long will deterrence be effective.
This concept visualizes an armed truce, perhaps of many years, during
which the great powers would work actively to resolve world prob-
lems. The period of truce would be a prelude to and an incentive for
the realization of a world in which international differences would be
adjusted by peaceful processes.

The Department recognizes that fear of massive surprise attack is
one of the elements contributing to international tensions. It is our
view, however, that in a military sense the subject Report places far
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too much emphasis on the effective advantage to be gained by sur-
prise. While we see serious difficulties under present circumstances in
the way of creating an effective mutual warning system without the
disclosure of vital technical, strategic and tactical information, we
agree that the subject of reciprocal ways and means to minimize the
effect of surprise should receive careful examination.

The Department has even stronger misgivings about the practica-
bility of inspection and control plans as a means of enforcing arms
limitations or reductions. Technology has come to play such a tremen-
dously important role that, to be effective, inspection and control
would have to cover a vast array of research and development pro-
grams and industrial processes. We see no prospect that the USSR
would concede such access to and control over their technical and
industrial affairs. Even the United States would find such an invasion
of our scientific and industrial privacy extremely disruptive of our
economic system. In a world where small packages of tremendous
destructive power can be transported by ordinary, conventional
means, it is difficult to imagine an inspection and control system that
would be effective and fool-proof. We specifically disagree with any
concept of limiting the forward march of technology in military fields,
for example, by the elimination of further nuclear weapons tests.

The mutual deterrence course of action is a ““fail-safe’”” course in
that, if the USSR acts in bad faith, the U.S. position will be no worse
than it would otherwise have been. On the other hand, the armament
control course is not a ‘‘fail-safe”” course in that, if the USSR acts in
bad faith, the U.S. relative position could be irreparably damaged.

I respectfully recommend:

(1) That the first phase plan set forth in the proposal for the
control of armament (Progress Report Volume IV) not be approved
until major political issues have been resolved; and according?y that
the consultations with allies along the lines suggested in Volume IV
not be initiated by the United States at this time;

(2) That the resolution of major political issues be clearly a condi-
tion precedent to any arms leveling-off agreements as well as arms
reduction agreements;

(3) That non-aggression through mutual deterrence, rather than
disarmament, be accepted as the only path to a just and lasting peace
under present conditions; and

(4) That at the forthcoming four-power conference, the United
States ea?ress its willingness to work with the USSR and others on a
listing of all specific political problems which are, in the opinion of
either side, currently contributin§ to international tension and to col-
laborate in good faith on the resolution of such problems.

C.E. Wilson
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43. Draft Memorandum by the Secretary of State'

Washington, June 29, 1955.
MEMORANDUM ON LIMITATION OF ARMAMENT

1. The purpose of national armament is to defend the nation. That
defense can be either by ability to repulse attack and/or by such
ability to counter-attack as will deter an enemy from attacking.

2. Under modern conditions, offensive capabilities have been de-
veloped to a point such that the most effective defense is massive
retaliatory power. An enemy will be deterred from launching an at-
tack, however effective he calculates this would be, if he believes that
he will be destroyed by retaliatory counter-attack.

3. The United States has greater ability to deter attack than has
any other nation or any potential combination of nations. This is true
now and for the foreseeable future. Our economic base, almost equal
to that of all the rest of the world together, can support indefinitely the
high cost of modern weapons; our inventive and mechanically-minded
people will surpass, or surely equal, others in invention and putting
inventions into efficient production and use, and our present? collec-
tive security arrangements permit of a wide choice of sites, at home
and abroad, from which retaliatory blows can be staged, and these
sites are so numerous and so widely scattered that they could not
generally be put out of service by a simultaneous surprise attack.

4. The Soviet bloc economy cannot indefinitely sustain the effort
to match our military output, particularly in terms of high-priced mod-
ern weapons. Already there is evidence that the Soviet economy is
feeling the strain of their present effort and that their rulers are seeking
relief. They have been conducting a vast propaganda effort to bring
about the abolition of atomic weapons and they now offer to reduce
land armies if they can thereby get relief in terms of new weapons.

5. The greater military potential of the United States, as indicated
by the two preceding paragraphs, gives the United States its maximum
bargaining power and this is a power which should not be cheaply
relinquished. Even though it is not used in direct bargaining, it consti-
tutes a strong pressure on the Soviet Union to bring about the reduc-
tion of United States armament which would almost automatically

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Disarmament. Personal and Private.
The source text bears the typed notation “Draft #2.” A covering note from Dulles to
Hoover, Merchant, Bowie, Smith, and Murphy, June 29, requests their comments before
a 3 p.m. meeting the same day, an account of which is infra. Only Bowie’s response has
been found. (Memorandum, June 29; Department of State, PPS Files: Lot 66 D 70, S/P
Chronological Files) Copies of Dulles’ draft were also given to Christopher H. Phillips
and Dillon Anderson.

2 The word “present” was added in handwriting to the source text.
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follow from better international conduct by the Soviet Union. Mr.
Molotov’s portrayal at San Francisco of how “good” the Soviet had
recently become was, as I said there, making a virtue of necessity and
that, if we wished virtue to continue, we should also continue the
pressure of necessity.’

6. While the United States can reasonably assure its defense by
massive retaliatory power, no other free nation can do so. Therefore,
our allies depend upon us. They cannot themselves either repulse, or
deter, attack by the Soviet Union and there is no prospect that they
will ever be able to do so. This places them in an uncomfortable
position of dependence on the United States, a dependence which
they naturally desire to see terminated if it can be done “safely.” They
are situated so that they are disposed to take more risks as regards
“safety” than should the United States.

7. The frightful destructiveness of modern weapons creates an
instinctive abhorrence to them and a certain repulsion against the
strategy of ““massive retaliatory power”.

8. The result of Soviet disarmament propaganda; plus our allies’
weakness and dependence on us; plus natural humanitarian instincts,
combine to create a popular and diplomatic pressure for limitation of
armament that cannot be resisted by the United States without our
forfeiting the good will of our allies and the support of a large part of
our own people, and thereby introducing into the situation elements of
danger. Particularly, persistence in this course would endanger our
system of foreign bases.

9. We must, therefore, propose or support some plan for the
limitation of armaments.

10. Since, however, the present and likely future position, in fact,
gives greater protection than any plan that rested upon agreement and
supervision, we should not seek quickly or radically to alter the pre-
sent situation. We should proceed cautiously so long as the present
situation gives us important bargaining power and so long as Soviet
leadership continues basically hostile, autocratic and controlled by
those who are not inhibited by any moral scruples.

11. The major premise in any United States plan should be that,
under present conditions, we cannot afford to take, and need not take,
substantial risks. The minor premise is that Soviet creed and conduct,
as they now are, when applied to modern conditions, do inherently
import grave risks into any formal plan. The conclusion is that present
steps to stabilize or curtail armament should be tentative and explora-
tory only until good faith and good will are demonstrated by the
Soviet Union.

® For text of Dulles’ address in San Francisco on June 24, see Department of State
Bulletin, July 4, pp. 6-10.
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Any plan which implied the acceptability of the risks presently
inherent in Soviet creed and conduct would involve giving up the
greatest brake that there is against extreme emotional disarmament
which would greatly endanger us and remove the greatest pressure
that could be exerted on the Soviet Union to reform its ways.

12. It is suggested that while any present plan could and should
hold out promise of future agreed stabilization and/or reduction of
armament, the only phase now to be developed in detail, for present
use, should be a phase designed to test out in the most simple way
possible the possibilities of limited mutual inspection, and that there
should not be any effort to agree upon any over-all plan until first a
measure of inspection has been tried out and found to be workable.

13. Concurrently with this initial experiment in inspection and
investigation, intensive efforts would be made to resolve some of the
major political issues such as the armament of Communist China; the
Soviet control of the satellites; the promotion of international Commu-
nism and the unification of Germany.

14. If and as the experiment in investigation and supervision
proved workable and as political problems were solved, then the sec-
ond phase of the armament program could be developed. This, as
pointed out, would inherently involve some risks, but the risks might
then be acceptable if satisfactory results came from the parallel efforts
indicated by the two preceding paragraphs.

44, Memorandum by the Secretary of State’

Washington, undated.
SUBJECT
A meeting on disarmament in my office, Wednesday, June 29, 3 to 6 p.m.
PRESENT

Mr. Harold E. Stassen, Mr. Lewis L. Strauss, Mr. Allen W. Dulles, Mr. Charles E.
Wilson, Mr. Robert Anderson, Admiral Paul Foster, and Mr. Dillon Anderson

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Disarmament. Personal and Private.
Drafted by O’Connor. The source text indicates that copies were to be sent to Bowie,
Murphy, MacArthur, and Wainhouse. The names of the four are bracketed, however,
and a handwritten note by O’Connor in the margin reads: “The distribution—for Sec’s
records only. Bowie read and will circulate NSC—June 30—record of decision to all
interested parties and summary of next steps. RO’C".
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The meeting was opened by Robert Anderson in which he pre-
sented the Defense Department’s point of view substantially as out-
lined in Secretary Wilson’s letter to the President, which is attached.?
Anderson did deviate from the Wilson letter on two points. First, he
said that he felt personally that a cautious and experimental approach
to inspection in a certain specified limited field might be satisfactory.
Secondly, Anderson said that the Defense position that all political
questions should be settled between ourselves and the Soviets before
entering into any agreements on disarmament was not as sweeping as
the language in Mr. Wilson’s letter indicated. The Defense Department
did not really feel that every outstanding political issue must be settled
but did feel that substantial progress must be made on the major
political issues before proceeding to any agreement on disarmament.

Stassen then stated his position which did not add anything new
to the positions outlined in his various earlier memoranda.

Admiral Strauss was of the view that the President should reiter-
ate his previous offer of matching deposits in nuclear material in some
sort of world nuclear bank set-up.® Admiral Strauss thought that this
would be a good propaganda position for us to be in and that it would
have a beneficial effect on the whole disarmament picture.

I presented my own views substantially as outlined in the at-
tached memorandum. * The upshot of the meeting was that we would
try to present to Dillon Anderson prior to the Security Council meeting
tomorrow a draft of a possible Council decision which would reflect
the position taken in my memorandum. The final position of the
Council will be attached hereto when it has been received.

JFD

? Document 42.

¥ Presumably reference is to Eisenhower’s “Atoms for Peace” address before the
U.N. General Assembly on December 8, 1953. For text, see Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pp. 813-822.

* Supra.
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45. Memorandum of Discussion at the 253d Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, June 30, 1955

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

2. U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments (NSC 112; ““Progress Report on
Proposed Policy of the United States on the Question of
Disarmament”’, Volumes I, II and III, dated May 26, 1955, from
the Special Assistant to the President on Disarmament; NSC
Actions Nos. 1328 and 1411; Memos for NSC from Executive
Secretary, same subject, dated June 23 and 28, 1955; Memo for
the President from the Secretary of Defense, subject: “‘Progress
Report on the Control of Armaments by the Special Assistant to
the President”’, dated June 28, 1955)2

Mr. Dillon Anderson informed the Council that in accordance
with prior NSC action, Governor Stassen had revised his earlier report
to the Council on an acceptable disarmament plan, and had now
presented Volume IV of his progress report on this subject,® which
constituted the results of his discussions with the interested depart-
ments and agencies. He said that Governor Stassen would summarize
orally for the Council the main features of the revised plan (copy filed
in the minutes of the meeting).

Governor Stassen proceeded to brief the Council on the contents
of Volume IV of his progress report. Among other things, he noted and
read a comment on this plan made by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in their
memorandum to the Secretary of Defense dated June 16, 1955* (copy
filed in the minutes of the meeting). This comment indicated what the
Joint Chiefs considered as favorable aspects of Governor Stassen’s
plan. It was based on a sound assessment of Communist intentions,
ambitions and lack of good faith. It prescribed no ban on atomic
weapons. Tt insisted on an adequate inspection system and, if imple-
mented in full, it would leave the free world at least temporarily in an
over-all position of military superiority vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc.

1 Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on July 1.

2 For text of NSC 112, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 477. For Volume I of
Stassen’s progress report, see Document 33; Volumes II and III are not printed. (Eisen-
hower Library, Project Clean Up, Disarmament—Basic Papers) Regarding NSC Actions
Nos. 1328 and 1411, see footnote 22, Document 7, and footnote 3, Document 34,
respectively. The memoranda from the NSC Executive Secretary to the NSC, June 23
and 28, are not printed. (Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Dis-
armament Policy) For Wilson’s memorandum to the President, see Document 42.

* Document 40.

* Document 38.
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After further comment on the views of the several departments
which had resulted in the revision of the plan now set forth in Volume
IV, Governor Stassen again referred to the views of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, likewise from their memorandum of June 16, indicating the firm
view that there would have to be concrete evidence of a revolutionary

change in the ambitions and intentions of the Sov1et regime before the
United States could safely agree to enter into any kind of arms limita-
tion agreement with the USSR. It was their view, said Governor Stas-
sen, that it was better to continue with the present situation and the
arms race than to enter an agreement with the Soviets. This course of
action provided a more effective deterrent to war than the conclusion
of an arms limitation agreement. Governor Stassen also referred to the
view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that if any arms limitation agreement
was entered into, Communist China should be involved in it from the
beginning.

After summarizing the recommendations in Volume IV, Governor
Stassen said that this constituted his review of the situation. The next
question before the Council was where we went from here. The Coun-
cil might wish to direct a continuing study of the disarmament prob-
lem; it might suggest a study of what further limited steps might be
taken te-test Soviet intentions; it might dlrect consultation on the
allies.

At the conclusion of Governor Stassen’s presentation, the Presi-
dent called on the Secretary of State for comment. Secretary Dulles
wondered whether it might not be more useful to hear from the
Defense Department first because, he said, the views of the State
Department on Governor Stassen’s disarmament plan appeared to be
somewhere between those of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and those of
Governor Stassen

Governor Stassen might find himself acting, as it were, as an agent of
the Secretary of State in discussion of the disarmament plan with our
allies. The President expressed with conviction the view that the
United States was gomg to get nowhere with its plans for disarmament
unless it succeeded in getting a much greater degree of international
support. He felt that there was no use whatever in developing a full
program and plan for limitation of armaments before we had at least
tried out the problem of obtaining support for such a plan from our
major allies. He said he personally favored the idea of opening consu-
lation on Governor Stassen’s plan with the British, and again re-
minded Secretary Dulles that if this were to happen Governor Stassen
would be acting under the direction of the Secretary of State. On the
other hand, concluded the President, if Secretary Dulles would prefer
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to have the Defense people speak first, it might be a good idea if
Secretary Wilson were to discuss the main point made by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the Defense Department—namely, that major
change in the attitudes and policies of the Soviet Union was an abso-
lute condition precedent to any acceptable plan for arms limitation.

cretary Dulles replied with emphasis that he did not agree with
this general position of the Defense Department. The President added
with even greater emphasis that he likewise did not share this view.
He then called on Secretary Wilson to enlarge on this position of the
Defense Department.

Secretary Wilson explained that Defense did not mean that all the
major political controversies between the U.S. and the USSR would
have to be settled before serious discussion of an arms limitation plan
could commence. He merely meant that some evidence of progress in
settling these issues should precede the conclusion of an arms limita-
tion agreement. In the absence of evidence of such progress the Sovi-
ets would merely make use of negotiations on an arms limitation
agreement to add to the existing frictions and tensions in the world.
After all, said Secretary Wilson, he could not be very well impressed
with the type of inspections which had resulted from the armistice
agreement in Korea; nor was he pleased with the Soviet interpretation
of the agreements respecting Berlin. It would be impossible to get the
kind of inspection and supervision the United States requires on an
arms limitation plan if such Soviet attitudes and policies did not signif-
icantly change. As a start, suggested Secretary Wilson, we should
insist that the Russians make a complete disavowal of the Third Inter-
national. The President interrupted to say that such disavowals had
been made in the past and were not notably useful. Secretary Wilson,
however, believed that the Soviet disavowal of the Third International
in Mr. Roosevelt’s time had been followed up to some extent by action
to this end.

Secretary Wilson then went on to suggest as the next step that the
Iron Curtain should be cracked and reversed. Thé President again
interrupted to point out that the Soviets say that they are obliged to
maintain this Curtain out of fear of the United States. All these points
seemed to the President part and parcel of the same problem.

Secretary Wilson then said he would mention briefly what the
United States could do if the Soviets made some of these concessions.
He believed, he said that we ought to change our attitude with respect

tions of war. To this we might add steps which would produce a freer
movement of peoples and of information. A series of moves such as
these by the U.S. and the USSR might ultimately lead to a world
situation in which an arms limitation agreement would really prove
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possible. After all, it was only too simple to break such an agreement if
there were not good faith on both sides. Secretary Wilson then
summed up the Defense Department opinion that some, at least, of the
moves such as he had described should precede any agreement for the
limitation of armaments between the U.S. and the USSR. There was
no other safe way to approach the problem.

The President then inquired if anyone else wished to comment on
the problem. Ambassador Lodge replied that he wished to warn the
members of the Council that the Soviets would bring up the disarma-
ment issue at the forthcoming Summit Conference if for no other
purpose than to prosecute the cold war. To prove his point he quoted
made a number of concessions in its May 10 proposals on disarma-
ment, and that the next move accordingly was up to the U.S. and the
Western powers. Ambassador Lodge predicted that a lot of specific
points would be thrown up by the Soviets at Geneva, and that the U.S.
must be ready with its answers. Over and beyond this, continued
Ambassador Lodge, Governor Stassen would be well advised to study
the matter of proceeding under Article 51 of the UN Charter if there
were no arms limitation agreement concluded.

Admiral Radford then asked for an opportunity to amplify the
views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He said that both he and the other
Chiefs, individually and collectively, believed that this was the most
important decision which they had been faced with in their period of
service in this Administration. They were very concerned, therefore,
that they had had so little time to get themselves adequately prepared
on so grave a subject.

Admiral Radford then said that he would like to read paragraph 3
of the memorandum of the Joint Chiefs to the Secretary of Defense
dated June 27, 1955,° in order to make clear that the Joint Chiefs of
Staff did not agree with Governor Stassen’s view, contained in his
progress report and earlier alluded to in his oral remarks, that there
was general agreement in the Government that the proposed new
Stassen policy was preferable to the existing policy as set forth in NSC
112 and in the Baruch plan. ¢

After Admiral Radford had read this paragraph, the President said
that of course the Joint Chiefs had come to reject the Baruch plan in
toto, whether or not they believed the Stassen plan was preferable.
Admiral Radford admitted that the Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that
the so-called Baruch plan, calling for the elimination of atomic weap-

S Document 41.

¢ Bernard M. Baruch, U.S. Representative on the U.N. Atomic Energy Commission,
presented the U.S. position on international control of atomic energy to the commission
on June 14, 1946. For text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16; or
Department of State Bulletin, June 23, 1946, pp. 1057-1062.
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ons and international control of atomic energy, was unworkable; but
so likewise they believed that Governor Stassen’s plan was unwork-
able. In order to make specific the Joint Chiefs’ objections to the
Stassen plan, Admiral Radford read from the JCS memorandum of
June 16 listing the unfavorable aspects of the Stassen plan as outlined
in paragraph 6. He explained that among other reasons why the
Chiefs of Staff felt that China must be included in any workable arms
limitation agreement from the beginning, was the ease with which the
Soviets could hide nuclear weapons in the vast spaces of Communist
China. He went on with an explanation as to why the Joint Chiefs of
Staff felt that the feature of surprise attack had been somewhat over-
emphasized, even though the danger of surprise attack had been em-
phasized in the report of the Killian Committee” and other relevant
reports. Summing up, Admiral Radford expressed the opinion that if
the United States followed the courses of action recommended in
Governor Stassen’s plan, it would eventually reach a position of abso-
lute military inferiority vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. This would consti-
tute a threat to the security of the United States.

The President replied with considerable warmth that so far as he
could see, Admiral Radford believed that the United States should
proceed as at present in the arms race despite the fact that this was a
mounting spiral towards war. If the Joint Chiefs of Staff really believed
this, the President said he wondered why they did not counsel that we
go to war at once with the Soviet Union. In reply, Admiral Radford
pointed out that the United States had very great military power at the
present time. On the other hand, the Soviets were encountering con-
siderable difficulties. The Joint Chiefs of Staff accordingly believed
that an opportunity had now presented itself to reach important politi-
cal settlements and agreements with the Soviet Union. If these were
actually achieved it might lead to the formulation of an adequate
system of supervision and inspection in an armaments limitation
agreement.

The President said that he was at a loss to grasp what political
agreement with the Soviet Union could lead to the adoption of an

acceptable inspection system which was not already capable of being
ir{er%e?m\ﬂae—agreément'itself. He said he failed to understand Admi-
ral Radford’s position on this point. Admiral Radford cited Korea as an
example of Communist violation of agreements setting up inspection.

7 The Killian Committee, known officially as the Technological Capabilities Panel,
was a 42-member panel of the Science Advisory Committee of the Office of Defense
Mobilization, headed by Dr. James R. Killian, Jr., of M.L.T. The purposes of this commit-
tee were an examination of the present vulnerability of the United States to surprise
attack and the Nation’s technological capabilities to reduce that vulnerability. Informa-
tion on the Killian Committee and portions of the committee’s report are scheduled for
publication in volume xix.
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Governor Stassen pointed out that any forthcoming agreement with
the Soviet Union on an arms limitation inspection system need not
contain the bad features of the Korean inspection system.

The President said that Governor Stassen’s plan contained the
safeguard that if the Soviet Union did not play a straight game with us
in respect to inspections, we were legally entitled to abrogate the arms
agreement.—In.reply -to.this-point, Admiral Radford again cited the
Korean armistice agreement. Legally we had a right to abrogate the
armistice clauses relating to the Neutral Nations Supervisory Commis-
sion teams because the Communists were failing to observe them.
Nevertheless, world opinion has prevented us from doing so. We
might well face a similar problem if the Soviet Union violated the
provisions of any arms limitation agreement. Both the President and
Governor Stassen pointed out that the Stassen plan provided the U.S.
with measures of relief short of abrogatlon in the event the USSR
v1olated the agreement.

“Secretary Wilson then said that he had another point in the argu-
ment which he wished to lay before the Council. In his view, he said,
the reestabhshment of any reasonable balance of power had not been
military opinion that at the present time no effect1ve military plan for
the defense of Western Europe existed except plans which involved—"
the use of aWapons “Without these weapons the Soviets had an
overwhelming advantage over the free world nations. Our situation
respecting balance of power in the Pacific, moreover, was such that we
were practically impotent against the enemy there unless we had
resort to our nuclear capaBElltles How was it possible, inquired Secre-
tary Wilson, to unscramble this problem of an arms limitation agree-
ment until and unless the rearmament of Germany in Europe and the
rearmament of Japan in Asia had proceeded far enough to achieve
once again something like a genuine balance of power in these two
areas? Japan and Germany must, therefore, be rearmed and admitted
into the United Nations. The military believed that Governor Stassen’s
proposal for a leveling off of armaments at their present peaks was
essentially just as difficult a business as the actual elimination or
reduction of armaments.

The President said that he agreed with the difficulties inherent in
Governor Stassen’s leveling off plan, but pointed out that this plan at
least had the advantage of providing a basis for negotiating. We have
got to find out what these.Soviet villains will do to find out what could
be achieved by way of an acceptable inspection system. The President
then said he would like to hear from Secretary Dulles with respect to
an acceptable inspection system.
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\Secretary Dulles said that he believed that this whole issue of
arms limitation was of tremendous importance for the entire future of
the United States. Perhaps, as Admiral Radford had stated, there had
not been adequate time to work on it. The President interrupted to say
that he certainly agreed on this point. Secretary Dulles went on to say
that nevertheless, and despite the shortness of time, he had at least a
few very clear views on the disarmament problem. For one thing, the
United States must certainly be prepared to make some positive move
in the direction of disarmament. If we did not do so, Secretary Dulles
predicted that we would lose very important assets, such as the sup-
port of our allies and the right to use bases in allied countries, which
are the assets which make the U.S. power position in the world tolera-
ble. Not only can we not stand still, said Secretary Dulles; we cannot
afford, either, to wait until a whole series of political problems with
the Seviet Union are settled before we move ahead on disarmament.
Arms limitation and political settlements with the Soviet Union should
go forward concurrently. Political settlements cannot be a pre-condi-
tion of U.S. movement in the direction of arms limitation.

Secondly, Secretary Dulles said he believed that the Soviets genu-
inely wanted some reduction in the armament burdens in order to be
able to deal more effectively with their severe internal problems. Ac-
cordingly, the Soviet Union may be prepared to make concessions.

As to the problem of how the Council and Governor Stassen
~ should proceed from here on out, Secretary Dulles said that there were
two main parts of the problem. The first part was the substantive
aspects of the Stassen plan, the idea of a leveling off at the existing
levels of armament possessed by the U.S. and the USSR. The second
major element in the problem was that of policing any plan that was
adopted. In his opinion, continued Secretary Dulles, the acceptability
of any substantive plan for arms limitation depended in fact on what
we and the Soviets were willing to do with regard to the policing of
the plan. Governor Stassen’s present plan was one that best served the
interests of the United States, since in essence it freezes our present
nuclear superiority over the Soviet Union. However, it was not a plan
which would be readily welcomed by our allies or by world public
opinion. Our allies want not a freezing of existing levels of nuclear
armaments; they want these armaments to be eliminated or at least
reduced. Accordingly the Stassen plan will not be welcomed by the
“British or the French. Moreover, as Admiral Radford had correctly
pointed out, the Soviets would do their best propaganda-wise to get
the British and French to bring pressure upon us to make concessions
which might result in a considerable weakening of the advantages
which the Stassen plan in its original form would confer on the United
States.
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Accordingly, Secretary Dulles recommended that heavy initial
emphasis from now on be placed on the problem of inspection and
policing. He pointed out that no detailed and concrete study of this
problem had yet been made by Governor Stassen or anybody else. We
must know where and how many inspectors will be put in place. We
must understand what we are willing ourselves to accept. How will we
react to a lot of Soviet representatives scattered throughout our indus-
trial and military centers? All of this confronts the United States with a
serious problem when you actually got down into such disagreeable
details. Nevertheless, we must admit some willingness to be policed
by Russians if we were to insist on policing them. Indeed, this problem
of policing appeared so impossible to those who had formulated the
Baruch plan that they concluded that the problem could not be solved,
and they abandoned the attempt to do so in favor of the alternative of
international ownership of atomic energy. Secretary Dulles said he
believed this was the point that needed to be explored first, and also
the point where any kind of disarmament plan was likely to break
down. In any event, until the problem of policing had been resolved,
the United States could not know whether it endorsed a leveling off
plan or some other plan for disarmament.

Secretary Dulles pointed out that the Soviets in the past had
always called for a disarmament plan first and solution of the inspec-
tion problem afterward. He would reverse this process and first study
the problem of stipervision and policing and thereafter formulate the
plan that was to be policed: If we proceeded in this fashion, Secretary
Dulles predicted that we would have world opinion on our side rather
than on the Russian side.

At the conclusion of Secretary Dulles’ statement, Ambassador
Lodge said that he believed the Secretary of State was absolutely right
in"his contention that inspection was the crux of the problem. On the
other hand, he said he wished to point out the apparent change in the
Soviet attitude toward inspection as it was outlined in their May 10
disarmament proposal. Ambassador Lodge again quoted from Molo-
tov’s speech on this point at San Francisco, and indicated that the
Soviets were attempting to convince the world that they actually fa-
vored real inspection.

The President then explained that he could not wholly agree with
Secretary Dulles that the problem of policing and inspection could be
so readily separated from the substantive content of the disarmament
plan itself. As the President saw it, the type of plan we selected would
obviously influence the kind of inspection system we required. He did
agree, however, with what the Secretary of State and Ambassador
Lodge had had to say about the difficulties of devising and operating
an acceptable inspection system.
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Changing the subject, Secretary Dulles reverted to Governor Stas-
sen’s query as to the desirability of talking with the British on the
subject of the disarmament plan in the near future. He said that of
course we might be able to do so, but he doubted the wisdom of this
step until such time as we have “a national position” on the problem
of disarmament.

Secretary Humphrey expressed emphatic agreement with the po-
sition on discussions with the British which Secretary Dulles had
taken. He said it was essential that the United States know where it
wants to go before talking with any other government. An agreement
on disarmament, in his opinion, was worth nothing at all unless it was
to the advantage of both parties and unless both parties really wanted
it. If the U.S. and the USSR were unable to get along in the world
together, no verbal agreement was worth anything. Nor, said Secre-
tary Humphrey, could we proceed on any course of action which
separated the problem of arms limitation from the problems of a
political settlement. These two problems went together. In the
meantime, while we were negotiating with the Soviets we must deal
with them from a position of strength. We must not, therefore, reduce
our nuclear capability. For all the problems it raised, nuclear energy
was here to stay. In fact, it was our great strength and the strength of
the free world.

With a smile, the President turned to Secretary Humphrey and
said, don’t change your speech when budget time rolls around.

Secretary Humphrey continued with the thought that it might be
possible to contemplate limitation of the means of delivery of atomic
weapons—aircraft, submarines, and the like—but not a hmltatlon of
atomic weapons themselves. The thing to do was to set up an inspec- .
tion system over the means of delivery; but the United States simply
could not afford to ban atomic.weapons.—

The President said that at least this much should be clearly under-
stood by everyone present: The Russians were not deserting their
Marxian ideology nor their ultimate objectives of world revolution and
Communist domination. However, they had found that an arms race
was much too expensive a means of achieving these objectives, and
they wished to achieve these objectives without recourse to war. If the
United States rejects this attitude and seems to prefer a military solu-
tion, it would lose the support of the world Thus our real problem is
the non-mlhtary struggle as we have already achieved such a stale-
mate in the military field.

