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e 35hts estine M m:-‘.:-s‘
SUBJECT: Discussion at the 354th Meeting _ :z @l f .
. of the Natlonal Security Council,

Thursday, February 6, 1958 ‘ . .

[

P ]

i

The folloving were present at the 35hth Council meeting: = .

.The President of the United States, presiding; the Vice Pregldent ‘

of the United States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of De~ y

fense; and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilizaticn. Also )

present were the Secretary of the Treasury;  the Attorney General;.

the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Special Assisthnt to the
" Pregident for Atomic Energy; the Deputy Secretary of Defense;
General Thomag D. White for the Chalrman, Joint Chiefs of Staff;
the Director of Central Intelligence; the Deputy Assistant to the o
o - President; the Director, U. 5. Information Agency; the Director, o
= - International Cooperation Administration; the Special’ Assistants . \

‘ to the Presildent for Forelgn Economic Policy, far Information Pro- ‘
‘ Jects, for National Securlty Affairs, for Science and Technology,

y S and for Security Operations Coordinstion; the White House Staff

S ' Secretary! Assistant Secretary of State Smith; Bryce N. Harlow,
CE Administrative Assistant to the President; the Executive Secre-
. tary, NSC; amdthe Deputy Executive Secret&ry, NsC.
N o ' There follows a summary of the diacussion at the meeting = -
Sl - and the main points taken. . : ' GRS

v . R

TSecretary Dulles stated that the Ba ‘
been satisfactory. While 1t had, been.shaky at the’ stort; ve'had
‘-.anded stronger than we begans. If the United States hud not.under
taken a very active part in-the proceedings and accepted a veny
.. pbeltive role, the ,whole thirg would have fallen: aparﬁ.u,
.;. Dulles Baid he had cut out all references.to:the roledt the
. Btates as an observer at the meeting andy’ indeed, hadgtaken
.~ stronger part than had ever before been played: bysthe: United' States
'He had pointed out to the Pact members “that: the commiw en

Unitéd Stotes vere at least aa,atrnng 8.8..he
Pact: members thegsglvea.i - '




ol . ’ : t the Council on Foreign Economic Policy
G b - should freview U. 8. policy with respect to COCOM.-

T I contro)d, 1n the 1light of the U. K. position men- 3_ BTGV RS
R ' : .+ tion in e above; reporting to the Nationel Secu~v;‘@yf -
. o " .rity Couricil in time for Couhcil consideration mot . ',
. ' - "later than March 1, 1958. : » ‘ g

- NOTE The action in'b abovg, as approved by the’ Presi— N ‘
o . i dent, subsequently transmitted to the Chairman, = s
oo ' S CFEP, for appropriate implementation. L
' o ' o= o

‘. U. §. POLICY TOWARD GERMANY i A

‘ (HSC 160/1; Supplement to NSC 160/1 Annex to NSC 160/ 1- .

. . 18, 5h0h/l, NSC 5608/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1664 and 1764; NIE- w B
,Q"\Q;,)“ : . 23-5T; NSC 5727; Memos for NSC. from Executive Secretary, same .

e . ub}ect dated Decémber 20, 1957: and January 2 and 2k, 1958) L

' ' " General Cutler briefed the Council on the -contents of “’%
:  the new ‘Cerman polley, in very great detail. (A copy of General
- Cutler's briefing note fs filed in the.minutes of the meeting,
and another is attached to this memorandum.) At the conclu51on
r of his briefing, General Cutler called attention to the split
S ’ xiews on paragraph Yk, xeading as follows"

'
.

L "W, /Although 1t is not now, propitious for the.
- United States to advance msjor alternatives toard

) ‘ ' achieving German unification, such as neutralization,
' ' . ° “the ‘United States should give continuing consideration
' . ‘ _ to the development of such alternatives (which may be . ..
A " . ., ldter required by deyelopments in elther West Germany. -
‘ 3 or the USSR or, both) with a view to the long-run solu--';ﬁ'

tion of the uﬁ&fication problem.7 3

A

%‘Supported by Treasury, Budget and ODM."‘

¥ ‘ s

- Ge l,Cutler discgssed at, 1ength the controvaray in the Planning
, Board: with respect to paragraph ik, and also pointed: out the views
of the Joint /Chiefs of Steff against inclusion of this paragraph.

He then cal% d on Secretary Dulles._

f

Ll Secretary Dulles began~by stating his opinio thet with
respect “to Germany the "policies of the .United States; and of'the
.Soviet Untlon have aomething in common--namely, thht itiwas ot




o it were controlled by .the USSR.
R e United States accept s unified Ge

T - grated Western European community. _fe simply could not _contemplate
L : ' re-unifying Germany and then turningrit looge to exercise its’ tre- -
: _+  mendous potentislities in Central ope. ‘Accordingly, Ve should ~ L
. get rid, once and for mll, of the idea that the re-unification of . | .

. *  Germany is in and by itsnlf an objective of U. 5. policy.: Every-- -

thing depended on the context in which Germany was re-mnified, be- L
caugse you could not neutralize a great power like Germany perma- ) } _
o nently L T _ SR e
After paying tribuue to the formidable capabilities and A
: energies of the’Germans and their extraordinary comeback from the " ‘
) ‘devastation at the end of the war, Secretary Dulles again warned' . ’ *-

- that we could not close our eyes to the fact that this great power L
. must be brought under some kind of external control. The world ‘ )

could not risk another repetition of unlimited pover loosed on + "
the world.

Summing up, Secretary Dulles stated that we should not
accept re-unificatlon of Germany as a goal under any and all condl-
tions. It would be obviously disastrous to accept re-unification
on the Soviet terms. But it would also be bad to accept 1t without
any external limitation. We must therefore be flexible.as to the |
terms on which we would find re-unification acceptable, and to do
our best to keep the Germens heppy until we have achieved a- suité

S . able re- unification of Germanj, . : ‘ , .

General Cutler pointed out that the policy r as writ4$

. ten carries out exactly what Secretary Dulles hed been arguing for.
Vo : j' ~Paragraph 4%, with its suggestion that the United Stabes sheuld ,
' L . study alternatives toward achleving German re~unification, ms o
: B * long-term matter. It was looking ahead to a situation in which,
ag & rgsult qither of German internal policy or some move by the

-“.Ruﬂsﬁangx U 8. forces:were kicked out of Germany. i

o , S Secretary Dulles replied by stating his strong objections
e to the idea thet the United States would accept neutralization if.
' 1t could thereby.achieve a unified Germany. The point of the mat-
ter was . that the Germans would never stay neutral. They will el«
ther go with the West or go with the East or pldy off the one:
....against the other, which could put us in a very serlous situation.
- Becretery ‘Dulles added that the possibdility of a neutralized'an
. unified Yermany had been explored in .the State Department ove
- very Jlong tilme, and the verdict was that the. State Departmen' we.8
opposed to. 1t. . Tt would not help much to explore the matte
over-again"as auggested in'paragraph b,




T ~ - Vhen asked for his views by Gbneral Cutler, General White
o (for the Chalrman, Joint Chiefs of Staff) expressed Bupport for the’ A 1

A . views of Secretary Dulles, and reltersted the position of the. Joint’ L
R Chiefs of Staff in opposition'to the “inclusion of paramph by o e
TR , : " General Cutler argued witb Scc“etary Dulles, pointing out
*that the United Kingdom end France seemed’ gquite capable ©of playing . -

.. & unilateral game with the Germans, d he could not understand why . 4]
u the Unxkgg States did not seem capabgg of looking shead'in order to -

; try to erming what we were golag to do when Adenauer disappeared B :
Rl and we might find our forces aské& to leave Germany . Co AP IRREY

i 7

—- - The President pointed out that it the Socialiststdid come

: ints pover in Germany, we might have to put even more U. S. forces N
in that country. He'added with emphasis that he agrecd with all
that the Secretary of State had said on the problem of German uni< a

" Tication end neutralization. In point. of fact, the Presidedt added, .
- - neutralizing Germany would amount to nothing more than communizing . o

GOI’IDMIL[ - . R .. ' s ’ [N

Mr. George Allen daid he wanted to remind the Council that
the most significant single motivation in German public opinion was
for the unification of that country. If the Soviets play up to this
sentiment and agree to a neutralized Germany, Mr: Allen felt that
the Germans would quickly buy such a proposal snd give all the credit
-to the Soviet 'Union for re-uniting their divided country We would .

_ be faced with a terrible force if Soviet Russia and Germany joined
I . _ together, _ . T ;

- ‘l‘ +
- s 3 2! . : U

The President replied to 1. Allen by expres.ing firmly ﬂ@_
o . the opinion that'if Germany were neutralized it would e a Germany
Coe . . _‘taken over completely by the Soviets. Mr.' Allen'expressed. agree-_€
o - . ment with the President's vielr, and said that he wos.not arguing
1for ‘the néutralization of Germany, but rather for a re-aried. Ger—tr
amany?- favorably disposed to the United States and to the, LCELT

i

: The President went on to say that in his view the way to
— handle the German problem -was to build up NATO and Germany withfh“f
Ly 'it.. Germany would be attracted to remain in a strong‘NA”O.n Fur-u
“thermore, the bullding up of. NATO would perhaps encourage: the! aat
‘ellites to throw off the Russian’yoke. In short, the buillding up
.. of the Western European community was, in the Presi&ent's view,
-“the best possible guarantee(?{\vorld peace: -

S After General Cutler'pad called the Council' :
'torcerﬁain aalient features -of the Financial Appepdix,f




'~ from the reluctance of many Gefmans, 1n vigw of uhat had h&ppenqﬂ«
“_J 40 them in the last war, to risk seeing Germany remilitarized.,\wv
' Alsp, there had been & very high degree of industrial’ activity in
recent years, and ,full employment in Germeny. Nelther- employers
. nor employees wanted to sacrifice -this prosperity by going into:
_ ~ 'the miltbarjnservice.  Secretary Anderson added, that the Germans,
. .7 algo feared lation if their re- ‘g rmament programﬂ proceeded 2

teo rapidly. , . R
) - ¢ : N -

The National Security Council . : . - ' r'-jg

[T

_ a. Discussed the draft statement of policy on’the aubject,
\ “=" " togerher with Suppleffients I and II thereto, contéined .
' in NSC 5727; -in the light of the views of the Joint .
: ‘  Chiefs of Staff.thereon; transmitted by the refere ' f{
v - memoranda of December 20, 1957, and January gh 1958.
s ' . {or

_ - b. Adopted ‘the statement of U. 5. Policy 6n Germany in o

< : . pages 1-27 of N5G 5727, -subject to the following C
' amendments: , .

P

.o

Pages 26~27, paragraph hli: Include the Bracketed
J paragraph Wi, deleting the phrase "such as
- neutralizatfon,' snd the footnote thereto.

~?

' . : c. Recommended that the. President reaffirm the statements
o ' of policy set forth in Supplement I- ("U. 8. Policy on.
et . ‘.. Berlin") and Snpplement IT ("U. S. Policy Toward East
/ . Ce Germany”)(;o W5C 5727, snd the Supplementary Statement

* “of Polley 1% the special limited-distribubion Annex to'

NSC 160/1; with the understanding that; when the NSC
S e - Plenning Board subsequently reviews U. 8. Policy Pom "
o ST Ward the Soviet Satellites in. Eastern Furope (NSC .. -

S : .  5608/1), it will consider, .in the light: of such re- .
view, whether to recommend any changes in Supplemont II

NOTE: NSC 5727, as amended by the action 1n b aopve,
' sequently approved, and the stat ants of pollcy in
' Supplements I .and II thereto rea firmed, by the:
o S /President; circulated as NSC 5803 for. implementa.
. ' “tion by all’ appropriate Executive departments'an
s egencies of the U. S. Govermmenty. .and referred:to
R the Operations Coordinsting Boardfaa"the-‘oo inat
' ‘ ing agency designated by the ?resi nt

'subseqnently reaffdrmed by th : réﬂidEn
‘a8 &’ special limited-distribﬂt_io A
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| Kf; ﬁgk‘”\ Wﬂ}#VWMﬁqg:’PLEMENT i TO NSC;5803 -
N C T { VY

STATEMENT OF POLICY | e
on . '
U, S, POLICY ON BERLIN

. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

. 1. Under exlsting treaties and U, S. policies, an attack
on Berlin would involve the United States 1n war. with the.
USSR, The Soviet rulers probably would not use Soviet forces.{
‘to drive the Western powers from Berlin unless they had o
decided on war for reasons other than thelr desire to control
the clty. : TR

5. Short of direct military attack the USSR has the
capability of making the Western position in Berlin untenable
by restricting Western access to the city,

3. ' The United States, the U. K. and France demonstrated
their determination to stay in Béerlin when the USSR"blockaded
the city in 1948, Although the military posture of the Allles
was too weak at that time to permlt the forceful aeseigion -
of the Allles' right of surface entry into Berlin, counter
measures were taken by the Alliles, especially the Berlin
airlift, which caused the Soviet Union to 1l1ft the blockade.
In view of the past and of outstanding commitments, the Allles
could not-afford to permit themselves to be driven from Berlin. '

4. S8ince the end of the blockade in 1S49, there have
been several developments which affect Western capabilities in-
Berlin, et

a. The military readiness of the Allles in Burope
has improved. #
P ' ~b. The Kremlin leaders have been put on notice that -
- the United States 1s determined to remain in Berlin and
" will use the necessary measures to protect the Western
s, right of access. (See Annex)

voos o cv. The Soviet Forelgn. Minister 1n 1949 Joined in 8
' . quadripartite "gentlemen's agreement" which was a "moral
and ‘political undertaking" not to relmpose restrictions
on aceess to Berlin, -Relmposition of a blockade would
violate the Soviet Government's acceptance of thils- agre
ment, which was embodied in ~the modus vivendi for’ Germ
of June 20, 1949,

Supplement I \\ : o o : o




d. Since 1949 the Sovlets have taken varioua measure
which would reduce the &éffect of the counter-blockade 2
measures used by the Allies in 1849, . »

: e. A etockpile has been accumulated in Berlin %ow
lessen the vulnerability of the city to a blockade,
Emphasis has been placed on commodities difficult to
airlift, those of great bulk such as grain and coal andi
selected industrial materials, The present plan for' the
composlition of the uncompleted portion of the stockpile
presupposes that the stockplle will be supplemented by
an airlift during a blockade. T

f. Soviet capabilities of 1nterference with an air-:
110t particularly in the field of electro-magnetic: war-
fare, have considerably improved since 1949, but: now, as -
then, the possibllity of imposing a total blockade de-ﬁr'
pends upon the readiness to force down Alliled planes An
agreed corrldors, with all the implications of such! acts

In addition, an airlift would involve high costs’in . - ;

military readiness., A full-scale airlift with the stock-""

plle could sustain Berlin for a considerable period of . @ -

time; but nonetheless it is doubtful that the institution .

of an airlift would cause the Soviets to discontinue a-

blockade which might be imposed now. . *

5. Therefore the reimpositlon by the USSR of a blockade
or severe harassing measures would be a deliberate challenge
to the Western powers' position in Berlin. Moreover, the o
prestlige of the United States as the leader of the free world
1s deeply committed in Berlin. If the Soviets initiate
harassing measures to restrict access to Berlin, it wlll be
of crucial importance to demonstrate. at once the firm intent
of .the United States not to tolerate such action. If Soviet :
harassment nonetheless continues to threaten Weastern access to
Berlin, the security interests of the United States and its- T
Allies will requlre them to take 1mmediate and forceful action -
to counter the Soviet challenge, even though such counter-:
‘measures might lead to general war.