Admiral Strauss then said that he had a suggestion to make.
Secretary Dulles had stated that the United States could not stand still,
and must make some move in the direction of disarmament. It was
generally agreed that the Baruch plan for the elimination of nuclear




Regulation of Armaments and Atomic Energy 153

weapons was outmoded. The present outlook was very bleak. We
were obliged to assume that the USSR would be acting in bad faith. It
was very doubtful indeed if there would be any genuine major change
in the Soviet attitude and policy. In the light of all this, Admiral
Strauss said that the best solution was a return to the plan outlined by
the President in his December 8, 1953, speech calling for creation of an
atomic energy pool, to which both the Soviets and the United States
would make a contribution and thus drain off some of the fissionable
materials which would normally go into weapons. If we returned now
to the plan advocated by the President in this speech, we would be
making the best possible move. It would put the Russians at a great
strategic disadvantage, and would take some of the heat of world
opinion off the United States.

The President did not comment on Admiral Strauss’ suggestion,
but with regard to the next step suggested that the National Security
Council have another meeting at which it would discuss acceptable
methods of inspection and policing a disarmament plan. It should
consider what kind of a system we think would work and modify our
plan to conform to such a system of inspection, and if agreement could
be achieved, present it to the Soviets. He inquired whether such a
procedure seemed suitable to Governor Stassen, and said he would
like to see included in future work by Governor Stassen’s group the
idea of common contributions to an atomic energy pool, as suggested
by.Admiral Strauss.

"The Attorney General commented that the creation and puttmg
into effect of a genuine system of policing and inspection of an arms
limitation plan might well require an amendment to the Constltutlon
of the United States. . -

Secretary Wilson said that he wanted to make the point that even
if atomic capabilities had not been developed by the U.S. and the
USSR, the world would still face very much the same kind of situation
with respect to arms limitation that it was now facing; so the real
question was what can we do to reduce world tensions and to cut
down the burden of armaments. Secretary Wilson said he believed
that discussion of this problem for a few months more was desirable
before negotiation either with our allies or with the Soviets. Secretary
Dulles replied that while there was some time still for discussion, we
certainly did not have months in which to make up our mind. The
President said that he was much intrigued with the idea of trying to
formulate a U.S. position on policing and inspection, and thought it
desirable to talk this problem over with the British.

Mr. Allen Dulles suggested that the first concern of any inspection
system should be directed to the inspection of bases from which
atomic weapons or guided missiles could be delivered. He said that we
already know something about guided missile sites. Secretary Dulles
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reaffirmed his view that any study of the methods of policing were
bound to have a substantial effect on the substance of any disarma-
ment plan which we formulated.

Governor Stassen argued that he had already given a good deal of
time to the problem of policing and inspection, but that he had felt
that there must be some agreement on the general features of a dis-
armament plan before proceeding further with the details of inspec-
tion. Furthermore, all the members of the Council should be mindful
of the fact that this was a solemn moment in history, when the United
States had very great power indeed and when both sides have tremen-
dous military capabilities. Accordingly, it was absolutely vital, in the
light of history, that an effort be made to get control of these great
potentialities.

Secretary Wilson then said that in the course of future study of
inspection and policing, could we not simultaneously list, one by one,
the various outstanding political issues between us and the Soviet
Union and see what can be done to try to solve these problems.
Smiling, Secretary Dulles turned to Secretary Wilson and said, ““Char-
lie, what do you think I do? Did you read my speech in San Fran-
cisco?” (Laughter)

The Vice President commented that he did not believe that there
was anything more important from the political point of view than the
formulation of an inspection system which offered the hope of pene-
trating the Iron Curtain. This also would be the best propaganda
position for the United States.

At this point Mr. Dillon Anderson summed up the main positions
taken by the National Security Council, and the remainder of the
discussion was devoted to the formulation of the Council’s action on
Governor Stassen’s progress report.

The National Security Council:®

a. Noted and discussed Volume IV of the “Progress Report on
Proposed Policy of the United States on the Question of Disarma-
ment”, prepared by the Special Assistant to the President on Disarma-
ment in response to NSC Action No. 1411—c, in the light of the views
of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Statf transmitted by
the reference memoranda dated June 28.

b. Agreed that the U.S,, in its own interest, should, as interrelated
parts of our national policy:

(1) Actively seek an international system for the regulation
and reduction of armed forces and armaments.

(2) Concurrently make intensive efforts to resolve other ma-
jor international issues.

® Paragraphs a—d and the Note that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1419, ap-
proved by the President on June 30. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous)
Files: Lot 66 D 95, NSC Actions)
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(3) Meanwhile continue the steady development of strength
in the U.S. and the free world coalition required for U.S. security.

c. Agreed that the acceptability and character of any international
system for the regulation and reduction of armed forces and arma-
ments depends primarily on the scope and effectiveness of the safe-
guards against violations and evasions, and especially the inspection
system.

y d. Noted the President’s directive that the Special Assistant to the
President on Disarmament, in consultation with the interested depart-
ments and agencies, should:

(1) Develop methods of inspection which would be deemed
feasible and which would serve to determine what would be
acceptable on a reciprocal basis to the United States.

%Z) Modify his groposed plan as necessary to conform with
the above-mentioned inspection system.

(3) Take into account in his proposed plan the suggested
incorporation of the international pool of atomic energy materials
for peaceful uses outlined by the President in his speech of De-
cember §, 1953. ,

(4) Report his proposed plan, as modified by the foregoin%
and including the methods of inspection developed under (I)
above, to the President through the Council for furt%er considera-
tion.

Note: The action in d above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Special Assistant to the President on Dis-
armament for implementation.

S. Everett Gleason

46. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, July 13, 1955

SUBJECT
Implementation of NSC 5507/2 2
PARTICIPANTS

AEC—Mr. Hall
AEC—Mr. Gardner
S/AE—Mr. Smith
S/AE—Mr. Farley
S/AE—Mr. Schaetzel

! Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, NSC 5507 /2.
Secret. Drafted by Schaetzel.
?Document 14.
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In answer to Mr. Smith’s preliminary inquiry about steps being
taken to implement NSC 5507/2, Mr. Hall said that there had been
discussion of one of the principal points in the Commission, namely
the amount of fissionable material that could be made available for
power purposes and that the next step was a discussion between
Admiral Strauss and Admiral Radford. Mr. Hall said that the AEC was
thinking of an announcement of this sort which might be made at
Geneva either by Admiral Strauss on behalf of the President or possi-
bly in Dr. Libby’s concluding speech. He felt that discussion of the
amounts of fissionable material required would incidentally demon-
strate to other countries the necessity for the power bilaterals. Mr.
Smith noted that the JCS and the President had approved in principle
an allocation of fissionable material for power purposes but he gath-
ered that the point Mr. Hall was making was that it was now necessary
to get down to the actual kgs required for the next several years. This
was so, said Mr. Hall, and he pointed out actual transfers of material
would not be required before 1957 or 1958. He went on to say that Mr.
K. Davis was working on the general letter of inquiry sent over by the
Department on April 18° and that in addition to other information he
thought we would get a figure within thirty days on the question
under discussion. As a footnote, Mr. Hall said that a definite statement
on this point at Geneva might undercut the interest of other nations in
developing their own gaseous diffusion facilities. Mr. Farley observed
that in discussions with the Germans there was some feeling that they
were putting forward suggestions for U-235 production by centrifuges
with the idea that this might make U.S. amenable to selling Germany
U-235.

Mr. Hall mentioned in passing the discussion he had had the
previous day with the Walter Kidde representatives on the Brazilian
project. He said that they had not realized in the Commission the .
economic difficulties created by the ten year limitation. They had
asked the company for a memorandum of their proposal.

Mr. Smith asked how the AEC was coming along on the declas-
sification of power technology. Mr. Hall said this was being considered
by Admiral Strauss and would be discussed in general terms at Ge-
neva. He felt what Admiral Strauss would say there would unques-
tionably ease the declassification problem.

There was a reference to the standard form power bilateral and
Mr. Gardner promised he would send over the most recent draft. Mr.
Hall noted that if the declassification process moves rapidly enough
the necessity for a separate power agreement might be limited to the
material to be transferred and we could use the standard bilateral.

? Not found in Department of State files.
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Mr. Smith then asked whether the Commission had given any
thought to the financing of the peaceful uses as suggested in para-
graph 27 (d) of NSC 5507/2 which called for the seeking of specific
appropriations in fiscal year 1957. Mr. Hall answered in the negative.

Mr. Hall mentioned the idea that had been discussed by the
Belgians for installing a power reactor in connection with the Fair in
1958.* He said that Westinghouse had been approached. The Belgians
were thinking in terms of a 75,000 kw station. Mr. Hall said that he
would send over the correspondence on this matter.

Mr. Smith then asked whether Mr. Hall felt that the State Depart-
ment was at fault for not having solicited other nations to approach
the United States in connection with nuclear power, bearing in mind
the policy decisions contained in 5507/2. Mr. Hall replied certainly
not. He noted that the President had made the offer of the United
States clear in the Penn State speech.’ The immediate step was to
move ahead on the research reactor program and to see that we did
not fail to live up to the commitments we had already entered into. He
felt it would not be prudent to push in the power field for at least a
couple of months.

Mr. Smith asked what the AEC program was for implementation
of the research reactor agreements. Mr. Hall said that the first thing
they wish to do was to advise the Embassies formally that the bilater-
als were in effect and request that each Embassy identify an officer to
work with the AEC. It was agreed that it would be appropriate for
such a letter to go from the State Department to the Ambassador. In
transmitting a copy of the first such letter the Department might ap-
propriately indicate that while it is expected that in the technical field
the relationship would be continuing and direct between the AEC and
the Embassy, however, it would be expected that the AEC would
advise the Department on all foreign policy matters. Mr. Smith raised
the interest of ICA, for five million dollars of their money was in-
volved. It was thought that in time it might be necessary to set up
some sort of tripartite group (State, AEC, and ICA) to consider the
financial or grant problems.

Mr. Hall noted that it might be of interest to indicate some of the
ideas that they had on implementation of the U.K., Belgian and Cana-
dian agreements. Responsibility would be placed in the General Man-
ager’s office. Normal channels for classified information would be
used. The general channel for information would presumably be
through Hall, S/AE and abroad. Mr. Hall inquired as to whether some
thought might not be given to establishing a liaison man in London

¢ Reference is to the Brussels World Fair held in 1958.

® For text of Eisenhower’s commencement address at Penn State University on June
11, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1955, pp.
593-600.
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and Brussels, perhaps jointly financed by State and AEC. AEC wants
to be sure that a finger is kept on everything, especially security. Mr.
Smith said that they should bear in mind that Mr. Robinson ¢ was now
a Foreign Service Officer and we could not anticipate that he would be
available for more intensive work in this field, but would presumably
move increasingly into the political sphere. Mr. Hall agreed with Mr.
Smith’s suggestion that we ought to get a man such as we presently
have in Canada. As Mr. Hall saw it the task of a liaison officer in
London or Brussels would be both administrative, reporting, and
channeling classified material.

Returning to the question of general implementation, Mr. Hall
said he was resisting the idea of putting this function in the hands of
the Licensing Division. Mr. Smith inquired as to whether the Licensing
people were advising Mr. Hall about arrangements such as the author-
ization to Walter Kidde and Company to negotiate in Brazil. Mr. Hall
responded that this had been a sort of procedural breakdown. He
thought we could expect improvement in the future and also that he
did not believe any other licenses of this sort had been issued.

Mr. Smith asked what had been done on the 10,000 kw power
reactor called for in the NSC decision. Mr. Hall said he did not know
but we would have to ask Mr. Davis.

Mr. Smith noted that the contemplated Strauss speech in Geneva
might raise problems with the Belgians. Mr. Hall agreed that this was
so but that anything we did to carry out the NSC paper would tend to
diminish Belgium’s privileged position. It was a problem that had to be
faced. He agreed that we certainly could inform the Belgians in ad-
vance of what was to be said.

Mr. Smith then inquired as to what was happening regarding the
teams that might be sent out to maintain momentum in the program.
He noted that Strauss had a somewhat negative view of this sugges-
tion originally, while on the other hand, Mr. Hall had been somewhat
favorably inclined. Mr. Hall said that he agreed that there was a value
in having a man in the field who was competent to say “no” as far as
excessively ambitious ideas were concerned, but he was not sure due
to staff shortages that this type of consultation could be carried on in
connection with the research bilaterals. Mr. Smith observed that in the
next year it might be necessary to have technical people in the field.

Mr. Smith asked if Mr. Hall could tell him what Admiral Strauss
intended to say tomorrow in connection with the progress report
before the NSC on 5507/2. Mr. Hall replied that he wasn’t sure, he
thought that it was merely a question of bringing the Council up to

¢ Howard A. Robinson, First Secretary of the Embassy in Paris.
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date and report that things were proceeding pretty well. It was, of
course, possible that he might get into the statement to be made at
“Geneva.

Mr. Farley asked whether it might be possible to consider briefly
and on a very preliminary basis some of the questions that were
arising in connection with a common European atomic authority. He
noted the support this general idea had in the Department in particular
and in the entire Executive Branch and in the Congress, and also
mentioned the Secretary’s instructions to pursue the matter with AEC.
Mr. Hall recalled that a provision had been written into Dr. Libby’s
speech, and while this had been deleted, AEC General Counsel,
Mitchell,” still thought it might be appropriate. Mr. Smith said that
there would be a security problem and it would be necessary to con-
sider the engineering sense of any such proposal.

Mr. Hall said categorically that it would be impossible for the
Belgians to cooperate in the sense of transmitting classified informa-
tion, even if the other countries were to negotiate with us agreements
similar to the present Belgian bilateral. He went on to question the
general idea of cooperation which involved the transmittal of classified
information. Mr. Farley called attention to the NATO analogy which
allows highly classified American information to be transmitted to a
regional group. Mr. Smith said that if we were to get along with
declassification this might tend to provide a solution. Mr. Hall inquired
whether in an engineering sense regionalism was a useful idea.

It was agreed that there would be a meeting on Friday, ® to include
EUR, with the AEC to pursue the question of European integration.

As a final question Mr. Smith asked whether there had been any
disposition on the part of the AEC to speed work on the PWR. Mr.
Hall said on the contrary, the Bureau of the Budget requested the AEC
to make savings of one-hundred-fifty million dollars and to accom-
plish this the Bureau suggested that the period of development and
construction of AEC reactor projects could be stretched out.

? William Mitchell.
& For the record of the meeting of Friday, July 15, see the memorandum of conversa-
tion, vol. Iv, p. 313. :
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47. Memorandum of Discussion at the 255th Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, July 14, 1955'

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting
and agenda items 1-3.]

4. Nuclear Energy Projects and Related Information Programs (NSC
5431/1; NSC 5507 /2; Progress Report, dated June 20, 1955, by
the OCB on the subject)?

Mr. Anderson?® briefed the Council on the high points of this
progress report and then asked Admiral Strauss if he wished to make
additional comments (copy of Mr. Anderson’s brief filed in the min-
utes of the meeting).

Admiral Strauss stated that on next Monday at West Milton, New
York we would begin to sell electric power from the reactor there
which had been the prototype for the submarine propulsion unit. The
electric power generated by this reactor, said Admiral Strauss, would
be sold to a private power company (Niagara-Mohawk) at the rate of
three mills, fixed by the Federal Power Commission in the light of
prevailing rates in this region of New York State. This meant that on
Monday there would go into action the first commercial use of atomic
power. Admiral Strauss said that he proposed to make as much of a
play on this development as possible, stressing the theme of “swords
into plowshares.”*

With feeling the President expressed the hope that as a result of
what Admiral Strauss had described the Administration would not be
charged with selling public power to a private company. Admiral
Strauss re-assured the President on this point but the President said
that he wanted to be dead sure that the first statement about the West
Milton project was full and contained all the facts including the fact
that we had been offered as much as eight mills for the electric power
but had not taken it because the Federal Power Commission had
established the rate of three mills. The President again earnestly re-
quested Admiral Strauss to see that all the facts were given to the
public straight in the initial statement. If this were the case he would

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on July 15.

2 Regarding NSC 5431/1, see footnote 2, Document 13. NSC 5507/2 is printed as
Document 14. The OCB Progress Report is in Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 62 D
430, Atomic and Nuclear Energy.

* Dillon Anderson.

4 For speeches by Senator Anderson and Strauss at the inauguration of the commer-
cial use of atomic power at West Milton, New York, July 18, see Atoms for Peace Manual,
pp. 533-538.
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stand by what was done but he declared that he did not wish to
appear to be a fool because he was not acquainted with the back-
ground.

Admiral Strauss then said there were one or two other points in
the progress report on which he wished to comment. He pointed out
that the cut-off date for the report was June 15 and that quite a lot of
encouraging progress had been made since that time. The number of
schools for foreigners who wished to study atomic energy materials
had increased in numbers. So likewise had the bilateral agreements
between the United States and foreign countries in the atomic energy
field. Indeed, said Admiral Strauss, tomorrow we expect that the three
most important ones will come into effect; namely, with the United
Kingdom, Belgium, and Canada.

Also since June 15, continued Admiral Strauss, the President had
approved the allocation of 100 kilograms of U-235 for the purpose of
providing fuel for the reactors which were scheduled to be built in the
some twenty countries with which the U.S. had reached bilateral
agreements.

As for the small-scale civilian power reactor which was called for
in NSC 5507/2, Admiral Strauss said there was not much progress to
report because so much of the time and talent which needed to be put
into the construction of such a reactor had actually been devoted to the
development of the small mobile reactor for the U.S. Army. Admiral
Strauss added his regret that the Atomic Energy Commission had even
been given a directive to produce such a small civilian power reactor,
particularly in such a short period of time. He did not believe that
there was really much of a substantial demand for such small-scale
power reactors.

The President expressed sympathy for the difficulties which Ad-
miral Strauss had reported and suggested that he provide the Council
in the near future with a written report® explaining the lack of progress
on the small-scale civilian reactor on the grounds that the necessary
time and talent had had to be devoted to the Army’s mobile reactor.
The President thought that the point could be made that the experi-
ence gathered from the construction of the mobile reactor would sub-
sequently be useful in the production of the civilian power reactor.

Admiral Strauss concluded his report of additional progress by
stating that the project for the construction of an atomic reactor for use
in a merchant vessel which had had such great difficulty was now
about to get back on the ways.

% Strauss’ written report, entitled “Report on the Status of the Small-Output Power
Reactor”, referred to in paragraph 27-e of NSC 5507/2, undated, was presented to the
NSC meeting on November 10. (Department of State, S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351,
NSC 5507 Series)
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Secretary Humphrey reverted to Admiral Strauss’ statement about
the reactor at West Milton, New York, and inquired whether the
electric power generated in this reactor and sold for three mills would
actually cover the production costs. Admiral Strauss replied that the
operating costs were being paid by the General Electric Company, and
that the reactor would be operated anyway in order to test it. The
whole project had been set in operation for quite other than economic
purposes, and it was particularly important to get the power reactor in
operation prior to the opening of the Summit Conference. Admiral
Strauss expressed the hope that while the President was at Geneva, he
would also find time to take a look at the reactor which was being
constructed there in time for the scientific meeting which opened on
August 8.

The National Security Council:®

a. Noted and discussed the reference Progress Report on the sub-
ject by the Operations Coordinating Board, and an oral report by the
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, on developments since the
Progress Report was submitted.

b. Noted that the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, would
submit a written report on the background and status of the small-
output civilian power reactor referred to in para. 27-e of NSC 5507/2.

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse-
quently transmitted to the Chairman, AEC.

[Here follow the remaining agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason

¢ Paragraphs a-b and the Note that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1424, ap-
proved by the President on July 15, 1955. (Ibid., S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66
D 95, NSC Actions)

48. Editorial Note

Between July 18 and 23, the heads of government of the United
States, the United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union attended
the Geneva Conference. The delegations at this Geneva “Summit”
Conference, as it is usually called, were headed by President Eisen-
hower; Sir Anthony Eden, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom;
Edgar Faure, French Prime Minister; and N. A. Bulganin, Chairman of
the Soviet Council of Ministers.
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Disarmament was the major subject of discussion at the fifth
plenary meeting on July 21 and, to a lesser degree, at the sixth, sev-
enth, and eighth plenary sessions on July 22 and 23. The most dra-
matic statement on disarmament was President Eisenhower’s proposal
that the United States and the Soviet Union should agree to supply the
other with a complete blueprint of military establishments and then
allow unarmed planes to fly over the other’s territory and take photo-
graphs. Such reconnaissance flights, Eisenhower argued, would re-
duce the possibility of major surprise attack and serve as a first step
toward the attainment of a comprehensive and effective system of
inspection, which was indispensible for any viable arms limitation
agreement. Eisenhower also urged the heads of government to instruct
their representatives in the United Nations Subcommittee of the Dis-
armament Commission to give high priority to the study of inspection
and reporting. A key portion of his speech, which became known as
the ““Open Skies” proposal, reads:

“1 should address myself for a moment principally to the Dele-
gates from the Soviet Union, because our two great countries possess,
admittedly possess this new and terrible weapon in quantities which
do give rise in other parts of the world or reciprocally to the risks and
dangers of surprise attack. I propose, therefore, that we take a practical
step, and we begin an arrangement, very quickly, as between our-
selves, immediately. These steps would include: To give to each other
a complete blueprint of our military establishments, from beginning to
end, from one end of our countries to the other, lay out the establish-
ments and provide them to each other. Next, to provide within our
countries facilities for aerial photography to the other country—we to
provide you the facilities within our country, ample facilities for aerial
reconnaisance, where you can make all the pictures you choose and
take them to your own country to study; you to provide exactly the
same facilities for us and we to make these examinations, and by this
step to convince the world that we are providing as between ourselves
against the possibility of great surprise attack, and so lessening the
dangers, relaxing tensions, and making more easily attainable a more
definite and comprehensive and better system of inspection and dis-
armament, because what I propose, I assure you, would, I think, be
but a beginning. :

““Now, from my statements, I believe you will anticipate my sug-
gestion. It is that we instruct our representatives in the Subcommittee
on Disarmament in discharge of their mandate from the United Na-
tions to give priority effort to the study of inspection and reporting.
Such a study could well include a step by step testing of inspection
and reporting methods.

“The United States is ready to proceed in the study and testing of
a reliable system of inspections and reporting, and when that system is
proved, then to reduce armaments with all others to the extent that the
system will provide assured results.
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“The successful working out of such a system would do much to
develop the mutual confidence which will open wide the avenues of
Erogress for all our peoples.” (Department of State, Conference Files:

ot 63 D 123, CF 510)

For documentation on the conference, including the discussions
pertaining to disarmament, see volume V. Additional documentation,
particularly on the origins of United States disarmament proposals
before the conference, is in Department of State, Disarmament Files:
Lot 58 D 133, under the following folder titles: Disarmament Policy,
U.S. Disarmament Proposals, Four Power Meetings (Heads of Govern-
ment), Country Files—France, and Country Bilateral Conversations—
United Kingdom.

49. Note From the Department of State to the Soviet Embassy’

Washington, July 29, 1955.

The Government of the United States has considered the memo-
randum of the Soviet Government dated July 18, 1955,% and has the
following comments to make:

1. The Government of the United States is pleased to note the
readiness of the Soviet Government to deposit 50 kilograms of fission-
able material into an international fund under an international atomic
energy agency—the deposit to be made when agreement has been
reached on the creation of such an agency.

2. The Government of the United States notes that the Soviet
Government is now willing to participate in negotiations on the crea-
tion of an international atomic energy agency. As pointed out in the
United States note of April 14, 1955,% the United States and other
countries principally involved have been developing a draft statute for
such an international agency. A copy is attached.* This draft is now
under confidential study by the other nations principally involved. It is

! Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, IAEA—Exchange
of Notes. Top Secret. Drafted by Gerard Smith on July 28. On July 29, Acting Assistant
Secretary of State for European Affairs Walworth Barbour gave two copies of the note to
Soviet Chargé Sergei Striganov. A copy of the draft statute for the proposed Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, dated July 6, was attached to each note. (Memorandum of
- conversation, August 1; ibid.) For text, see Department of State Bulletin, October 22,
1956, pp. 625-626.

2 Ibid., pp. 624-625.

* Document 20.

* Not printed.
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planned to submit a draft statute to all nations qualified to join such an
energy when such study has been completed. The attached draft re-
flects current views as to the desirable nature of such an agency and
covers various points made in the negotiations between the other
nations principally involved since March 19, 1954.° Comments of the
Soviet Government on such draft would be welcome. It is hoped that
the Soviet Union will be one of the states sponsoring such interna-
tional agency.

3. The Government of the United States notes the statement in
the Soviet memorandum of July 18, 1955, that questions of the devel-
opment of international cooperation in the field of peaceful utilization
of atomic energy are directly dependent on the solution of the prob-
lems of reduction of armaments and the banning of atomic weapons.
The Government of the United States hopes that the Soviet Govern-
ment by this statement is not reverting to its earlier position that the
establishment of an international atomic energy agency must be pre-
ceded by an agreement to ban the use of nuclear weapons. It is the
understanding of the Government of the United States, as set out in its
note of November 3, 1954,° that the Soviet Government no longer
insists on such a condition. It is believed that the peaceful uses of
atomic energy should not be withheld from the peoples of the world
pending solution of difficult disarmament problems.

4. The Government of the United States notes the acceptance by
the Soviet Government of the United States agenda” (attached to the
United States note of April 14, 1955) for a joint study of the problems
involved in safeguarding the peaceful uses of atomic energy. In view
of their special competence in this field it is suggested that experts
from the United Kingdom and Canada be invited to participate in such
technical meeting. Early views of the Soviet Government on this point
are requested.

A preliminary meeting of experts at Geneva following the United
Nations International Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic En-
ergy is agreeable to the Government of the United States. In view of
competing demands on the time of these experts, it is suggested that
such preliminary meeting last no longer than five days. If additional
time is required, a second meeting can be called at a mutually agree-
able time and place.

® Regarding the initiation of these negotiations, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954,
vol. 11, Part 2, p. 1376.

¢ For text, see ibid., p. 1547.
7 Printed as the enclosure to Document 20.
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50. Editorial Note

On August 1, the United States Senate confirmed Harold E. Stas-
sen as Deputy Representative on the Disarmament Commission of the
United Nations. Background of this appointment is in memoranda of
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles’ telephone call to Henry Cabot
Lodge, July 27, 5:57 p.m., and Stassen’s call to Dulles, July 28, 6:22
p.m., both in the Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Tele-
phone Conversations; a memorandum of conversation by Dulles, July
27, of a meeting with the President at 9:45 a.m. that day; and a
memorandum of conversation by Dulles, July 29, of a meeting held at
the White House with Eisenhower, Dulles, Lodge, and Stassen on that
day at 9:45 a.m. The President’s draft letter to Stassen, July 28, outlin-
ing the appointment is attached to Dulles’” memorandum of July 29.
(Ibid., Meetings with the President)

Eisenhower’s draft letter of July 28 said that Stassen would sit for
the United States in the forthcoming subcommittee meetings of the
United Nations Disarmament Commission. He would serve under
Lodge’s direction in his work relating to the United Nations, and in all
other matters relating to negotiations with other governments he
would be under the direction of and report to the Secretary of State.
These relationships were confirmed in Eisenhower’s letter to Stassen,
August 5, in Department of State, Central Files, 330.13 /8-555.

Dulles’ memorandum of July 29 indicates that the President
signed Stassen’s nomination during the succeeding Cabinet meeting
and would send it promptly to the Senate. Department of State Bulle-
tin, August 15, page 264, notes the Senate confirmation of Stassen’s
appointment on August 1. A copy of Dulles’ letter to Dag Ham-
marskjold, August 23, informing the United Nations Secretary-Gen-
eral of Stassen’s appointment is in Department of State, Central Files,
330.13/8-2355.
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51. Letter From the Deputy Repesentative on the United
Nations Disarmament Commission (Stassen) to the
Secretary of State! ‘

Washington, August 5, 1955.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: In contemplation of the August 29th meet-
ing of the Subcommittee of the United Nations Disarmament Commis-
sion, ? it is suggested for preliminary consideration that the position of
the United States should consist of these four principal components:

1. The formal presentation to the Subcommittee, in accordance
with the directive ofpthe heads of governments at Geneva on July 23rd,
of the proposals made by all of the four heads of governments at that
conference.

2. A proposal, since all members of the Subcommittee have
agreed that inspection, supervision, and control is a vital element of
any limitation of armament or disarmament plan, that a reciprocal
exchange be arranged for a small technical panel to visit examples of
objects of control within each country, and to test sample methods of
inspection, within each country, and from these visits, tests, and stud-
ies, to endeavor to design and recommend from the technical stand-
point the most effective and feasible system of inspection, reporting,
and control that might be reciprocally installed, in conjunction with a
future limitation of arms or disarmament agreement.

3. Pending the outcome of the study of the technical exchange
panel and of further review by the United States Government, place in
a reserved and inactive status the previous United States positions
(includinﬁlgarticularly the previous United States position for the com-
plete prohibition and elimination of nuclear weatpons).

4. A suggestion that a drafting commission for the preparation of a
proposed convention for an international armaments commission be
constituted, with representation of each of the five members of the
Subcommittee, and that this drafting ﬁreparatory commission consider
the questions of membership in such international armaments com-
mission, voting methods, relationship to the United Nations Security
Council and to the United Nations Assembly, duration, right of with-
drawal, and other questions involved in the drafting of a convention.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Project Clean Up. Secret. A handwritten note on
another copy of this letter indicates that Stassen delivered it to Secretary Dulles in
person at 11:30 a.m., August 5. (Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133,
Subcommittee of the Disarmament Commission) Stassen also wrote an identical letter to
Lodge. (Ibid.)

*The four heads of government at the Geneva Summit Conference proposed this
meeting in their July 23 directive. For the second item of this three-part directive, which
addresses disarmament, see Department of State Bulletin, August 1, 1955, pp. 176-177.
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Each of these four positions can be taken within the existing
National Security Council policy.? Taken together, they would main-
tain a desirable initiative and a momentum in our work both privately
and publicly, and these positions would leave a wide range of flexibil-
ity for future United States decisions and would involve no commit-
ment as to the future position on substance. ‘

The second proposal would also serve to test out the willingness
of the Soviet Union to come to grips with the problem of inspection.

Dependent upon the response and upon an appraisal of the tim-
ing in relation to the total USSR situation, major segments of the
substance of the recommended United States policy, such as a willing-
ness for reciprocal cessation of the fabrication of additional nuclear
weapons after an effective inspection system is in place, could be
decided and announced by the President, the Secretary of State, or
Ambassador Lodge. Such additional initiative in the unfolding of
United States policy could then be followed up in the Subcommittee
and the Assembly as appropriate.

Detailed position papers will be prepared on each of these sugges-
tions, and on other anticipated proposals of the USSR, the United
Kingdom, France, and Canada. *

Sincerely yours,

Harold E. Stassen®

3 Reference is to NSC Action No. 1419, taken at the NSC meeting of June 30; see
Document 45.

¢ Not found in Department of State files.

5 Printed from a copy that bears this stamped signature.

52. Letter From the Representative at the United Nations
(Lodge) to the Deputy Representative on the United Nations
Disarmament Commission (Stassen)’

New York, August 11, 1955.

DEAR GOVERNOR STASSEN: Herewith some comments on your let-
ter to me dated August 5, 1955:2
Paragraph 1 appears satisfactory.

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Subcommittee of
the Disarmament Commission. Secret.

2Stassen’s letter to Lodge, August 5, is identical to the one he wrote to Dulles,
supra.
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As regards Paragraph 2, it would be necessary to know of what
the “small technical panel” would consist, how many persons, what
states of origin, how selected, how brought into existence, how paid,
and what type of professional competence would be demanded (in-
dustrial, military, scientific, etc.). It also raises the question as to how
objects of control are to be selected—what type and number, whether
military or non-military, nuclear or conventional.

Paragraph 3 appears satisfactory, subject to the reservation that I
am not positive that I am acquainted with all previous United States
positions. It also is not clear what effect this ““inactive status’ will have
on former United Kingdom, French and Canadian positions. If you
plan to get three-power agreement to this before August 29, you run
the risk of serious delay.

As regards Paragraph 4, I suggest that it would be important to
consider membership for at least one Latin American céuntry and
possibly an Asian country.

I see no mention of bilateral talks, which I think are of fundamen-
tal importance.

I am afraid that the Soviet Union may try to use either Paragraph
2 or 4 to delay and confuse the issue and thus cause us to lose the
position of unprecedented advantage that the President’s aerial pho-
tography proposal at Geneva has won for us.?

In disarmament talks in the past, there have been two great prob-
lems: The first was Soviet intransigence and the manifest unfairness of
Soviet plans. The other has been the tenderness of the British and
French towards Soviet proposals and a consequent readiness to take
Soviet schemes uncritically and at face value.

At one stroke the President ended all this. The advantage which
this has won for us must be maintained. This means in essence a
strategy of keeping constantly focused on his proposal, of forcing the
pace, of getting a decision in the Subcommittee, in the Commission,
and then in the General Assembly—all at the forthcoming Tenth
Session.

Our allies are, in effect, committed to the Eisenhower plan—or
could easily become so if you bring this up first. Nothing, therefore,
must be done to give the allies the chance to wriggle away or to let the
Russians change the subject.

In one way or another we must “worry” the aerial photography
proposal like a dog with a bone.

* For excerpts of Eisenhower’s “Open Skies” proposal at the Geneva Conference,
July 21, see Document 48. The full text of his proposal is printed in volume v, pp.
450-453.
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I am thinking in terms of: 1. A report to the Disarmament Com-
mission certainly not later than November 1; and 2. the text of a
resolution on the aerial photography plan which the Subcommittee
and the full Commission would support and co-sponsor when it came
into the Assembly.

This resolution should then be adopted by an overwhelming vote
and would become the new World Disarmament Policy—which na-
tions would ignore only at the price of world condemnation.

It may be doubtful that you will get an agreement with the Soviet
Union either in bilateral or five-power talks. But I think you will get
agreement from them through the pressure of world opinion—provid-
ing it is applied vigorously and skillfully.

I know from conversations with you that you are aware of the
need for speed, and I thought that it would be helpful to set before you
some of the problems as they have become evident to me here and in
London.

With kind regards,

Sincerely yours,

H.C.Lodge, Jr.

53. Letter From the Secretary of State to the Representative at
the United Nations (Lodge)®

Washington, August 12, 1955.

DEeAR CaBOT: Thank you for your letter of July 29, 19552 concern-
ing the relationship of recent Soviet proposals to the draft Statute of
the International Atomic Energy Agency. I hope the following com-
ment may be helpful in making preparations for the next General
Assembly.

It is United States policy to have the Soviets adhere to the Statute
if that can be accomplished without compromising either our national
security or the President’s objective to establish a genuinely effective
agency to promote the peaceful uses of the atom. The differences
between the recent Soviet proposals set forth in their memorandum of

! Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, IAEA—Exchange
of Notes. Top Secret. Drafted by David H. McKillop, Office of the Special Assistant to
the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Affairs.

2 Not printed. (Ibid.)
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July 18, 1955°% and the provisions of the draft Statute do not seem
impossible of reconciliation provided the Soviets are sincerely inter-
ested in joining an effective agency. As you know, we are awaiting a
Soviet reply to our note of July 29, 1955,* a copy of which you have.
The reply of the Soviets should help to clarify some of the ambiguities
in their memorandum of July 18 as to the bona fides of their intentions
towards the Agency.

Our note of July 29 was drafted on the basis that we would adhere
to the course of action for distributing the draft Statute worked out
prior to the receipt of the Soviet memorandum and which was out-
lined in Mr. Christopher Phillips’ letter to you of July 29, 1955.°

Unless the Soviet reply should indicate that general distribution of
the draft Statute would jeopardize the prospects for an early reconcili-
ation of our differences with the Soviets relative to the Agency, we still
plan to make the draft available for comment to all States eligible for
Agency membership about August 21, immediately after the Geneva
Conference on atomic energy. This date would permit interested coun-
tries to consider the draft well in advance of the opening of the Gen-
eral Assembly.

Your comments are always welcome, and we will keep you in-
formed of any developments necessitating a change of the policy I
have outlined. :

Sincerely yours,

John Foster Dulles’

® For text, see Department of State Bulletin, October 22, 1956, pp. 624-625.
~* Document 49.

® Not found in Department of State files, but a letter dated July 25 from Phillips to
Lodge, reads in part:

“Plans for the distribution of the Statute are being finalized along the following
lines. The United States will distribute the present Statute of the Agency, not including,
however, Annex II, which lists the members of the First Board, to all states now eligible
for membership in the Agency at an appropriate date during the month of August. The
exact date of distribution will be determined in consultation with the Atomic Energy
Commission in the light of developments at the Geneva Conference on Peaceful Uses
and the current state of our negotiating situation vis-a-vis the Soviet Union on the
Agency. It is expected that plans for distribution will probably be announced at Geneva
either during or immediately after the Peaceful Uses Conference. The Statute will be
distributed by the Department to the Embassies in Washington for comment and simul-
taneously will be circulated for information by the Secretary General to the Delegations
in New York. Naturally the Secretary General would have to be furnished a copy of the
Statute for his information in sufficient time to arrange the distribution in New York.

“The question of whether or not the Secretary General can be furnished a copy of
the Statute in advance of the Soviet Union will, of course, depend on developments in
our negotiating situation with the Soviets on this matter.” (Department of State, Atomic
Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, IAEA—Exchange of Notes)

¢ The United States distributed the draft Statute of the International Atomic Energy
Agency to other members of the United Nations and specialized agencies on August 22.
For text, see Department of State Bulletin, October 24, pp. 666-672.

7 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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54. Letter From the Secretary of State to the Deputy
Representative on the United Nations Disarmament
Commission (Stassen)’

Washington, August 15, 1955.

DEAR HAROLD: I have your letter of August 5, 1955, in which you
outlined a suggested position for the United States in the meetings of
the United Nations Disarmament Subcommittee which will begin Au-
gust 29th. Perhaps it would be useful for me to comment on the points
included in this position as you presented them.

1) We agree that the US should make a formal presentation of the
President’s July 21 proposal? to the Subcommittee, and that we should
expect the other representatives similarly to put forward the proposals
made at Geneva their heads of government. In presenting the
President’s proposal, we should be prepared to spell it out in some
detail, and to deal with its relationship to eventual broader disarma-
ment objectives. A position paper on this subject will be required for
interdeq_artmental review.

2) The Department agrees that a primary objective should be to
focus attention on the problem of inspection. The proposal you put
forward for a reciprocaf)exchange of pilot inspection by a panel is a
good one, and the Department believes it might serve as an effective
channel towards agreement on some of the technical elements of
control. Here again our position would have to be worked out care-
fully and in some detail before the proposal is tabled.

3) We agree that pending further studies of inspection, previous
United States positions on disarmament should be placed “in a re-
served and inactive status”, if it is agreed that this means that the
United States, without either reaffirming or withdrawing these previ-
ous positions, states that it would be premature to arrive at decisions
on their continued validity before we have assessed the possibilities of
establishing an inspection system adequate to assure reasonable
knowledge of possible violations. We might, of course, even at this
time reiterate our present view that there are as of now no known
inspection procedures which could provide adequate support for an
agreement to eliminate atomic weapons. One consideration which
must be kept in mind is that many of our previous positions have been
taken jointF with the United Kingdom, France and Canada. It will be
important for us to seek to the degree possible a common approach
with them vis-a-vis our previous proposals. A position paper will be
required on this matter.

4) It is the view of the Department that a suggestion for a drafting
commission for the preparation of a convention is premature. We
believe that before progress could be made in such a task it would be
necessary to have considerable agreement on the responsibility and

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, U.S. Disarmament
Proposals. Secret.

? Document 51.

® For portions of Eisenhower’s “Open Skies’’ proposal, see Document 48.




Regulation of Armaments and Atomic Energy 173

scope of an international armaments commission, i.e., what kind of
inspection it will carry out or what kind of regulation of armaments
system will it supervise?

5) We believe consideration of the possibility of putting forward
other segments of the substance of United States policy on disarma-
ment should be deferred pending decisions by the National Security
Council and the President on such policy and in the light of the
developing international situation.

6) We agree that detailed position papers should be prepared on
the anticipated proposals of the USSR, the United Kingdom, France
and Canada, which should include papers on elements of the Soviet
May 10 proposals* as well as those put forward by the other heads of
government at Geneva. Since many of these proposals, including the

oviet May 10 plan, are based on or incorporate elements of previous
United States positions, it will be necessary to prepare these US posi-
tion papers in the light of the comments made agove in paragraph 3.

Sincerely,

Foster

4 See Document 24.

55. Letter From the Deputy Representative on the United
Nations Disarmament Commission (Stassen) to the
Secretary of Defense (Wilson)'

Washington, August 17, 1955.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Confirming and supplementing our discus-
sion in your office on August 3rd, I am proceeding with the implemen-
tation of the directive from the President and the National Security
Council of June 30, 1955, (NSC Action No. 1419)? to design an effec-
tive, reciprocally acceptable inspection system. The cooperation of the
Department of Defense and of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in this continu-
ing study will be very much appreciated. Participation in this stage of
preparation of our report will not be taken to prejudice in any manner
the right of the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
take a fresh look at our comprehensive report for comment or recom-
mended modification prior to its presentation to the President.

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—NSC.
Top Secret.
2 Regarding NSC Action No. 1419, see footnote 9, Document 45.
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The enclosed memorandum of assignment? will indicate the spe-
cific nature of our continuing studies, and I would welcome any rec-
ommendations as to any part of this total problem which the Depart-
ment of Defense would wish to submit in this preliminary stage of the
preparation of a comprehensive inspection system. I would further like
to request that the Department of Defense undertake to develop stud-
ies and make recommendations with respect to the military portions of
the comprehensive study which I have initiated. In view of the antici-
pated time schedule of negotiations and of United Nations” considera-
tion, I trust these recommendations and studies can be made available
to me on or before October 15, 1955. In this connection, the attached
memorandum of assignment is intended to serve as an over-all guide
but should not be regarded as restrictive insofar as the military por-
tions of the study are concerned.

It is my contemplation that the total of all the segments of inspec-
tion will be fitted together into one comprehensive inspection, com-
munications, and reporting system, and will be submitted to the De-
partments and Agencies concerned for their comment at least thirty
days in advance of consideration by the President.

The special task groups engaged in the inspection study under the
NSC action include the following;:

Nuclear matters—Dr. Ernest O. Lawrence, Chairman *
Steel—Mr. Benjamin Fairless, Chairman®

Power and Industry—Mr. Walker Cisler, Chairman®
Air—General James H. Doolittle, Chairman’
Navy—Admiral Oswald S. Colclough, Chairman?
Army—General Walter B. Smith, Chairman®

Budget and Finance—Dr. Harold Moulten, Chairman 1°
Communications—Dr. James B. Fisk, Chairman !!

Specific military studies and the development of military portions
of the inspection plan by the Department of Defense will be taken into
account in the comprehensive inspection plan by the groups indicated
above. As I have previously indicated, the Department of Defense will

3 The memorandum, entitled “Implementation of NSC Action No. 1419”, dated
August 4, and an earlier draft, dated July 5, are not printed. (Department of State,
Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—NSC)

* Professor of physics and director of the Radiation Laboratory at the University of
California, Berkeley.

* Former chairman, president, and chief executive officer of U.S. Steel Corporation,

¢ President of Detroit Edison Co.

7 Former aviator and vice president and director of Shell Oil Co.

8 Vice Admiral, USN (Ret.), and dean of faculties at George Washington University.

? General, USA (Ret.), and vice chairman, American Machine and Foundry Co.

1° Retired economist and president emeritus of The Brookings Institution.

"1 Vice President-Research, Bell Telephone Laboratories.
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be given an adequate opportunity to comment on the results of the
entire study after it has been assembled and integrated in comprehen-
sive form.

Sincerely yours,

Harold E. Stassen *?

12 Printed from a copy that bears this stamped signature.

56. Aide-Mémoire From the Department of State to the Soviet
Embassy’

Washington, August 17, 1955.

The Government of the United States refers to the memorandum
of the Soviet Government dated August 13, 1955,2 and notes that the
Soviet Government is giving study to the draft statute of an interna-
tional atomic energy agency transmitted with the note of the Govern-
ment of the United States dated July 29, 1955.° The Government of
the United States will be pleased to receive the views of the Soviet
Government on this draft.

Pursuant to suggestions advanced during discussions at the Ninth
General Assembly of the United Nations,* the Government of the
United States, which together with other governments principally in-
volved® has developed the draft statute, considers that a stage has
been reached at which it is appropriate to solicit the views of other
states. It is planned that, on or shortly after August 22, copies of the
draft statute will be transmitted on a confidential basis to all states
members of the United Nations or of its specialized agencies in order
that they may express their views.® The draft to be made available to

! Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, IAEA—Exchange
of Notes. Secret. Drafted by Farley. Information on the source text indicates that Stoessel
gave two copies of this document to Soviet Chargé Striganov on August 17. This note is
also printed in Department of State Bulletin, October 22, 1956, pp. 626-627.

? For text, see ibid., p. 626.

% Document 49.

* Regarding these discussions, which occurred during consideration of U.N. General
Assembly Resolution 810 (IX), see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1, Part 2, pp.
1551-1553 and 1578-1580.

® Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, the Union of South Africa, the United King-
dom, and the United States.

¢ See footnotes 5 and 6, Document 53.
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such other governments will differ from the statute transmitted to the
Soviet Government on July 29 in the following two respects:’

a. Article VII(A)2 will be amended to provide that five, rather than
four, states which are principal producers and contributors of raw
materials will be selecte(l3 for the Board of Governors in category 2; and

b. Annex II will list the names of the states proposed for inclusion
on the first Board of Governors in categories 1 and 2. A copy of the
draft Annex II as it will be distributed is attached to this note.

With regard to the question of participation in the meeting of
experts to be convened in Geneva on August 22,° the Government of
the United States accepts the suggestion of the Soviet Government
that experts from Czechoslovakia also participate. The Government of
the United States refers to its proposal in a note dated August 12,
1955, that experts from France be invited, and requests an early
statement of the views of the Soviet Government on this proposal and
the other proposals relating to arrangements for the technical meeting
raised in its note of August 12,

7 See footnote 1, Document 49.

8 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, October 24, 1955, p. 672.

° Regarding this meeting, see Documents 58 and 61.

1° Not printed. (Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, IAEA—
Exchange of Notes)

57. Memorandum From the Secretary of State to the President’

Washington, August 19, 1955.
SUBJECT

Progress on International Atomic Energy Agency

I wish to advise you of two developments in the negotiations to
establish an International Atomic Energy Agency as first proposed by
you in your speech of December 8, 1953, before the United Nations
General Assembly.

On or shortly after August 22, 1955, a draft statute establishing
such an agency will be circulated on a confidential basis to all mem-
bers of the United Nations and its specialized agencies for comment.
This draft statute has been developed under the leadership of
Morehead Patterson and has the general agreement and sponsorship

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles—Herter Series. Secret.
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of a negotiating group of states consisting of the United Kingdom,
Canada, France, Belgium, South Africa, Australia and Portugal. A copy
has already been sent to the Soviet Government, and we remain ready
to negotiate with them when their comments are received.

Also on August 22, a closed meeting will commence in Geneva
between our technical experts and atomic energy experts from the
USSR. Experts from the United Kingdom, Canada, France, and Czech-
oslovakia will also be present. These talks will be confined to a study
by experts of one objection which the Soviets have raised against your
proposal. The Russians claim, in seeking to justify their reluctance to
join with us in advancing the peaceful uses of atomic energy, that such
uses will inevitably build up military stocks of atomic material. We say
that safeguards against such diversion of material from peaceful uses
of atomic energy can be devised by our scientists. Talks on this techni-
cal point should give us an opportunity to assess the genuineness of
recent Russian professions of interest in getting ahead with the peace-
ful uses of atomic energy. In view of the technical nature of these talks,
Lewis Strauss and the Atomic Energy Commission are taking the lead
in preparations. No “atomic secrets”” will be exchanged, of course, and
our representatives will avoid discussion of general questions relating
to the Agency or to disarmament and the control of military uses of
atomic energy.

I believe that these developments mark significant progress to-
ward making a reality of your vision of peaceful cooperation in achiev-
ing the benefits of atomic energy.

JFD

58. Telegram From the Department of State to the Consulate
General at Geneva'
Washington, August 20, 1955—11:35 a.m.

593. For Rabi, USDel Peaceful Uses Conference. Following letter
instructions signed Murphy August 19:

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 398.1901-GE/8-2055. Confidential;
Priority. Drafted and approved by Farley.
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Begin text.

1. I am pleased inform you you have been designated Represent-
ative of US for purpose conducting Technical Atomic Energy talks
with representatives USSR which are scheduled begin Geneva August
22, 1955.

2. Following instructions presented for your guidance as US Rep-
resentative. I shall appreciate your communicating substance hereof to
other members Delegation.

3. Objective this Government is explore in preliminary fashion,
with representatives other nations taking part this study, technical
safeguards which are feasible and necessary insure nuclear fuel can be
made available for reactors under auspices IAEA without prejudice to
security nations of world. No assumptions are to be made about
agency itself except

A. An agency will come into existence.
B. Any nuclear installations under ausFices of agency shall be
reviously made known to agency in complete detail, such detail to

include following: reactor design and operation information; fuel ele-
ment design; any auxiliary chemical processing plant or fuel element
?reparation plant design, and operation information; means of transfer
issionable material in any form to and from installation in question.

C. Some agency system of supervision will exist.

4. Main technical emphasis of meeting will be concerned with
physical security of fissionable materials and detection any violation
procedures established by agency.

5. These discussions are preliminary in nature and may or may
not be followed by more comprehensive discussions. Present discus-
sions are to be narrowly technical scope and are to be limited discus-
sion agenda presented to USSR in US Government’s note April 14,
1955 accepted by USSR July 19.2 Discussions should not be carried to
point commitments and any discussion limitation on complete free-
dom of US in atomic energy field must be avoided. Any discussion of
relationship agency to UN must be avoided.

6. Over-all problems of international control atomic energy, as
well as problems relating to prohibition or testing nuclear weapons,
are specifically to be excluded discussions.

7. There will be no discussion classified information or Restricted
Data in any meetings attended by representatives USSR, Czechoslova-
kia, or France. In preliminary discussions involving US and UK and/or
Canada, if necessary for proper coordinated planning, classified infor-
mation may be discussed if commonly held.

2The U.S. aide-mémoire is printed as Document 20. Regarding the Soviet memo-
randum to the United States, dated July 18, not July 19, see footnote 2, Document 49.
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8. You should obtain further instructions from Department in
event above prove insufficient during course of study.

9. Upon completion talks you are requested prepare official report
covering results study for submission to Secretary of State and Chair-
man AEC.?

10. You and your colleagues enter upon these important discus-
sions with assurances my keen interest and wholehearted support. End
text.

Deletion in paragraph 5 proposed Urtel 549 * received too late to
obtain change before signature. Suggest any desired agreements re
future meetings etc. be worked out ad referendum.

Word “control” in paragraph 6 garbled in transmission Urtel 542°
and correction received too late.

Following advisers designated: Davis, Staebler, English, Dodson,
John Hall, Smith, William Hall, Robinson, Stevens. ® Stevens included
as precaution view Urtel 394.” Omission Zinn error here and will be
corrected soonest.

Dulles

® See Document 61. '

* In telegram 549 from Geneva, August 19, Rabi and Strauss suggested the deletion
of “Discussions should not be carried to point of commitments and” in paragraph 5,
since the agreement to meet again might be considered a commitment. (Department of
State, Central Files, 398.1901-GE/8-1955)

*The corrected version of telegram 542 from Geneva, August 18, specified the
addition of the words “control or” after “relating to”” and just before “prohibition” in
paragraph 6. (Ibid., 398.1901-GE /8-1855)

¢ The members of the U.S. Delegation were Richard W. Dodson, Secretary, General
Advisory Committee, AEC; Spofford G. English, Chief, Chemistry Committee, AEC;
Walter H. Zinn, Director of Argonne National Laboratory, AEC; Francis B. Stevens,
Special Assistant to the Director, Office of Eastern European Affairs, Department of
State; W. Kenneth Davis; John A. Hall; William O. Hall; Howard A. Robinson; Gerard C.
Smith; and LI. Rabi. (Despatch 16 from Geneva, August 23; ibid., 398.1901-GE/8-2355)

7 Telegram 394 from Geneva, August 10, requested Stevens’ services through the
technical talks in Geneva. (Ibid., 398.1901-GE/8-1055)
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59. Letter From the Acting Secretary of Defense (Robertson) to
the Deputy Representative on the United Nations
Disarmament Commission (Stassen)’

Washington, August 23, 1955.

DEAR MR. STASSEN: In Secretary Wilson'’s letter of August 10,2 he
promised to forward the recommendations of the Department of De-
fense which you had requested with respect to certain military aspects
of the position of the United States Delegation in the forthcoming
Disarmament Subcommittee talks. These were:

(a) Whether or not the force levels proposed by the United States
in 19523 should be withdrawn during the forthcoming sessions of the
Disarmament Subcommittee, or whether they may be allowed to re-
main in force as tentative or preliminary objectives for relative ulti-
mate armed force personnel ceilings;

(b) A detailed definition of the term “complete blueprint of our
military establishments” which could be submitted by the United
States in amplification of the President’s proposal at Geneva;*

(c) Comment on an approach which the United States might take
to the Disarmament Subcommittee meetings outlined in your letter to
the Secretary of State of 5 August 1955.°

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have examined these problems and their
views, in which the Department of Defense concurs, are contained in
two memorandums dated 19 August, subject: ‘‘Disarmament Policy
Planning” and ““Disarmament”. Copies of these documents are trans-
mitted herewith. The first of these memorandums, subject: “Disarma-
ment Policy Planning” deals with items (a) and (c) above, while the
second memorandum entitled ‘“Disarmament” is concerned with item
(b). With reference to this latter problem, you will note that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have drafted an outline plan® which is considered to be
a practical step toward implementation of the President’s proposal.
The detailed definition of the term “‘complete blueprint of our military
establishments”” which you requested is contained in paragraph 2 a of
the latter memorandum and, as indicated, this definition has been

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—Task
Force—Military. Top Secret.

2 Not printed. (Ibid., Inspection—NSC)

3 At the 12th meeting of the U.N. Disarmament Commission, May 28, 1952, the
U.S., UK., and French Delegations introduced a tripartite working paper proposing the
fixing of numerical limitations on all armed forces. For text, see Documents on Disarma-
ment, 1945-1959, vol. 1, pp. 365-372. For additional documentation on the proposal, see
Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 11, Part 2, pp. 954-955 and 989.

4 Contained in Eisenhower’s ““Open Skies” proposal.

* Document 51.

¢ Not printed. (Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—
Task Force—Military)
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developed as an integral part of the Outline Plan and should not be
utilized out of context. It is considered that a United States proposal
based on the outline suggested by the Joint Chiefs of Staff would,
within the requirements of national security, demonstrate convinc-
ingly to the world the absolute sincerity of the President’s Geneva
proposal and the genuine desire that it be implemented as an initial
step toward world peace.

I would appreciate your affording the Department of Defense the
opportunity to comment on the detailed position papers which may be
prepared, based on the recommendations transmitted herewith and
those of other governmental agencies.

Sincerely yours,

Reuben B. Robertson, Jr.”
[Enclosure 1]

Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
Secretary of Defense (Wilson)®

Washington, August 19, 1955.
SUBJECT

Disarmament Policy Planning

1. In accordance with the request contained in your memoran-
dum, subject as above, dated 10 August 1955, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
submit herewith their views regarding the specific problem outlined in
subparagraph a of the first unnumbered paragraph of that memoran-
dum and regarding the proposals contained in the letter from Mr.
Harold E. Stassen to the Secretary of State, ' which was enclosed with
your memorandum.

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have on two occasions expressed the
view that the United States should neither propose nor accede to a
proposal for the establishment of a specific ceiling on the level of
armed forces. Reference is made to their memorandum to the Secre-
tary of Defense of 20 May 1952, subject “Numerical Limitation of
Armed Forces,” ' and of 9 March 1955, subject ““British Proposal for

7 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

& Top Secret.

® Not found in Department of State files.

10 Reference is presumably to Stassen’s letter to Dulles, Document 51.

" Printed as an enclosure to Secretary of Defense Robert A. Lovett’s letter to
Secretary of State Dean Acheson, May 21, 1952, Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1,
Part 2, p. 941.
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Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments.”'? In the May 1952
memorandum, the Joint Chiefs of Staff set forth certain considerations
which led them to conclude that, from the military point of view, it
would not be in the best interests of the United States to introduce in
the Working Committee of the Disarmament Commission a proposal
for fixed numerical ceilings for the armed forces of the United States,
United Kingdom, France, USSR, and China. They stated then that, if
for overriding political considerations, the proposal were to be intro-
duced, it should be clearly regarded and handled as a political expedi-
ent suitable for use only as a counter proposal to the Soviet proposi-
tion for reductions on a percentage basis, and not one suitable for
implementation. In the March 1955 memorandum, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, in commenting upon a British proposal for fixed numerical ceil-
ings, referred to their previously expressed views and stated that those
views were considered to be equally applicable to this proposal.

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognize that some form of numerical
limitation on armed forces will inevitably constitute one of the compo-
nents of any comprehensive system for the reduction and control of
armaments and of armed forces. However, the disarmament arrange-
ment presently under consideration by the United States Government
for introduction in disarmament discussions contemplates no reduc-
tion in armed forces prior to the resolution of certain of the major
issues causing international tension. Rather, the arrangement now be-
ing considered envisages a Leveling Off of armaments in a first phase
as a goal in itself, which might be followed by a gradual reduction of
armament and armed forces to be contingent upon a parallel resolu-
tion of international issues. It would, therefore, seem inconsistent to
continue to support or adhere to proposals for reduction of armed
forces to fixed numerical ceilings, since this could involve the United
States in commitments to details which might apply to later phases of
the concept now under consideration regarding which the United
States position has not yet been developed. Further, as the Joint Chiefs
of Staff have previously noted, the ceilings thus far proposed have
been determined arbitrarily and bear no relation to strategic considera-
tions or to the specific security requirements of any state. When origi-
nally introduced, the figures were suggested only as a working
formula to provide a basis for discussion with the full recognition that,
in fixing limitations on the armed forces of states, a number of factors,
demographic, geographic, political and economic would have to be
considered. Since then, and without any real development and appli-
cation of the foregoing factors, these figures, originally selected at
random, have tended through usage to acquire an aspect of realism
and to be viewed as definite and acceptable goals.

12 Not found in Department of State files.
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4. For the reasons stated in the foregoing paragraph, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff would favor the withdrawal now of the United States
position regarding fixed numerical ceilings on armed forces. However,
they are not in a position to evaluate all of the factors which bear upon
this problem and are therefore unable to judge whether it would be
politically expedient for the United States to so withdraw its position.
If it is deemed infeasible to take this action, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
recommend that, in any international discussions on this subject, the
United States take the position that the ceilings proposed be treated as
originally intended, i.e., as illustrative, as the basis for discussion, and
as a line of departure in developing realistic force level figures should
agreement on other substantive features of an arms arrangement be
achieved.