6. At this time, the U. K. and France will not be willing
"to go to war or to support actions likely Ao lead tp war until
they are satisfied: o s
a. That the Soviet blockade has been 1mposed for the
purpose of forcing-:'the Allles to abandon Berlin, and

b. That the Soviet Union cannot be férced Ho lift th'
blockade by measures short of those which might 1ead to '
veneral war,

'J Supplement I
to NSC 5803




7. In taking actions to maintaln the Allied poaition in
Berlin and to avold war, or to show the actual nature of the
Soviet purpose, the follouing ”actors Bhould be taken into
accqﬁit ) ’ :

. a. If elther silde miscalculates, the situation:
could grow into war, even though neilther side desiresfit.

b, Most courses of ‘action cah be carried out only
with the united effort of the Allies. Divergence of .
views wlth the U, K, and France' or with other NATO powers
must be reconclled’on the basis of a clear understanding
that the Soviet apggression 1s serious and that united
Western support of local or general actlion is essential
to a collectlve securlty of the free world. Although = _
U. S, actlons must seek to retain Allled cooperation, the
United States must be prepared to act alone if this: will
serve its best interests.

c. The Soviets may seek by every meana to obscure-
thelr responsivility for renewed tensiorns in Berlin, by
alleging that they are merely reacting to Western moves.
or by using East German forces.

‘d., Because the world situation 1s different from
that during the previous blockade, the period between.
initlatlon of aggressive actions and the "show down" is.
likely to be short, During thls period, therefore, - .
diplomatic, milltary and'mobllization actions should be
smm%dum

‘ .
Supplement I
to NSC 5803




MAJOB POLICY GUIDANCE

8, 1In the existing sltuation, ang unlese the USSR furth
restricts access to Berlin, the United States should.

© a., .Continue to make clear, as appropriate,- to the.
USSR that the Western powers will maintain thelr. position
in Berlin and that Soviet measures challenging that:
position will be forcefully and promptly resisted and
will have the’ gravest consequencee.

b. Vigorously react to any local or minor Soviet'
harassments by lodging prompt Allled proteets and under-
taking any feaeible reprisals, a0

c. Support all feaslible measures, including limite
economlc:ald, to bolster the morale and economy of the
city ands reduce vnemployment ,

d. Continue to provide funds for special proJecte
designed; to influence the people of the Soviet.Zone: and’
Sector, such as the food program .ln the summer of 1953

e. Review the present stockplle program- in the 1ight;
of the 1likelihood that, in the event of a new blockade,
the Allies would resort to an airlift only as a: supplen,
ment to, other more posfitive measures -

. Continue to exploit the unrivaled propaganda
advantages.

g. Intensify 1ntelligence activities.

h. Seek to persuade the U. K. and France to adopt
the T. S. policy on Berlin and seek” to widen the areas of
agreement with regard to fubure plans and emergency
measures,

1. Perfect plans and practicable preparatory meaeures
for Tuture contingencies. Some of this can be done: :
unllaterally, some requires the cooperation of our Allles’

_or theaGerman authorltles or both Keep under re&iew~ :

(1) Possible retaliatory measures and the meahs
of quickly concerting action against epecific local
harassments.

(2)

remedial measures,

.

Supplement I
to NSC-580%
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(3) German Federal Republic rinancial and other
suppo"t for'Berlin.’ o : : ,‘Z

(4) Condition of the stockpile and equipment
»held in reserve for emergencies,

(5) Plans .for increased use of air transport int
;case 01 partial blockade, N :

(6) Twprovement of relations with thé local.
authorlties, in keeping wlth the new relationshlp-
to the Federal Government which the Allles have under‘
" the Bonn Conventions subject to eesential Allied
security requirements. L

9. If the Soviets or East Germans lmpose, or threaten
1mminent1y to impose, a’ blockade, or increase harassment to
the poilnt of seriously impeding Western access to Berliln, the"
United States should consult with its Allles and be prepared
to:

a. Make. a determined effdrt iIn Berlin to end the
restrictlions by vigorous protests from Allled Commanders
to the Soviet Ccmmander. ?

b, Instruct the U, S. Ambassador in Moecow to. join
‘with the U. K. and France in presenting an agreed A
.declaration stating their intention to use force if
necessary and the risk to world peace occasloned: by the
Soviet-action in Berlin, If the U; K. and France cannot’
agree to such a declaration, the U. S. should then
conslder making a unilateral declaration. .

¢, Continue to hold the Soviet Union responsible for .
any Communilst actlion agalnst the Western position in ‘
Berlin whether the action 1s taken by the Soviets or by
East Germans or other satellites.

d. In the meantime, make use at an accelerated rate
of the means of access remalning. open,-in order to provide
an opportunity to gain support of our Allles and world
épinion, . g r j/_

'
H

e, Initlate appropriate mobilization measures with
the dual purpose of convincing the Soviets of the serious--
ness, of the siltuatlion and of getting the .United States
.and its Allies in a "ready" state in the event resort to
general war- is required

P

f. . In agreement with the other occupying powers, use ..
11miTed military force to the extent necessary to- determine

.

Supplement T
. to NSC 58Q3’




‘ : :¥j

o’

- Soviet intentions and to demonstrate the Allied refusal .

voluntarily to rellnquish thelr right to access to Berlin.Jk;

If Soviet reaction to this course indicates their intent
forcibly to deny Alliled access to Berlin, the ' Unlted

‘States phould consider implementing the course of actlon ../

" get forth 1n para. 9-1 below,

z. Seek tp s0lldify the free world behind the U. S,
posifion, including appropriate action in the United
Natlons and in NATO. . _ \

h. Start evacuation of U. S. fependents at an
appropriate time, . . T .

1. In the light of all the circumstances, including
" the general security sltuatlen, use limited military

force to attempt to reopen access to Berlin, = In-doing 80, .

recognize that Berlin 1s not mllitarily defensible and.
that 1f determined Soviet armed opposition should develop
when U. S, units attempt to forrce thelr way into or out
of Berlin, no additional forces would be committed, but K('
resort would have to be made to general war. Prlor to

fthe use of force on a scale which might lead to general
war, however, measures as enumerated in subparagraphs 9-8
through ~-g above should be taken to make clear to the

USSR the nature of our determinatign, ‘

10, If the USSR should attaclk Berlin with 1ts own forces,

, the United States will have to act on the assumption that
general ‘war is imminent. In addition to resilsting the initial .

attack and to placing itself in the best possible position for

immediate global war, the Unlited States should, if circumstances

permit, address an ultimatum to.the Soviet Government before

full implementation of emergency war plans.*

11. Because an attack on Berlin by East German forces

. alone might not necessarily carry the same implications’'as an
attack by Soviet forces, the United States (in additlon to
resisting the initial attack) should consider at that time, ‘
whether or not to treat such an attack in the manner stated 1h'
paragraph 10-with rgspect‘to an attack by Soviet forces.¥

2

* See NSd;igﬁion No. Llbolh-c

‘ Supplemehﬁﬁl’
_ to NSC 5803
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C - ANNEX

EXCTAPTS FROM ALLIED STATEMENTS QN L
VEGTEAN PROTECTION OF BERLIN ) L

t

! - May 14, 1952 - 3ecretary of State at news conference:

“...I think that 13 well understood by you and
- v by everybody, including the Soviet Government, -
that we are éetermined to maintain our. position:-“

in Berlin and to asslst and protect the. .. ... .-
'interests of the people of Berlin"' - ;uf’ 0

Three power Declaration at Paris by the U. a.,

May 27, 1952
U. K., and France:

",..the security and welfare of Berlin and the
maintenance of the position of the three powers:
" there’ are regarded by them as essentlal ele~;j¢
ments of the, peace of the free world 'in the
' ' - present international situation' and "they will _
- ) treat any attack against Berlin from any o
' ' gquarter. as an attack upon their forces ahd.

themselves",

v

Foreign Secretary Eden in a speech to the )
Berlin.Chamber of Deputies called attention to-

T

security guarantees given to Berlin by the = ..

A«lli €5 ) ) ) . . :'- . |

May 29, 1952

- June 29, 1952 ~ Secretary of otate, in a speech in Berlin at .
. : the cornerstone-laying ceremonies for a new
library, stated:

i

"We have joined the Governments of France and
Great Britain in reaffirming our abiding
interest in the protection of Berlin. Ve have™
"~ given notice, in plain ahd unmistakable lan- .
guage, that we are in Berlin until we are .
satisfied that the freedom of this city is.
. . secure. We. have, also indicated in unmistakable
& ‘ terms that we shall regard any attack on Berlin
: ’ . from whatever quarter as an attack agalnst our:
- forces and ourselves.' ‘ ) ‘ \ q

» . -

L Supplement I : o _”eﬁf‘ o .
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" Feb, 6, 1953 -

4

" Féb. 18,. 1953~

A

-
’ .

" being-canried out in one seéctor of this clty.
~.~The U. 8.3 ip cooperation with the other two
‘Western powers, is determined to keep qpen the

| ...Sept 28, 1954

T

i“'
e W
T

“" uppleméent I °

r

‘hig departure from a visi% to Germany, stated:f f;vgf?

‘High Commissioner Conént, in a speech over RIAS
,assumigg his post as High Commissipner;'stated:.

»'.Ther.-S.,;s pledged to do 1its part to see to ,'i?
it ‘that this city continués as an unshdken .~ . ‘fJ
- outpost of the Western world, We shall con- . . o

" out the entire city. We shall continue to

~our rights as a.joint occupylng power ¥n. = -

' ,.;The frontiers. of freedom_will'peaqefully'*
~expand and Berlin will then no longer be an-

ﬂj ~insurance of its freedom and 1lndustrial pros-° ' -
" . perlty must depend on* the strength of the Wes--
. tern-worldy and that strength will . not fall."
s e [ 'P - ,a_. N . - ] ] "

L issued_a;joint-ﬂeclaration;paragraph»SJof%ﬁééfMwMWﬁﬂ—f~
. which pertained to Berlin and reads . .. . . -

. UNCLASSIFIED®

Secretary of 3tate Dulles, at Wahn airport on-

"I regret that time did not permit.a visit to* S
Berlin on this'occasion. I recall my visit = -
there on the airlift in 1948. We, in the- o
United States are, now as then, vitally lnter- = «.
ested in the welfare and security of this elty -
and we share the determlnation of the Berliners . .
to maintain their liberties.™ e

on nis first visit to Berlin shortly after. ' °

"3peaking as U. S. High Commissioner for Ger-
many, let me make plain at the ovutset the
pOSiéion of my government. The new adminis- ..~ ™
tration in Washirigton will not abandon Berlim. . .

tinue to insist on.the free circtlation through- = =

fulfill our ‘duties and to malntaln our rightss,
Berlin derive from the defeat 'and surrender of
Germany and are defined in the agreements of
the four powers,' Unfortunately, nelther the:
spirit nor the letter of thgse agréements 'is

——

lines “of -communications with Berlin.: 1 can
assure you.there will be no faltering in our
determination. ' ' .

s

-~

isplated citadel. Until this time comes, the

‘The Forelgn Ministers of “the United States, the -«
United Kingdom,-and France, in the course of "'« -
the. Nine-Power-Londqn Conference on Germany - .-.,. . .
and” Furopean security (Septémber,28=--October531;y oy

YL o - el
‘o

E
-

UNCLASSIFIED , - ...




Ll

Supplement I

~ to NSC 5803 .

.Council in PaPis, a communique wa
‘which the Counci . a ’

- of German reunific?tion and on the situgtion

UNCLASSIFIED -
CLASSIFIED

" ' WA
"The security and welfare of Berlin and:tha,
maintenance of the position of the Three, .
Powers ‘there are regarded by the Three Powers.

as essential elements of the peace’ of the free

world in the present international situatlons

Accordingly, they will maintain armed forces: -

within tge territory of Berlin as long as/thelr'

responsibilities require it. They therefore .’
reaffirm that they will treat any attack./ . -

’ ﬁgainst Berlin from any quarter as an attack’
; ; TREE

on their forces and themselves."

-

(This declaratlon was incorporated into tho

Final Act of the conference, published o
October 3.) : :

.Atgxhé conclusion of the regualr Decemb

Ministerial Session of the North Atlanti¢ .-
s issheq 1in

‘Upeaffirmed that they consider the,Géﬁér ﬁ6ﬁ£

of the Federal Republic as the only Germen. = .
Government freely and legitimately constituted
agnd therefore entitled to speak for Germany
as the representative of the German people in
international affairsy it stressed once agaln .