5. There are no objections from a military point of view to the
proposals contained in the letter from Mr. Stassen.

6. The Joint Chiefs of Staff note that detailed position papers will
be prepared on each of the proposals contained in Mr. Stassen’s letter.
They request that they be afforded an opportunity to comment upon
these papers where appropriate.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
Arthur Radford
Chairman

[Enclosure 2]

Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the
Secretary of Defense (Wilson) ‘

Washington, August 19, 1955.
SUBJECT

Disarmament

1. Reference is made to your memorandum for the Chairman,
Joint Chiefs of Staff, dated 29 July 1955, which requested the prepa-
ration of a practical outline to implement the broad concept of the
Presidential proposal made at Geneva on 21 July 1955 regarding dis-
armament, and to your memorandum for the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
dated 10 August 1955, which requested inter alia a detailed defini-
tion of the term “complete blueprint of our military establishments”. A

13 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
* Top Secret.
> Not found in Department of State files.
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reply to the remainder of the latter memorandum is being provided by
separate correspondence. '¢

2. In approaching the problems presented in the above referenced
memorandums, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were assisted by additional
guidance provided by the Chairman with respect to the President’s
statement at Geneva. As a result, the following terms of reference for
the attached outline plan'” were adopted:

a. The term “blueprint of military establishments” is defined as
consisting of the complete order of battle of all major land, sea, and air
forces, and a complete list of military plants, facilities, and installations
with their locations.

b. Each nation will station observers at key locations within the
other country for the purpose of allowing them to verify the accuracy
of the foregoing information and to give warning of evidence of sur-
prise attack or of mobilization.

c. Each country shall permit unrestricted, but monitored, aerial
reconnaissance by the other country.

3. Paramount in any consideration of capabilities for “‘great sur-
prise attack” today are the long-range striking forces of both countries.
Consequently, the plan for implementation of the Presidential pro-
posal should provide for safeguards against surprise long-range attack
by surveillance of such forces and their support, and measures to
detect preparation for such an attack.

4. In view of the foregoing, the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that a
concept which most nearly satisfies the President’s intent and your
request would be an exchange of information in progressive stages
from least sensitive to most sensitive, covering those items which are
most likely to provide against the possibility of surprise attack. There-
fore, there is attached for your consideration an outline plan which the
Joint Chiefs of Staff consider to be a practical step toward implementa-
tion of the President’s proposal.

5. It is considered that this memorandum, together with the at-
tached outline plan constitutes the detailed definition for “‘complete
blueprint of our military establishments” as requested in your memo-
randum dated 10 August. This definition has been developed as an
integral part of the outline plan for implementation of the Presidential
proposal and should not be utilized out of context.

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
Arthur Radford®
Chairman

!¢ Not found in Department of State files.

17 The attached outline plan, not printed, was submitted by the United States to the
U.N. Disarmament Subcommittee on August 30 as U.N. Doc. DC/SC.1/31. For text, see
Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. 1, pp. 501-503.

18 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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60. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, August 25, 1955

SUBJECT
Advance Consultation on Meetings of U. N. Subcommittee on Disarmament
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Harold E. Stassen

Mr. Sergei Striganov, Chargé d’Affaires, Soviet Embassy
Mr. Aleksandr Zinchuk, First Secretary, Soviet Embassy
Mr. Edmund Gullion

Captain Donald Gladney, USN

Mr. Walter Stoessel, State Department

The Soviet representatives called at Governor Stassen’s request.
Governor Stassen explained that the Secretary of State and the Presi-
dent desired him to consult with the Soviet representatives informally
in advance of the meetings of the Subcommittee of the United Nations
Disarmament Commission beginning on August 29.

Governor Stassen referred to the successful visit by the Soviet
farm delegation to his own part of the country.? Striganov reported
that the Soviet Agricultural Mission was ““very pleased”” with its tour.

Governor Stassen said that it was his understanding that the next
meeting of the Subcommittee was procedurally a continuation of the
meetings which had been held earlier this year in London. According
to the arrangements in effect, the chairmanship was to rotate and it
was the turn of the USSR representative to take the chair for the
opening New York meeting. Mr. Striganov confirmed that this was his
understanding. The Governor indicated that the Subcommittee dele-
gations would consult further to establish whether the first meeting
would confine itself to ceremonial and procedural matters or would
begin substantive discussion.

The Governor then stated that “in the spirit of Geneva” the U.S.
Government would do its part to see that the meetings at New York
would be marked by concrete and practical work which would enable
us to make progress toward the goal of regulation and reduction of
armaments.

He said that in conformity with the recommendations of the
Heads of State meeting at Geneva, the United States Government
assumed that each representative on the Subcommittee would present
the proposals of his country on arms control. He noted that common
to all of the proposals was an emphasis on the cardinal importance of

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Sub-Committee of
the Disarmament Commission. Secret. Drafted by Gullion on August 26.
? Not further identified.
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inspection, although the various delegations did not have identical
views on this point. The United States expected, therefore, that inspec-
tion would receive priority study in the Subcommittee meetings.

The United States would go into the question of inspection and
would be prepared to explain and develop President Eisenhower’s
Geneva proposals. Governor Stassen noted that Premier Bulganin had
said that the Soviet Government would continue to study the Presi-
dent’s proposals. He stated that the United States, at the New York
meetings and subsequently, would be glad to cooperate in such stud-
ies.

The Governor then noted that both premier Bulganin and Presi-
dent Eisenhower had found merit in the concept of reciprocal visits
and technical exchanges between the USSR and the U. S. The recent
trips of the agricultural missions were examples of successful operation
in this field.

In the interest of facilitating agreement on the international con-
trol of armaments and armed forces, the United States was considering
a plan for creation of technical panels of experts to test the various
methods of inspection which might be employed in the control of
arms and armed forces. This would involve limited test operations and
reciprocal visits to specified sites within participating countries.

Governor Stassen then stated that pending further study and un-
derstanding of the role of inspection and of its capabilities and in view
of the changing technological situation, the United States would con-
sider positions it has taken heretofore in the U. N. and the Subcommit-
tee as reserved and inactive. This means that we would not withdraw
and not reaffirm the positions, but that many of them required new
study in the light of the new aspects of the inspection program.

The Soviet Chargé inquired whether he correctly understood that
the inspection panel idea would be discussed further at New York.
Governor Stassen said that this was the case and in fact that the
United States did not intend to make a formal proposal on this subject
on the first day of the meeting.

The Soviet Chargé also inquired about the composition of the test
inspection panels, whether they would be “mixed” or whether they
would be “national” delegations.

Governor Stassen indicated that they would probably be mixed
and that the membership would include members of the Subcommit-
tee of the Disarmament Commission.

(In the course of the interview, the Soviet representatives repeated
substantially these same inquiries two or three times and it was evi-
dent that the panel proposal particularly preoccupied them.)
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With respect to informing the public about the progress of the
meetings, Governor Stassen said that this was a matter for discussion
among all the delegations. He thought that some consideration might
be given to some arrangements for briefing the press like that used at
Geneva. This, however, required further study.

Governor Stassen noted that the informal and social conferences
at Geneva had proved productive. He was confident that this would
also be true at New York. He would like to have some members of the
Soviet Delegation as his guests at an early opportunity and suggested
one o’clock luncheon on Monday, August 29th. He asked if the
Charge knew when the full Soviet Delegation would arrive. Mr. Stas-
sen said that Ambassador Sobolev, the USSR Representative to the
United Nations, who would be “one” of his country’s principal repre-
sentatives, would be in New York on the 26th. In response to the
Governor’s question, he said that he did not know when all persons
would arrive in New York for the Soviet Delegation. He undertook to
inform his Government and Ambassador Sobolev promptly in view of
Governor Stassen’s plans for an early meeting.

In conclusion, Governor Stassen reiterated United States willing-
ness to cooperate in any further study by the USSR of President
Eisenhower’s proposals. Mr. Striganov confirmed that he had under-
stood this point. The Governor said that in the interests of a construc-
tive meeting he had thought such advance consultation would be
useful. Mr. Striganov expressed his appreciation of this initiative.

61. Letter From the Representative at the Technical Atomic
Energy Talks (Rabi) to the Secretary of State’

Geneva, August 27, 1955.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I herewith report completion of my assign-
ment to represent the United States in meetings held August 22-27
with representatives of Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, USSR, UK,
and U.S,, for the purpose of mutual consideration of the problem of
preventing diversion of fissionable material from installations devoted
to the peaceful application of atomic energy.2

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 398.1901-GE/8-2755. Confidential.
? For the U.S. position at this conference, see Document 58.
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Full reports on this meeting have been transmitted during the
course of the discussion by telegraph to the Department of State and
the verbatim records of the meetings have been forwarded to the
Department of State.® Recordings of all statements have been made
and will be forwarded to the Department of State. The United Nations
will bill the United States for the common costs.

Attached as appendices to this document are the following: *

Tab “A”—Agreed-upon agenda

Tab “B”"—Representatives of participating governments

Tab ““C”—Department of State Instructions to the United States
Delegation

Tab “D’"—Meeting Procedures and Arrangements

The meetings were held in the Council Chamber of the Palais des
Nations on August 22, 23, 25, 26 and 27.

The text of the press releases issued in connection with meetings
have been fully reported separately to the Department of State and are
included in the verbatim records. The verbatim records which, as
noted above, were forwarded to the Department of State, are provi-
sional in character only and will be replaced by the final corrected
verbatim records within the next ten days. These records reflect the
attitudes expressed in the meetings. It may, however, be useful to add
certain tentative impressions which developed from the meetings and
which may not be fully reflected in the verbatim record:

1. The attitudes of the Soviet Delegation reflected the post-Ge-
neva desire of the Soviet Government for apparent free and sympa-
thetic relationships with the U.S., with the exception of a single meet-
ing on Wednesday. The Soviet Representative and his advisors were
careful to avoid any direct conflict of views with the U.S., leaving the
door open to later agreement without however committing themselves
to any of our proposals.

2. There was a continuation of the general atmosphere which was
present at the atomic energy conference and in the Advisory Commit-
tee meetings which preceded the conference. A minimum of political
overtones were introduced by the Soviet Delegation. When their atten-
tion was drawn to their transgression of the Terms of Reference of the
meeting, they quickly withdrew or minimized such statements.

3. The Soviet Delegate reiterated at several meetings his desire for
additional meetings for technical explorations of these and related
problems.

4. At no point in the discussion was there any indication that the
Soviet Union would not join the International Atomic Energy Agency,
although no special enthusiasm was shown for the idea of an Aﬁency.
Neither was the possibility of inspection and control denied, although

3 No verbatim records have been found in Department of State files.
4 All tabs listed were attached to the source text, but are not printed.
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there was no affirmative enthusiasm for such inspection and control.
There were indications that the Soviet Union might prefer an Agency
whose functions were restricted to the policing of%ilateral agreements.

5. The Soviet Delegates purposely or not established the impres-
sion that they were not well prepared and that their instructions were
not adequate. Similarly, I gained the impression that there was a lack
of coordination between the positions of Czechoslovakian and Soviet
Delegations. I would make the following recommendations to the
Department and the Atomic Energy Commission:

1. It would be desirable, if the Soviets requested one, to agree to
another meeting.

2. If another meeting is held, it should be closely tied in with
other discussions on the Agency statute with the Soviet Union. Con-
sideration should be given to whether it would not be desirable to tie
the technical discussions into the Agency negotiations.

3. In the intervening period before any such meeting, the United
States Government shoul(g undertake more adequate tecEnical prepa-
rations than had been undertaken for the current meeting. As specified
in my memorandum to the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, dated August 25, 1955,° it is recommended that an engineerin
study be authorized to develop in greater detail the U.S. technica
suggestions outlined in this series of meetings.

4. Any future meetings in this field should be closely coordinated
with the discussions on disarmament and the U.S. position in the
Disarmament Commission.

5. Copies of the Verbatim Records of this meeting should be made
available to the individuals currently developing the disarmament pol-
icfy of the United States and determining the nature of the participation
of the U.S. in an International Atomic Energy Agency. I have appreci-
ated this opportunity to serve the United States as Representative in
these discussions. If I can provide additional information or elabora-
tion of these tentative judgments, I shall be pleased to provide it.

Sincerely yours,
LI Rabi

® Not found in Department of State files.
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62. Letter From the Secretary of Defense (Wilson) to the Deputy
Representative on the United Nations Disarmament
Commission (Stassen)’

Washington, August 27, 1955.

DeAR HAROLD: I have your letter of 17 August concerning the
contribution of this Department to your comprehensive study as well
as your letters which request the cooperation of the Services with the
Military Task Force Groups of your staff.?

Let me assure you of the continuing cooperation of the Depart-
ment of Defense and re-emphasize my determination that this Depart-
ment should carry out its responsibilities with regard to the implemen-
tation of NSC Actions 1328 and 1419.° In order that these special Task
Forces may receive the information they require, I have requested the
Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force to afford these Groups
the opportunity for staff consultations and to make available informa-
tion to authorized individuals as appropriate. A copy of my memoran-
dum is forwarded herewith.* If you and your staff have additional
requirements, I am sure that you will not hesitate to bring them to my
attention.

I note that your major letter of 17 August requests that “the
Department of Defense undertake to develop studies and make recom-
mendations with respect to the military portions of the comprehensive
study,” using the Memorandum of Assignment which you inclosed as
an over-all guide. We accept and welcome the responsibility, which
we feel rightly rests with the Department of Defense, for the develop-
ment of these military portions of the comprehensive inspection plan.
The necessary staff studies are being initiated and their results will be
made available to you by 15 October as you request. However, since
the Department of Defense has been made responsible for drafting the
technical military aspects of the over-all plan, it would appear logical
that our recommendations in this respect should be incorporated in
the over-all draft plan prior to its consideration as a whole by the
various interested agencies of the government. Subsequently, we

! Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—Task Force—
Military. Top Secret. ' :

2 Gtassen’s letter to Wilson is printed as Document 55. In another letter to Wilson,
also dated August 17, Stassen requested the cooperation of the Department of Defense
with the Task Force engaged in the Army portion of the inspection problem. (Depart-
ment of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—Task Force—Army) No
further letters from Stassen to Wilson requesting the Services’ cooperation with the Task
Forces have been found.

3 Regarding NSC Actions Nos. 1328 and 1419, see footnote 22, Document 7, and
footnote 9, Document 45, respectively.

¢ Dated August 27, not printed. (Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D
133, Inspection—Task Force—Military)
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would hope that the comments of the Department of Defense on the
entire paper as well as those of other agencies would be taken into
account prior to the drafting of a formal proposal for consideration by
the President and the National Security Council. In connection with all
of this, I should like to emphasize my concern, discussed with you
during our recent conversation, lest the work of the Military Task
Forces of your staff may duplicate and perhaps impinge upon the
responsibilities of this Department referred to above.

Sincerely yours,

C.E. Wilson

63. Memorandum of a Conversation Among the Secretary of
State, the Representative at the United Nations (Lodge), and
the Deputy Representative on the United Nations
Disarmament Commission (Stassen), Council of Foreign
Relations, New York, August 26, 1955, 6:30 p.m. !

We discussed the matter of presenting the United States position
to the United Nations Subcommittee when it meets on Monday, Au-
gust 29. I said that I felt that the essential thing was to present the
United States case simply so that it could go ahead to the General
Assembly on simple lines comparable to those of the Soviet Union. It
had a simple slogan “Ban the Bomb”. We also needed something
simple such as the inspection theme which President Eisenhower had
presented. I did not think it useful at this stage to get into complica-
tions. In this connection, I referred to the so-called “panel” program?
and said that I doubted that it was useful to present this as it would
enable the Soviet to bog the matter down in discussion of details while
they went ahead with their own simple “‘Ban the Bomb” program. It
was agreed that this panel program would not be presented to the
United Nations Subcommittee at this time and that the United States
would, in essence, present the President’s Geneva program.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Memoranda of Conversation. Secret;
Personal and Private. Drafted by Dulles on August 28.

? Reference is to a U.S. proposal to the U.N. Disarmament Subcommittee to estab-
lish a technical exchange panel composed of technically and scientifically qualified
individuals from the member nations of the subcommittee who would study the prob-
lems involving inspection methods and then report back to the subcommittee. For
additional information on this proposal, see Document 65.
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I raised the question as to the use of the phrase “order of battle”,’
which had been used by Defense in the development of the Presi-
dent’s program, and Mr. Stassen said it had been agreed not to use this
phrase but rather to use the military explanation of the phrase.

We discussed the question of giving publicity to what occurred at
the meeting of the Subcommittee. I reaffirmed that I felt we should not
get trapped into the situation that prevailed in London when the
Soviets gave the story to their own press and we felt inhibited. Ambas-
sador Lodge pointed out that the rules as regards to privacy had been
established by the United Nations itself and that the Subcommittee
could not change the rules. However, I said that it was a question of
construction of the rules, that lawyers often referred to the “practical
construction” of the contract and that I felt that what we could plausi-
bly argue for was for the acceptance on our side of the practical
construction which had been given to the United Nations rules by the
Soviet Union. It was agreed that we were to proceed along these lines.

JED

3 The phrase “order of battle” appears in the August 19 memorandum from the JCS
to Wilson, printed as enclosure 2 to Document 59. It also appears in the outline plan
which was attached to that document but is not printed. (Department of State, Disarma-
ment Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—Task Force—Military)

64. Editorial Note

The Subcommittee of the United Nations Disarmament Commis-
sion held 18 meetings (51st to 68th inclusive) at United Nations Head-
quarters in New York between August 29 and October 7. The 50th
meeting was held in New York on June 1 to assess the work of the
subcommittee since it had convened in London on February 25. Ver-
batim records of all these meetings are in Department of State, IO
Files: Lot 70 A 6871, DC/SC.1/PV.50-68. Several proposals, working
papers, and memoranda submitted to these meetings are printed in
Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume I, pages 498-516 and
522-528. The Second Report of the Subcommittee of the Disarmament
Commission (DC/71), dated October 7, is in Department of State, 10
Files: Lot 70 A 6871, DC/1-100. A position paper on disarmament,
dated September 7, for the tenth regular session of the General Assem-
bly is ibid., Lot 71 D 440, Position Papers.
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65. Letter From the Deputy Representative on the United
Nations Disarmament Commission (Stassen) to the
Secretary of State’

New York, August 31, 1955.

DEAR FOSTER: In accordance with our telephone conversation yes-
terday,” I am forwarding to you herewith a preliminary draft of the
statement I would propose to make in the Subcommittee at the future
appropriate session on the presentation of the technical exchange
panel to study inspection and the placing on a reserve and inactive
status our pre-Geneva United States substantive positions, pending
the outcome of the inspection study.?

As I indicated to you on the telephone, I have never contemplated
that this technical exchange panel study would be a subject of United
Nations Assembly consideration or contention, but that it would be a
method of proceeding with the Subcommittee work and would apply
only if the Subcommittee were unanimous.

I am not certain that you have seen the reporting cable* to the
effect that the British Cabinet has given a preliminary review to the
technical exchange panel study and think well of it.

It will among other things accomplish these results:

1. Provide a practical and necessary step in proceeding with the
Subcommittee study of inspection.

2. Maintain United States initiative in a constructive manner in
the Subcommittee. .

3. Further spotlight the importance of inspection.

4. Provide an atfirmative cover for the United States action in
placing its outdated positions on the elimination of nuclear weapons
and on rigid armed force ceilings in a reserve and inactive status.

5. Ascertain the willingness of the USSR to proceed in a practical
way to study inspection methods.

6. Further open the Iron Curtain and obtain as a minimum some
useful information.

7. Provide a constructive exercise in which the United Kingdom,
France, and Canada can participate and ease their sense of non-partici-
pation in the President’s Geneva proposal.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 600.0012/8-3155. Secret.

?Dulles called Stassen in New York on August 30 at 6:15 p.m., and Stassen re-
ported on the meeting of the U.N. Disarmament Commission Subcommittee that day.
They also talked about Stassen’s suggestion for a technical exchange panel representing
different countries involved in inspection. Dulles said he did not mind a general state-
ment suggesting inspection panels but objected to detailed statements on it until the
basic issues were understood and accepted. He also asked Stassen to send him his
conception of these exchange panels. (Memorandum of telephone conversation, August
30; Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations)

* Not printed. (Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—
Task Force—Military)

* Not found in Department of State files.
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We are now consulting on the draft of the United Nations resolu-
tion supporting the President’s Geneva proposal,® and at an appropri-
ate time subsequent to the tabling and discussion of this resolution in
the Subcommittee, I would anticipate making the statement along the
lines of the attached draft.

Sincerely yours,

Harold

® For the U.S. proposal, entitled “Outline Plan for the Implementation of the 21 July
1955 Presidential Proposal at Geneva Regarding Disarmament” (U.N. Doc. DC/SC.1/
31), see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. 1, pp. 501-503.

66. Letter From the Secretary of State to the Deputy
Representative on the United Nations Disarmament
Commission (Stassen)’

Washington, September 1, 1955.

DEAR HAROLD: I have your letter of August 31 and enclosure.

I remain convinced that it will militate against the President’s
program if we go out for this panel proposal on the scale and to the
degree your draft suggests. I would see no objection to setting up a
group to study inspection methods and that group would probably use
the material which I understand you are having prepared through
your own panels.

However, to go on and give the study group authority themselves
to become a pilot plant inspection group in the five countries® seems
to me to be so spectacular and so farreaching that it will greatly dilute
attention to and interest in the President’s proposal. Also, I fear there
would be criticism of a proposal which gave the Soviets access to four
countries whereas we would only have access to one.

It is my view that anything done now or in the near future until
the President’s plan has been adopted by the UNGA should be limited
to study along the lines contemplated by the middle paragraph on

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—Task
Force. Secret. Dulles also sent a copy of this letter to Lodge at the United Nations.

2 Supra.

* The five countries mentioned in Stassen’s proposal were the member states of the
subcommittee: the United States, Canada, France, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet
Union.
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page 3,* and that the study group should not be authorized them-
selves to operate as inspection teams in the different countries even on
a sample basis.

I have necessarily dictated this hastily as I leave, and Mr. Hoover,
who is familiar with my views, can follow up, if needed.

Sincerely yours,

Foster

* This middle paragraph reads:

“How, then, shall we proceed with our work? The United States Delegation has a
suggestion to make. It is that we here in this Subcommittee do unanimously agree to
establish a technical exchange panel with specific terms of reference to study the inspec-
tion methods and to report back to this Subcommittee within a fixed period of time.”
(Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—Task Force—
Military)

67. Letter From the Acting Secretary of State to the Deputy
Representative on the United Nations Disarmament
Commission (Stassen)’

Washington, September 9, 1955.

DEAR HAROLD: This is in reference to our recent conversation? on
the matter of the views of the Department of State and the Department
of Defense on the proposal for a Technical Exchange Panel, which was
the subject of the Secretary’s letter of September 1, 1955.°

We have now consulted with the Department of Defense on this
matter and it is agreed that the following express our combined views:

1. The United States should propose in the Disarmament Subcom-
mittee that there be established a study group composed of technically
and scientifically qualified individuals from each of the countries rep-
resented on the gubcommittee. This group would study inspection
methods and report back within a specified period of time to the
Subcommittee. g)uch a group might ge called a “Study Group on
Inspection and Reporting Techniques”.

2. No proposal should be made at this time for a Technical Panel
which involves exchange of visits and field testing of inspection meth-
ods at actual installations.

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—Task
Force. Confidential.

% No record of this conversation has been found in Department of State files.

3 Supra.
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In connection with the problem of providing the delegation with
concerted guidance, and to avoid your getting conflicting views during
the Subcommittee meetings, let me suggest that the Department of
State should coordinate with the other interested agencies in order
that you may receive cleared government positions.

Sincerely yours,

Herbert Hoover, Jr.

68. Letter From the Deputy Representative on the United
Nations Disarmament Commission (Stassen) to the Acting
Secretary of State’

Washington, September 13, 1955.

DEAR HErBERT: Thank you for your letters of September 9th and
12th.?

In view of the position of the Department of State and the Depart-
ment of Defense, currently no proposal will be made for a technical
panel which involves the exchange of visits and field testing of inspec-
tion methods at actual installations.

Under these circumstances, I believe it is better that the United
States should make no proposal of any study group at the present time
until we see what the Soviet reaction may be to the Eisenhower plan,
as the proposal of an anemic study group will militate against getting a
favorable Soviet response to the Eisenhower plan and would weaken
the United States position in world opinion. In this connection, I
would appreciate it if State would give careful consideration to an
interesting alternative advanced by Mr. Berding® of USIA at the last
meeting of the President’s Special Committee on Monday, September
12th.* He suggested that the technical panel should be specifically

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 600.0012/9-1355. Confidential.

2 Hoover's letter of September 9 is supra. His letter of September 12 has not been
found in Department of State files.

3 Berding proposed an aerial test inspection within the framework of the President’s
Geneva proposal which is set forth in an attachment to a memorandum of September 14
from Joseph S. Toner, Executive Secretary of Stassen’s Special Staff on disarmament
problems, to the Special Staff. (Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133,
Aerial Inspection)

*The President’s Special Committee, consisting of representatives of the Depart-
ments of State, Defense, and Justice; AEC; CIA; JCS; and USIA, was established in
accordance with Presidential instructions transmitted to Stassen by letter of August 5.
(Ibid., Central Files, 330.13/8-555)
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asked as its first move to exchange blueprints on one port and one
airdrome, and then exchange aerial photography of that same port and
same airdrome. It was his view that this would add to the world-wide
pressure for acceptance and implementation of President Eisenhower’s
proposal, and it would be very favorable for United States opinion
objectives on a world level.

With reference to the last paragraph of your letter of September
9th, I believe it is quite clear that it will facilitate the work of the
United States in this field if we continue in accordance with the origi-
nal National Security Council action® and in accordance with the
President’s letter setting up the special inter-departmental committee,
and work out the coordinated positions through this means rather
than place this burden upon the Department of State. In other words, I
believe the President’s letter, which was carefully worked out with
Secretary Dulles, Secretary Wilson, Ambassador Lodge, and the Presi-
dent, is the right and wise way to proceed, and the functioning of the
Special Committee which has been established has already demon-
strated to such in its initial stages.

With reference to your letter of September 12th, my cable No.
267° of the same date to you, which crossed your letter, indicates the
manner in which I am proceeding in accordance with our conference
to enlist United Kingdom support and joint action, and I will today in
legend form indicate the type of action the United States will contem-
plate in support of the Eisenhower proposal, but without tabling a
resolution and leaving flexible room for maneuver of the United States
in relationship to its Western associates and the U.S.S.R. between now
and the December action contemplated in the General Assembly.

Sincerely yours,

Harold

* Reference presumably is to NSC Action No. 1419, especially subparagraph d.
Regarding NSC Action No. 1419, see footnote 9, Document 45.

¢ Telegram 267 from New York, September 12, not printed. (Department of State,
Central Files, 330.13/9-1255)
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69. Memorandum for the File, by the Secretary of State’s
Special Assistant for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith)’

Washington, September 14, 1955.
SUBJECT

Discussion with Dr. Rabi—Technical Planning for IAEA

Dr. Rabi came in to discuss where we go from here in the matter
of technical planning for the IAEA. I suggested that while the engi-
neering study was going forward in the AEC? we needed a parallel
political study on the feasibility of various methods of controlling the
diversion problem. He agreed and expressed the hope that the bilater-
als® would merely be interim to an ultimate multilateral approach. I
pointed out that the multilateral approach should be such as to ulti-
mately be evolveable into a comprehensive international system of the
control of atomic energy. Rabi said that we must get these controls
working before our reactors are constructed abroad. He believed that
even a country like India, when it had some plutonium production,
would go into the weapons business.

I asked him if he thought it would be feasible to require nations
receiving assistance from an agency to renounce the rights to construct
weapons. He thought not, saying this would have to be done by some
collateral agreement which he thought would only be successful if it
was universal.

Rabi felt that we shall be designing our own reactors so that
diversions therefrom could be easily detectable and that reactors
which we might build abroad under bilaterals should also be so de-
signed. I pointed out that I believed that no thought had been given to
this problem in the current design activities of American manufactur-
ers.

Rabi pointed out the sources of strength in the present American
position—not only that we had a near monopoly of enriched material
but also our ability to lend technological help. Unless we see to it that
controls are established during this present preliminary stage, he be-
lieves that the situation will shortly get out of control. He expressed
the opinion that the Russians had a community of interest in control-
ling this question with us.

! Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, IAEA—Control
and Inspection. Secret.

2 See Document 61, recommendation 3. -

3 Reference is to agreements for cooperation in civil uses of atomic energy between
the United States and individual countries, which were authorized under the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954.
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He asked about the possible overlap between our efforts to set up
controls and the work of Stassen’s technical panels. I told him I had
made inquiry as to what they were doing and would let him know but
that I felt we had one segment of the problem and it would admit of
separate treatment from that of the over-all disarmament problem.

I undertook to have the State Department request AEC to make
the engineering study which Rabi has proposed.

70. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, September 19, 1955

SUBJECT
President’s Proposal in Disarmament Subcommittee
PARTICIPANTS

S—The Secretary

U—Mr. Hoover

S/P—Mr. Bowie

I0—Mr. Wainhouse
JCS—Admiral Radford
Defense—Mr. Gordon Gray
Gov. Stassen 2

Col. Firehock

Admiral Radford stated that he was concerned about the British,
French and Canadian attitude on wanting to broaden the President’s
proposal to include countries other than the US and USSR. He felt that
to include other countries before the President’s plan was agreed to
and put into operation would open the gateway to a host of problems
and bog down the plan.

The Secretary stated that the President’s proposal is not an an-
swer to the disarmament problem and was never offered as such. He
was concerned about how terribly complicated the matter had become.
His effort now must be directed toward getting the President’s pro-
posal back on the tracks.

The Secretary stated that he did not think we could get a resolu-
tion on the President’s proposal through the General Assembly with-
- out loading the proposal down with amendments and splitting us off

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 330.13/9-1955. Secret. Drafted by
Wainhouse.

? A notation on the source text indicates that Stassen and Firehock joined the
meeting later.
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from the UK, French and Canadians. To press forward with a resolu-
tion, he went on to say, would be premature and would get us into
difficulties. There are many implications of the plan about which we
are not clear and which we must think through.

Admiral Radford commented that the President’s proposal got off
the tracks because it was being discussed in the UN Subcommittee on
Disarmament although it is not a disarmament problem. Moreover, he
could not understand why the British regard their not being included
in the plan at this juncture as detrimental to their prestige.

The Secretary referred to a conversation which he had with Sir
Robert Scott® who expressed two concerns which the British have—
one is that we might get out of Europe, and the other is that we might
deal directly with the Soviets.

Mr. Gray stated that Defense and State are being called upon to
give answers to terribly difficult questions with “dreadfully short
deadlines”, referring particularly to the pressure which was placed
upon him in connection with getting out the Outline Plan for the
Implementation of the 21 July 1955 Presidential Proposal at Geneva.

Admiral Radford shared Mr. Gray’s feelings about being given
dreadfully short deadlines and stated that the Outline was whipped
out in a hurry. He saw no objection to using this Outline as a working
paper but it had never occurred to him that Mr. Stassen wanted to use
the paper as document in the UN Disarmament Subcommittee. The
Outline as introduced in the Subcommittee, he remarked, omitted the
last two paragraphs, one of which was important.* [Admiral Radford
was referring to the following paragraphs: “Limitations. It is recog-
nized that world-wide implementation of this outline plan would
eventually involve inspection of forces and facilities outside the conti-
nental limits of the US and the USSR, and that such would necessarily
be contingent upon the consent of the governments concerned; Future
Procedure. Upon successful accomplishment of the herein-described
actions, procedures may be agreed upon for further exchanges of infor-
mation of more sensitive nature, based upon demonstrated proof of
good faith.”]®

[At this point Mr. Stassen and Colonel Firehock joined the meet-
ing.]

Mr. Stassen stated that the Soviets in the Subcommittee were
showing unusual reserve and respect for the President’s proposal. He
did not know whether this was due to a desire not to tangle with the
President because of the world-wide popularity of the proposal or for
some other reason. The Soviets seemed to be afraid that the adoption

3 Minister of the United Kingdom in the United States.
4 Regarding the U.S. outline plan, see footnote 17, Document 59.
5 All brackets are in the source text.
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of the President’s proposal would not lead to reduction of armaments.
He wondered whether that fear was not heightened by the speech
which Secretary of the Air Force Quarles made on September 2, 1955. °
Mr. Stassen stated that there was great need for care on the kind of
speeches government officials make on disarmament.

Mr. Stassen went on to say that our Allies are seriously concerned
about the impact of the slogan “Ban the Bomb”. Public opinion in
European countries has been enamoured with the slogan. It is for this
reason that Mr. Nutting (UK) has suggested that a committee of scien-
tists be appointed to study the matter of inspection and control of
nuclear weapons. This would allay the fear that the President’s pro-
posal means giving up the quest for a control system which would
include the elimination of nuclear weapons.

Mr. Stassen reported that the task forces expect to bring in their
segmental reports by the middle of October. He will then develop a
comprehensive report to submit to the interested departments for com-
ment and after that take up the comprehensive report in the NSC.

Mr. Stassen asked whether the Secretary expected him to go to
Geneva. The Secretary assumed that the disarmament item will arise
sometime in the middle of November and said that Mr. Stassen should
be in Geneva.

Mr. Stassen stated that the Subcommittee would make a report to
the Disarmament Commission and that the Disarmament Commission
would report to the General Assembly after Geneva. He inquired
whether the Secretary anticipates a report from the Subcommittee for
Geneva. The Secretary gave no indication of his views on this.

Mr. Stassen referred to the press problem and said that the Allies,
from the very first, were and continue to be sticky about our press
policy.

Mr. Stassen said that he would like Ambassador Amos Peaslee to
join him as a senior adviser. Ambassador Peaslee has broad interna-
tional experience and it would be helpful if he, Stassen, could get him
on his staff.

The Secretary showed Mr. Stassen the section on disarmament in
his UN speech. The Secretary incorporated various suggestions that
were made.’

The Secretary said that the real approach to the disarmament
problem is to create conditions where armaments haven't got the same
utility. He does not believe that nations do anything which is not in
their vital interest and what we must do is create conditions that

¢ Quarles’ speech is summarized in The New York Times, September 3, p. 7.

7 Secretary Dulles addressed the U.N. General Assembly on September 22 during
the general debate phase of proceedings. For text of his address, see Department of State
Bulletin, October 3, pp. 523-529.
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would eliminate the need for the use of armaments. The idea that we
would do anything to give up our armaments as such is not in our
national interest.

Mr. Stassen commented that if you adopt the Eisenhower pro-
posal and have no agreement on attacking forces you would eliminate
the virtue of the proposal. That is why you have to go on with arma-
ments limitation.

The Secretary reverted to his doubts about a resolution in the
General Assembly. He said that originally he thought that such a
resolution would be desirable and was not now excluding the idea of a
resolution. Mr. Stassen said that he would not write-off the idea of
having a resolution and that Ambassador Lodge also wants it. Mr.
Wainhouse suggested that the matter of tabling the resolution should
await the outcome of the Geneva Four Power discussions. We could
then assess all the considerations, to see whether a resolution should
be tabled. The Secretary expressed the view that the Soviets will not
buy the Eisenhower proposal. He felt that they are going to finesse it
and that they do not want to do anything that would offend President
Eisenhower.

Mr. Wainhouse raised the question of coordinating the Govern-
ment’s position on the disarmament problem while Mr. Stassen was in
New York operating in the UN Disarmament Subcommittee. Mr.
Wainhouse felt that the State Department should coordinate such
positions with the other interested agencies. Mr. Stassen, however, felt
that this should be done by the President’s Special Committee. There
was no opportunity to discuss this point further since Mr. Stassen was
obliged to leave to catch a plane for New York.

71. Editorial Note

On September 19, N.A. Bulganin, Chairman of the Soviet Council
of Ministers, wrote to President Eisenhower on the subject of disarma-
ment. Bulganin’s letter reviewed the discussions on disarmament at
the Geneva “Summit” Conference and in the subcommittee of the
United Nations Disarmament Commission, and he expressed his dis-
appointment at the lack of progress in the subcommittee negotiations.
Bulganin then wrote:

“I must frankly say that the delay is occasioned to a considerable
degree by the fact that the members of the subcommittee so far do not
know the position of the representative of the United States with
regard to those provisions which we had all the grounds to consider as
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agreed. As is known, the representative of the United States com-
pletely put aside the questions of reduction of the armed forces, of
armaments, and prohibition of atomic weapons, having expressed the
desire to discuss first of all and mainly your proposal concerning the
exchange of military information between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A.
as well as of the mutual exchange of aerial photography of the territo-
ries of both countries. In this manner the impression is left that the
entire problem of disarmament is being confined by him to these
proposals.”

Bulganin went on to review Eisenhower’s proposals presented at
the Geneva Conference on aerial photography and the mutual ex-
change of information on their armaments and armed forces, and he
set forth reservations and objections to these proposals. He then ad-
vanced suggestions on the levels of armed forces and the prohibition
of nuclear weapons, and he renewed the Soviet proposition contained
in its proposal submitted to the subcommittee of the Disarmament
Commission on May 10 for the creation of control posts at key trans-
portation facilities “designed to prevent dangerous concentration of
troops and combat equipment on large scale and thereby remove the
possibility of sudden attack by one country against another.”

Bulganin’s letter was delivered by Soviet Chargé Striganov to
Acting Secretary Herbert Hoover, Jr., on September 20 for transmittal
to the President, who was then vacationing in Colorado. The original
of this letter (in Russian) is in Department of State, Central Files,
600.0012/9-1955. The English translation was sent in to President
Eisenhower in telegram 510, September 20. (Ibid., 330.13 /9-1955) For
text of the letter, see Department of State Bulletin, October 24, 1955,
pages 644-647, or Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume I,
pages 516-521.

Eisenhower suffered a heart attack on September 24 and therefore
sent only an interim reply to Bulganin on October 11. (Ibid., pages
528-529) He did not send a more complete reply until March 1, 1956;
for text, see Department of State Bulletin, March 26, 1956, pages
514-515, or Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume I, pages
593-595. Even so, Bulganin’s September 19 letter and Eisenhower’s
October 11 response initiated an exchange of many letters on disarma-
ment between the two heads of government which continued through
March 1958, when Nikita S. Khrushchev succeeded Bulganin as Chair-
man of the Soviet Council of Ministers.
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72, Memorandum of a Staff Meeting, New York, September 21,
1955

Mr. Stassen made the following points:

1. The Soviet did want to get Five Power agreement on goals for
reduction and elimination. This letter? admits that they haven’t suc-
ceeded and shows that our tactics have been successful.

2. Therefore, they have to come in on a discussion of the Presi-
dent’s proposal and try at that level to swing the discussion back to
May 10.

3. There are three questions: What does the Secretary of State say
tomorrow?? Should it be released? What kind of an answer does the
President give and when does he give it?

4. Mr. Stassen felt that there should be no early release of it; that
the Secretary of State if it had been released should counter it by
counter arguments and that the President should not get into negotia-
tion by letter.

5. Stassen said that they are tapering off on elimination and using
prohibition of use. The letter does not bring up political issues. There
is no need for a hurried response. We can easily surmount this one.
This is definitely an answer to the Eisenhower proposal.

6. Stassen would not recess the Sub-Committee because of the
implication that the Soviets would wish to place that we were stalling.
There is no need for a comprehensive plan. We would never have
gotten a letter if they hadn’t felt we had made headway. They really
don’t hit the bases question as the staff thought they would. We have
them admitted that they want to move on reductions and they admit
that they can’t. Allies will be easier to handle with this than they were
before. This is not a rejection. It is continuing negotiation. Our reaction
should be reserved. If the Five Powers had agreed on everything the
Soviets had wanted, think what adverse reaction throughout the world
regarding a unilateral let-down by the free world. Fact is we have
them talking now about aerial photography.

7. Secretary Dulles didn’t quarrel with HES’ analysis of the Bul-
ganin memo. He favored the simplicity of the Eisenhower proposal
and wanted to keep out ground troops.

1Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Name File—
Official Correspondence—Matteson. No drafting information or list of participants is
given on the source text.

2 See the editorial note, supra.
% Regarding Dulles’ address, see footnote 7, Document 70.
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73. Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission at
the United Nations

Washington, September 22, 1955—6:01 p.m.

197. For Stassen. Following replies Sobolev and Moch questions
(your 312)* now approved State, Defense and AEC.

Sobolev second question:?

1. “This question of the Soviet delegate, it would appear, might
have two different premises. If the question assumes that the USSR
and the US have agreed to the Eisenhower proposal and have pro-
ceeded to implement this proposal and that a general disarmament
convention is being drafted with many states as parties to it (including
members and non-members of the United Nations), and if the ques-
tion then seeks information as to whether it is the view of the United
States that aerial reconnaissance should be a part of the inspection and
control over all states in such a disarmament convention, the answer is
affirmative. The United States believes that aerial reconnaissance is an
essential part of the permanent inspection and control procedures over
all states in a permanent disarmament convention.

2. But if the question of the Soviet delegate is directed toward the
initial proposal of the President, then I wish to make it clear the
President’s proposal is that a beginning should be made by agreement
between the USSR and the United States within the framework of the
United Nations for an exchange of military blueprints and of aerial
reconnaissance, including photography, from one end to the other of
each country. It is this proposal as further described in this subcommit-
tee which constitutes the gateway through which progress can be
made toward the limitation and reduction of all armaments and armed
forces.

3. The United States believes further that the agreement between
the USSR and the US putting the President’s plan into effect without
delay might also provide for the adherence and participation, as
agreed, of designated countries on an equitable basis once the plan is
in operation between the USSR and US.

4. The United States further believes that, as soon as the plan is in
operation, the countries participating in it and other states concerned
might proceed at once to negotiate concerning the participation and

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 330.13/9-1955. Secret; Niact. Drafted
by Wainhouse and Spiers.

? Telegram 312 from New York, September 19, gave the draft of proposed answers
to Sobolev’s and Moch'’s questions in the subcommittee. (Ibid.)

? Sobolev’s second question asked:

“Is the aerial reconnaissance to be confined to the territories of the United States of
America and the Soviet Union, or is this form of control to extend also to the other
States parties to the disarmament convention?” (U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.59, p-19)
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contribution which countries, including members and non-members of
the United Nations, other than those originally designated, may make
on an equitable basis.” *

Moch question:®

“As I have explained in my reply to Mr. Sobolev, the proposal of
the President is directed toward providing against the possibility of a
great surprise attack of any kind with any weapons.”

With respect Sobolev first question® following answer formally
approved AEC this morning and is concurred in by State and Defense:

“The proposal of the President is directed toward providing
against the possibility of great surprise attack. For this purpose, neces-
sary information regarding all weapons, including atomic, hydrogen,
conventional and other types, would be exchanged. Such details as
numbers, characteristics, and designs of nuclear weapons, which de-
tails do not bear on the President’s immediate objective—prevention
of a great surprise attack—would not be exchanged. Other precise and
specific information to be exchanged would be a matter of exact agree-
ment between us, under the principles enunciated by the President.
The information would be recriprocally exchanged in progressive
stages. The acceptance by the Soviet Union of the President’s proposal
would then lead to detailed negotiations. There would be very many
important details but we are confident we could reach agreement on
details, because the acceptance of the proposal itself would be evi-
dence that we both have the same objective in this matter, we have
similar information, related problems, and a common interest in pro-
viding against the possibility of great surprise attack.”

We prefer language contained in para 3 of reply to Sobolev’s
second question as quoted above to that suggested urtel 323.” Con-

4 Stassen used almost the exact words of paragraphs 1-4 when he responded to
Sobolev’s second question at the 63d meeting of the subcommittee, September 23. (U.N.
doc. DC/SC.1/PV.63)

$ Moch's question was:

“] wonder whether the United States representative can clarify a point for me.
Several times in his statement he stressed that this plan would make it possible to
prevent a surprise attack. Similar formulae occur in the Soviet note of 10 May, but in the
latter the surprise attack was regarded as a concentration of troops and conventional
matériel possibly supporting a thermonuclear attack. Is the United States representative
using the expression “surprise attack” in this sense or does he also include attack in a
possible future war, a war which might be conducted by means of thermonuclear
weapons only without employing conventional armaments?”” (U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/
PV.59, pp. 12-13)

¢ Sobolev’s first question reads:

“It is important that we should receive some clarification as to whether the part of
President Eisenhower’s proposal dealing with the exchange of information about armed
forces, which Mr. Stassen has introduced in the Sub-Committee, covers information
about atomic and hydrogen weapons as well as conventional armaments.” (U.N. doc.
DC/SC.1/PV.58, p. 16)

7 The reply to Sobolev’s second question in telegram 323 from New York, Septem-
ber 21, reads:

Continued
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cerned that UK, France, Canada, etc. will interpret this as allowing
them to participate in negotiations on President’s proposal from out-
set.

Hoover

“The proposal of the President was directed toward providing against the possibil-
ity of a great surprise attack of any kind and by any weapons, whether primarily by land
or sea or air or by a combination of all three, whether primarily against one nation or
another nation or a group of nations. It is the view of the United States that the
possibility of a great surprise attack must be provided against in the context of all
weapons of today as well as in the context of future weapons which can now be
foreseen. Peace is the objective. The assurance that there will be no great war any more
is the aim. A great surprise attack would certainly mean war. The prevention of a great
surprise attack would be an important assurance of peace. This is the purpose of the
proposal of President Eisenhower.” (Department of State, Central Files, 330.13/9-2155)

74. Letter From the Acting Secretary of State to the Deputy
Representative on the United Nations Disarmament
Commission (Stassen)’

Washington, September 27, 1955.

DEAR HAROLD: The Department of State agrees with the belief you
express in your letter of September 13, 1955 that there should be no
proposal for a technical study group made in the Disarmament Sub-
committee at this time. The Department believes that consideration of
the Technical Exchange Panel, as well as Mr. Nutting’s suggestion for
a scientific committee to study the problem of inspection as it relates to
the feasibility of elimination of nuclear weapons,* should proceed in
the President’s Special Committee on Disarmament problems. The
desirability of putting forward either of these ideas could be reassessed
later in the light of developments in the Subcommittee.

We concur also in the decision reached at the meeting of the
President’s Special Committee on Monday, September 19, in respect
of Mr. Berding’s suggestion for a limited tryout of blueprint exchange

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—Task
Force. Confidential.

2 Document 68.

* Nutting, who discussed his proposal with the Western delegations to the Subcom-
mittee of the U.N. Disarmament Commission in late September, formally introduced it
to the subcommittee on October 7. The proposal asked the subcommittee to ““consider
setting up a group of eminent scientists representing each of our five countries” to
investigate and report on the problem of prohibition and elimination of nuclear weap-
ons. For Nutting's proposal, see U.N. doc. DC/SC.1/PV.68, pp. 13-15)
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and mutual aerial photography,* that no action on this proposal be
taken now but that the Special Committee keep it under review.

With reference to the next to the last paragraph of your letter, the
Department believes that in providing guidance or in answering que-
ries you put to us from New York it should undertake to coordinate
with the Department of Defense and the AEC, so that these communi-
cations may be regarded by you as constituting interdepartmentally
cleared positions. The suggestion is not intended to duplicate the
functions of the Special Committee, but only to provide a procedure
for rapid handling of communications with you in New York.

Sincerely yours,

Herbert Hoover, Jr.

4 Berding’s suggestion is discussed in Document 68. No formal record of the meet-
ing of the President’s Special Committee on September 19 has been found in Depart-
ment of State files.

75. Memorandum for the File, by the Secretary of State’s
Special Assistant for Atomic Energy Affairs (Smith)’

Washington, September 27, 1955.
SUBJECT

President’s Proposal File 2 —Discussion with Mr. Hoover

On September 27 Mr. Hoover advised me that he had discussed
the ICA® proposal for handling the financing of the President’s re-
search reactor plan with Hollister and Strauss. He said that the Presi-
dent had determined that all atomic energy matters would be handled
by the Atomic Energy Commission. He said that a number of agencies
were trying to get into the atomic energy business. He feels that the
matter should be centralized in AEC and if it needed advice it would
obtain it from ICA. He said that he had told Strauss that he had better
organize for this job because we could not stop other people from
trying to get into the act forever.

!Source: Department of State, Atomic Energy Files: Lot 57 D 688, Power and
Research Reactors. Confidential.

2 A handwritten notation above the preceding three words in the source text reads:
Research reactor implementation.”

3 The International Cooperation Administration was a semiautonomous organiza-
tion in the Department of State established by Executive Order 10610 of May 9, to
administer foreign aid.
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I pointed out that we could work out a program under any organi-
zational set-up chosen. However, I pointed out that Strauss has histor-
ically been negative on foreign atomic energy activities and that if the
President’s program was to avoid a negative implementation the AEC
would have to reform. I pointed out the delays which AEC allows in
certain cases involving international problems.

76. Telegram From the Mission at the United Nations to the
Department of State’ '

New York, September 28, 1955—1 p.m.

340. From USDel Disarmament Subcommittee. Re: Summary
Four-Power meeting2 afternoon 27 September, Moch chairman.

Moch recounted highlights of personal conversation with Malik
and Soviet Delegation who inquired if four Western powers had as yet
discussed Bulganin letter.® Moch replied negatively. He further stated
Soviets are anticipating early discussion of letter. Soviets inquired why
Bulganin letter was released to press. Soviets further expressed con-
cern three Western Foreign Ministers are meeting in New York and
wondered why this could not be extended include Mr. Molotov.
Moch'’s reply was this would be premature at this time.

Moch asked Soviets specific questions with following answers:
was aim of Bulganin letter to place discussions on bilateral basis?
Soviet replied in negative and stated letter was distributed to French
and British as well. Moch inquired about use of words “‘prohibition of
use”” of nuclear weapons rather than “elimination”. Did this indicate a
change in Soviet position? Soviets startled, and asserted they did not
attach so many shades of meaning to words and that their position
remained specifically as May 10 proposal. It was Moch’s view that
Soviet answer was sincere.

Soviets were asked if aerial inspection could be effective as a
system of control. Reply was they stood on their May 10 proposal as
best system of control which would be effective perhaps until intro-

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 330.13/9-2855. Secret; Priority.

2 Reference is to the four Western powers, the United States, United Kingdom,
Canada, and France, represented on the Subcommittee of the U.N. Disarmament Com-
mission. These four powers met on a regular basis during the meetings of the subcom-
mittee to discuss developments in the subcommittee and try to develop agreement in
advance on positions to be taken at future subcommittee meetings.

* See Document 71.
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duction of guided missiles. Moch asked if letter indicated that agree-
ment could now be reached on such subjects as levels of armed forces
if discussion of methods of control of elimination of nuclear weapons
were set aside. The answer was “‘no”, that entire problem must be
discussed and agreed upon comprehensively.

Nutting (UK) observed that any establishment of force levels must
be geared to requirement for support of retaliatory nuclear airpower.

Stassen stated that decision to publish Bulganin letter was agreed
between Molotov and Secretary Dulles to avoid unfortunate conclu-
sions that might arise as result of piecemeal release or leaks to press.

In reply to a question by Stassen, it was Moch’s view that Malik
would not head up subcommittee delegation and Nutting added Malik
had told him he contemplated one more month’s stay.

Regarding possibility earlier advanced by UK of private meeting
of subcommittee to discuss Bulganin letter, it was UK belief upon
reflection that it might be inappropriate at this time. Rather than ask
Soviets blunt question of whether or not they have abandoned elimi-
nation of nuclear weapons, we should wait until such time as we have
prepared a Western position on levels of arms to include retention of
nuclear weapons and ask them for Soviet view.

Regarding continuance of subcommittee meetings, British view
that continuance beyond 8 October would unnecessarily subject us to
Soviet attempts to split Western position. This would place US in
precarious position since many of our views remain unreconciled.
Schedule proposed by Nutting would be: Adjourn subcommittee 8
October, subcommittee report to be available to Foreign Ministers at
Geneva and to Disarmament Commission immediately afterwards.
Interim report to contain proviso that a postscript would probably be
added as result of Foreign Ministers meeting.

Stassen preferred not to submit subcommittee report to Disarma-
ment Commission until after the Geneva meetings because of unfortu-
nate de-valuing effect it would have on meeting of Foreign Ministers.
Moch suggested as compromise that informal report be sent seven
other delegates to Disarmament Commission, who could be studying
it prior to final official report. Moch considered here important sub-
committee meetings continue without recess because of possibility
adverse public opinion might draw conclusion shutdown was result of
either President’s illness or effect of Bulganin letter.

Essential we keep moving forward and maintain flexibility of
position. Moch most anxious introduce his synthesis into subcommit-
tee or GA. Would prefer Four-Power concurrence but is prepared go it
alone. Nutting suggested continued consultations on part of four pow-
ers as substitute for subcommittee sessions to consolidate views al-
ready near agreement. Nutting observed British public opinion at pre-
sent time is prepared to accept fact elimination of nuclear weapons is
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impossible. Stassen extended invitation to four Western powers for Air
Force briefing on aerial photography. Discussion of Western power
views of Italian approach to disarmament subject of separate tele-
gram.* For subcommittee meeting 28 September, Moch will review
various aspects of prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons.
Stassen saw no objection to Moch or Martin® referring to Bulganin
letter in subcommittee, but in view of President’s illness and conse-
quent absence of specific Presidential comment thereon, he did not
wish table it at present time.

Tentatively planned on subcommittee meeting Friday, September
30, as well.

Lodge

4 Telegram 339 from New York, September 27, summarized the possibility of Italy
having closer association with the subcommittee. Stassen raised and supported the idea.
(Department of State, Central Files, 330.13/9-2755)

® Paul Martin.

77. Memorandum of Discussion at the 261st Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, October 13, 1955’

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

2. Geneva Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy?

At the outset of his remarks the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission indicated that he had brought with him colored photo-
graphs of the highlights of the exhibition at Geneva which he would
show to the Council at the end of his statement.

After pointing out that the Geneva Conference on Peaceful Uses
had been initiated by the United States at the Bermuda Conference in
1953, and had been “adopted” by the United Nations in 1954, Admi-
ral Strauss said he believed that the success of the Conference had
resulted largely from the new climate of opinion which had emerged
from the preceding Heads-of-Government Conference in July at Ge-
neva.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on October 14.

2The Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy was held in Geneva,
Switzerland, August 8-20. For Strauss’ public statement on the results of this confer-
ence, see Department of State Bulletin, October 10, 1955, pp. 555-559.
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Admiral Strauss went on to point out that the Geneva Conference
on Peaceful Uses was probably the largest scientific gathering that the
world had ever seen and was certainly the largest conference ever
sponsored by the United Nations. Eleven hundred ten (1110) scientific
papers had been presented during the fourteen days in which the
Conference was in session. The U.S. Delegation, consisting of 287
scientists, had been carefully selected not only for scientific compe-
tence but also with an eye to the suitability of the members to obtain
security clearances. The dropping of . . . had been necessitated by
his inability to secure a “Q” clearance. .

While making it clear that the U.S. Delegation had not gone to
Geneva in order to win prizes, Admiral Strauss said that our United
States exhibit was certainly the largest and most impressive. Next in
order was the Russian exhibit which Admiral Strauss found more
interesting than the British exhibit. The French, the Germans, the
Scandinavians, the Belgians, and Canadians all had exhibits which
would be shown in the subsequent photographs.

Admiral Strauss indicated that the development of atomic energy
in order to provide power was by all odds the subject of greatest
interest and importance at the Conference. The exhibits indicated a
wide variety of approaches by the several nations to the problem of
providing atomic power. The United States, of course, was in the
process of trying to explore all possible approaches to the attainment
of atomic power at economically suitable cost. We are building as
many different kinds of atomic power plants as our scientists, techni-
cians and engineers can think of. The British, on the other hand,
worried as they are over the prospective loss of many of their sources
of conventional power, are putting their money on a single approach
to the development of atomic power. . . .

As for the Russians, it was now perfectly clear that they could be
described in no sense as technically backward. The Soviet equipment
exhibited at the Geneva Conference was, for the most part, mass
produced—not in laboratories but in manufacturing plants.

Admiral Strauss said that he would summarize the significance for
the United States of the Conference in the following terms:

In the first place, the Conference had provided the United States a
handsome dividend in the shape of a victory for our fundamental
national policy. The Conference had done much to counter Soviet
propaganda that the United States was interested in atomic energy for
warlike purposes only. Scientists and visitors from other countries
were perfectly astonished to see how true was the reverse of the Soviet
charge. They could be counted upon to carry back to their own coun-
tries the undoubted evidence of United States progress in the develop-
ment of atomic energy for peaceful purposes.
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Secondly, in the realm of pure science, the Soviets had astonished
us by their achievements, notably with the photographs they exhibited
of their new cyclotron. While this was a copy of our cyclotron at
Berkeley, California, it was twice as big. It must have cost approxi-
mately forty million dollars to build and it had required a vast amount
of steel and of copper for its construction. Admiral Strauss felt that it
was still something of a mystery as to why the Soviets had built it. It
could have no military significance and was only useful for develop-
ments in the realm of pure basic science.

A third by-product of the Geneva Conference was the creation of
a situation in which there were no nations who could be described as
“have not” nations with respect to information on the peaceful uses of
atomic energy. The United States had additionally supplied a number
of research reactors.

Lastly, the Conference had clearly revealed that the Soviet scien-
tists were, in the main, young men. This reflects the correctness of our
earlier estimates on the extraordinary number of young engineers and
scientists being turned out by the Soviet Union. It was also a strong
warning to us that we must step up the number of scientists, engi-
neers, and technicians graduating from our own schools. Expressing
great concern at the comparatively small number of scientists and
engineers being trained in the United States, Admiral Strauss said that
the root of the trouble was to be found, not in the universities and
institutions of higher learning, but in our high schools. After citing
statistics to illustrate the problem, Admiral Strauss said that he had no
clear idea of how to solve the problem and that he was not really the
man to try. However, he had picked up the ball and would run with it
until he could give it to somebody else.

The Vice President inquired of Admiral Strauss as to the reasons
for the shrinking in the number of courses in mathematics and the
basic sciences in American secondary schools. After citing statistics on
this matter, Admiral Strauss said that he would gather these statistics
together and present the results to the National Security Council at an
early date.

Secretary Wilson said he was inclined to believe that there was
too much of the “pursuit of happiness” by young people in our
secondary schools. Our young people were allergic to the hard work
required by courses in mathematics and the sciences. Governor Stas-
sen was more inclined, he said, to attribute the source of the difficulty
to the lack of competent teachers in the scientific field. Teachers of
science and potential teachers in this field had been lured into industry
by the prospect of much higher wages.

Agreeing with Governor Stassen’s point, the Vice President sug-
gested that the problem raised by Admiral Strauss could presumably
be placed on the agenda of the White House Conference on Education



214 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume XX

to be held in December. Mr. Dillon Anderson reminded the Council
that a Subcommittee of the National Security Council Planning Board,
consisting of representatives of the Department of Defense and of the
Office of Defense Mobilization, were engaged in a study of scientific
manpower in connection with the Planning Board’s review of basic
national security policy.?

Dr. Flemming pointed out that President Sproul* of the Univer-
sity of California had recently been invited to be head of a committee
appointed by the President to investigate this problem. Admiral
Strauss said he was delighted to have this news and would be more
than pleased to give to President Sproul and his committee the task
which had fallen upon him. Mr. Allen Dulles emphasized the impor-
tance of giving the President’s committee a clear idea of the great
progress which the Soviet Union had made in producing large num-
bers of young scientists and engineers.

At the conclusion of his report Admiral Strauss showed colored
photographs of the most interesting and significant exhibits at the
Conference and paid tribute to the work of Mr. Streibert and his
agency for the success of the U.S. effort at the Geneva Conference.

The National Security Council:®

Noted and discussed the oral report on the subject by the Chair-
man, Atomic Energy Commission.