' that .the security and welfare of Berlin sheuld

be considered as essential elements of the
peace ,of the free world .in the present inter-
national situation; it urged the lmportance of .
consulting further within NATO on the question -

in Berlino.'" » R

Coneluding talks begun on January 30, President.
Eisenhower and British Prime Minister Eden = -
issued a joint statment which included a

renewed pledge concerning Berlin, as follows: . =

"W reaffirm our abiding interest in the :
secueity and welfare of Berlin. We shall con-

" tinwe, as we have stated in the past, to

regard any attack agalnst Berlin from any
guarter as an attack upon our forces apd our-
selves," ' ' ‘
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FROM : ArmEmbassy, Bonn - Desgpateh No. 1447 =
70 : The Department of State, Washington February 20, 1958
' Tz, 0 W Il
& Ce
REF  : Lmbassy's Despatch No. 1394, February 12, 1958 16 g S’:‘,;{f !

o -t S[P-s W mse.y

e Aeriore Kl y 1R -§ /S AL s Tl \
2/ 3 EUL -1 O0f Gt BA-13 0 -~ Ohravny- of W ,

SUBJECT: Further Details on SPD Defense Policy Oin - 35, ©c &1 JSrpr- ﬁ%'r o
. o \Jiﬁ
In addition to the substance of the 3PD working paper on defenge reported 9
in the reference despatch, the Embassy has obtained further details concerning A\
its preparation in & private conversation February 18 with the party's military x>

adviser, Dr. BESZRMANN, Ie indicated that he had, as reported, been the drafter |
of the paper in question, with its advocacy of nuclear weapons for the Bundeswehr, O L
but went on to add that the paper was written only after lengthy digcussions with |
SPD Bundestag members of the Party's Sub-Committee on Defense Questiong in ﬁ“
particular helmut SCHMIDT, Hans MERTEN, and Karl WIENAND. Despite subsequent i i
public disavowals of the plen, Beermesnn said that the draft did in fact reflect . -
these men's privete views on Germany's defense requirements. He found that the v p
deputies' subsequent actions were most revealing of the character of the men o T
involved, He emphasized that Wienand was the only one with courage enough to acknbliledge
his participation once the report had lesked to the press. lelmut Schmidt's disaviMal
revealg the man's opportunistic bent, said Beermann, which was a strong condemnation

indeed of the man who had been responsible for securing Beermarmhis present jobe

Most amusing of all, {ound Beermamn, was Merten's complete fabrication that some P
unnamed general had drafted the reports ’ T A

L
)

Beermann indicated he had been geverely atiacked by the party leadership in
a four hour closed segsion, and that although he continues to be convinced that
" tactiecal nuclear weapons are a military necessity for an effective West German
army, he recognizes that there may be overriding polltlcal gonsiderations which
make it necessary for the SFD to oppose theme

support him, Herbert WEHNER, was the one prominent member to leap to his defensee
He was somewhat at a loss to understand why webner had done so but his action
would appear to be in keeping with what has been described to Embassy officers

by other SPD members in private as a gradval move by Wehner over the pasgt year © g

To Beermann's great amazement, the SPD leader who he least expected to \<§ EE
Bé
23

toward a more consiructive stand on defense questions.

rad, B O
POL/WBRE fum/ jae | :"r." o \b

COMPIDENITAL Rl




Page 2 of
Despatch No. 1447

P CONFIDENTIAL
|
| From Amembassy, Bonn

Beermann's future is st1i11 uncertain, and whether the party discharges
him will probably be decided in the next two weeks, he said. At present he
ig occupied full time in warking out a further study on defense guestions to
be used at the SPD nztional couvention in May. Both Erler and Wehner will
speak on this point and hope to bring the party to a more realistic position
on defense questions. This would involve, for example, explicit support for
an army of 250,000 or 300,000 men and SPD recognition of the fact that a budget
of up to TM nine billion a year is necessary to support an adeguate German i
defense effort. Such a program would free the SPD from its anachronistic ;
posltion of voting against defense appropriations, thereby leaving it open to
the CDU charge of being insincers by claiming it recognizes the need for a
defense force while refusing to pay for it. By such an inconsistent position,
the SFD continues to enlarge the gap between itself and the German army. As
8 férmer professional officer, Beermann particularly deplores the latter aspect,
which he said reflects the ingrained anti-militarist tendency of the SPD leaderm
ships This practice has dangerous implications for Germsny's future, feared
Beermann, if the army gains the impression that it is not supported by the entire
nation., BHe considered that the national convention in May will mark a turning
point in this srea, believing that if the SPD fails to adopt a more realistic
atand on defense, the party will continue to suffer electoral defeats at the
hends of the German public, which obviously attaches great importance %o security.
In this regerd, Beermann already foresees difficulties for the SPD in the North
Riine~Westphalian Lendtag cempaign. For example, he believes the question of
air defense of the Ruhr will be an important question in the campsign, and that
with its rejection of nuclear weapons, the SPD will make & poor case in contrast
to the CDU, which can ingist its policy will leave the way open to eventual anti-
aircraft defense of the Ruhr with the most effective weapons obtainable.

For the Ambassador: |
ﬁk&é%fdxag /% A |
William R. Tyler
Counselor of Embassy
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35Y#h meching of MIC Q/@/ﬁ :

-~

~ President; the Director, U. S. Information Agency; the Director,

| ¥beeﬁ“sa£isfactoryﬂ While it hagd been.ghaky at the start, we'had

)

B

.. . February @ 1958

MEMORANDUM | | _ ,
‘ C F;",“L RR3T 4y
SUBJECT: Discussion at the 35hth Meeting Ky Ly Gl HJ
. of the National Security Counctl, N ' @Jda
Thursday, February.G, 1958 .

The following were present at the 354¢h Council meeting:
~The President of the United States, presiding; the Vice President
of the United States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of De-
fense; end the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also
precent were the Secretary of the Treasury; “the Attorney General;
the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Special Assisthnt to the

" President for Atomic Energy; the Deputy Secretary of Defensge;
General Thomesg D. White for the Chailrmen, Joint Chiefs of Btaff;
the Director of Central Intelligence; the Deputy Assistant to the

International Cooperation Administration; the Special Assistants - .
to the President for Forelgn Economie Policy, for Information Pro-
Jects, for National Security Affairs, for Science and Technology,
and for Security Operations Coordination; the White House Staff
Secrctary; Assistant Secretary of State Smith; Bryce N. Harlow,
Administrative Assistant to the President; the Executive Secre-
tary, H3C; ardthe Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 4

There follows a swmary of the discussion at the meeting
affd the main points taken. . ' :

1. EEPORT BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE ON HTS RECENT TRIP 10 o
‘. THE WEAR EAST

¥

" "Secretary Dulles stated that the Baghdad Pact meeting had Y

ended stronger than we began:. If the United States had not under- ;
taken a very active part in-the proceedings and accepted a very G
positive role, the vhole thing would have fallen s . Secrétary -
Dulles Bald he had cut out all references to the rolexOEYthe Unit
States as an observer at the meeting and, irdeed, hed taken as’ .’
stronger part than had ever before been played bysthe United States

He hed pointed out to the Pact members that the comitments of the

Unlted States were at least as: strong as.the commitments o€ 4

: Tdey

| fact mewbers themselves. .He had emphasized the Eisenhower ‘Doctrine

asthe chief raidon d'etre of our,presence there. Theq
lew .had been iwell Tecelved by the other delegates.

N

e
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.

' . contro)d, 1n the light of the U. K. position men- - .
in a above; reporting to the National Secu~ ' y .
-rity Council in time for Couhcil consideration nct .
“later than March 1, 1958. A > ‘

" WOTE: The action in' b above, as approved by the Presi-
- ' dent, subsequently transmitted to the Chairman,
' ) ' CFEP, for appropriate implementation. , -
: : a -

L. U. 3. POLICY TOWARD GERMANY
{NSC 1£0/1; Supplement to NSC 160/1; Annex to NSC 160/1;
JNEC. sholi/1; WSC S608/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1664 and 1764; NIE
PR 23-57; NSC 5727; Memos for NSC frem Executive Secretary, same o
E . subject, dated Decembe“ 20, 1957, and January 2 snd 24, 1958)

General Cutler briefed the Council on the .contents of ~ !
the pew Cerman policy, in very great detail. (A copy of Ganmeral 5 T
Cutler's briefing note Iz flled Iin the.minutes of the meeting,
and another is attached to this memormndum.) At the conclusion
of his briefing, General Cutler called attention to the split - :
wiews on paragraph 4k, xeading as follows- . |

: "L, /Although {t is not now prooitious for the
- United States to advance major alternatives toard
achieving German unification, such as neutralization,
. the United States should give continuing consideration
to the develoment of such alternatives (which may be
. ~ ldater required by degplouments in either West Germany -
. : or the USSR or, both) with a view to the long-run golu~ - -
. tion of the uﬂ&fication problem.7*

’ ) i;m--“* Supported by Treasury, Budget and ODM."
General Cutler discussed at length the ‘controversy .in the Planning ' e
. : Board with respect to paragrabh hity- and also pointed out the views _ R
v : of the Joint./Chiefs of Sta®f apgainst inclusion of this paragraph. ' g .
' He then called on Secretary Dulles. -
- | 7 . .-
. 'LPSecretary Dulles began by stating his opinion that with
‘respect To Germany the ‘policles of the United States and of the . -
Soviet Urlon have scmething in common--namely, thht it was not -
sqéz to have a unified Germany 1in the hesart of’ Europe unlesa there
were some measure of external control which could: preventuthe -Ger
- wans_from doing & third time what they had done’in 191k end in ',
Becretary Dulles 1nsisted thnt the Soviat Union would nevt

[




‘devastation at the end of the war, Secretary Dulles again warned’

mmjﬂawanm
- . ".— - q,;a{, 4‘1!’1
'..H"":!w'»)"va»b;a n'iwt‘ﬁgu

they would never agree to the creation of a unified Cermany unless \'
it were controlled by the US3R. Norj én the other hand, should the
United States accept, a unified Germany except as part of an inte< .-
grated Western European community. {(We simply could not contemplate
re-unifying Germany and then turning 1t loose to exercilse 1ts tre-
mendous potentialities in Central Furope. Accordingly, we should
get rid, once and for ell, of the idea that .the re-unification of
Germany is in and by its=1f an objective of U. 3. pollcy.| Every-
thing depended on the context in which Germany was re-unified, be-
cause you could not neutralize a g*eat nower like Germany perma-

nently . ) T .

fter paying tridbute to the formidable capabilities and .
enargies of the’Germansg and their extracordinary comeback from the

that we could not close our eyes to the fact that this great power_f

- must be brought under some kind of external controX. The world Jjf

F

could not. risk another repatition of unlimited power loosed on 2
the worldzl

Summing up, Secretary Dulles stated that we should not .
accept re-unification of Cermony as a geal under any and all condi- 'R
tions. It would be cobviously diseatrous to accept re-unification = |
on the Soviet terms. But it would also be bad to. accept it without |
any external limitation. We must therefore be flexible as to the f
terms on which we wouwld find re-unification acceptable, and to 4o
cur best to keep the Germens happy until we have achieved a -suite 1
able re-unification of Germany. f
_ General Cutler pointed oui that the policy r as writ<
tan garvies out exactly what Secretary Dulles had besnarguing for.
Paragraph U4, with its suggestion that the United States shenld
study alternatives toward achieving Germen re~unification, wms a
long-term matter. It wos looking shead to & situation in which,
a8 a rgsult elther of German internal policy or some move by the

IRnssiangi U. §. forces:were kicked out of Germany. . . . - .

D
) Secretary Dulles replied by stating his strong objections o
to the idea that the United States would accept neutralization if . RN
it could thereby.achieve a unified Germany. The point of the mat- o
ter vag that the Germans would never stay neutral. They -will ei=~ . i
ther go with the West or go with the East or pley off the one ' =h

cagainst the other, which could put us in a very serious situation.J-'l

Secretary -Dulles added that the possibility of a neutralized and
unified-Uermany had been explored in the State Department over a.
very long time, and the verdict was that the State Department vag
opposed to. it. It would not help much to explore the matter all

"~ over again as auggested in paragraph Lh,




“that the United Kingdom snd France seémed ¢uite capable 'of playing

it. Gemany would be atiracted to remain tn a. etrong‘NA”O.‘ Fur- -

-to certain selient -features of the Financial Appendix,"
"dent turned to Secretary Dulles and’ asgked .1f: ‘he ‘could g

»‘.u
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~  Vhen asked for his views by Gemeral Cutler, Geperal White, - .~

(for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff) expressed Bupport for the” *
views of Secretary Dulles, and reiterated the position of the Joint" ¢
Chiefs of Staff in opposition to the “inclusion of paragraph uh K -l

Generanl Cutler argued with boc“etary Dulles, pointing out

o unilateral game with the Germans, and he could not understand why - .. ¢
the Uniiz% States did not seem capable of looking ahead’4n order to -

try to erming what we were going to do when Adenauer disappeared
and we might find our forces asked to leave Germany. ) . L

- The President pointed out that if the Socialists ‘did come
into power In Germany, we mipght have to put even more U. S. forces 5
in that country. He added with emphasis that he egrecd with all O
that the Secretary of State had sald on the problem ¢of German uni-
fication end neutralization. In point of fact, the President added,
neutralizing Germany would amount to nothing more than communizing -

Gormeny . : : .
~ T i . £
. _ : . .
Co

Mr. George Allen 46id he wanted to remind the Council that
the mos® significant single motivation in German public opinicn was
for the unificaticn of that country. If the Soviets play up to this
sentiment and agree to a neutralized Germany, Mr: Allen felt that
the Germans would quickly buy such a proposal and give all the credit
~to the Soviet 'Union for re-uniting their divided country. We would
be faced with a terrible force 1if Soviet Russia and Germany Joined )
together. T

i

The President replied to ﬁ; Allen by expressing firmiy
the opinion that 'if Germany were neutralized it would e a Germany :
_taken over campletely by the Soviets. Mr.” Allen'expressed aggee- | .
‘ment witk the Presideni's view, and said that he wes.not arguing . .. O
for the neutralization of Germany, but rather for a re-arbed Ger~ '’
many favorably disposed to the United States and to the west. ’

ey

: The President went on to say that, in his_ view'the way to
handle the German rroblem was to build up NATO and Germany wifEIE““”‘““

thermore, the building up of NATO would perhaps encourage the" aat-~
ellites to throw off the Russion’yoke. In short, the building up:
of the Western European community was, in the President's view
the best pospible guarantee(?{\vorld peace. . Vo

- After General Cutler pad called the Cotneil"

‘Peet 'son’ Bt
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POLICY PLANNING STAFF

February 12, 1958

TO3 \\ The Secretary fggg
' W
THROUGH : S/8 »-]\ \\9
v
FROM: \\\S/P - Gerard C. Sm
SUBJECT: .  German-French-Italian Cooperation on Production

of Nuclear Weapons

I think you would be interested in a conversation
on January 23 between Dr. Jogef Rust, State Secretary
of the German Defense Minlstry, and Mr. Dean of our
Office of German Affairs. This is related to German-
French-Italian cooperation on the production of nuclear
weapons. The views expressed by Dr. Rust, in confidence,
appear to reflect some rather significant trends in
current German Cthinking.

Dr. Rust referred to the agreement recently signed
in Paris by the defense ministers of France, Italy and
the Federal Republic, which included provisiocn for
eventual research on nuclear weapons. He said that
there was no German intention whatever of viclating fthe
limitstions now aspplicable to German armements in any
clendestine fashion. But hs did indicate that the time
might come when WEU armement restrictions would need to

be relaxed, if Germany were to make a suitable contribution

to the development of modern weapons, such as anti~aircraft
missiles. 'The aforesaid agreement is aimed at forming

a nucleus for research and development within NATO, ubili-
zing geographic proximity and comu:on rescurces of the
participating countries for their own and NATC benefit.
Regarding nuclear weapons research and development, this
was something that would take years fo realize,.

Dr. Rust alsc mentionsd the great unrest on the
Continent with regard to strategic planuing when 1t firsd
became apparent that long range nuclear missiles would
become a reality. British action in moving tc beccme an
independent nuclear power meant that the French and other
nations would also insist on developing their own nuclear
weapons. This was partly a matter of prestige. But 1t was

‘also
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also due to the fact that, with the development of modsern
nuclear technology, 1t would be lmpossible to prevent any
major industrial country which possessed the necessary
baglic technology from developing its own nuclear anergy
resources. Kven though developed for peaceful purposes,
this would bring with it also the capacity to make nuclear
weapons,

Another consideration, in Dr. Rust's opinion, which
was pushing Furopean countries in this direction was de-
creasing Furopean confidence in American determination to
defend Europs., He thought that it would be unhealthy both
for Europe and the US to maintain the present almost total
milltary dependence of #estern Europe on the US. He and
other German leaders felt that it would strengthen the
alliance and Furcpean defense if Continental Europe - not
Germany alone - could develop a capacity for deterring
Sovlet attack on Burope independently of the US. He could
8ée no hope for real partnsrship hetween Eurcpe and the U8
S0 long as the US carried the heavy responsibility of being
the only Western power with a real nuclear deterrent. The
US now needed rocket bases and advanced radar positions in
Europe for its own national defense, Its previous comuit-
ment to defend Europe had now been converted to direct,
gelf-protective interesta., Under these new conditions,
he thought it would be advantageous for the US if Europe,
by having its own nuclear missiles, could deter outright
Soviet attack in a way not ultimately involving the need
for imerican strategic intervention,

br. Rust gave the impreszion of speaking in closest
confidence, and of voleing a trend of thinking in Germany
which he bPersonally was rather unhappy about but saw as
more or less inevitable, He recognized our concern with
the "fourth country" problem. He also admitted concsrn
with the heavy finanecial burden which development of nuclear
weapons would impose, He believed that it was necessary
that any Burcpean development of nuclesr armaments be
carefully controlled and that no one European caintry should
be able independently tc decide on their use.

He expressed the desire fop abgolute frenkness between
CGermany and the US in thig matter, He thought that Defense
kinister Strauss would want to discuss the defense ministers!
agreement during the forthecoming visit to the US. He also
thought that it might be worthwhile for Ambessador Bruce
to discuss the mat.er with Chancellor Adenauer, who will
return teo bermany on February 22,
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Control: 7061¥

Rec'd:  FEBRUARY 12, 1958
FROM: LONDON ”{:1’4 iy
T0: Secretary of State '

NO: 4769, FEBRUARY 12, 5 PM

SENT DEPARTMENT 4769; REPEATED |NFORMATION PARIS 822, BONN k32,
ROME 105

PARIS FOR EMBASSY , USRO AND THURSTON

AT MEETING WEU COUNCIL TODAY [TALIAN AMBASSADOR SPEAK [ NG

FOR THREE GOVERNMENTS CONCERNED MADE STATEMENT RE FRANCO-
GERMAN=- I TAL 1 AN ARMS COOPERATION AND SAID SIMILAR STATE~
MENT BEING MADE NATO. TEXT OF STATEMENT CONTAINED ROME 'S
TELEGRAM TO DEPT 2509. BRITISH REPRESENTATIVE SIR

ANTHONY RUMBOLD WELCOMED STATEMENT ON MATTER WHICH HAD
AROUSED "SO MUCH CURIOSITY" AND ASKED NUMBER OF QUEST | ONS
DES |GNED ELICIT FURTHER INFORMATION ON SCOPE AND INTENT IONS
TRIPART|TE COOPERATION. SPECIFICALLY HE ASKED WHETHER
AGREEMENT AMONG THREE COUNTRIES WAS EMBODIED IN FORMAL
DOCUMENT AND IF SO WHETHER |T WOULD BE TABLED [N WEU.
BELGI AN REPRESENTATIVE INDICATED SIMILAR INTEREST THIS
POINT. ITALIAN AMBASSADOR IMPLIED THREE GOVERNMENTS HAD

NOT FORMAL | ZED AGREEMENT IN DOCUMENT BUT RATHER HAD REACHED
"ENTENTE" ON ARMS COOPERATION. RUMBOLD SAID REGARDLESS

OF WHETHER OR NOT FORMAL AGREEMENT NOW EXISTED IT WAS
NCONCE | VABLE DEVELCPING COOPERATION AMONG THREE POWERS
WOULD NOT BE COVERED BY WRITTEN UNDERSTANDING. HE SUGGESTED
SUCH AGREEMENT WHEN MADE, AND AGREEMENTS COVERING BILATERAL
COOPERAT 10N BETWEEN UK AND FRANCE, UK AND GERMANY AND UK

AND NETHERLANDS, SHOULD BE SUBMITTED TO WEU. ITALIAN
AMBASSADOR |N RESPONSE FURTHER QUESTION FROM RUMBOLD
COMCERNING TYPES OF ARMAMENTS ON WHICH THREE GOVERNMENTS WOULD
CONCENTRATE INITIALLY MERELY STATED THIS WOULD BE DETERMINED
8Y STEERING COMMITTEE. GERMAM AMBASSADOR, HOWEVER.

SAID HI5 GOVERMMENT WAS INTERESTED N COOPERATION N

FIFLDS OF GUIDED MISSILES, AIRCRAFT, CONVENTIONAL ARMY

AND UNLESS “UNCLASSIFIED"
REPRODUCTION FROM THIS

CONF [DENT AL COPY IS PROHIBITED.
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FONOFF HANDED EMBASSY |NFORMALLY TODAY TEXT OF STATEMENT RE
TRIPARTITE ARMS COOPERATION WHICH WILL BE PRESENTED WEU COUNCIL
TOMORROW AS FOLLOWS. '

"BECAUSE OF THE SIMILARITY OF CERTAIN NEEDS IN CONNECT|ON

WITH ARMAMENTS A CLOSE COLLABORATION IN THE FIELD OF RESEARCH,
STUDY, AND THE PRODUCTION OF ARMS HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED BETWEEL
THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC, FRANCE AND ITALY IN THE FRAMEWORK [N

THE PRINCIPLES OF COOPERATION INDICATED BY THE CONFERENCE

OF THE HEADS OF GOVERNMENT IN NATO 16 TO 19 DEC 1957,

IN ORDER TO SET FORTH IN COMMCN THE F’le\ICI’F’L!':S‘9 THE
PROCEDUREs AND THE FRACTICAL METHODS OF OPERATION OF THIS
COLLABORATIONS THE MINISTERS OF DEFENSE OF THE GERMAN,
ITALTAN AND FRENGH GOVERNMENTS MET TOGETHER AT BONN ON 21
JANUARY ,

"THEY DECIDED TO ASSIGN TO A TRIPARTITE STERERING COMMITTEE

THE TASK OF DETERMINING THE TYPES OF WEAPONS NEEDED BY THE
ARMED FORCES OF THE THREE COUNTRIES IN REGARD TO WHICH COLLABOR.
ATION CONCERNING ARMS RESEARCH AND PRODUCTION HAS BEEN AGREED,
THE STEERING COMMITTEE WilLi BE ASSISTED BY AD HOC SUBCOMMI TTEES

"THIS COLLABORATION CAN BE EXTENDED TO ALL [YPES OF ARMS CON-
SISTENT WITH THE DOCTRINES SET FORTH BY NATO AND WITH THE
WEAPONS SYSTEMS RECOMMENDED BY THAT ORGANIZATION, SCIENTIFIC

STUDIES
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SUBJECT: Various German Problems
PARTICIPANTS: Dr, Josef Rust, State Secretary, Federal Gemman Defense Ministry
Jonathan Dean, Office of German Affairs
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I had a short talk with Dr. Rust following hlS lunch with Mr. Reinhardt today. éi
He raised the following major pointss | N £¥m

1. French~German—Italian Cooperation on the Production of Nuclear Weapons. (SECRhTfj

A Dr. Rust stated explicitly, as he had implied a number of times during the conn(ég

[o-t versation at lunch, that he had been greatly impressed by the size and expense of the:- 5]
physical plant needed to prodnee only one tactical nuclear missile, the Jupiter, )
whose assembly line he had seen at the Chrysler plant in Chicago. Drs Rust said that
he, as a man with experience in heavy industry and some experience in armaments, now
recognized more clearly than ever the tremendous physical and financial effort in-
volved in a muclear missile program. He said that he was going to make this point as-
forcefully as possible both to Minister Strauss and to the Chancellor on his return -
to Germany in order to try to impress them with the fact that any idea of Continental ..
independence in miclear missiles was a Whopeless pipedream for many years to come", !
Dr. Bust said that it was, of course, somewhat annoying and occasionally rather o
humiliating for the Federal German government not have the means for the defense of
Germany in its own hands and to be continually dependent on another power for the
defense of the German homeland, But facts were facts and had to be faced; his trip
had convinced him that the financial and resource recuirements for such a program
were go haavy only the United States in the Western Alliance had sufficient subst
to carry out a serious nuclear missiles program, The Continentsl powers might car
out their planned collaborstion in the development of mueclear missiles, Dr. Rast
said, but they simply were not capable as far as he could see of implememting a

0%

miesile program which could be a substitute for an American source .pf g6 Weapon
Drs Rust said that his arguments might not be convincing for those Ge leaders
Copy No(s ?)7 <3 57 ¥+ ?/ %
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favored independent Eurcpean development of miclear missiles as a long~range project.
The demands of this group for reassurance as teo the contrel and use of nuclear
missiles in Europe were in some degree leglitimate and should be met in sdme way,

Dr. Rust suggested that this might be done through alteration and expansion of the
NATO apparatus, at least for a trisl period, to convince the doubters who now believed
that the United States had such a narrowly selfish view of its own interests that

independent European action was a necessity.

I said Dr, Bustis views were most interesting and reflected the realities of
the situation as they were seen by many Americans. I suggested, that under the cire
cumstances, it might be very worthwhile for Minister Strauss to visit one or more
missile assembly lines during his pending visit here so that he could himself see
some of the evidence underlying nr. Bust's case against independent European develop-
ment, Dre. Rust energetically agreed with this suggestion,

} 2. @German Reunification, (CONFIDENTIAL)

Dr. Rust said that he and many other German leaders were convinced that Russian
agreement to German reunification could not be cbbained for decades, if ever. TYet
this view was obviously far too negative to provide the basis for the German govern=
mentts published policy on reunification, Dre Rust noted that, during his first

- stop in wWashington on his present trip, he had described the current hostility of

the independent press and of the educated classes in Germany toward the Chancellor
on the ground of his “inactivity" in the reunification field., Dr. Rust said he did
not know how the German govermment was going to extricate itself from this predica-
ment, particularly in the light of the apparent (though undesirable) trend toward

a summit conference, which should at any rate be "delsyed as long as possiblen,

Dre Rust sajd that the German government would have no chance at all of surmounting
its present difficulties if the United Stabtes should fail to carxy out its own
special role with regard to reunification, Given the circumstances, where most
reasonable people realized that practically no imaginable Western action or Westemn
concessions could be expected to resolve the problem, the one essential thing which
the United states could do 4o help the Federal Republic was to keep the German popu-

~lation convinced of the gemiineness of American interest in reunificetion. If for

some reason the (lermans began to suspect that the Americans were not really inter-
asted in reunification bubt merely repeabing 2 routine formla - they already strongly
disbelieved in the gemuineness of ¥rench and Britlsh interest -~ there would then ne
longer be the slightest rational basis for hopes for even a long~range resolution of
the unity question in the Western sense, The ensuing conclusion in the minds of many
germans that the only remaining course was some sort of accommodation with the Soviets
would be very hard to control,

I replied that the Department was acutely aware of the point Dr, Rust had raised
and would contimue to do its best to provide evidence of abidiung interest and support
in the reunification problem., I pointed out that, if it were finally decided to

SECRET
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hold a summib conference, it was clear, given the present state of German opinion
as described by Dr, Pust himself, that the German government would be under con-
siderable pressure to come up with "something new® on reunificatlon, In the circum=-
stances, the government might feel it necessary, for tactical purposes, to give
serious consideration to ideas which were previously considered unorthodox or not
quite safe. Dr. Rust sald he considered this quite likely under the circumstanqes.
T said that if such ideas did become current within the German govermment, bthe
government chould feel no hesltabtion in mentioning them %o us, They could at least
be given a frank and open exsmination and some might prove of value. I remarked
that nothing would be more unfortunate than for the German government to refrain, in
the preparations for a sumaiit conference, from confidentially advancing ideas it
congidered worbh discussing because of a belief that ite stock was nob high enough
in the West to risk it, The ensuing conference might well be unsuccessful in any i
case, but the German governrent, exposed to heavy domestic attack, might be tempted !
to blame the United states becanse of the feeling that, if it had had a chance to |
contribute more of its ideas during the preparations for the conference, at least
its subsequent position vis-a=-vis German public opinion would have been far bebter,
Dre Rust agreed vigorously with this view, and pointed out that a similar reaction

. within the German government had in fact follewed the Geneva Summit Conference in

} Pagss, i
PR

i, lf’f{,f‘ 3, Cerman Relations with Poland, . (CONFIDENTIAL)

Dr. Hust enquired as to the Departmentts present attibude bowards German
relations with Poland, implying that the Federal Government was rether anxious to
take some action in this field, I swmmarized the points made by the Secretary in
his Qctober conversatlon with Ambassador Krekeler on this subject, stating that, up
to now, we had favored such relations in prineciple, but had recommended a very slow
approach. If the Germans felt that the question of timing should be re~sxamined,
we wonld be glad to do the gane,

i lo Impressions of America, (OFFICIAL USE ONLY)

T ;

" Yopy o

}nud}ﬁf“'L jDuring the lunch with Mr. Reinhardi and afterward, Dr. Rust made a series of

- remarks about the impressions he had geained from his four-week trip through this
country, The main theme of these remarks was that the trip had reinforced Dr, Rust's
confidence that the Unilited Stabes had the material strength to maintain the necessary

x burdens of the cold war - armaments and economic aild - over the further ten to twenty-

year period during which he felt this might be necessary. Dr, Rust said the trip
convinced him that the U.5. would overcome the initial disadvantage of the Soviet
Sputnik and gradually overtake the Soviets in this field., He repeatedly stabed his
belief, however, that nelither the United States nor any other country could mainbtain
the necessary economic burden and at the same bime contimue to expand consumption
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and particulary to bear the costs and inefficiency arising from interservice

rivalry in the Armed Forces, Dr. Rust said that, as an economist, he thought 1t
might be necessary for the U.S. to tighten its belt Somewhat, and that, as a defense
official, he would urgently recommend an "iron crackdown! on the three services.
Interestlmrly enough, Dr. Rust geversl times mentioned his belief that UsS. effi-
ciency, both in bovernm_en‘b and private indusbry, was severely reduced by a weight

of red tape and "regulations! next to which all German practice paled in comparison,
This reaction seems to have been dur to his experiences with the industrial security

. system of the Armed Forces, which Dr. Fust now strorgly opposes for adopbion in Germany.