3. Report by the Special Assistant to the President on Disarmament

Governor Stassen asked Mr. Lay to distribute to the members of
the Council a written report on disarmament problems which took the
form of a preliminary draft memorandum from Governor Stassen to
the Secretary of State on the subject, “The Big-Four Foreign Ministers’
Meeting at Geneva in Relationship to the Agenda Item of Disarma-
ment”. (A copy of the memorandum is included in the Minutes of this
Meeting.) ¢

Governor Stassen then stressed that his memorandum report was
purely informational in character. It would, accordingly, require no
decisions by the National Security Council at this meeting. Under the
aegis of the Secretary of State, preparations had been going forward as

3 Reference is apparently to the ODM-Defense working group, which submitted its
report on maintaining U.S. technological superiority to the NSC Planning Board on
December 21. Documentation is scheduled for publication in volume xix.

4 Robert Gordon Sproul, President of the University of California.

5 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1450, approved by the
President on October 19. (Department of State, 5/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66
D 95, NSC Actions)

¢ Not attached to the source text. A fourth preliminary draft of Stassen’s memoran-
dum to Dulles, October 12, is ibid., Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Disarmament
Problems Committee.
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to how to deal with the disarmament item at the Geneva Conference.
The present report was a contribution to these preparations. Mean-
while, said Governor Stassen, the United Nations Subcommittee on
Disarmament was in recess. While Governor Stassen stressed the
purely informational character of the present report, he said he be-
lieved that it might prove necessary to obtain a few decisions or a
consensus by the National Security Council on various aspects of the
disarmament problem before Secretary Dulles left for the Geneva For-
eign Ministers’ meeting.

After a brief description of the work of his own staff and of the
President’s Special Committee on Disarmament Problems, Governor
Stassen said that he would summarize briefly the contents of the
present report.

The first section of the report constituted an effort to estimate the
aims of the U.S.S.R. in relation to the disarmament issue at the Foreign
Ministers’ meeting. These aims were set forth on Pages 1 and 2 of the
memorandum and there seemed to be pretty general agreement
among the departmental representatives as to the nature of Soviet
aims.

Section II of the memorandum on Pages 3 and 4 set down sug-
gested goals for the United States, the United Kingdom and France on
the disarmament item at the Foreign Ministers’ meeting. This section,
said Governor Stassen, was still under very active consideration al-
though there was approaching agreement at the staff level on its
content.

Section III of the memorandum on Pages 5 through 9 consisted of
specific suggestions for the position of the Western Big Three in view
of the preceding sections on Western goals and on estimated Soviet
aims. These specific suggestions all pointed to obtaining the passage of
a resolution of disarmament in the United Nations General Assembly.
It was obviously in our interest, said Governor Stassen, to seize the
initiative in this matter rather than leaving it to the Soviet Union. A
preliminary draft of such a United Nations resolution was set forth in
Annex 17 of the memorandum. Governor Stassen then said he would
run through this annex briefly and in so doing would touch upon
some of the issues which might have to come before the National
Security Council for resolution. For example, on Page 2 of the annex,
we confronted the serious questions which arose around the issue of
the elimination and prohibition of stocks of nuclear weapons. In this
area the representatives of the Department of Defense and of the
Atomic Energy Commission had raised very serious questions in the
course of the drafting of the resolution.

7 Annex 1 is attached to the fourth preliminary draft of Stassen’s memorandum to
Dulles, October 12.
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Further questions were bound to come up on this as well as other
important issues. Accordingly, Governor Stassen said that he believed
that when the Secretary of State went to the Foreign Ministers” Con-
ference, he should have in his brief case a certain number of thor-
oughly-staffed new positions which he might, if he chose, put forward
at the Geneva discussions on disarmament. If the Secretary of State so
desired, agreement on these positions could be secured in advance of
the meeting. Indeed, the present memorandum offered an instance of
an attempt to set forth such new positions for the Secretary of State.
An attempt had been made to test whether or not we could induce the
Soviets to open the door for acceptance of the full proposal on dis-
armament made by President Eisenhower at the Geneva Heads-of-
Government Conference, by getting their preliminary agreement to a
much more modest aerial inspection and exchange of military infor-
mation in an area of perhaps a hundred or two hundred miles in
breadth. This suggestion was designed to rally world public opinion to
his side and to provide the Secretary of State with a negotiating point
vis-a-vis the Soviets.

Another suggestion concerned a matter about which the Secretary
of State had already expressed great concern. Namely, if things were
allowed simply to drift along as they were now doing, it was inevitable
that other nations than the three now possessing them, would in due
course learn how to make and stockpile atomic weapons. The problem
was how to prevent this development and the President’s Special
Committee® had been studying the problem. Was it possible, for ex-
ample, that we could extend President Eisenhower’s inspection pro-
posal beyond the United States and the U.S.S.R. to include all nations
potentially capable of manufacturing nuclear weapons? While this
problem was being studied, Governor Stassen said that the results of
the study had not yet been put down on paper.

In conclusion, Governor Stassen said that this was where the
matter now rested. He said that he had brought it before the National
Security Council because it had been agreed that in the absence of the
President, it was desirable for all the members of the Council to know
about and to discuss such matters.

The Vice President inquired of the Secretary of State as to the
place on the Geneva Agenda to which the disarmament item had been
assigned. Secretary Dulles replied that it was Agenda Item 2, although
the third item, that is, increased contacts between the East and the
West, would be dealt with by the experts concurrently with the For-
eign Ministers deliberations on the first two items on the Geneva
Agenda. Secretary Dulles stressed his hope of confining the Confer-
ence to a period of not much more than three weeks.

8 See footnote 4, Document 68.
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With respect to the draft resolution which had been outlined by
Governor Stassen, as well as Governor Stassen’s suggestions, Secre-
tary Dulles said it was important for the Council to realize that all
these things were still in an embryonic stage as far as we in the State
Department are concerned. However, since these matters must soon
be discussed by the U.S. authorities with the British and the French,
Secretary Dulles said that he would welcome any ideas or suggestions
which came from those around the table.

Secretary Wilson commented that he thought rather well of the
British suggestion (referred to earlier by Governor Stassen) for the
setting up of an international group of scientists to study intensively
ways and means of detecting past, present, and future production of
fissionable materials and nuclear weapons.’

Admiral Strauss said that he took the completely opposite view
and hoped that we would do our best to get the British to call off their
proposal. We in the United States, said Admiral Strauss, were ex-
tremely apprehensive over the creation of such an international scien-
tific group although we did favor the creation by each nation of a
group of its own scientists who would study the difficult question of
detecting the production of fissionable materials. Admiral Strauss ex-
plained that our worry over such an international group arose from the
impossibility of being able to agree to furnish to such an international
group of scientists certain information in our possession. On the other
hand, of course, we did not want the United States to seem to be
placed in the position of being opposed to seeking a means of de-
tecting the past and present production of fissionable materials and of
nuclear weapons. As yet, of course, as all of the Council members
were aware, our American scientists have been unable to discern any
means whatsoever of detecting past production of fissionable materi-
als.

Mr. Nelson Rockefeller warmly endorsed the alternative sugges-
tion of setting up a series of national scientific groups to study the
detection of the problem. He believed that public opinion would find
this solution just as acceptable as the solution represented by a single
international committee. Secretary Dulles thought a solution to the
problem might be found along the lines of the study now being con-
ducted to investigate the genetics effects of nuclear fall-out. *°

Secretary Dulles then explained that there were a good many pros
and cons on the issue (outlined by Governor Stassen) of whether or
not to try an aerial arms inspection in a quite small area by way of
finding an entering wedge to induce Soviet acceptance of the full

° Reference is to Nutting’s proposal to the Subcommittee of the U.N. Disarmament
Commission on October 7; see footnote 3, Document 74.
19 Regarding this issue, see Documents 22, 31, and 32.
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inspection plan outlined by President Eisenhower at Geneva. On the
negative side of the argument for such a small inspection plan was the
possibility that if we propose such a plan, the Soviets might willingly
accept it because it would enable them to avoid accepting anything
more of the President’s much more sweeping inspection plan. In short,
said Secretary Dulles, he was inclined to doubt whether the Presi-
dent’s Geneva proposal was “divisible”.

Secretary Dulles then alluded to the immense technical problem
raised by the President’s Geneva proposal. It was obvious that if we
ever arrived at some kind of world-wide system for the inspection and
control of armaments and the exchange of blueprints and military
information, vast technical problems would be involved. As it seemed
to him, continued Secretary Dulles, the President’s Geneva proposal
on inspection was not really offered so much as a technical proposal or
a cure-all as it was a means designed primarily to change the atmos-
phere of the world. In this respect it resembled the President’s earlier
“Atoms for Peace” proposal made to the United Nations. If this were
actually the case, it would be rather foolish to cut down the dimen-
sions of the President’s Geneva proposal. The President had, in es-
sence, said at Geneva to the Russians, “Come into my house and see
for yourself whatever there is in it.” If we now follow the suggestion
made in the memorandum, we would be saying to the Russians,
“Come into my house and see whatever there is in one room in that
house”. Over and above this argument against accepting such a modi-
fication of the President’s original proposal, Secretary Dulles pointed
out that the President’s Geneva offer on inspection had put the Rus-
sians on the hook. They were plainly in a quandary. It was not easy
either to accept or to reject the President’s idea. Certainly, we do not
now wish to let them off this hook. While perhaps something like the
more modest inspection area might have to be offered to the Russians
at some later stage in the disarmament negotiations, it seemed highly
doubtful to Secretary Dulles that any such offer should be made while
the exchange of correspondence between the President and Premier
Bulganin is still going on. ! At least no such modified offer should be
made until the President is in the position of being able clearly to
indicate his views.

In reply to Secretary Dulles, Governor Stassen pointed out an-
other possibility. It was at least possible that if the Soviets were in-
duced to try the experiment of arms inspection in a very limited area,
far from being able to stop at this point, their acceptance might have
the effect of forcing them into ultimate acceptance of the entire wide-
spread inspection program proposed by the President. (An outline of
such a small pilot test of aerial inspection and exchange of blueprints is

11 Gee Document 71.
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set forth in Annex II'? of Governor Stassen’s memorandum to the
Secretary of State.)

Thereafter, at the insistence of Secretary Wilson, Council discus-
sion centered on the last paragraph of the draft United Nations resolu-
tion (Page 3 of Annex I of the draft memorandum). " Secretary Wilson
noted that this program called for the prompt implementation of the
President’s proposal on an aerial inspection and exchange of
blueprints. Secretary Wilson said that he understood that if the Soviets
accepted the President’s proposal on aerial inspection, the United
States would be willing to accept the Soviet proposal for ground in-
spection as set forth in their May 10, 1955 restatement. Accordingly,
Secretary Wilson wondered why this last paragraph of the United
Nations resolution was still confined to acceptance by the Soviets of
the President’s aerial inspection proposal and indicated nothing about
United States readiness to accept the Soviet proposal for ground in-
spection. Should not the paragraph, asked Secretary Wilson, marry the
two proposals?

In reply to Secretary Wilson’s point, Secretary Dulles confessed
that he was not very happy over this last paragraph in the proposed
United Nations disarmament resolution. It had been added in point of
fact as a result of his conference with President Eisenhower at Denver
last Tuesday. In further answer to Secretary Wilson, Secretary Dulles
emphasized that the Soviet’s May 10 proposal for ground inspection
was in a sense the price that the United States was willing to pay in
order to induce the Soviets to buy the President’s entire proposal of
July 21, 1955. Therefore, it would be desirable not to indicate in
advance our acceptance of the Soviet proposal by including it in the
United Nations resolution but instead to await a Soviet request for
inclusion of their May 10 proposal and predicate our acceptance of
their proposal on Soviet agreement to accept all of the President’s July
21 proposal.

Secretary Wilson said that Defense Department authorities
thought it desirable to insure ground inspection and in this sense they
favored the Soviet proposal.

At this point the Vice President called attention to the lateness of
the hour and suggested that the discussion of this whole problem be
carried over to next week’s meeting of the National Security Council.

12 Annex II is attached to the fourth preliminary draft of Stassen’s memorandum to
Dulles, October 12.

13 The final paragraph of this draft U.N. resolution reads:

““Requests, that the states directly concerned take steps to implement promptly the
proposal on aerial inspection and exchange of blueprints of the President of the United
States made on July 21, 1955, and that all states cooperate in facilitating such implemen-
tation as a beginning toward a comprehensive program for the control, limitation and
balanced reduction of all armaments and armed forces.” (Department of State, Disarma-
ment Files: Lot 58 D 133, Disarmament Problems Committee)



220 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume XX

The other members of the Council agreed with the Vice President and
Governor Stassen pointed out that at next week’s meeting it might be
necessary to solve some of the differences which had emerged in the
present discussion.

The Vice President then said that before concluding this morn-
ing’s discussion of the disarmament item, the Council should hear the
views of Admiral Radford.

Admiral Radford stated that unfortunately this was the first time
he had seen a copy of the memorandum from Governor Stassen to
Secretary Dulles. Governor Stassen interrupted to point out that a
representative of Admiral Radford had been present at all meetings of
the special committee which had been working on the memorandum.

Admiral Radford stated to the Council that ten years ago he
personally had believed in the possibility and practicability of banning
all nuclear weapons. He no longer thought so. It was certain that
atomic and nuclear weapons would be used eventually in future wars.
Moreover, he had believed that the National Security Council itself
had in effect agreed that the attempt to ban nuclear weapons was
essentially unrealistic. We must, accordingly, be extremely careful not
to get ourselves in a maneuver which might be contrary to this consen-
sus.

Secretary Dulles interrupted Admiral Radford to say that of course
we were admittedly in something of a dilemma. We have invoked in
recent years the inability to devise any sure scientific means of de-
tecting the production of fissionable materials as the chief reason why
we can no longer agree to the reduction or banning of nuclear weap-
ons. Now the British have come along and said that, at the very least,
we should continue to try to find a scientific means of detecting the
production of fissionable materials. If success should attend this effort,
the entire U.S. position would be exposed. On the other hand, Secre-
tary Dulles said, he simply did not feel able, from the standpoint of
public relations, to stand up and say to the entire world that nuclear
weapons are here to stay forever.

Governor Stassen emphasized strongly against either the Presi-
dent or the Secretary of State getting up and saying publicly that
nuclear weapons should not be banned. After all, we are gradually
bringing the public of the free world along the path of recognizing that
in point of fact nuclear bombs cannot be banned, but we should not
make a positive declaration to that effect. As evidence of the educa-
tional process, Governor Stassen cited the fact that at its Margate
Conference, * the British Labour Party had refused to endorse a reso-
lution offered by Leftist elements in favor of banning the atomic bomb.

* The Labour Party held its annual conference in Margate, United Kingdom, Octo-
ber 10-14.
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Admiral Radford stated with considerable emphasis that the na-
tional security of the United States today depended on these weapons
and would continue to depend on these weapons for the indefinite
future. He believed that the British and the French also now under-
stand that their national security depends upon the existence of these
weapons in the hands of the United States. Accordingly, he agreed
with Governor Stassen that we were making progress.

Secretary Wilson said that he could confirm the general accuracy
of Admiral Radford’s position as a result of the points of view raised at
the meeting of the NATO Defense Ministers from which he had just
returned.

- The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed a preliminary draft of a memorandum to
the Secretary of State from the Special Assistant to the President on
Disarmament dealing with the agenda item on disarmament for the
forthcoming Foreign Ministers” meeting, copies of which were distrib-
uted at the meeting.

b. Agreed to continue discussion on this subject at next week’s
Council meeting.

[Here follow the remaining agenda items.]

S. Everett Gleason

1> Paragraphs a and b that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1451, approved by the
President on October 19. (Department of State, S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66
D 95)

78. Editorial Note

From October 20 to 22, the special task groups on inspection
appointed by Harold E. Stassen to implement NSC Action No. 1419
met with Stassen’s Special Staff at Quantico, Virginia, for an intensive
intergroup review of the entire inspection problem relating to disarma-
ment. Regarding the appointment of these task forces, see Stassen’s
letter to Wilson, Document 55. Regarding NSC Action No. 1419, see
footnote 8, Document 45.

Preparatory documentation for the conference includes prelimi-
nary reports, segment reports, and weekly progress reports prepared
during September and October, and is in Department of State, Dis-
armament Files: Lot 58 D 133, under the following folder titles: Task
Force—Communications Systems; Inspection—Task Force; Task
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Force—Ground Forces; Task Force—Army; Task Force—Budget and
Finance; Task Force—Budgetary and Economics; Inspection—Task
Force—Nuclear; Inspection—Task Force—Navy; Disarmament Policy;
Aerial Inspection; and Name Files—Official Correspondence. A verba-
tim transcript of the Quantico meeting; 11 preliminary summary re-
ports, dated October 20-22; and a report of the Quantico session,
dated November 10, are ibid., Inspection—Task Force. ‘

79. Letter From the Representative at the United Nations
(Lodge) to the Secretary of State'

New York, October 26, 1955.

DEAR FOSTER: The President brought up the disarmament question
when I visited him in Denver on Monday, October 24th. I had not
intended to bring it up, thinking it might distress him.? He expressed
his approbation of the following plan, which I outlined to him after he
had interrogated me:

1. That in the Political and Security Committee of the General
Assembly, I try to get acceptance by the USSR, UK, France and Can-
ada of a resolution which, in addition to containing an endorsement of
the President’s plan, would contain the Soviet ground inspection item
which the President has approved, * and such British and French ideas
as are generally acceptable.

The President stressed that at Geneva both Eden and Faure had
enthusiastically told him of their approval of his plan.

2. That if this attempt fails, I then try to get a US-UK-France
agreement, similarly conceived, possibly still containing Soviet ideas.

3. That if this fails, and the Committee seems likely to adopt the
regular routine resolution directing the Subcommittee merely to con-
tinue its studies, I offer an endorsement of the President’s plan as an
amendment.

The various fall-back positions would, of course, not be divulged
at all.

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133. Top Secret.

2 The President was still recuperating from his heart attack of September 24.

3 Eisenhower’s approval of ground inspection teams is contained in his letter to
Bulganin, October 11; for text, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. 1, pp.
528-529.
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If the Soviets object that the aerial inspection scheme does not
cover outlying bases, our position, according to the President, should
be that the US has no objection whatever to such aerial inspection but
that we have no satellites, that all our arrangements with other coun-
tries are entirely voluntary and that this would be up to the countries
where the bases are located to decide for themselves. He seemed quite
sure that both England and France would agree to such inspection
over their territory.

To carry out this plan, I must be in a position to get quick deci-
sions from Washington. Some current bottlenecks are:

a) An answer to the Soviet question as to whether the President’s
plan covers atomic installations or not; .

b) Language relating the President’s plan to arms reduction;

) And the best formula for extending the President’s plan to other
countries.

I talked this over with Herb* on the telephone from Denver just
after I had seen the President and he expressed general agreement
with the idea.

It seems to me that getting an endorsement by the General As-
sembly of the President’s plan would accomplish the following:

1. It would enable us to hold the Soviet Union to allowing aerial
inspection over their country because, if they did not allow it, they
would be violating a General Assembly resolution. This would put
them in disrepute before the world, paving the way for various de-
grees of censure with the possibility of ultimately a branding by the
United Nations as the troublemaker and war-monger of the world. As
I do not think they want to risk such obloquy, I believe they will
permit the aerial inspection.

2. This will effectively protect the United States from a surprise
attack and this alone, in my opinion, more than justifies the existence
of the United Nations and would be the most magnificent proof of the
excellence of the Eisenhower Administration. Even if it had never
done anything else, this alone would give it a secure place in history.

3. Such action by the General Assembly would give us a spectacu-
lar gain in the cold war, get for us the initiative as the great leaders for
peace in the world and would also win resounding and widespread
support from US public opinion.

4 Herbert Hoover, Jr.
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Needless to say, when I say “President’s plan”, I mean aerial
inspection with exchange of blueprints.

With warm regard,
Faithfully yours,

Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr.°

5 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

80. Editorial Note

John Foster Dulles, V.M. Molotov, Harold Macmillan, and Antoine
Pinay represented the United States, the Soviet Union, the United
Kingdom, and France, respectively, at the meeting of the Foreign Min-
isters in Geneva from October 27 to November 16. The Western pow-
ers’ invitation to the Geneva Summit Conference had stated that East-
West tensions should be approached in two stages: the development
of agreements on the substantive issues and the methods to be fol-
lowed in exploring solutions to them, and the second stage in which
the problems would be discussed in detail. The Heads of Government
summit meeting in Geneva, July 18-23, was supposed to foster the
first, and the Foreign Ministers meeting later that year became the
organizational format to promote the second. For the views of the
United States on the initial purposes of the Heads of Government
meeting, see the note of the United States, the United Kingdom, and
France to the Soviet Union, May 10, printed in Department of State
Bulletin, May 23, pages 832-833.

The directive of the Geneva Summit Conference, July 23, in-
structed their Foreign Ministers to discuss three major problem areas:
European security and Germany, disarmament, and development of
contacts between East and West. The directive to the Foreign Ministers
further specified that they would meet “to initiate their consideration
of these questions and to determine the organisation of their work.”
For text, see ibid., August 1, 1955, pages 176-177.

The result of the discussions on these issues at the Foreign Minis-
ters meeting in Geneva were inconclusive in terms of specific agree-
ments, and the final communiqué of the meeting, November 16, con-
cludes:
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“The Foreign Ministers agreed to report the result of their discus-
sions to their respective Heads of Government and to recommend that
the future course of the discussions of the Foreign Ministers should be
settled through diplomatic channels.” (Ibid., November 28, 1955, page
886)

For documentation on the Foreign Ministers meeting, see
volume V.

81. Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant
(Stassen) to Chairmen of All Special Task Groups and the
Special Study Staff'’

Washington, October 31, 1955.

SUBJECT

The Follow-up on the Quantico Session 2

The excellent session at Quantico and the significant accomplish-
ment of the Special Task Groups lead to the conclusion that the fol-
lowing procedure would be most fruitful for the continued carrying
out of the President’s directive:

A. A special working group be established consisting of one repre-
sentative from each of the Special Task Groups under the chairman-
ship of3 the working group member from General Smith’s Task
Group.

1. This working group to proceed to fit together in one com-
prehensive inspection plan to apply to the Soviet Union and to
the Soviet satellites in Eastern Europe the inspection proposals of
the various groups.

2. The regions to be established for the ground inspection
service in a manner similar to the Smith Report, with such adjust-
ments as may be needed to fit more readily the Navy require-
ments for regionalization and the communications flow, having in
mind also the external communications net, and the relation to
the external bases of the air inspection.

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Inspection—Task
Force. Top Secret. The source text is labeled “Draft.” In a cover letter to Lieutenant
General Doolittle, chairman of the Air Inspection Task Force, November 1, Stassen
wrote:

“I am sending this memorandum to you in draft in order that you might make
suggestions for its refinement, but you may proceed to move in general in accordance
with the draft and work with your liaison officer on my staff to expedite the task.” (Ibid.)

2 See Document 78.

3 General Walter Bedell Smith was chairman of the Army Task Group.



226 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume XX

3. Anticipate that all ground inspection shall be under one
command, that this will be established through the United States
Department of Defense, that the United States would be the effec-
tive agent of the International Armaments Commission for the
purpose of inspection in this territory, and that the United States
would incorporate inspection personnel from states associated in
collective defense agreements with the United States, and would
also be required to associate some observers from the so-called
neutral states.

4. Arrange the external and internal communications net to
best fit with the potential of communications facilities, the exter-
nal bases, and internal flight patterns of the air inspection and the
regional and local ground inspection organization.

B. The Nuclear Task Group to proceed with the spelling out of the
method of conducting a supervised stockpile of nuclear material in
four countries, and within the USSR, United Kingdom, and United
States, to be used if and when agreements are reached to place materi-
als in such supervised stockpile.

C. The Industry Task Group to consider further the numbers and
types of personnel needed for its inspection role and to consider other
industries which would need special attention beyond the power in-
dustry supervision.

D. All Task Groups to prepare a statement of requirements for
aerial inspection service and submit these to the Air Task Group for
their consideration and accommodation.

E. The Air Force Task Group to specify their requirements for
ground inspection and sea approach inspection and submit these to
the Army and Navy Task Groups respectively.

E All Task Groups to present to the Communications Task Group
their reguirements for communications facilities for appropriate ac-
commodation.

G. The Communications Task Group to be assisted through pho-
tographic specialists in working out safeguarding arrangements for
internal communications.

H. Special sub-working groups of any two or three or four of the
Task Groups to be established when suitable to prepare segments of
the total work.

I. The comprehensive inspection plan, after pregaration by the
working group, to be reviewed by the Task Group Chairmen under
the chairmanship of General Walter B. Smith, and following this re-
view, to be presented to the Special Assistant to the President, and
subsequently to the President and the NSC.

J. The Nuclear Task Group to make a special study of the develop-
ment of a bomb “Sniffer” and to advise whether a specific request of
the Atomic Energy Commission should be made by the Special Assis-
tant to the President in this regard.

K. A sub-working group of the Air Force Task Group and the
Nuclear Task Group to make a special study of the problem and
feasibility of the separation of nuclear weapons from their carriers in
relation to an inspection system.
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L. The Air Force and Navy Task Groups to each make a study of
the requirement for reporting in advance on projected movements of
carriers with a nuclear weapons capability in connection with an in-
spection system,

M. Each Task Group Chairman to advise on the anticipated time
schedule involved in the rigid implementation of this follow-through
assignment.

Harold E. Stassen

82. Progress Report Prepared by the President’s Special
Assistant (Stassen)’

Washington, November 1, 1955.
VOLUME V

Proposed Policy of the United States on the Question of Disarmament
(NSC Action 1419)?

Submitted to the Departments and Agencies concerned for a
thirty-day review and for comment in writing to the Special Assistant
to the President on or before December 1, 1955, such comment to be
taken into account in a revision of this paper to be presented to the
President, and to the Vice President, Secretary of State, Secretary of
Defense, and the National Security Council on or after December 7,
1955.

[Here follows Part I, an introductory section providing back-
ground information on United States disarmament policy during
1955.]

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Disarmament
Policy. Top Secret. Attached to the source text is a draft memorandum, dated November
1, by Joseph S. Toner, Stassen’s executive secretary, indicating that a draft copy of
volume V was submitted to the departments and agencies concerned for their written
comments before its presentation to the National Security Council and the President.
For Volume I of the Progress Report, see Document 33. Regarding Volumes II and III,
see footnote 1, ibid. For Volume IV, see Document 40. Volume V was discussed by the
National Security Council on December 22; see Document 90.

2 Regarding NSC Action No. 1419, see footnote 8, Document 45.
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II

The Inspection and Control Method

On the basis of the totality of the studies conducted, a method of
inspection has been developed responsive to NSC Action No. 1419, d-
(1), which would be feasible and would be reciprocally acceptable to
the United States. This method of inspection is being refined in a
precise plan of inspection and its features are now sufficiently clear
and definite to form the basis of important necessary policy decisions
herein recommended as the basis of moving away from outdated and
untenable policies to new policies which themselves should be of
course considered to be subject to continuing review.

It is concluded that a comprehensive, effective, feasible, recipro-
cally acceptable international inspection and control system for arma-
ments and armed forces could be established to serve certain limited
but very important objectives of the United States, if agreed to by the
USSR and by the other states involved.

The principal characteristics of such a system would be as follows:

A. It would be installed by stages.
B. Aerial and ground inspectors would be included:

1. The ground insgectors would operate through five regions
and approximately 280 posts in the USSR and the Soviet Euro-
pean satellite area.

2. The aerial inspectors would base principally at four exter-
nal bases with minimum use of USSR internal bases. Illustrative
possibilities are:

a. United Kingdom
b. Turkey

c. Okinawa

d. Japan

3. Reciprocal inspectors in numbers, local posts, internal air
lsaases rather than external bases, would be extended by the United

tates.

4. Escort personnel for all inspectors within the United States
numbering approximately double the inspectors would of neces-
sity be assigned, and similar escort relationships would be ex-
pected within the Soviet.

5. Verification and inspection personnel specializing in nu-
clear matters, steel, budgets and finance, electric power, transpor-
tation, and industrial production, would be included, but all
would be under one inspection service command with one logistic
support. :

6. An internal and external communications net would be
established which would assure reliable rapid communication
with aerial and ground inspectors and control posts, and would
provide automatic warning of interference or sabotage of the com-
munications system.
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7. The total inspection force required in the USSR and the
Soviet European satellite area would be of an order of magnitude
of 20,000 to 30,000 CFersonnel, eight or ten squadrons of airplanes,
three or four squadrons of helicopters, 4,000 or 5,000 vehicles,
thirty or forty radio communications stations, and other related
facilities, at an annual cost of $600 to $700 million.

8. Approximately 70% of the personnel on the inspection
force in the USSR would be United States nationals, approxi-
mately 40% of the worldwide inspection personnel outside of the
United States would be United States nationals, and between 40%
and 50% of the worldwide cost would of necessity be borne by
the United States.

9. Detailed statistics of electric power, steel, transportation,
and industrial production would be required, which would recip-
rocally be feasible for the United States to furnish. This would be
subject to spot-check verification.

10. Internal inspection of industrial lproduction plants would
in general not be included, but material intake, power use, and
plrI;Odl?Ct output would be reported and be subject to external
check.

11. Internal inspection of nuclear production plants and in-
spection of nuclear weapons would not be included, certainly not
in the early and foreseeable stages.

C. The system established for the USSR and the United States
would be acceptable and applicable to other states with significant
military power or potential with comparative ease on a relative scale,
taking cognizance of size of territory, level of armed forces, and degree
of industrial and nuclear development.

D. An International Armaments Commission would be estab-
lished, with a relationship to the United Nations, to supervise the
comprehensive system, but it could not overrule the basic inspection
of the USSR by the United States, and vice versa.

E. In each country being inspected, one state would be designated
as the executive agent of the International Armaments Commission for
purposes of inspection. The United States would be designated such
executive agent for the USSR and vice versa. Nationals of other states
would be included in the inspection service.