Such relatively minor points aside, it would seem from Dr. Rust!s description
of his trip through the country and from his reaction to his talks in Washington,
that the trip was one of the outstandingly successful ones of its type, both from
Dr., Rust’s personal point of view and as regards the impressions created in him by
the trip,
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1. IN LONG RUN CERTAIN CONS|DERATIONS LIKELY IMPEL FEDREP .93
DESIRE INDEPENDENT STOCKP|LE M NUCLEAR WEAPONS; E.G, BRITISH -
AND ANTICIPATED FRENCH ACQUISITION DOUBTS ABGUT U,S, MILITARY "~
PRESENCE ON CONTINENT, UNCERTAINTY OF U,S, REACTION TO LOCAL N
ATTACKS, INCREASING DESIRE FOR MORE INDEPENDENCE OF U.S., f\l.)
FEELING NUCLEAR WEAPONS ARL NECESSARY ATTRIBUTES OF MODERN o)
SOVEREIGNTY, EFFECT ON FEDREP THINKING {F DISARMAMENT STALEMATE 4)]
: 07

CONTINUES, ETC,

IS NO REPEAT NO POPULAR DRIVE IN WEST

AT PRESENT THERE
INDEPENDENT OF U.S5,

RMANY FOR STOCKPILE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS
PPLY AND CONTROL, EVEN WITHIN GOVERNMENT, SUCH DESIRE
IS CENTERED IN HANDFUL OF MEN HFADED BY STRAUSS,

=
R
Q\ S MAY EXIST
N CONTRARY, STRONG POLITICAL, ECONOMIC, AND FINANEGHAT ™
,ONSIDERATIONS MILITATE AGAINST ANY SUCH | SSUE NOW BEING |

N AISED PUBLICLY, :

% l « WE DOUBT THAT CHANCELLOR AWARE EXTENT STRAUSS CONVERSAT | ONSe-y
‘“ ND POSSIBLY PERSONAL COMMITMENTS. ON BASIS ESTIMATE HIS ™
g CHARACTER AND POLITICAL OUTLOOK, WE BELIEVE |F THERE WERE

“

2a
GE
U

;STRONG AMERITCAN OBJECTIONS, HE MIGHT ACCEDE TO OUR VIEWS

REGARD ING
UNLESS “UNCLASSIFIED”
REPRGDUCTION FROM THIS
COPY 1S PROHIBITED.
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REGARDING UNDESIRABILITY GERMANY ACCELERATING PROGRAM FOURTH
COUNTRY-NUCLEAR WEAPONS PRODUCT|ON,

i, BELIEVE APPROACH TGO CHANCELLOR, AFTER STRAUSS VISIT AND
REPORT THEREON FROM WASHINGTON, MIGHT BE USEFUL, OUR CONTINUED
[SILENCE IN THIS MATTER MAY BE TAKEN FOR CONSENT., ALSO WE ARE
(TEOUBLED BY SECRECY AND OBSCURITY SURROUNDING FIG AGREEMENT

AND GERMAN PLANS I[N THIS FIELD,

5: I PROPOSE THAT INSTEAD OF MAKING A FORMAL DEMARCHE TO THE
GERMAN GOVERNMENT, | TALK TO THE CHANCELLOR AND BE AUTHORIZED
IN THE COURSE OF A TOUR D'HORIZON TO QUESTION HIM ABOUT HIS
POLICIES IN REGARD TO ANY NUCLEAR ARMAMENTS AGREEMENT,

ACTUAL OR POTENTIAL, WITH THE FRENCH AND ITALIANS, IN THE LIGHT
OF HIS OBSERVATIONS AND WHATEVER MAY BE LEARNED FROM STRAUSS

IN WASHINGTON WE CAN THEN DECIDE WHETHER TO ENGAGE N —
FURTHER'OR MORE FORMAL CONVERSATIONS,

6. ALTHOUGH | BELIEVE CONVERSATION WITH CHANCELLOR SHOULD BE
HELD SOON AFTER H1S RETURN FROM BONN MARCH 6, | REITERATE
SUGGESTION MY 2409 FEBRUARY 5 THAT BEFORE DOING SO 1T WOULD
BE HELPFUL IF AMBASSADORS CONCERNED COULD MEET TO EXCHANGE
VIEWS AND CONCERT TACTICS, OTHERWISE LEAKS AND CONSEQUENT
EMBARRASSMENT ALMOST INEVITABLE,

7. WILL COMMENT ON PART 4 DEPTEL 2167 IN SEPARATE TELEGRAM,

BRUCE

HC/22

SECRET
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PROM :
SUBJECT:

T have read the briefing memorand

_?Sﬁbmitted to you by EUR., I would‘*hope '%
! peconmended in this memorandum could be’:
. Herr Strauss in such a way as to leave h

..a8 to our negative attitude toward,aiFIG”qpéléa

which, as we understand i%, would ‘graft Germans:
- on to the French program snd  thereby asslst thevach
P77 of independently controlled weapons:stogkgile

... Germany, and Italy.

SECRET

V’hs {6kgfq e j .
(7 DR ) | T e (%\3 A_ el




SECRET

French-German Italian. Collaboration in
Production of Nuclear Weapons

Recommended U,S. Positilon

1, The French-German~Itallian sbtatement in the FNorth Atlantic Council
on February 13 regarding the three Governments'® planned collaboration in
modern weapons development and production included the statement that "Sclentific
gtudies in the fleld of military utilization of miclear energy sfe not
excluded, - _

2. The U,8. would welcome indiestion of the three Governmenta! thinking
on this important subject, and any clarification which Herr Strauss could
provide at thia time,

3. As Herr Strauss is doubtless swere, the Administration in submitting
its proposed amerdments to the Atomic Energy Act of 195l to the Congreas
stated with respect to sectlon lilies "It is not the intent of this new
gection to promote the entry of additional natiens intc the atomlc weapons
field.," Reference 13 also made in this connecticn to the NATO Atomlc
Stockpile plan adyvanced by the U.3, at the Heads of Covernment meeting, now
in the initial stages of implemertation,

Anticipated German Positien

Herr Strauss may emphasize the three Covermments' further statembnt
to the Council that "No decision has as yet been taken with regard to this
subject, Ary further deeision concerning it will natvrally take place in
accordance with the Parls Agreements.” He may also, however, attempt to
Justily German partiecipation in a cooperative nuclenr weapons program on
French territory on varioss grounds, including Britlsh and anticipated
French production of nuclemr weapons and acquisition of national stockplles
the prospect of nuclear weapona becomlng necessary attributea of modern

SEORET
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sverelgnty} concern in the Federsl Republic that the dsarmament XKXTEN
Stalemats will contime; doubts in Europe that the U,3. will necassarily
find 1t in its interest to react with all required force to limited
attacks in Burope; doubts that the U.3, will indefinitely maintain required
forces in Europej etc. Ha may argue that it is in U.3, interest that Europe
have an independent miclear capability, so that the deterrent in Burcpe will
be unmistakable and possibilities of effective defense in Europe without
gtrate:ic exchanges between the USSR and the U,53. enhanced,
Discussion

Plans for cooperstive production of muclear weapons were discussed at

the Jenuary 21 meeting of the French, German and Italian Minisbers of Defemge
in Bonn, but apparently &h&m@@—-%erm%entsmmeatlywadﬁsed_ﬂtheélerth

-

Atlan%ie-@@aneil-%hgﬁ/no deeisions we;eiéeached. Acoording to Fyench Fbreign
Offlce sources, Strauss was anxious to reach agreement wlth the French on

the project but the French avoidad comnitting themselvea. The French
forelgn Office and spyarently alse Gaillard have gince evidenced conglderable
roneern over the idea of the Germars aequiring their own atomie capsbility
shrough participation in the Frerch program. All elements of tha French

overnment appear determined to press ahead with the French program, however,

On February 20 the Department cableqd Embagssles Parls, Bonn and Reme and

GO remuesting thelr views ang racormerdations on a series of queations and
wipreshed pessihla conrses of notion for use in “formlating recomendations
or Seeretary ns bo course of aciion T.3. 2bould adopt in continental Enrope

n furtherance of 4,3, policy that addéitdional Indépendent sources of procuction
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of miclear weapons are not in U,3, interest. Problem is basically to
determire what U,5, actions would be most effective (A) in ¢onfining current
Franch national program to minimun proportions, and (B) in preventing
development of FIG nuclear weapons cocperation which as understood here
would graft German rdsources cnto French program and thereby assist achicvee
ment of independently controlled nuclear weapons stockpiles by France,
Germany and Italy." The requested views and comments have thus far been
recelved only from USRO, with a partisl reply from Bom.

At the same time there has been mzdex%evélopment in the during
recent weeks a proposal fo.tfﬂunlear Aunthority under the 2Eur£}1 Atlantic Council,

Department

SETEN O A, I

The central purpose of the proposal is to deter the creaticnm of additianal
natienal nuclear capabilitiea in Europe by assisting ‘the craﬁtim o.f a
mltilateral WATG nuclear capsbility en the continent under sppropriate
safepuards, A revised version of the proposel is expected to be submittad

to the Secretary before hls departure for the SEATO meeting, with the recommendas
tion that he aprrove dlscussion of the propesal with other agencles of the
Exechtive DBranch,

The '"Recommended U.3, Position" set forth sbove has been developed
entirely within existing, amnounced U.5. pelicy, pending the development and
mpproval of a cecordinated i,5. Govermment course of action, in-the—circumsismess
Iergdn- outlifgd, Porarraph 3 of the Tosition is dasisned to reserve tle U.3,
posivion andﬂénsure vhat Gtrauss doesnol derive an impression of tacit U.S.
aceeptance of any ruclear plans he or the three Goverments may have or
develop.

Concurrancess
FA - HMr, Tlmons
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE
MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

M-%570 . ' March 5, 1958

SUBJECT: German Defense Problems

PARTICIPANTS: Mr. Franz Josef Strauss, German Minister of Defense B0
Mr. Albrecht von Kessel, Charge d'Affairs, CGermsn Embassy © .
Lt. Colonel Biedermann, German Army L
Mr #C. Burke Elbrick, Assistant Secretary of State, EUR S
Mr. Foy Kohler, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, EUR i
Mr. Smith, Assistant Secretary for Policy Planning b
Brigadier General Richard Steinback, USA, Deputy Chief, MAAG,fi

Germany '

Mr. Jecgues J. Reinstelin, Director, GER ?)
Mr. Henry Tasca, Economics Minister, Embassy Bonn, N\
Mr. Raymond E. Lisle, Deputy Director, GER “;%
Mr. Robert } Fearey, mAr_rp £dv;ser, EUR/RA *&1\?\

COPIES TO: 5/ (2)° o GER (2), / \g 7» GPA (1)~ "%' £ h_‘
G -3 | BNA by cEA (2) - 1 #-' . o
8/pfm T :.;,..ér, Embassy Paris for Thursfgn: wf‘ﬁ'

| S/AE }f USRO Paris (2) ”‘{lé» g
; P Embasuy onn (3LJﬁ;2ngbau5y London -g&J‘ > .
RA (2)- # & Embassy Paris -&,§‘1 " _Defense (5) - ﬁ}@ PR ‘5“ f
;DRWvu.f“;- Embassy The Hague o f | (?
IR ~ f? MEI [ZESEEN! Brussels :‘fﬁ {@%} ifg\ﬁ:ﬁm " } gy‘, 3‘

' {4
After an exchange of greetlngs Mr Elbrick asked Minister Strauss {

whether there were any problems he wished to raise. Strauss replied that
there were not but that he would be glad ® answer any questions.

4
P
2

, *+  Mr. Elbrick recalled that the Federal Republic stated in its 1957 N,
Annuwal Review submission that i1t will soon be facing a budgetary deficit

ag a result of the buildup’. He asked Strauss what the dimensions of this
Problem now appeared to be and what the German Government was planning to do
to meet it. He also asked how successful the Govermment had been in
obtaining the German pecple's support for the buildup.

Minister Strauss reviewed the background of the Germen defense financing
problem in familiar terms and. along the lines indicated by the Federal Governs-
ment in its Annual Review submission. The DM 9 billion appropriation each
year initlally contemplated is.not enough. Equipment.is more expensive than
.Ox;g;nally estimated. It is of course more expensive to build up en
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would spend DM 5.5 billion on the buildup during 1957/58, and DM 10.0 billion

in 1958/59. The swn earmarked for defense in 1959/60 is DM 1h.5 billion and™
in 1960/61 Dit 18 billion. Since the carry over of unused funds at the begin-
ning of 1958/59 will be DM 5.8 billion, approximately DM 16 billion will be
available for expenditure during thab year. Sulficlent funds were thus
available 4o meet U.K. stationing costs claims but Strauss said that if

he released these funds for this purpose ne feared he would not get them
back when he needed them in 1960 and 1961.

Defense spending in the period 1958 to 1961 would be the major contributing
cause for the cash deficits during those years. Total cash requirements

beyond funds already available or provided for would amount to approximately

DM 17 billion. It had been decided that DM 10 billion would be met (a) through
tax increases, mainly income tax increases estimated at 10-20 per cent (more
than 20 per cent would regquire approval by the Bundesrat); (b) a DM 2 billion
cyedit from the German capital market; and (c) DM 3 billion in foreign loans
raised in 196L. There was a possibility that for certain technical reasons
some of the money would not be needed until 1962 and 1963. However, all
planning was in accord with the NATO-approved Annual Review. OStrauss stated
that the buildup expenditure figures had been approved by the Minister of
TFinance, whose responsibility it will e to raise the necessary additional
funds by the above three means.

Contrary to public reports there had been no reduction in the over-all
burden of German tvaxes this year. The changes had consisted only of a
simplification of the taxX structure and of certain provisions which would
improve the liquidity of the capital market and thus facilitate its use for
the financing of public expenditures.

Strauss stated that the German defense forces would total 350,000 by
April lst, 1961, which, however, would not be their full peacetime strength.
After that date an additidnal 20,000 would be recruited in the Air Force,
5,000 in the Navy, and 30-40,000 in the territorial defense force. The
latter, Strauss emphasized, is not a national reserve army. Only about one-
third of these will have cogpat capability with the remainder Utechnical
specialists. Most of these Will be short-term draftees. If the Soviets
attack, the Cirst problem will be to ensure that the German population
stays at home. If there is panic and they flock into the highweys leading
west, NATO's entire military defense plans will be frustrated. The prin-
cipal function of the territorial force will therefore be to prevent such a
development by ensuring that the people stay at home. The territorial forces
will also protect highways and bridges and perform communicabtions services.
A portion of the territorial defense force on the eastern border will be
attached to the army and earmarked for NATO with anti-tank responsibilities.
A new bazooka-type weapon costing only about DM 5,000 will be able to knock
out a tank. Thus by the end of 1962, Strauss stated, the peacetime strength
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of the German defense forces will be about 400,000 men. There are still
difficulties with the build-up of the Alr Force stenming largely from the
fact that there are not enough-qualified applicants for commissions. It -.
will be necessary o make service more atbractive by raising pay.

4

§ T Mr. Reinstein expressed interest in Strauss' point that all military
plaming depended on civil defense, particularly with reference to preventing
the roads from belng jammed by refugees. He pointed out that the whole
related field of alert planning involved special responsibilities for the
Three Powers under the Convention on Relations. He hoped that when the
Tederal Govermment was ready to submit to the Bundestag the legislation
which would enable it to take over these responsibilities from the Three
Powers, it would give us an opportunity Yo examine the draft and lo express
an opinion as to its adequacy. Strauss stated that legislation had been
prepared in this field in early 1956. The Chancellor, however, had not
liked the draft which had been worked out in the Interior Ministry and
decided to postpone all further work until after the elections. The

amended draft, which had the preliminary approval of the Chancellor, has

not yet been submitted to the Cabinet, but is being given consideration in
the Ministries of Defense, Interilor, Beconemics, Transporiation and Communica-
tions. There are a number of difficult peoints. A constitutional amendment
might be reguired. This would be difficult as it would require a two-thirds
majority in the Bundestag. The SPD was suspicious that any granting of
eniergency povers would give too great authority to the military which might
be used in a general strike. While it might be possible to confine legis-
lation to an external threat, it was not easy to differentiate clearly
external threats and internal subversion. The Soviets might act through

the latter. There is further difficulty arising fyom the federal. system

of the Federal Republic. The Federal Government has no police forces

except the border police. The law should be amended so that in an emergency
there would be central direction of Land police forces. It would be désirable
to have local militia units under the control of the commanding officers of
the local military areas. Without this it might be difficult to "maintain
order for General Norstad” in a way which would permit the implementation of
Pasic military planning. He added that we need have no fear that German
responsibilities would npot De met. In an emergency the Chancellior is
Commander-in-Chief. Mr. Reinstein commented that he was not sure whether
the Federal Government thought that it was legally possible for the Federal
Govarment to assist in the implementation of our present alert plans.

Mr. Elbrick referred again Lo the question of popular support in Germany
Tor the buildup. Strauss replied that the sltuation was both good and bad --
good when the Governmment took a fimm position and presented the people with
fait accomplis and bad when a firm position had not been taken. He cited
several examples of this situation, the first of which was the EDC Treaty.
He said that when this Treaty was under negotiation Germany was beset with
propaganda, plebiscites and other efforts of the opposition to defeat the
Plan, but that as soon as the Treaty had been ratified the people accepted it.
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The same situation obtalned prior to the initiation of the defense bﬁildup;
as soon as the forces had been formed the opposition retreated. A further
exanple was the widespread and vocal opposition to general conscription,
which disappeared after the bill hadmssed, even though, becasuse of the
elections, the first conscripts were not called up until the following April.
The nunber of conscientious objJectors has turned out to be minute, only .03
or Ok per cent of the current year's call-up., The ;idea of a law Tor sub-
stitute service for such objectors has been dropped.

The same situation, Strauss conlinued, obtained with respect to the
acceptance by Germany of tactical atomic weapons. Germany has never wanted
these weapons as a privilege for its army. At the same time the Govermment
has refused, despite domestic political pressures, Lo say that it would not
accept them. It has always maintained that the NATO militery authorities
are responsible for the deflense of Allied Command Eurcope and that Germany
should await their recommendations. If SACEUR considers the introduction of
tactical nuclear weapons necessary, and atomic war heads are Lo be stored in
&;ﬁx Germany under U.5. custody, the Federal Republic will comply.

AN In February, 1957, Strauss stated, Moscow had initisgted a big offensive
against atomic weapons in Germany which was carried on further by the 3FPD and
by German "egg heads", professors and scientisis. A new campaign against
"gtomic dezth' was belng initiated this year o affect the Landtag elections.
Although the election campaigns should bhe concerned with local issues they
will in fact deal with problems of federal pclicy, such as reunification,
tle Rapacki plan and atomic weapons. Slrauss stated that experience indi-
cated that the German peopie should be presented with a fait accompli in the
field of nuclear weapcns. The Chancellor had agreed, and it was with this
in mind that he (Strauss) had just announced Germany's purchase of Matador
missiles. If other continental NATO counbries were to be equipped with
nuclear weapons it was impossible, as General Norstad had said, that Germany
should not be also, and as soon as possible. The nuclear warheads could
be guarded by Americans, -- "we don't want Lo see them". If we are able to
tell the Parliament that the weapons are already available, there will be
no trouble. w

s

Strauss went on to urge the importance of making evident to the public
that the responsibility for international tension and the resultant
increased armament and military danger lies solely with the Soviet Union.
He felt that public attitudes had been weakened by the Soviet initistives
and that it was eesential b make clear to German public opinion the extent
of the Soviet danger. If this were popularly understood, there would be no
question of the PFederal Republic not meeting fully its miliftary goals.

The carrying on of the build-up is not easy, Strauss said. Its progress
depends on the psychological situation vhich is weakened by Soviet propaganda,
which would have been more successful if there had been no Hungarian uprising.

[
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He did not want to talk about foreign relstions but did wish to emphasize
that in his view it would be far better to have no Sumit Conference rathér
than one with bad results. It would be even worse to have a Summit Conference
with no real agreement but which for domestic political reasons was

publicly portrayed as a success. Mr. Eibrick commented that Strauss'

position here seemed €0 be much like that of the United States.

The ideas of Kennan, Strauss sald, had had great effect in Germany.
Kennan is a man of great integrity. There really is no K€mnan plan, but
rather a series of ideas, some of which are good, some silly, like the
Werewolf idea in Germany. One would be surprised how many Communists would
come to the furface if the Soviets ruled Germany.

ﬁ ‘
% : %i trauss Ind been surprised at the manner in which the idea had developed
. g{é}’ that there was a "Strauss plan" of counter-proposals to the Rapacki Plan.

At a cliosed CDU Bundestag factlion meeting Krone had asked von Brentano and
himself for ideas on the Rapacki Plan. Strauss had spoken "off-the culf"
and explained Lo the faction that he did not think the idea of the denuclearized
zone a good one. It should not be discussed at a conference. If, however,
it had to be discussed, then this must be in the context of five additional
points, including the extension of the zone, conventional disarmament, an
extended contrel sysbem, guarantees against attack on an atom-free zone,
and conerete steps toward the reunification of Germony in peace and freedom.
These ideas were entirely improvised -- made up in the course of his speech.
The next day, much to his surprise, he read in the newspapers of the "Strauss
Plan". To avoid misunderstanding he elaborated the points to a friendly
correspondent and was surprised at the public reverberations. He confessed
he had not been happy at the "success" of his Plan, including an extensive
discussion in the Warsaw Communist paper Trybuna Ludu. The "success" of the
plan merely illustrated the psychological lacunae which we must £E11.° .
We should not give up our objectives, but must be flexible in our procedures .
It was essential that lthe Western Aliies have no mistrust of cne another.

ﬁL They must agree on a common concept, and then each play his proper role.

With respect to a Possible Summit Conference, we must ascertain what

:56?57‘ the Soviets want. If they seek peace and stablility in order fo solve

their domestic problems we can work coulb some solution and do business with
them. If, however, they seek by "peaceful coexistence" over a peried of
vears to weaken The Wesl, we should be extremely stiff and give:them no
opportunity to solve their domestic econcmic problems. In any case, we
should not talk with them of symptoms 1f they refuse to deal with the roots
;4 of the current problems, such as the situation in Eastern Europe and the
? @M_problem of a divided Germany. Tt was important not to have another Munilch.

«7;{{; ?} Mr. Eibrick noted that the U.S. did not have much information on the
F

rench-German-Italian weapons development and produoction collsboration, of
which there seemed to be two aspects, -- the non-nuclear and the nuclear.
With respect to the latter, he asled Minister Strauss for any views he might
have on the NATO Atomic Stockpile arrangement.
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Strauss replied that some time ago, right after he became Minister
of Defense, he received a hint from the French Government that with the
settlement of the Saar issue the French Govermment would welcome closer
military cooperation between France and Germany in a NATO framework. The
entire Germen cabinet favored such closer cooperation, as has U.S. policy,
end French-German relations are in fact now better than they have been in
100 years. The French Minister of Defense invited him (Strauss) to meet
with him in France to discuss the matter and to go on to Colomb Bechar,
whick no other foreigner had previously been invited to visit. He had
accepted and had spent two days at Colomb Bechar examining French versions
of the Matador, the German V-1 and V-2 rockets and other missiles. The
French Minister of Defense had presented him with a document which he had
revised and which had emerged as the Protocol of Colomb Bechar, establishing
a framework of military cooperation not extending to nuclear warheads. Three
months later he had received a similar hint from the U.K., leading to esgbab-
lishment of bilateral cooperative arrangements with the British in different
technical fields.

A Tew months ago, Strauss continued, the French Military Attache in
Bonn had told him that the Italians were inbterested in participating in
these arrangements and had asked il he perceived objection to extension
of the German-French arrangements to include Italy. He had offered no
cbjection and a tripartite arrangement similar to that worked out at Colomb
Bechar had been arrived at. This arrangement included as one possible area
of cooperation development of the use of nuclear energy not for nuclear
weapons but for military propulsion purposes. The Federal Government opposed
coellaboration in the producticon of nuclear weapons, bub was much interested
in atomic propulsion for "mobile missile lsunchers". {(Other comments suggest
that Strauss was referring to nuclear-powered submerines. He said the
Secretary had offered at the Decenber Paris meeting to make available "know
how" on this.)

£ |
7§ Py 1he Federal Republic, Strauss emphasized, 1s not interested in the

744

ff"'1’procluc‘b:i.cm of nuclear weapons. He stated that Germany is enbirely satisfied
with the NATO Atomic Stockpile Plan. He believed that the French intend to
producé nuclear weapons, and hope for American help to this end, but said
that nothing is being done by the three countries on & bripartite basis
in the nuclear weapons field. While loyal Lo France, the Federal Government
considers it important to know what France 1s doing In the nuclear weapons
field. Strauss emphasized thabt Germany opposes the extension of independent
nuclear capabilities, and believes that if France proceeds with its weapons
. Program NATO will have to deal with the problem. A multilateral approach to
| the production of muclear weapons would, he stated, be preferable to exten-
l_sion of independent netional capabilities.

With respect to weapons production generally, Strauss mentioned that
Gemuany is now working with FINEBEL and with the WEU Armaments Committee.
This organizatlion involved some 50 committees and sub-comuittees with
approximately 2,000 people. About helf the people from the German Defense
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Ministry seemed to be engaged in this activity and constantly traveling, with
the result that it was difficult for the Ministry to get anything done. Germany
had become convinced that it was imposiible to agree on technical projects

of production cooperation in bodies of six, seven or [ifteen members. Germany,
France and Ttaly accordingly intend to work out projects among themselves.
These projects would be submitted te NATO for information before they were
initiated, and BENELUX and the U.K. would be specifically asked if they wished
Lo participate. Strauss said he had discussed this arrangement with the Belgian
Defense Minister who had been entirely satisfied. The U.K. hed indicatéd
interest in clocer cooperation with the three Governments but U.X. participa-
tion had been copposed by ITitaly. The Italian Government stated that if the

U.K. were invited to participate Italy would withdraw. The Pederal Govern-
ment recognizes that UK. cooperation is more valuable than Italian coopera-
tion in the defense production field, but is at the same time disturbed by

the military ideas entertained by the U.K. Germany desires closer coopersa-
tion in technical military matters among the former EDC powers. The EDC
failed but it is intended to revive certain of its functions, not on an
integrated basis as originally proposed but on the basis of unanimity. It

ig hoped, Tor example, to have a ccommon Burcpesn Ganlk. U.8. tanks are
excellent bult too heavy for EBuropean purposes and with insufficlent fuel
storage space. Soviet banks could reach the Rhine without refueling, a dis-
tance of some 500 kilometers, while the M-8 can only go 100 kilometers with-
out refueling. Germany would like to utilize a U.K. tank but the Centurion

is old-Tashioned. Strauss will ask the Pentagon what comes after the M-48

and hopes there will be a lighter, more maneuverable tank which he will be

able to buy for the 1lth and 12th German divisions.