E The states associated with the USSR and the states associated
with the United States would in general be the inspectors of each
other, and the neutral states woul§ have minor observing roles and
would further inspect each other in a manner agreeable to the United
States and USSR.

G. Within the United States Government, the Department of De-
fense would be named as executive agent for carrying out both the
inspection and the escort of inspectors.

I
A Significant Equation

The more thoroughly United States defensive, retaliatory, and
nuclear weapon capacity is dispersed, the more necessarily extensive a
great surprise attack by the USSR would be required to be successful,



230 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume XX

and the more certain preparations for it would be disclosed by an
inspection system, and prevented. Thus, dispersal plus inspection is an
important equation for United States security and for peace.

v

The Intercontinental Missile

In the absence of a limitation agreement, it must be anticipated
that within ten years the USSR will have intercontinental missiles with
thermonuclear warheads in quantity. No effective defense now exists
for such weapons other than their destruction before launching. The
best theoretical defense, once they are launched, involves the defen-
sive use of missiles with nuclear warheads above the defending coun-
try.

Intercontinental missiles cannot be perfected or produced in quan-
tity without tests and without a scale of activity which would be
detected by the inspection system contemplated.

\%

Basic Principles and Premises

The totality of the further study sustains and confirms the basic
principles and premises set forth in Volumes I to IV of the preceding
reports.

A summary re-emphasis is as follows:

A. In the absence of any agreement on the inspection, limitation,
control, or reduction of armaments and armed forces, the outlook for
future decades includes increasingly great dangers of a nuclear war
and is therefore very adverse to United States national interest. In such
a situation, only a continued United States technological superiority in
the competition for offensive and defensive weapons would provide
the main protection for national security. While the maintenance of
such superiority is by no means impossible, it might well become a
diminishing factor as Soviet offensive powers increased.

B. An unsound agreement, not thoroughly covered by effective
inspection and control, not maintaining a strong relative and actual
defensive posture of the United States would be even more adverse,
would increase the dangers of future war, and would itself be a source
of added future tension through doubts, rumors, suspicions, and un-
certainty.

C. A sound agreement, thoroughly and effectively inspected,
added to substantial sustained alert United States military strength,
would be highly desirable in the United States national interest, would
reduce tensions, facilitate the settlement of other issues, and greatly
improve the prospects of a just and durable peace.
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VI

Recommended Policy of the United States

It is recommended that the following policy be now adopted,
subject to continuing review and further modification, but as an essen-
tial step in moving away from outdated untenable policy and in main-
taining a desirable negotiating initiative in the United States national
interest.

A. The three priority objectives of the United States in its policy
on the question of disarmament are as follows:

1. Open up the USSR and other communist controlled terri-
tory to effective inspection with related communication; establish
current accountability of the movement of armed forces, espe-
cially those capable of carrying nuclear weapons in attack; con-
tinue to thoroughly disperse and alert United States armed
strenEth, so as to provide against the possibility of great surprise
attack.

2. Prevent, retard, or minimize the development of nuclear
weapons capability by additional nations beyond the present
three, USSR, United Kingdom, and United States.

3. Prevent, retard, or minimize the establishment of a sub-
stantial intercontinental missile capacity and of an expanded nu-
clear weapons capability by the USSR. '

B. In order to attain these three objectives, the United States will
take the following actions:

1. Continue to press for the acceptance of the President’s July
21 Geneva proposalF.)

2. Agree to reciprocal inspection generally along the lines
proposed in this report.

3. Accept modest initial reductions in conventional armed
forces on a reciprocal basis if tied to the implementation of the
President’s proposal.

4. Provide that all future nuclear material production any-
where in the world will be for peaceful use, to take effect when an
international atomic control agency can supervise the material
subsequently produced, and maintain it in safeguarded stockpiles.

5. Develop a synthesis of the acceptable portions of the pro-
posals of the Unite Kinﬁdom, France, and the USSR.

6. Provide that satellites and intercontinental and outer space
rockets shall be developed only through international collabora-
tion for peaceful purposes and shall not be tested or produced for
national weapon purposes.

7. Contribute to the openness of the USSR through expanded
contacts and exchanges of citizens, culture, and in%ormation in
various fields, including peaceful trade, if the President’s July 21
proposal is accepted.

C. The fulfillment of these three policy objectives will be vigor-
ously pursued with a sense of urgency of time and without subordina-
tion to other objectives except on decision of the President.
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1. Special attention will be given to initiating joint action with
the USSR on some inspection steps, even though very small, in
the direction of these objectives.

D. The United States will not agree, in the absence of a new
decision which it is anticipated would need to be based on facts not
now foreseeable, to any of the following:

1. The elimination of existing stocks of nuclear weapons or
the prevention of re-fabricating existing stocks.

2. The reduction or limitation of any armaments or armed
forces if an adequate inspection system to verify the reduction is
not in place.

3. The withdrawal of overseas bases prior to a major verified
reduction of USSR weapons carrying capacity and the resolution
of major issues between the USSR and the United States.

E. If an inspection system such as here described is installed, the
United States will contemplate a gradual equitable reduction on a
reciprocal basis of nuclear weapons carryin§ capacity and of conven-
tional forces, but such specific reductions shall be the subject of Na-
tional Security Council consideration in the light of conditions then
existing, and no blanket commitments of figures or percentages or
other indication of levels shall be made in advance of such National
Security Council consideration.

E Subordinate to these priority objectives, and to the extent either
necessary to attain them, or feasible to gain in addition, the United
States will take the following actions on an equitable basis:

1. Agree to the international inspection, limitation, and con-
trol in a similar manner, of all armaments and armed forces of all
states, with significant present or potential military power, in-
cluding Germany, China, Japan, and India.

2. Agree to effective inspection of United States bases over-
seas in a manner agreeable to the state in which the base is
located as a part of a comprehensive agreement.

3. Afee to the cessation of national nuclear tests as a part of
a comprehensive arrangement.

G. A special effort will be made by the United States to establish
an agreed inspection and control method with the USSR and the
United Kingdom to apply to fourth countries who wish to enter nu-
clear power production with the assistance of one or more of the three.

1. This effort will be harmonized with the endeavor to attain
the comprehensive system, but will not be necessarily dependent
on the attainment of such a comprehensive system.

H. Any agreement entered into by the United States should in-
clude appropriate provisions which would have the following effect:

1. Grant to those parties which have in being nuclear weap-
ons and production facilities for nuclear weapons material the
right to open the a?eement to renegotiation at any time on six
months notice specifying unsatisfactory developments.
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2. Grant to all other signatory nations as a group, or to the
United Nations Assembly, the right to open the agreement to
renegotiation by majority vote on six months notice specifying
unsatisfactory developments, but otherwise the agreement to con-
tinue in full?c’>rce and effect upon such signators without the right
of withdrawal.

3. In the event of a serious violation of the agreement con-
firmed as such by the International Armaments Commission,
grant to all signators the right to terminate by renunciation with-
out advance notice.

a. Further grant to each signator the right to file with the Interna-
tional Armaments Commission a specific claim of violation of
the agreement by any other signator, and to take counterbal-
ancing steps to maintain relative position including steps which
would otherwise be in violation of the agreement, provided,
however, that the International Armaments Commission shall
be notified of such counterbalancing steps when they are taken.

4. Provide that a violation of the agreement by any signator
shall be considered as a threat to the peace under the United
Nations Charter, and, therefore, bring into play all of the peaceful
settlement measures and other relevant provisions of the Charter
?nd in particular Article 51 on individual or collective self-de-

ense.

vl

The foregoing policy decisions would place the United States in a
position to take an essential initiative in its national interest, would
erase policy clearly outdated and dangerous, and would provide am-
ple opportunity for subsequent development of further policy and
plans on the basis of experience and new facts, or for the modification
and amendment under new circumstances or as a result of further
study.?

Respectfully submitted:
Harold E. Stassen

3 Five annexes, which are attached to the source text, contain eight documents
relating to disarmament for 1955. All these documents are discussed or printed in
previous pages of this volume.
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83. Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission at
the United Nations'

Washington, November 1, 1955—6:26 p.m.

Gadel 76. Re radiation (Delga 175).% USDel can make following
statement on moratorium: “The US believes that a moratorium on
tests of nuclear weapons is an inseparable part of the disarmament
problem and cannot be dealt with alone. Any agreed disarmament
program must be predicated on equitable and effective inspection and
control systems applicable to all elements of this agreed disarmament
program. This moratorium question is, consequently, properly part of
the efforts to reach agreement on disarmament carried on in the UN
Disarmament Commission, its Subcommittee and other areas.”

Foregoing is maximum we believe USDel could say on this prob-
lem now in light present stage disarmament review.

Hoover

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611/10-2855. Confidential; Pri-
ority. Drafted by Meyers and approved by Bond.

?Delga 175 from New York, October 28, indicated that the problem of a morato-
rium on nuclear tests would probably arise during the forthcoming debate on radiation
and asked for instructions. Since the Soviets had urged cessation of tests in their May 10
proposals as well as in their suggested amendments to the radiation resolution, Lodge
said it would be useful if he could say that the United States supported cessation of tests
as part of a comprehensive disarmament system. (Ibid.)

84. Editorial Note

On December 3, the United Nations General Assembly unani-
mously adopted Resolution 913 (X) on the “effects of atomic radia-
tion.” The First Committee (Political and Security, including regula-
tion of armaments) had previously considered a formal proposal on
the subject submitted jointly by Australia, Canada, the United King-
dom, and the United States and sponsored also by Denmark, Iceland,
Norway, and Sweden. This draft resolution called for the establish-
ment of a scientific committee consisting of Australia, Brazil, Canada,
Czechoslovakia, France, India, Japan, Sweden, the Soviet Union, the
United Kingdom, and the United States and requested those govern-
ments each to designate one scientist on that committee. This commit-
tee would receive and assemble information on radiation furnished to
it by the member states or specialized agencies.
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India and the Soviet Union presented several amendments to the
draft resolution in the First Committee. All of the Soviet amendments
were rejected. The sponsors of the draft resolution amended their
proposal to incorporate some of the Indian amendments, and India
then withdrew most of its amendments. The First Committee also
rejected a joint Indonesian-Syrian amendment and accepted one by 20
Latin American states, which added Argentina, Belgium, Egypt, and
Mexico to the list proposed for the scientific committee.

The General Assembly adopted unanimously the resolution as
recommended by the First Committee.

For background on this radiation resolution, see the position pa-
per on atomic radiation, September 8, in Department of State, IO Files:
Lot 71 D 440, Position Papers; and Yearbook of the United Nations,
1955, pages 18-20. For Resolution 913 (X) adopted by the General
Assembly on December 3, see ibid., pages 21-22; and Documents on
Disarmament, 1945-1959, volume I, pages 561-562. For information on
the actual creation of the scientific committee on radiation, see Docu-
ment 86.

85. Editorial Note

On December 7, Secretary of State Dulles approved a memoran-
dum by Under Secretary Hoover, dated December 6, which recom-
mended that the city of Manila, Philippines, be selécted as the site for
a proposed Asian Nuclear Energy Training and Research Center. The
United States offered to contribute laboratory equipment and facilities,
training personnel, funds for training, and the research reactor itself to
the Philippines. In return the United States required the Philippine
Government as host country to foster an international flavor for the
Center perhaps through the creation of an international advisory
council, permit free and equal access of all Colombo Plan country
representatives participating in the Center, and be prepared to offer all
basic facilities including site location. President Ramén Magsaysay
indicated his acceptance of these terms on December 18, and the
agreement was announced publicly in March 1956.

Japan, Thailand, Pakistan, and Ceylon had pressed for the loca-
tion of the Center in their countries, but the United States preferred
the Philippines and encouraged the Philippine Government to request
location of the Center in their country. The United States preferred the
Philippines because it was a member of SEATO, had good transporta-
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tion facilities for access by the Colombo powers and university facili-
ties well suited for the Center, and did not have a nuclear capability
that might dominate the activities of the Center.

Documentation on the Asian Nuclear Center is in Department of
State, Central File 990.8137. Hoover’s memorandum to Dulles, De-
cember 6, is ibid., 990.8137/12-755. It is attached to a memorandum
from Walter Radius, Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary for
Economic Affairs, to Jack C. Corbett, Director of the Office of Financial
and Development Policy, December 7, indicating Secretary Dulles’
approval of Hoover’s memorandum. The offer to the Philippines is
contained in telegram 2136 to Manila, December 16. (Ibid., 990.8137/
12-1655) Magsaysay's acceptance is in telegram 1717 from Manila,
December 18. (Ibid., 990.8137/12-1855) The public announcement is
contained in circular telegram 638, March 14, 1956 (ibid., 990.8137/
3-1456), and is summarized in Department of State Bulletin, April 2,
1956, page 544.

86. Memorandum of a Conversation, Secretary-General
Hammarskjold’s Office, New York, December 9, 1955

SUBJECT

Preparatory Meeting for the Scientific Committee on Radiation 2

Present were representatives of the Permanent Delegations of the
Fifteen Members of the Radiation Committee. (List attached.)’

Designation of Scientists

Secretary-General Hammarskjold said he had called this meeting
to inform us that he intended to mail out a letter early in the week of
December 12th inviting Governments to designate scientists to partici-
pate in the Scientific Committee. He would urge that consultations be
held between Governments to assure a broad representation of the
relevant fields amongst the scientists designated by various Govern-
ments. He said that the United States had already designated its repre-
sentative and that his remarks accordingly would not apply to the U.S.
Hammarskjold said that his request for broad representation was

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 700.5611/12-1055. Confidential.
Drafted by William O. Hall on December 10.

2 Regarding this committee’s creation, see Document 84.

% Not printed.
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based on the debate in the First Committee and that, to the extent that
Secretariat assistance was needed in consultations, the officials of the
Secretariat—Dr. Bunche, Mr. Tchernychev* and himself—would be
available to consult with Governments. Hammarskjold then asked for
comment on this point.

In view of his mention of the U.S. decision to designate a repre-
sentative immediately, I stated that Dr. Shields Warren had been des-
ignated as the U.S. representative. I said that Dr. Warren had had as
broad experience in the general field of atomic energy, medicine and
biological research as any individual available in the U.S. I said that,
further, he would have as his alternates men of broad experience—one
in the physical sciences and the other in biological research. I said that
all three of the U.S. representatives had worked extensively both in
private research and for the Atomic Energy Commission, and accord-
ingly the SYG could be sure that the U.S. representation would be on a
broad scientific basis. (I spoke to Hammarskjold privately about this
after the meeting and told him I felt it necessary to make the statement
in the light of his remark lest the impression be left with the Member
Governments that the U.S. somehow had disregarded the discussion
in the First Committee. Hammarskjold said that he had not intended
to embarrass the U.S. and that, in fact, he had spoken to the UK., the
Soviet and Canadian representatives stating that he hoped they would
be able to provide as broad a representation as the U.S.; indicating
however that it might be useful if their representatives were appointed
from fields other than medical research. Hammarskjold expressed the
view that most of the Delegations would probably designate individu-
als from the medical and biological fields, since these were the areas in
which most individuals had had experience. Kitahara, Japanese Ob-
server, informed me that the Secretariat had approached the Japanese,
urging that they appoint an electronics expert, arguing that knowledge
in this field would be helpful in working out plans for measurement of
radiation. Kitahara said the Japanese were not inclined to take this
very seriously. Ramsbotham, U.K., stated he would recommend that
the British reserve their designation until all other representatives had
been designated in order to assure adequate representation in the
various fields of science on the committee. He indicated, however, that
the British probably would designate a physicist.)

In response to a question from the Indian representative, who
suggested that the first meeting would probably not be held until
reports had been received from Governments, Hammarskjold said he

“Ralph J. Bunche and llya S. Tchernychev were Under Secretaries without Depart-
ment in the U.N. Secretariat.
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felt that the first meeting of an exploratory character to decide on
working procedures and scope of the committee’s program would be
desirable in the relatively near future. I supported this view.

Hammarskjold then said he intended to appoint a young scientist
from one of the small countries to serve as Secretary of the Committee.
He said he intended to recruit this man two or three months before the
committee meets to prepare the meeting. I stated I hoped there would
not be too much delay in the first meeting while waiting for recruit-
ment of the Secretary, as I felt that the first meeting need not be
primarily scientific in character. Hammarskjold then said he would
have a scientific secretary on hand shortly after January 1, and that he
thought one month or six weeks would be sufficient for the Secretariat
preparation. (I did not raise the question of meeting early in January at
this point as I had previously consulted briefly with the Australians,
and British, and found that they were thinking of a meeting in late
February or March. I pointed out to Ramsbotham that such a date
might result in a conflict with a spring Assembly. He indicated that the
U.K. had not considered this and were not firmly wedded to a Febru-
ary or March date. I spoke briefly to Hammarskjold after the meeting
and indicated that the U.S. would favor an early meeting without
indicating any particular date. He said he hoped the meeting could be
held early in February.) (In a private conversation after the meeting,
Hammarskjold told me that he meant by small country a country
which did not have any major atomic development. He specifically
excluded the U.S., the U.S.S.R., the U.K,, France and Canada.)

The only other matter considered by the meeting was a question
from the Delegate of Belgium, who asked whether it would be possible
for an alternate to sit in the committee, since the Belgians were giving
consideration to the designation as their representative of a senior
medical professor, who might find it difficult to attend all of the
meetings of the committee. Hammarskjold said that this would cer-
tainly be all right, and indicated that some of the meetings would [be]
held in New York and some in Europe, and various Governments
might wish to have alternates sit in the committee, depending on the
locale of the meetings. He said there should be, however, a senior
member of the committee to whom communications could be ad-
dressed and who would be responsible for the country’s work in the
committee.

Comment: In his presentation to the committee the Secretary-Gen-
eral, while holding to his view that the members of the committee are
primarily scientists and not representatives of Governments, has
moved a good distance from the position which he took some days
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ago in the Fifth Committee.® I have the impression that he is recon-
ciled to dealing with the members of the committee as representatives
of Governments.

Inasmuch as the Secretary-General stated that the secretary would
prepare a program of work for the committee, the Department and
AEC may wish to consider two courses of action to safeguard our
position:

1. A presentation very early, and perhaps before the committee
meets, of the U.S. program of work and specific suggestions.

2. An effort to obtain the nomination from a country friendly to
the U.S. of a young scientist or scientists who would be qualified to be
secretary of the committee. For example: Pakistan might be prepared
to put forward one or more of its scientists for committee secretary. If
this is to be done, prompt action would be required, and the approach
to the Secretariat should be through the Delegation of the country of
nationality of the young scientist. An alternative would be for the?.,I.S.
to submit informally to Ralph Bunche a list of young scientists from
various countries who might be qualified for the position. Ham-
marskjold has in mind the travel of the secretary of the committee,
prior to the first meeting, to the U.S,, U.S.S.R., Canada, France, and
the UK. for brief conversations with the senior representatives of
those countries on the committee.

If the U.S. has definite views on rules of procedure and operations
of the committee, I would suggest that we supply these to Bunche at
an early date after we have an opportunity to discuss them with
perhaps the UK., Australia and France. I would also suggest it would
be useful to have preliminary discussions in Washington or New York
with those members of the committee who may be expected to sup-
port U.S. positions well in advance of the first meeting of the commit-
tee.

° Reference presumably is to Hammarskjold’s general observations on mainly ad-
ministrative features of the scientific committee, which he presented as a paper to the
First Committee during the debate on the draft resolution for the creation of the scien-
tific committee. (Yearbook of the United Nations, 1955, p. 20) He may have made similar
observations to the Fifth Committee (Administrative and Budgetary).
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87. Letter From the Secretary of State to the President’s Special
Assistant (Stassen)’

Washington, December 11, 1955.

DEAR HAROLD: I have read Volume Five? of your proposed policy
of the United States on the question of disarmament with great interest
and with appreciation for the complexity of the task.

In examining your report I have looked at it, of course, from the
standpoint of the Department of State’s primary concern with its for-
eign policy aspects and implications.

Since May 10, the Soviet Union has made much of the fact that its
proposals are concrete, detailed, and in various respects adopt views
previously put forward by us, the United Kingdom, France, and Can-
ada. The Soviet Union has claimed that the United States has turned
its back on disarmament proper and is concerned only with inspection
and control. They have pointed to the fact that the President’s Geneva
proposal is not disarmament. They have also supported their argu-
ment that we do not desire disarmament by stressing the fact that we

. have placed our detailed past proposals in a reserved status.

The foreign policy effects of the present United States position, in
my opinion, have to date not been unfavorable largely because of two
factors. The first is the impact the President’s Geneva proposal has had
on world opinion. The second is world awareness of an intensive
United States review of policy as evidenced by your appointment as
the President’s Special Assistant for Disarmament and by the disclo-
sure that you had in turn appointed the eight task forces to assist you
in your work.

These two factors have given us a period of grace during which
we could formulate a general position on disarmament. I believe that
this period of grace is coming to an end. The United States can no
longer, without detriment to its international stature, continue to re-
serve its positions on disarmament. Our proposals should advance the
security interests of the United States and make a favorable impact on
our Allies as well as the Russians. For this we need a concrete and
positive program. I do not consider that your report, in its present
form, lends itself to United States proposals of this nature.

In analyzing your report and recommendations, I found three
general problems:

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Disarmament
Policy. Top Secret.
? Document 82.
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First, the outline of the inspection and control system is so general
that it does not provide me with the details necessary to evaluate your
policy suggestions, which logically should spring from the effective-
ness of the inspection system itself.

Second, from a foreign policy standpoint, it seems necessary to be
able to give some fairly clear indication of the United States attitude
towards limitations or reductions of armed forces and conventional
armaments. Your report does not clearly point out what you would
propose be said in this respect and, in fact, suggests that we should
defer discussing the question of force levels until after the whole
inspection system is installed. In this connection, I think we must take
account of the policy decision made recently when we accepted the
United Kingdom's proposed lan%\}xa e in the Four-Power resolution on
disarmament in the present U.N. %eneral Assembly. This language
calls for priority attention to “‘early agreement on such measures of an
adequately safeguarded disarmament plan as are now feasible”.? I
appreciate, of course, that this decision was made after your Report
was submitted, but it does bear on the problem.

Third, while it is not clear what is proposed should be done in the
nuclear field, it appears that no mention is made of the possibility of
any ultimate reductions of nuclear weapons stockpiles as part of a
general disarmament program. From the State Department’s stand-
point, it would seem advisable that some provision should be made for
this ultimate possibility, under adequate safeguards.

These are the principal comments which I have to make on your
report. I am attaching, in addition, more detailed comments to supple-
ment these views.

Sincerely yours,

Foster
Attachment

Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State*

Washington, undated.

COMMENTS ON VOLUME V OF THE PROGRESS REPORT ON
PROPOSED POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES ON THE QUESTION
OF DISARMAMENT

1. Inspection

The outline of a possible system of inspection is very general,
since the detailed inspection plan is apparently still in preparation.
Without such a detailed plan and information as to the stages in which

* Regarding the four-power resolution in the United Nations, see the editorial note,
infra.
* Top Secret.
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it would be applied, it is not possible to arrive at an adequate judg-
ment of the policy suggestions which are put forward. The outline of
the proposed inspection system raises a number of important ques-
tions. How would the inspection system provide the kind of inspection
and control necessary to police an agreement for limiting nuclear pro-
duction to peaceful uses? Would the whole inspection system, involv-
ing some 20,000 to 30,000 US personnel in communist areas, be re-
quired for support of such preliminary steps as are involved in the
President’s proposal or in modest initial reductions of conventional
forces? In what way would the proposed bilateral inspection system
between the US and the USSR be expanded into a multilateral system?
Until detailed proposals for an inspection system and its various
phases are available only preliminary comments can be made on the
policy recommendations in the Report.

2. Reductions of Conventional Forces

The Report does not include among the “priority objectives” of
the United States any reference to lessening of the burden of arma-
ments. The NSC Action to which the Report is responsive states that
the US in its own interest should “actively seek an international sys-
tem for the regulation and reduction of armed forces and armaments.”
The Report proposes that the US should defer contemplation of other
than modest initial reductions of conventional and nuclear weapons
carrying capacity forces until after the whole inspection system is
installed and in the meantime should avoid discussion of reduced
force levels.

Avoidance of discussion or negotiation on force levels and reduc-
tions would be disadvantageous for both practical and political rea-
sons.

a. (1) From a practical point of view, it is difficult to see how
reduction of numerically superior Soviet conventional forces to a posi-
tion of numerical equality with US conventional forces could fail to
assist US security.

(2) It is conceivable that even if the NATO countries should main-
tain sresent levels of military expenditures, they might decide to
spend a greater proportion for equipment and as a consequence decide
to reduce the numerical levels of forces.

(3) Moreover, despite recent evidences of Soviet intransigence on
major political issues, US allies and US public opinion continue to
believe that the Soviets are not going to resort to military force. There
will continue to be domestic political pressures among our allies and in
this country which will tend in the direction of unilateral reductions of
conventional forces and armaments.

(4) For these reasons it is in the US interest to use our bargaining
position to secure agreements from the Russians for mutual reduction
of conventional forces before that bargaining position deteriorates.
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b. US avoidance of discussion of force levels will put the US in a
poor political position. The US originally proposed for illustrative pur-
poses the figures for US and USSR forces which the Soviets are now
putting forth. It is obviously damaging that the USSR with a greater
number of conventional forces should be professing to agree to a
reduction which would place it on terms of equality with the US while
the US gives the impression of backin%‘away from such discussion. It
is é)articularly damaging since the US has previously maintained that
reduction of Soviet conventional superiority is a logical precondition to
progress toward control or reduction of nuclear capabilities.

Before the US adopts a position with respect to reduction of
forces, military advice is required from the Department of Defense as
to whether reduction of conventional forces to the levels now pro-
posed by the USSR would or would not be advantageous to US secu-
rity on the assumption that for the foreseeable future both the US and
USSR will retain massive nuclear capabilities. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
have accurately stated that the levels proposed were set forward by
the US merely for illustrative purposes and did not derive from any
realistic military analysis. They should now be requested to undertake
a military analysis of whether or not these or other agreed levels of
forces would be acceptable from the point of view of the military
security of the United States.

3. Nuclear Control

The Report makes the proposal that the US should agree that
future nuclear production should be only for peaceful purposes at such
time as an international control agency can supervise the material
produced and maintain it in safeguarded stockpiles. In the previous
volume of the Progress Report, it was proposed that nuclear produc-
tion should cease, except for that incidental to peaceful uses. It is not
clear whether the present proposal includes such cessation. Cessation
of nuclear production, except incidental to peaceful purposes, would
seem to have the practical value of (a) leading to a freezing of USSR
capabilities, (b) preventing the achievement of nuclear weapons capa-
bilities by countries which do not now possess nuclear weapons, if
supervised effectively.

The proposed policy makes no provision for the possibility of
eventual reductions in nuclear weapons stockpiles as part of a general
disarmament program. It may well be advisable to include some such
provision. Eventual safeguarded reduction of stockpiles would be in
the interest of the US, as indicated in somewhat different context in
the President’s December 8, 1953 atoms-for-peace proposal. If the US
does not propose such reductions it will be accused of having aban-
doned reductions of nuclear armaments as even an eventual goal.
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4, General Comments

a. The Report does not mention reductions of conventional arma-
ments (as distinct from forces) except for the possibility of eventual
reduction of nuclear weapons carrying capacity.

b. The Report proposes a synthesis of acceptable portions of UK,
French and USSR proposals. How would an acceptable synthesis be
achieved which would dispose of the difficulty that these proposals
call for prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons, and this con-
cept affects all other parts of the UK, French and Soviet proposals?

c. The Report calls for cessation of nuclear weapons tests as part
of a “comprehensive arrangement”. What kind of an arrangement is
envisaged and at what stage in it would cessation of nuclear tests be
agreed to?

d. Is the International Atomic Control Agency, mentioned in the
Report, the agency of which the statute is now being negotiated or is it
a part of the International Armaments Commission to which the Re-
port refers in outlining the proposed inspection system?

e. Consultation with our allies will be required prior to taking
definitive positions with respect to inspection or reduction of forces, in
any case where the territory or forces of our allies are concerned. In
view of the inter-dependency of forces developed under the NATO
alliance, full consultation with the Organization as a whole would be
requisite with respect to any aspect which bore upon NATO defense,
including inspection of U.S. bases in the general NATO area and force
reductions of any NATO country, including the United States, if its
NATO contribution was thus affected.

88. Editorial Note

The United Nations General Assembly at its 559th plenary meet-
ing, December 16, approved Resolution 914 (X) by a vote of 56 to 7.
This resolution on disarmament evolved from a draft resolution enti-
tled “Regulation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of All Armed
Forces and All Armaments; Conclusion of an International Convention
(Treaty) on the Reduction of Armaments and the Prohibition of
Atomic, Hydrogen and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction: Report of
the Disarmament Commission,” which the United States, the United
Kingdom, Canada, and France submitted to the First Committee (Polit-
ical and Security) at its 801st meeting on December 2.

This resolution became U.N. document A/C.1/L.150 in the First
Committee and was subsequently revised twice to incorporate the
views of other delegations. A/C.1/L.150/Rev.2 was introduced by the
four Western powers at the 810th meeting of the First Committee on
December 12 and was adopted at the 811th meeting of the Committee
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on the same day by a vote of 53 to 5. Resolution 914 (X) approved by
the General Assembly on December 16 contained the same wording as
the draft resolution approved by the First Committee.

An important feature of Resolution 914 (X) was paragraph 1(b),
which urged that the states concerned and particularly those on the
Subcommittee of the Disarmament Commission:

“(b) Should, as initial steps, give priority to early agreement on
and implementation of:

“(i) Such confidence-building measures as the plan of Mr.
Eisenhower, President of the United States of America, for ex-
changing military blueprints and mutual aerial inspection, and the
plan of Mr. Bulganin, Prime Minister of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics, for establishing control posts at strategic centres,

“(ii) All such measures of adequately safeguarded disarma-
ment as are now feasible.”