Mr. Elbrick then referred to the guestion of support costs, stabing that
the U.X. had advised that it is sumitting new proposals to the Federal Govern-
ment. The U.S. Govermnment attached the greatest importance to the maintenance
of U.K. forces on the Continent and, without attempting to assess the proposals
themselves, hoped that they would be most seriocusly considered by the Federal
Govermment. Strauss replied that for military, psychological andpolitical
reasons bthe Federal Government also strongly desired the retention of the U.K.
forces on the Conbtinent, and was prepared to meelt the British foreign exchange
problems occasloned by statioping costs. The support costs problem, however,
was only a symptom of a more Basic difficulty, namely, the fact that Britigh
defense concepts differ radlically from those of NATO, Germany and the U.S.

This was a problem which would be discussed at the April Defense Minijsters
nmeeting. Some people in BENELUX were convinced that the U.K. wanted to go
home. The British position appears to be that there will either be no war
on European soil or total nuclear war. A total war, the U.K. contends, can
only be deterved by retalilstory capability. The U.XK. wants to wield the bilg
stick. The basic difficulty is this divergence of strategic concepts and the
necessity to renegotiate the. stationing costs issue each year, rather than
the problem of foreign eXchange support of the U.K. troops.

ot
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Mr. Elbrick explained that the current U.K. proposal covered a three -
year period. An essential part of NATO strategy is the shield forces. In
their current proposals, as shown to us, the U.K. had acknowledged this
fact. Strauss replied that in this event he must wait and examine the
proposals. The basic problem is to have a common defense policy in NATO
including the UK. If a common strategic concept is agreed, the stationing
costs problem can be worked out. The Federal Repubiic adheres to the concepts
and requirements in MC 70 and intends to implement exactly the requirements
specified for it. If, however, one asks General Hodes what his defense
concept is, one finds that his concept differs completely from that of
General Ward in northern Germsny. Hodes adheres to the forward strategy
while the U.K. plan is to go back at once below the Weser, to hold there
a few days and then to retreat behind the Rhine to build defenses in Belgium
znd Holland. When the Germans have more difisions they will wish to put
them in the North. At that time, such divisions should not be under British
command. The PFederal Govermment's objective is to protect as many people,
as mach ground, and as much materiel as possible from a Russian invasion.

Tt supports a one hundred percent forward strategy. If he (Strauss) had
any other concept he could not be Minister of Defense. It 1s essentisl
to reconstitute a common defensge concept. The Yrip-wire theory would be
disastrous for Germany. I this is the official U.K. concept we want
all German divisions in northeyrn Germany. This is the view of the
entire Cerman military establishment and of the Cabinet. We hope the
U.K, will give us a clear answer in support of the forward strategy.

At this point Secretary Brucker called to remind Minister Strauss

that it was time for him to leave for the recepbtion in his honer, and the
meeting broke up.
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Mr, Franz Josef Strauss, German Minister of Defensse |

Mr. Albrecht von Kessel, Chargé d'Affaires ad interim, German Embassy O

Lt. Col, Biedermann, Staff Officer, German Army iy
The Secretary of State {r
Brig.~Gen, Richard Steinback, Depubty Chief, MAAG, Germany

Mr. Ja(,ques J Re:msteln, GER
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In welcomlng Mr, Strauwss, the Secretary recalled that, on the occasion of hlg

last visit to the United States, he had been concerned wmbh atomic energy matters; .

‘ The Secretary expressed pleasure at the progress that had been made in this fléld) ;
}’ with the establishment of EURATOM t-d i C

r-

LGhaae

Jho 1L S
. rench Forces in Germany S

Ay &,
T f— &4 At the end of an exchange of remarks on North Africa, Mr, Strauss said that
(pJ{!l the situation concerned tihe German (Government in view of its effect on French

) forces in Germany, Although the French claim that they have 50,000 troops in
Germany, as far as the Germans could figure out, there were only about 30,000,
There was one armored d1v151on and snother lelblon which was not combat-worthy,
The French had promised the.@iermans in 1956 that they would bring their troops
back to Germany and had continued to hold barracks for this purpose, They had
promised the same thing in 1957, He saw no immediate prospect of the troops
returning, In answer to a question from the Secretary, Mr. Strauss said that
the French were still retaining barracks for 80,000 te 90,000 treops in Germany,
whereas they only needed space for nalf this amount He said he had asked General
Jacquot and Minmister of Defense Chaban-Delmas to release some of the barracks to
the Germans for a period of time, He said the Germans would be willing to return
the barracks when the French forces return. There must be French forces in Ge 3
not only for military, but for political reasons, It must be mad?;olear to the;}ﬁ
Russians that there wolild continue to be French, British and Amerigan mforces in-

Germany. ; T e
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wgg% British Forces in Germany
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! ’”té‘%‘i‘*% Mr. Strauss said the German Govermment was concerned regarding the
A P . . . . N
‘ / w British attitude on the United Kingdom forces in Germany. As far as the-

financial problem was concerned, the Germans had made a compromise offer to
the British which would provide immediate budgetary assistance bo the United
Kingdom, However, it was impossible for the German Government to provide
further support costs, It was simply not possible Lo get parlismentary
approval for more support costs, The Govermment had assured the Parliament
in 1956 that there would be no further support costs., It had committed itself

again in 1957. It was therefore possible to provide budgetary assistance to
the British only indirectly.

British Defeunse Thinking and NATO Policy

Mr, Strauss said that the German Government was very much concerned
about the British atlitude toward defense problems, It believed that the
British thinking was not in line with the official NATO thinking., The
British believe thab military planning can be based on the assumption that
either there will be no war or that there will be all-oul nuclear war, He
said there was a need for forces, particularly in the area facing the
tussians, capable of dealing with a limited attack. This requires the
maintenance of shield forces and the German Government was very much con-
cerned at the British intention to weaken the shield forces. Mr. Strauss
said the British trip-wire theory was completely unacceptable to Germany.
He stressed that, while he wished to make clear the great concern of the

J German Government regarding British policy, he did not want the Secretary
} to think that this represented an anti-British attitude on his part or thnatb
%f the Germsn Govertment was anti-British,

‘ The Secretary said he agreed. He thought that we must be prepared to

\ deal with limited situabions without all-out war. He believed that within
Q% a short time there would be small atondc weapons which could be used in
such situations. A4t the present time, with the danger of fallout, it was
difficult to use such weapons in friendly areas. Moreover, there was a
danger that radiocactiye particles would be blown back to our side of the
line, The Secretary pointed oub that the imporbance of conbinued testing
of nuclear weapons lay in the possibility of the development of small,
clean weapons, Mr, Strauss asked if the Secretary meant that these weapons
would operate by fission. The Secrebary said that he did,

The Secretary said thal he felt the development of small clean weapons
would change the situabtion. At the present time, it is very awkward, If
there were, for example, an incursion into the Federal Republic, we would ;
be confronted with the choice of attempting to repel it with the use of
conventional weapons or by employing the full force of our nuclear weapons, {
with the consequence that Moscow, Washingbon and other major population
centers would be destroyed, The Secretary saild he did not know whether
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military experts had fully accepted the concept which he had outlined, but

he had expressed it in an article which he had recently written for Foreign
| Affairs., In conclusion, the Secretary said he agreed with Mr. Strad§§_€HE€
i the British trip-wire theory was not acceptable,

Mr. Strauss saild that he had told ¥Mr. Spaak thab Great Britain was
defended along the Elbe and not ailong the Chamnel, The British forces in
Germany were there for the protection of Great Britaein and not for the
probectilon of Germany. However, he thought the whole concept of forces
defending a particular area was erroneous, He thought the purpose of the
NATQ forces was {o prevent war.

Financial Support of United Kingdom Forces in Germany

fhe Secretary sald he was not clear as to the status of the discussions
on the financing of British forces in Germany, but he hoped very much thab
the problem would be satisfactorily settled, Mr., Strauss said that he hoped
it would be, but stressed that the Germans could not accept the ideas of the
British White Paper on defense.

Nuclear Weapons

5§J Mr. Sbrauss expressed his concern thab the effort of the British to
develop nuclear weapons would lead to the development of these weapous in
other countries, The next country would be France. He said that the Germans
had tried to discourage the French from developing nuclear weapons, Should
the production of these weapons continue to spread, the problem of conftrol
would become insoluble, The costs involved would be such that it would also
become impossible to maintain a balanced NATO force, He said that as far as
the Federal Republic was concerned, it would be quite satisfied if atomic
warheads were aveilable for use in case of emergency, The Secretary said

lthat this was what had been agreed at the December NATO Meeting., Mr. Strauss
indicated that this was what he had in mind,

Weapons Production;, {ollaboration between France, Germany and Italy

Y

Mr. Strauss emphasized the need for standardizabtion of weapons in NATO,
He said that the only standardization which had been achieved had resulted
from the supply of American weapons as mutual aid. However, it was obviously
not possible for one country to undertake the entire task of supplying weapons
to the alliance. The Secretary said that he did not think it was a good idea
for Europe to be dependent upon the United States in this regard, He said
that, while he did not know what the American military had said on the subject,
he knew the President had felt very strongly that it was desirable for the
- (jermans to have a source of supply for tanks in Burope and had hoped they
would buy British tanks. The Secretary saild he thought that the Germans
should eventually undertake the production of tanks themselves,
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Mr. Strauss said that, while it was not easy to be certain about such
matters, it was apparently the thinking of the military that in another war
the first thirty days would-be decisive. The Secretary said he remembered
much the same view being expressed in 191L. Mr. Strauss said that the same
idea had been expressed at the time of Hitler's Blitzkriegs., He said
nevertheless he thought that the main reliance in another war would have to
be placed on existing stocks. The Secretary said this appeared to involve
accepbance of the concept that the only itype of war there could be was an
all-out war, Mr, Strauss indicated he did not mean this. He said that he
thought there should be independent national stocks sufficient for ninety
days, during the period when it would be impossible to organize adequate
transport. Beyond this the supply problem should be dealt with on a
combined basis.

Mr, Strauss referred to the collaboration which had been undertaken by
the Federal Republic, France and Ttaly in the field of military production.
He said that it was impossible to agree on concrete projects in groups of
seven, eight or fifteen countries, It could be done in a group of three
countries. The Secretary said he would think that the Germans would be
interested in military preoduction in Belgium,., Mr, Strauss said he agreed.
He said he had told Defense Minister Spinoy that Belgium and The Netherlands
would be given a complete list of the projects to be undertaken by France,
Ttaly and Germany, with the idea that their participation would be welcome
in any projects in which they were interested.

Nuclear Weapons in FIG; Atomic Propulsion

The Secretary asked whether this collaboration included nuclear weapouns.
Mr, Strauss said that it did not as yet, He knew that the French wanted
financial support. He believed that they would wait some time before pressing
the matter of cooperation in nuclear weapons production, during which they
would negotiate with the United Stabes and the United Kingdom on the subject.
The Secrebary said he hoped the French would not undertake the production
of nuclear weapons, He thought it would be foolish for them to get involved
in the expense, He remarked that some people think that if they get a
Cadillac, they are moving in hiph society. He said France simply could nob
afford a nuclear weapons program. The Federal Republic and the United States
had recently had to pull the French out of an exitremely bad financial situa-
tion. If the Algerian war went on, their finances would continue to be

strained and it was impossible to envisage a nuclear weapons program being
superimposed on this situation,

Mr, Strauss said the Germans were not interested in making atomic
weapons, They were interested in having them available in case of need,
On the other hand, they were very much interested in all kinds of atomic
propulsion, When the Soviets were able to produce atomic submarines, the
defense of the Baltic Sea would be difficult, It was essential to have
atomic submarines in order to prevent Soviet egress from the Baltlic and
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to protect the Baltic flank, He did not think the Soviets had an atomic
submarine as yet, although they probably had a prototype, He said the
Germans were not ready to get into the field of atomic propulsion, but
when they were, they would wish to take advantage of the offer made by
the United States at the December NATO Meeting to provide the know-how,
he sald this was not a matter for the next two or three years, but for
the mid-6071s,

As he took leave of the Secretary, Mr, Strauss said he had two final
things to say. One was that there was very complete and genuine coopera-
tion between the American military authorities in Cermany and the German
defense authorities, He expressed preat satisfaction with this cooperationm,
The other thing was to convey the Chancellor's very warm greetings to the
secretary, The Secretary remarked that he had had a very nice birthday
greeting from the Chancellor several days previously.
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FROM: American Embasgsy, Bonn Despatch Noo 1569

TOs Department of Btate, Washinglbon March' 5, 1958 o
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SUBJIECT: HEMORANDUM OF CONVERZADION QN PIG AGREENTUT AND SUMMIO ~
MEETTNG i

The following summarizes a couversation bebween Graf Baudissin,
Poreign Office, and an Bmbassy officer which took place on Marvch 4.

German~French-ltalian Hilitary Cooperstion

e
ey
P

Baudissin said that in Fovember there lad been a written agreement
concluded between the Defenge Ilinisters of Germany, France, and Italy '
regarding ecooperation in Tesearch, development, and production of weaponip. ..
This sgreement was mot "well phrased" and had pot been reviewed by the ~+¢
lawyers or Foreign O0ffice staffs, It did not deal "adeguately® with the
question of the relaticndhip of trilatersl covperation to WEU or HATO
coordination, Baudissin thought it would be a mistake four anocther
country to press for a copy of this agreement.

1 said I had no idea that we would ask Tor a copy. Qur main ine-
terest had been with respect to the relationship to WATO., Baudissin
said this had been the Foreign 0ffice interest az well,

N
o
W

In response to a question, Baudissin said the phrase in the state~
ment which the FIG countries had made to WEU and WATO to the effect
that cooperation in the "military utilization of nuclear energy" was
not excliuded had & precise meaning so far as Germany was concerned,
This meant only that Geruwany was interested in the possibility of
nuclear propulsion units for ships, The German Ambassador 1n London
had been specifically instrucied to say thls in response Toc any ques=-
tions which might arise when the FIG statement was presented to VWEU,
Baudisgin then cbserved that the United States had offered assistance
in this field during the HATO Heads of Goverument meeting. T noted
that the trilaferal agreement was on the agenda for the WEU Ministerial
meeting now being held in Home, Baudissin did not bhelieve any pariicu-
lar problems in coennection with the agreement would arise at this
meeting.
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Despatch No. 1569
March 5, 1958

From AmEmbassy Bonn

Summit Meeting

Baudissin said the Germans agresed one hundred per cent with
the lines of our reply to the latest Soviet note sbout a Summit
meeting. They would have no suggestions to make. He noted the
Departmentls sirong positicn with respect to reunification, and
observed fthe Soviets agreed to talk about & peace ftreaty with
Germany, an idea previously advanced by President Gerstenmaier,
Ir his view this would not be adequate, The first step was to
create an all-German Governmenta

He mentioned a meeting he had attended that day in the Ministry
of All~German Affairs to discuss reunification guestions and said
an infter«lMinisterial committes existed on this guestion. Dr,
Techter is the Foreign Office representative, The possibility of
a referendum throughout Germany (Martinol's proposal) was discusse
ed at this meefing. Hawever, the Germans have nothing yet fthat
ig Yripe” %o propase to ues in this regard.