The debates in the First Committee are in Official Records of Gen-
eral Assembly, Tenth Session, agenda items 17 and 66, pages 213-296.
General Assembly Resolution 914 (X) is printed in Yearbook of the
United Nations, 1955, pages 12-13; Department of State Bulletin, Janu-
ary 9, 1956, page 63; and Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol-
ume I, pages 583-586.

89. Informal Notes of a Meeting of the National Security
Council Planning Board, Washington, December 21, 1955,
10 a.m.-12:30 p.m.’

INITIAL PRESENTATION

Governor Stassen opened his presentation with a statement of the
need for the U.S. to keep the initiative it has attained on the question
of disarmament. He remarked that the support won in the General
Assembly and in the world could not be maintained by standing pat
on present policy. He said the impossibility of banning nuclear weap-
ons is generally accepted, the importance of preventing surprise is
recognized, and the President’s proposal is generally considered to be
a sound beginning. The question which the Soviets and others are
pressing is what comes next. He further said that it would be adverse

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Meetings of the
Planning Board. Top Secret. Drafted by Lippmann. No list of participants appears on the
source text. '
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to U.S. security to have many “fourth countries” attain a nuclear
weapons capability. Such a development would multiply the chances
of nations acting recklessly. Mr. Stassen said that the U.S. must now
spell out further steps on the other side of the gateway. At this point
he said that he did not agree with the JCS that the gateway must be in
effect before negotiating other measures. He did not agree, however,
with State that the President’s proposal was something to be taken or
left. He believed that the President’s proposal was not a prerequisite
step, but was rather an integral part of the whole.

Turning to Volume V,? the Governor stated that he had never
proposed and would never propose broad language as a cover for free-
wheeling action. The detailed implementation of the policy would
have to be agreed upon by the Departments concerned. His aim was to
move U.S. policy enough to get and retain a sound initiative. He then
said that what was badly needed was a determination on the part of
the Departments to help move policy rather than trying to delay or
stop that movement. Mr. Stassen thereupon turned to the language in
the paper® and went through most of the items, pointing out changes
and significant language.

On Item 5 he repeated his remark that the President’s proposal
was an integral step and not purely a prerequisite. He called special
attention to Item 7 as a big policy issue. He argued that very small
reductions would have a considerable world impact, and that such
reductions could take effect during the first year of experience in the
implementation of the President’s proposal. He also emphasized Item
8 as a very important question, stressing the need to minimize the
possibility of nuclear weapons being held in the so-called “fourth
countries”. Within a comprehensive inspection system it would be, he
argued, in U.S. interest for neither the U.S. nor the USSR to devote
future nuclear material production for additional nuclear weapons. He
granted that Item 8 (like the whole policy) might never be carried out,
but called it an essential part of our posture in the world. (Note: Either
here or at a later time the Governor indicated that this proposal could
be started when the President’s plan went into effect.) ‘

Item 10 was another important issue, but one which could not be
solved in this brief time. Mr. Stassen did not foresee any inspection
system to deal with the ICBM after it had been produced and

2 Document 82.

3 Reference is to a report prepared by Stassen containing a detailed breakdown of
Volume V and summarizing the comments of interested departments and agencies on
specific provisions. The report was circulated to members of the NSC by Executive
Secretary Lay under cover of a memorandum, December 16, for consideration at the
Council meeting of December 22. The report recommended that the NSC approve most
of the provisions of Volume V, some in revised form in light of comments received.
(Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Disarmament Policy)

*Item 10 is the same as Part VI B 6 of Volume V.
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deployed. He aimed at a policy of openness which could prevent
massive production of weapons, and concluded that though post-
poned now, the issue must be met within six months to a year.

Item 20° on nuclear weapons tests was likewise to be postponed,
but Mr. Stassen reported that the scientists were divided considerably
on this matter, some believing cessation would be to the U.S. advan-
tage.

DISCUSSION

Mr. Reid® (Budget) asked about bringing Communist China into
the system. Mr. Stassen replied that this was not politically possible
now, and explained that China did not need to be tied in for about five
years. He agreed that it could not stay outside the fold forever.

General Bonesteel (Defense) asked how long it would take to
work out the many details indicated, and further whether decisions on
principle would be communicated to other governments. Mr. Stassen
said that this would not be done in the form presented in the paper,
but that he would expect to begin talking with the countries most
concerned, particularly with respect to moving together on the prob-
lem of “fourth countries” and the relation to the peaceful uses of
nuclear energy. Additionally, Mr. Stassen replied that if Item 7 were
adopted he would seek agreement with our friends before February
that the U.S. in its initial proposal would favor small reductions as a
part of the tie-in to the President’s proposal. (At this point there was a
side argument with Bowie and Amory as to whether it was feasible or
not to account for nuclear contributions to an international stockpile.)

General Farrell (JCS) queried the value of Item 7, and said the
Services could not really consider this matter at this time based as it
was on the first full year under the President’s proposal. Mr. Stassen
replied that it was necessary now to start talking about this subject and
negotiate future steps. He asked the JCS to reconsider what price they
would pay to achieve the great improvement in U.S. security which
the President’s proposal would bring. One price is some reduction in
the U.S. armed posture. He urged the JCS to move with him on this
problem. General Bonesteel interjected that the conventional reduc-
tion problem was intimately related to the ability of the U.S. to meet
creeping Communist expansion. Reductions, he feared, might help the
Communists advance piecemeal in the peripheral areas, referring to
Korea, China, Vietnam, etc. Mr. Stassen noted that there was a ques-
tion of the best possible U.S. security under the assumption that the
President’s proposal had been implemented, and repeated his question
of how much that opening up was worth. This question was batted

® Item 20 is the same as Part VI F 3 of Volume V.
¢ Ralph WEE. Reid, Assistant to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget.
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back and forth for a while. General Farrell resumed with a recommen-
dation that Item 16 be deleted. Mr. Stassen, saying that the problem
could not [be] deleted, wished that the JCS would supply their version
of the right language for the issue of overseas bases.

Mr. Amory (CIA) opened up the question of Mr. Stassen’s view
on the possibility that free world armed forces would be reduced in the
next period in any event. The Governor answered that on balance they
would not, when German and Japanese additions were counted. Mr.
Bowie (State) retorted with his opinion that there would be a decline in
the forces we were now counting on. Mr. Amory turned to the ques-
tion of the size of the inspection force, which he hoped would not be
excessive. He argued the need for a breakdown of the system, and
further information on the work of the task forces. He went on to state
his view that we might have to pay the price of throwing China in to
get the desired end result. Mr. Stassen countered that it was not
worthwhile to recognize China now for this reason, and that China
could not build its own air force, missiles or nuclear weapons for the
next five to ten years at least. Amory countered that with respect to
conventional forces, we had to count in China, Vietnam and North
Korea. (At this juncture Bowie stated that he had never seen any
specific studies on the effect of major mutual reductions of forces, and
called for such a study. There was a bit of side argument about this
point.)

Dr. Elliott” (ODM) stressed the importance to the U.S. of having
intercontinental missiles in place by 1960. He feared that any steps
along the lines proposed in Item 10 might be very dangerous. The
Governor answered that these missiles could not be developed with-
out considerable testing, which could be discovered by an inspection
system. However, he noted that this major point was postponed for
further study. He granted that the proposal would be no good if the
U.S. Government continued to disagree on the matter for another five
or six years. He called for maximum effort now to solve this problem
in the national interest, and welcomed suggestions on it from any
Planning Board member. Bowie then argued that the report did not
meet this problem sufficiently, and Dr. Elliott renewed his argument
that it might be very dangerous for the U.S. to stop its own develop-
ments in this field.

Commander Nelson (AEC) referred to Item 8, and asked what the
timing would be on advancing the proposal therein. Mr. Stassen re-
plied that the timing would be up to the President to decide, once
approved, but that the proposal assumed it would be started before
“fourth countries” obtained nuclear weapons. General Bonesteel sug-

7 William Y. Elliott, Consultant on National Security Council Affairs, Office of De-
fense Mobilization.
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gested that this development might be a net gain for the U.S., but Mr.
Stassen disagreed and repeated his belief that it would provide greater
chance for miscalculation, spreading small wars into large ones, and
more illogical, if not mad, actions.

Mr. Bowie (State) expressed State’s view that the “period of
grace”” was now over and that Volume V was inadequate. He asserted
that the Volume called for a large inspection force and no significant
reduction in armament. He characterized the inspection system as
essentially a warning system only. He called attention to the UN
resolution which gave an equal priority to “‘measures of adequately
safeguarded disarmament”.® Mr. Bowie believed that the State differ-
ence was in fact a basic dissent or divergence from Volume V. State, he
continued, thought there had not been adequate studies on the matter
of reductions—in particular, the prospects five to ten years ahead had
not been fully taken into account. Bowie feared that partial proposals

-such as these might, if rejected by the Soviets, have a bad effect on the
free world. He cautioned that the world as a whole was not as san-
guine as we seemed to be about the results of an atomic stalemate, and
would like to reduce both the costs and the risks of that situation. He
again argued that Volume V did not meet this situation, and asserted
that the token reductions called for would not convince anyone. He
foresaw a very bad future situation if the U.S. could not do any better
in this field. Bowie concluded that the clear serious differences in the
government agencies on this question could not be compromised nor
could decisions be reached by their agreement. He felt the basic differ-
ences must be posed more squarely and then resolved by the Presi-
dent’s decision. Mr. Stassen commented that Bowie’s remarks reflected
the basic differences that existed within the Government. He himself
was not seeking to compromise these differences, but to fit together a
sound policy. He continued to reject the State position on major reduc-
tions at this time in the absence of the settlement of key political
issues. He insisted that the U.S. act from a position of agreed mutual
strength and not go down to a position of weakness, Mr. Stassen
continuing to believe that his proposals would keep the U.S. initiative
and leadership. Furthermore, he thought that if the U.S. would begin
to talk about a lower level of forces it would then be even more
difficult to keep up free world strength in the absence of an agreement.
However, Mr. Stassen equally rejected the Defense position, which did
not provide enough substance for U.S. leadership. He thought the U.S.
could start a downward trend in armaments and proposed that all
future nuclear material be used for peaceful purposes. The U.S., he
said, should “wage peace” by maximum effort to get agreement. A

8 See the editorial note, supra.
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start on this problem would help resolve other political issues, which
in turn might make greater disarmament possible. There was some
further Stassen-Bowie argument on these points.

Mr. Dillon Anderson summed up with his view that the discus-
sion had posed a number of questions which required further study.
He personally had been much impressed with the “fourth country”
problem and its dangers. He felt there was much disagreement on
policy within the Departments—more than he had previously under-
stood to be the case, and felt that the President must establish a U.S.
position. He suggested a later meeting, perhaps sometime in January,
at which decisions might be taken. Bowie called for a fuller report on
the details of inspection, to which Mr. Stassen responded with a re-
view of task force planning and his own expectation that the combined
inspection system be reviewed in the Departments and actually
“gamed” thereafter. Bowie continued to argue the importance of a
fuller description of the proposed system which was not available to
the NSC at this time.

The meeting was concluded with some remarks by Dr. Elliott to
the effect of not placing too high a price upon favorable allied and
neutral opinion as against the priority U.S. objectives.

90. Memorandum of Discussion at the 271st Meeting of the
National Security Council, Washington, December 22, 19551

[Here follow a paragraph listing the participants at the meeting
and agenda items 1-4.]

5. U.S. Policy on Control of Armaments (NSC Action No. 1419; Memos
for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated December
16 and 21, 1955)*

The President inquired of Mr. Anderson what was the next item
on the agenda. When Mr. Anderson replied, the President inquired
how long Governor Stassen would require to present his report. Gov-
ernor Stassen answered that this could be done in as little as five
minutes. Secretary Dulles, however, stated that he did not believe that
any useful discussion on the subject of disarmament could be carried

1 Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records. Top Secret. Drafted by
Gleason on December 23.

2Regarding NSC Action No. 1419, see footnote 8, Document 45. Regarding the
memorandum to the NSC, December 16, see footnote 3, supra; the December 21 memo-
randum is not printed.
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on in five minutes. The President accordingly suggested that the
Council take a 10-minute break, after which he would return and
remain a half an hour to hear Governor Stassen’s report. In leaving the
Cabinet Room, the President said in a hearty voice that he was a
“pretty frail flower these days.”

After the President’s return, Governor Stassen proceeded to sum-
marize the written report on the subject (copy filed in the minutes of
the meeting).® He made it clear that he expected no Council action on
the recommendations of his report at the present meeting. After Coun-
cil discussion, he indicated that he and members of the President’s
special committee on disarmament would undertake as a matter of
urgency intensive discussion in the responsible departments and agen-
cies. Thus he hoped to resolve disagreements or, failing that, to make
completely clear the remaining issues. Perhaps within three weeks he
could thus come back to the Council with a revision of his report and
in expectation of Council action on it.

At the conclusion of his report Governor Stassen again said that
between now and mid-January he would discuss unresolved problems
with the departments and agencies and bring back a revised report to
the National Security Council.

The President turned to Governor Stassen and told him that he
would be very fortunate indeed if he could provide the Council with a
satisfactory report before the arrival of Prime Minister Eden toward
the end of January.* Nevertheless, said the President, the report just
given by Governor Stassen was very valuable indeed, although the
President said that he was puzzled by Governor Stassen’s point of
departure, namely, the creation and acceptance of a complete inspec-
tion system in the Soviet Union. It seemed to the President a very hard
problem to find either the money or the manpower to carry out so
elaborate a ground inspection system as Governor Stassen made the
point of departure for any program in the direction of reduction of
armaments. On the contrary, the President felt that we could do a
pretty reasonable inspection job if the inspection was confined initially
to aerial reconnaissance. Such reconnaissance would be bound, in the
nature of things, to reveal a great deal about the status of Soviet
armament.

The President went on to say in this connection that he was quite
sure the Soviets had never given any thought to any inspection plan
which involved the presence in the Soviet Union of anything like
twenty to thirty thousand foreign inspectors. In all probability, on the

® Report of the Special Assistant to the President to the December 22 Session of the
National Security Council, not printed. (Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58
D 133, Disarmament Policy)

¢ Prime Minister Anthony Eden of the United Kingdom visited the United States
from January 30 to February 3, 1956. Regarding his visit, see Document 105.
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contrary, the Soviets, in the plan proposed by the Soviet Union, were
thinking in terms of a mere handful of inspectors—doubtless as futile
and useless an inspection as had been set up in Korea after the Armi-
stice. It was essential that we be realistic regarding the probable Soviet
attitude. What the President had in mind, he said, was “testing out
with little steps, one at a time”. This was the proposal which the
Soviets had brought up to him when he was at Geneva.

The President said that, nevertheless, all these points were mere
details in comparison to the one big criticism he had of Governor
Stassen’s report. The President said that we had initially proposed his
plans for aerial inspection chiefly as a means of creating an atmos-
phere of mutual confidence. While he said that Governor Stassen had
made a few allusions to the political situation between the U.S. and
the USSR, he had by no means stated the necessity for developing two
parallel programs, one to contain a series of political settlements and
the other to contain progressive steps toward disarmament. If these
two programs did not march along together, the President said that he
was sure that there never would be created any atmosphere of confi-
dence and, accordingly, any genuine progress toward disarmament.
The President stressed the necessity, therefore, of developing theoreti-
cal programs to cover the area of political settlement and the area of
disarmament. We could make no progress in the one program without
concurrent progress in the other, and Governor Stassen’s report
should emphasize this fact. Thus the problem was even more compli-
cated than Governor Stassen’s report had indicated. In concluding, the
President called for the views of the Secretary of State.

Secretary Dulles commenced with a tribute to the fine and useful
job which Governor Stassen had accomplished. Nevertheless, it was
easy to perceive in the report very serious difficulties. What principally
concerned Secretary Dulles in the present draft report were certain
inherent inconsistencies. Secretary Dulles then pointed out that when
the National Security Council had discussed Governor Stassen’s previ-
ous progress report on disarmament some six months ago,® he, Secre-
tary Dulles, had made the suggestion that we adopt the approach of
trying to discern certain specific individual areas in the broad field of
disarmament where an effective inspection system might conceivably
be agreed to and worked out. Secretary Dulles still believed that this
proposal was greatly preferable to the overall and general approach to
disarmament which Governor Stassen had taken in his report. While
of course, he said, it would be very useful to have the underlying
studies, on which Governor Stassen had based his report, Secretary
Dulles said that the over-all approach to which he had referred was

5 Volume IV of Stassen’s progress report was discussed at the NSC meeting on June
23; see Document 40.
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made very clear by the elaborate inspection system with which Gover-
nor Stassen’s plan commenced. We can be absolutely sure that the
Russians will never accept any arms inspection system which involved
twenty to thirty thousand non-Russian inspectors on Russian soil. If
we put forward such a plan we could be sure that we would be
accused of making propaganda. Such an all-or-nothing proposition—
that is, no steps toward disarmament until this elaborate inspection
system was in operation—would make the United States a laughing
stock. Moreover, Governor Stassen himself had not consistently fol-
lowed his professed position that no steps toward disarmament could
be taken until this great inspection plan had been accepted by the
Russians and put in operation. To illustrate this inconsistency, Secre-
tary Dulles pointed to item 7 of the recommendations in Governor
Stassen’s report, and said that this item did call for modest reductions
in conventional armed forces and armaments before the inspection
system was completely in operation.

Governor Stassen explained and defended the position that he
had taken, and insisted that inspectors to the number of twenty or
thirty thousand could not be described as unnecessarily large in view
of the vast extent of the Soviet Eurasian empire. The President com-
mented that this number, which amounted to two divisions, might not
actually be inordinate, but he agreed with Secretary Dulles that the
Soviets would never accept such a proposal.

Secretary Dulles professed to be unclear, from Governor Stassen’s
explanation, as to what, precisely, was Governor Stassen’s position on
the relation between the inspection plan and the first steps toward
disarmament. Did Governor Stassen mean that the United States
would refuse to accept any reductions, however modest, until the
entire inspection plan had been fully accepted by the Soviet Union
and was actually in force? Governor Stassen replied in the affirmative,
whereupon Secretary Dulles said that he was compelled to describe
this position as completely unrealistic. Over and above this, continued
Secretary Dulles, he had thought that the United States had already
committed itself to a partial and piecemeal approach to actual reduc-
tions. We should certainly not place the United States in the position
that it wouldn’t do anything at all until it could do everything. The
President expressed his approval of Secretary Dulles’ last point.

Secretary Dulles continued with the statement that in his view the
great problem was to single out what kinds of installations and what
kinds of armaments we can successfully and effectively inspect with-
out having recourse to the full and all-out inspection called for by
Governor Stassen.

The President stated that if the Soviet Union actually gave us a
blueprint of their entire military layout and permitted us to conduct
aerial reconnaissance over Soviet territory, some kind of agreement
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with respect to the reduction of armaments and military installations
would be feasible. Thus you would not be killing the whole plan from
the very outset. We must not appear to the world, said the President,
to be laying on the table so large and complicated an inspection
system that other nations will accuse us of blatant insincerity. The
United States would never get anywhere if it followed such a course.

Secretary Dulles, in illustration of his point of trying to secure
inspection of specific military items and areas, cited submarine con-
struction. He said he believed that it would be possible to control the
construction of submarines by the Soviet Union without being obliged
to have vast numbers of inspectors on Soviet territory. Perhaps, he
added, there were a great many other military items which were in a
similar case. He again emphasized his opinion that the case-by-case
approach to inspection and disarmament was possible. The all-or-
nothing approach was impossible.

Governor Stassen replied that he and his staff had given careful
consideration to this very matter of inspecting and controlling the
construction of submarines. He had come to the conclusion, however,
that simply to agree to so limited an inspection might very well give
rise in the free world to a quite false sense of security. Accordingly,
this proposal had been rejected. The President commented that if we
could get rid of submarines we could get rid of something that was
extremely dangerous to us. He added, however, that he did not wish
to say or do anything which would discourage Governor Stassen, and
suggested that Governor Stassen’s people get together with General
Twining’s experts on aerial photography and find out from them just
exactly what we could and could not effectively inspect through the
agency of aerial reconnaissance.

Secretary Robertson commented that in the interests of assisting
Governor Stassen he would suggest that State and Defense get to-
gether promptly and agree together on certain basic assumptions with
respect to the program of political settlements which the President had
said should go hand in hand with the program of disarmament. Secre-
tary Robertson said he had in mind such issues as Germany, Commu-
nist China, and such other matters as would have to be taken into
consideration if the President’s proposal were effectively to be carried
out.

The National Security Council: ®

a. Noted and discussed the report on the subject by the Special
Assistant to the President on Disarmament, transmitted by the refer-

¢ Paragraphs a and b that follow constitute NSC Action No. 1496, approved by the
President on December 28. (Department of State, 5/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot
66 D 95, NSC Actions)
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ence memorandum of December 16, in the light of the views of the
Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, transmitted by
the reference memorandum of December 21.

b. Noted that the Special Assistant to the President on Disarma-
ment, in the light of the discussion and after further consultation with
the resFonsible departments and agencies, would submit a revised
report for Council consideration prior to the forthcoming meeting of
the President with the British Prime Minister.

S. Everett Gleason

91. Letter From the Representative at the United Nations
(Lodge) to the President’s Special Assistant (Stassen)’

New York, December 22, 1955.

DEAR HAROLD: This relates to Volume V of your study of U.S.
policy on disarmament > which I have just received.

I'shall confine my comments to the implications of your suggested
policy with regard to obtaining further U.N. endorsement of the Eisen-
hower policy—in the subcommittee, in the Disarmament Commission
and in future General Assemblies.

The Tenth General Assembly has recently approved by an over-
whelming majority (56-7) the US-UK-French-Canadian Resolution
giving priority to President Eisenhower’s plan for aerial inspection and
exchange of military blueprints, ® and it is instructive to see why it did
s0, as follows:

a. One fundamental factor was the great merit of the President’s
plan itself, which was made particularly vivid by the Air Force exhibit
across the street. But this alone would not have been enough. We were
not in the situation which frequently arises in a national legislature in
which the man who has a strong proposition merely insists on it and,
because the proposition is so strong, eventually sees it prevail.

b. The large vote in the General Assembly was also due to our
willingness to make mention in the resolution” of other ideas—ideas
which came from the United Kingdom, France, India and the Soviet

! Source: Department of State, Disarmament Files: Lot 58 D 133, Disarmament
Policy. Top Secret.

?Volume V is printed as Document 82. Regarding Stassen’s report on Volume V,
circulated December 16, see footnote 3, Document 89.

* Regarding Resolution 914 (X), approved on December 16, see Document 88.
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Union. This resulted in a longer resolution which was somewhat clut-
tered up with verbiage, but the verbiage was harmless and brought us
many votes.

¢. The large vote was also due to the fact that we received Presi-
dential approval to link some limited measure of disarmament with
the “open sky” plan, as this was done in i and ii of operative para-
graﬁh 1(b). This had the great advantage not only of bringing us
enthusiastic Anglo-French support, but of completely nullifying the
gropaganda argument which the Russians had made that the United

tates was not interested in disarmament but only in inspection.

For the future I suggest that we show:

a. an equal willingness to accept other ideas provided they are
harmless,

b. that we recognize that we cannot avoid discussions of such
things as force levels, nuclear control and nuclear tests,

c. that when it is utterly unavoidable that the Soviets will bring
something up that will be embarrassing to us, we take the initiative
ourselves and make a proposal of our own wherein we can safeguard
the vital essentials of our military position and preserve our diplomatic
position from embarrassment.

d. I suggest further that when you are sitting in London or in New
York in the Subcommittee that your decisions be backed up promptly.
It is difficult for some officials in Washington to realize that in an
international forum the United States does not control the procedure
and that, therefore, we are confronted with decisions which often
come at a time which we do not like. In a discussion among Americans
it may often be easy to fget a postponement for a week. This is not the
case in international affairs, and our success in securing implementa-
tion of the President’s plan will be dependent in large measure on the
extent and rapidity of your support from Washington in getting deci-
sions for you.

e. You should be authorized to lift the “reservation” which we
have placed on our previous policies, particularly with respect to re-
ductions in conventional armaments, prohibition of nuclear weapons,
reductions in nuclear weapons and the staging of a disarmament plan.
I am aware of the considerations which led to the entering of this
reserve, but we can get the same results without recourse to the “re-
serve” device which is so clumsy from a parliamentary viewpoint and
so damaging to us in its cold war effects. The language which I used to
meet criticism of it is, I think, the most effective that can be devised,
but the “reserve’” idea should be abandoned.

f. The Resolution adopted by the Political Committee requires us
to consider now what concrete measures of disarmament we could
really undertake under its operative paragraph 1 (ii): e.g., a census, or
a “freeze”’; regional reductions, token reductions, or some general

attern for the reduction of conventional armaments. I note that lgrour
olume V anticipates “modest” reductions which would seem to be in
line with the language in the Resolution.

g. We shall soon need a more definite policy with respect to
prohibition of nuclear weapons. We have reiterated our stand for a
general prohibition on use, except against aggression, but we will be
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under increasing pressure to say whether the United States is for or
against prohibition of the nuclear weapon, even as an ultimate objec-
tive. Volume V does not seem to give an answer on this point.

h. Similarly, the paper is not clear with respect to our policy on
the reduction of nuclear stockpiles. We cannot advanta eousf;r negoti-
ate proposals in the United Nations which do not deal more directly
with these points.

i. Your paper refers to the necessity for preventing a spreading of
nuclear weapons capability to additional Eowers. But it is not clear
what you would propose to prevent it. This idea has also been ex-
pressed in the Disarmament Commission and Political Committee
meetings and, here too, a definite policy line would be useful.

j- Durinﬁ the debates, I said many times that the force of public
opinion would eventually cause the Soviet Union to accept the Eisen-
hower plan, supplemented by the Bulganin proposals. But Volume V,
suggesting that the ground observers might number from 20,000 to
30,000, far exceeds any expectation I had formed of the probable size
of that supplement. Some of the representatives of otﬁer countries
commended the Eisenhower-Bulganin plan on the grounds that it
would not constitute so massive an invasion of sovereignty as earlier
%rog:;osals for inspection had contemplated. I do not know whether the

efense Department could pare down its estimate but it would cer-
tainly be easier to negotiate on the basis of a more modest figure.

k. I believe that Kuznetsov* was personally quite impressed with
the shift in our position as epitomized in ii of operative paragraph 1
(b), and that you should take advantage of an opportunity when you
meet the Russians to stress this point which brings the United States
definitely nearer to what the Soviets said on May 10th that they
wanted.

Volume V is, I assume, a preliminary outline, and more details
will be supplied later. However, once debate in the United Nations
gets beyond the broad concept such as the Eisenhower plan, it tends to
center on the timing of arms reductions and of exchange of informa-
tion and the relation between the two operations. I believe that our
policy should be more precise on these points.

I understand that the next meeting of the Subcommittee of the
Disarmament Commission® will probably occur in February, probably
in Europe. I believe our efforts in Washington might well be directed
towards the points I have mentioned in this letter.

In the meantime, let me say how much I appreciate the complex-
ity of your task, and all you are doing to cope with it.

Sincerely,

H.C. Lodge, Jr.

4 V.V. Kuznetsov, member of the Soviet Delegation to the Tenth Session of the U.N.
General Assembly.

S The words “United Nations” are crossed out and the words ‘Disarmament Com-
mission” are inserted in handwriting on the source text.
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92. Memorandum of a Conversation Between the Secretary of
State and the President’s Special Assistant (Stassen),
Washington, December 30, 1955’

Harold Stassen dined alone with me, and we talked for a consid-
erable time after dinner. Our conversation related principally to dis-
armament.

Mr. Stassen referred to the conviction to which his group had
come that any substantial disarmament would not really be in the
interest of the United States and that the optimum goal should be to
try to stabilize the situation at about the present level. He said that to
go below that level would be dangerous because of the greater ability
of the Soviet Union quickly to reverse the field.

I said that if this were in fact our position, we would have to think
hard about how to present it publicly. We could not go on much
longer pretending that we were for reduction of armament, while
using various excuses to avoid and postpone the issue.

I raised the question of piece-meal disarmament as indicated by
the UN Resolution we had co-sponsored.

Mr. Stassen said this Resolution was not intended to envisage
piece-meal conventional reduction but merely to indicate that conven-
tional reductions need not wait upon atomic reductions, but that con-
ventional reductions were to be taken as a whole and not piece-meal
as in terms of submarines, heavy bombers, etc.

I said that that was not readily apparent from reading the Resolu-
tion.

I also said that if we were to retain the usability of atomic weap-
ons, it would be necessary to internationalize them to a greater extent
than at present and to make them clearly the tool of the community to
maintain order.

Mr. Stassen said he liked this idea and thought that we should
perhaps put some atomic weapons® at the service of other regional
groupings.

I said that I thought the important thing was to vest the decision
in a group of broader character than just the United States alone.

JFD

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Disarmament. Top Secret; Personal
and Private. Drafted by Dulles on December 31.

2 Regarding U.N. General Assembly Resolution 914 (X), see Document 88.

3 The word “power” is crossed through in the source text and “weapons” has been
written in.
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93. Memorandum of a Meeting, Chart Room, Maiatico
Building, Washington, January 9 1956, 12:30 p.m. !

SUBJECT
Relationship Between AEC and ICA on Atomic Matters
PARTICIPANTS

Chairman Lewis Strauss, AEC
Admiral Paul E Foster, AEC
John A. Hall, AEC

John B. Hollister, Director, ICA
DeWitt L. Sage, ICA 2

William Sheppard, ICA 3

Mr. Strauss stated that he had suggested this meeting because of
some apparent misunderstanding of the staff of AEC and ICA as to the
jurisdiction and duties of the agencies in atomic matters. Mr. Hollister
stated that he understood there were three areas needing clarification:

1. The responsibility for arranging for the acquisition of research
rea