The discussion then turned fto BEuropean securiiy quesitions.
Baudissin said he wonld go to Paris to represent the FPederal Ree
public on the NAC Eurcpean security commigitee which will meet on
Fevruary 10, He Hhought this meetfing should be an exploratory &ne
which would exchange views on the areas which needed .study.
Baudissin said the Foreign Office was no% thinking in terms of
mutual troop withdrawals but d4id believe the Western position
needed to he clarified with respect to the zmone of contrel, en-
visaged in the Treaty of Assurance, and with respect to the meaning
of the phrase in the Berlin Declaration which states that the West
will not take military advantage as the result of the withdrawsl
of Soviet troops from the Soviet Zone. In his view the laitter
hag only one meaning, l.e. HATQ forces would not move inte thig
ares.

Baudissin said the guesticn of a working group on reunificae
tion had now been setiled, It would “advisge" the BEuvropean security
committee. He thought the work on reunification might be done in
Bonn, formally or informally, with us, the British, and Freuncha

For the Ambasssdor
}L{t£C4éh. A -75%44/

William R. Tylexr
Counselor of Imbassy
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MEMORANDUM OF. CON VERSATION W'I’I‘H THE
PRESIDENT :

n

;_‘ Ce ' ’ : “ . ‘ ) \'\ . [
. . - - EYRN .

g i 1 1 qave the Presment a memorandum of recommendatmns a;/t‘o the -

‘composition of our next delegation to the UNGA. I'wrote inin peficil = .-
- opposite the name of Herman Piileger the nanle of Paul Hoffmaras. ar
" v alternative possibility which the President had said he wished s to |
. consider, I pointed out that it would be unusual to make a sec;énd ap- _
- pointment of this character and that I felt that the appointmendt would o
\. encounter conslderable opposition on the part of the more obnservative '
}“xepubhca,n.awhom Hoffman had attacked quite openly. I Zggested the
President ¢ Juld consult with Governor Adams on this pomt '
- .
The President then spoke.on the: telephone with vernor Ada.ms A
. and as a result suggested that Persons should feel opt the situation with,, S
. some of the significant Républica.n S&‘fnators, I sigped the memorandum . v
\cmd loft it with thi President. . T

RIT - 2, I upoke of the desire of Benator Smiti'to continue in’ some a.sso-» :
R ), clation with the Government aftet his term ag Senator expired. ’Ifme :
ey . President said he saw nopermanent positi lof that could beoffered hirg,
! “hut thatif he desired a "consultant™ role to the State Department, with < - U
%he undex '.mnding that we might use h?/for some misaion to ’rha Far '
152;,9 he thﬁught this would be entirel ccepta.ble.. SR

»

.:_!‘
LaL ]

S IR S rils ussed with tha Prasident the ques tion of our national

' hff"ﬁ,’%‘(ﬂﬁ cont:?pta T expressed the view that this too much invoked ma
‘ nue’r %x’ atta,c}ﬁ in the'event of Any clash anywhere of U.S, with Soviet iy
T' serded.t Tekpressed théi“épinibn that thig questionshounld be reviewecﬁ**
... £ pointed out that ira 'were, I thought, Increasing po sibilities of i &
. effectlve defense through tactical ‘nuclear weapons and othér means
. short 6f wholesale obliterdtion of the Soviet Union, and that I:thought
these should Ye developed more rapidly. - I pointed out that ther' was,
certaln viclous-ecircle in that so long & '




4 chairman to deal with preparafions. . -,

-~ tms, our arsenal ‘of weapons had to ba adapted primarily to tha.t purpose
and so long as our arsenal of weapons was adequate only for that kind of
a response, we were compelled to rely on that kind of response. 1 referred -.

“to the passage in my Foreign Affairs article ‘of October 1957 which T recalled
the President had approved, although I said obviously this approval of the '

© article did not in any way commit the President on this speciﬂc poirt.. S,

I said, of course, our deterrent power might be somewhat weakened
if it were known that we contemplated a.nyﬂﬂng less than "massive re~
aliation" and therefore the matter had to pe he.ndléd With the greatest .
care. R ‘ | P

H

i}

The President sald he, too, was under the impression that our -
strategic concept did not edeque.tely take acgount of the posszbilities
" "of Umited war. .o N 4 :

* U ] -
- )

I suggested that this should be studied at a high 1eve1. hi said 1 thought _
it a waste: of timé to have this studied by the reqular members of the NSC °
"+ Planning Board., The President a.greed and 'safd he would ask General

Goodpaster to set up a group composed of the' Secretary of Defense, the' -

. Chairman-and members of'the JCS, 'Admiral. -Strauss’ and myself, with -~
perheps the participation of General Cutler, to study ’dﬂs matter directly
e.nd to make a report to him for his decision, . LA

' ‘w..'

for getting work under way-on a contingency basis, 'I‘ne President said.
. that he would’ appoin’e a ¢ommittee from the ‘NSC members With me as;

—
<

PRI
.
.

r S e n v e deny

J
i H
!

cwe ¥

-

-

e s

Peswvewe

seEEB es et

se s sesvsabensy
R T N A R R

LI I R

LI L B B N IR S ]

»
[
»
L
L]
.
]
-
*

'-.-‘!,.."O'a'lf’l-.‘}
T asnenswas
=8Bt esa

1

* o s s e e an T
S s anstBrFan

2 s resanescass
Sasseatrensas
LI K I BRI A BN B R R

..5..I..,"‘.
stoansB s,

-
»
*
o
.
-
»
.
°
a
.
)
.
L]
.
.
.
.

LI I I S

»
L]
[]
.
*
.
.

.
[
L]
4
+
L]
.
»
.

.
.
.

e e




MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD:

Meeting in the office of the Secretary of Defense, 7 April 1958,
Present; Secretaries McElroy, {uarles, Brucker, Gates, Douglas,
Sprague, Dulles; Generzle Taylor, Pate, Vhite; Admiral Durke;
Mr. Gerard Smith; Admiral Strauss; General Cutler; General
Goodpaster;

&
T

. e
Ry i

Mr, McElroy said he had brought the group togsther at the President's
reguest to consider a matter which Secretary Dullee kad raised with
the Presicdent a few days before -~ pertaining to the strategic concept
ynder which we are now workdng.

Et his reguest Mr. Dulles presented the problem. He recztled that
in December 1950 he had advenced the doctrine of "massive retali-
aton" somewhat as an offset to a speech by formmer President Hoover
supporting a 'fortress America" Doctrine.  Mr. Dulles thereafter
supported the use of a capacity for massive retaliation as a deterrent,
avoiding the necessity for sufficient local strength everywhere to

hold back the Soviets, Now he thought new conditions are emerging
which do not invalidate the massive retaliation concept, but put
limitations or it and reguire it to be supplemented by other measures,

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

used.

i
&g z result, our zllies are beginning to show doubt as to whether we

...........................
--------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------
........................

................................

to be even more skeptical,
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Accordingly, the question must be asked, "Have there been develop-
ments in the nuclear field that rmake possible ap area defense based

T T T T T T T T e S

....................................................................

.........................................................................

........................................ There is the further question
whether, if our concept is simnply that of general war, we burild weapons
ornly for that, thus leaving us unable to take other kinds of action, and
mzking us prisoners of a frozen concept,

In summary, he added these comments about the concept of massive fg ‘
retaliatory attack: This was inevitable when conceived in 1950; it is \7‘5., &
deteriorating as an effective deterrent; it is giving rise to increasing A
doubte on the part of our allies; it may be subject to alteration through

(the development of new weapons.  While he could not speak as to the
‘rnilitary points, it is State's considered opinion that although we can

'hold our alliance together for another year or 50, we cannot expect to

do so beyond that time on the basis of our present concept. Accorcé-

ingly, we should be trying to {ind an alternative possessing greater
credibility.

! ™
fipose!

Mr, McElroy then spoke, indicating that in hip opinion the guestion
has been appropriately raised. He said it is one which Defense has been

- studying. There is some possibility that thermonuclear weapons are
| coming to be like chernical warfare -- neitber side will think their use

worthwhile, He said he felt that our weapons position, as Secretary
Dulles had indicated, is substantially governed by the strategic concept,
under which we have concentrated on producing large weapons in recant
years, Secretary Dulles commented that he is not proposing that we
give up the capacity for massive retaliation, Mr, McElroy said a
central gquestion is whether we could conceive of tactical weapons being
used without provoking the use of the "big ones." Many people think '
this could not be done.

#
General Twining pointed out that the Chiefs are aware of the problems,
and are trying to avoid getting into a rigid position., Initially, and he
thought wisely, there was a concentration on the large weapons. Burnow
we are building a great many small ones. He added that we could not
stop an attack against Turkey, for example, with small weapons
alone,




Secretary McEiroy acknowledged that we have not spelled out just bow
we would use tactical weapons, for example, if the Chinese were to
renew the attack in Korea. The question is whether there is some-
thing between conventional and masgive nuclear attack. He thought
it is worth putting some time against this question, for we may come
out with something new.

Admiral Burke commented that we now have the capacily for massive
retaliation. We need to develop the capacity for smaller operations.
Our need i8, not rigidity, but an ability to move eiffectively into big,
intermediate or small operations. Mr., Dulles recalled that Churchiil T
had said thal it was our retaliatory power that saved Eurcpe over the
postwar years. Mr. Dulles did not think that this would remain
true for another decade.

General Taylor said there should be a clear realization as to how
limited we are in the field of small weapons. There are mas jor pos-
sibilities in this field, however. He referred to the possibility of
having tactical atomic weapons of gize ranging from ten tons TNT
equivalent to 100 tons,. in 1960 or 1961. Mr. Dulies said he felt
there was a proven need for more graduated weapons.

Secretary Quarles then spoke, indicating that be thought the massive
retaliation concept is inescapable. Ee cannot rely on area defense,
since the enemy could use the same Xind of weapons against usfb He
thought that the defense has not gained relative to the oifense through

the development of nuclear weapong, Secretary Dulles commented

that perhaps the study will bring ocut something different from what we
are doing mow,., If it does not, perhaps we should not be making tactical
weapons at all. Mr. McElroy said that these observations do not imply
that the study should not be made ~- he thought that it clearly should,

General White pointed out that we are bullding a great number of amall
weapons at the present time. Secretary Dulles said there was, bow-
ever, a lack of tactical doctrine, He felt it was extremely important

to have such a doctrine, because the decision to ""press the button" for
all-out war is an awesome thing, and the possibility that such a decision
would not be taken must be recognized.

Secretary Gates said there is also a question to be considered: if the
deterrent fails to deter, then what should our retaliatory force be
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designed to do,  General Twining said we must keep ourselves flexible
in this regard, Logically, great industrial and communications

centers are probably the correct targets; however, military men

have to plan with the realization that they might be prohibited from
attacking such targets. If they are beld to attack military targets

only, they must bave much greater numbers of weapons and vehicles.

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

to our allies. &

LIy

A, J. Goodpaster
Erigadier General, USA
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©din the British plan, It appeared to us that it would be useful to give
some thought to the possibility of seeking to reach some apreement which
would mitigate the dangers of a clash over Berlin,

Lord Hood said he understood the comments in Section 1V of the memoran—
dum to mean that a European inspection zone could be considered as an -
isolated matter. The question in the British mind was Whether some thinning
out could not be added to such an arrangement. Mr, Reinstein said that the
caments in Section IV indicated the U, S, did not consider that measures
for the prevention of surprise atiack in Europe in the absence of Cerman
reunification would raise the same problems as would an agreement to limit
forces and armaments or to provide for redeployment. The memorandum did
not take a final position on the subject. The subject was under study at
the present time. Tt should be recognized, however, that any such proposal
would raise substantial political difficulties with certain of our Conti-
nental allies, particularly the Federal Republic and France,

Lord Hood said that there was great public interest in the subject

of disengagement and that samething would have to be done in this area,
- There were risks involved in any course of action, which the British Govern-
ment. recognized, However, it was inclined to feel that scme measures could
be taken without significant risk, It was a subject which the British
Govermment was anxious to explore.with the U, S, Government, Mr, Reinstein
said that it was very difficult to see how one could go beyond the area of
prevention of surprise attack in the context o the present situation without
" “serious danger to the Western security position, '

Lord Hood said that the problem of European security and Germany had
- some resemblance to the disarmament problem, In each case the West had
presented a package proposal which had not proved negotiable, It was neces-
" sary to 'review the parts of the package to see if they could be dealt with
Separately, Mr, McBride and Mr, Reinstein pointed out that there was a
great difference between the two subjects, The disarmament proposals covered
a very broad field embracing a number of different subjects, There might be
same possibility of dealing with some of these subjects as individual topics.
In the case of Europe, the area for negotiation was much more limited, Any
arrangements regarding amms and forces on the basis of the present situation
would inevitably have an effect on the Western defense posture, Furthermore,
it was hard to see how a limited agreement would facilitate reaching further
agreements in the European area, ‘If an agreement were reached in the field
of disarmament which indicated a willingness on the part of the Soviet Union
to reach practical arrangements, this could open up the prospect of other
areas of negotiation such as Germany and ¥uropean security, In view of the
general Soviet position, this did not appear to be the case with regard to
any agreement which might be reached on military arrangements in Europe,

Lord Hood said that he would transmit the U, 5. views to his Government
as soon as possible,

Enclosure:
Commengs) on British Paper on European Security,
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COMMENTS ON BRITISH PAPER ON EUROPEAN SEQURITY
I.

We have given casreful study to the paper on a possidble European
security srrangement which was preseated by the British HEabasgy on
March 25, 1958, together with the Embassy's explanstory cammemis,

As we undergtend it, the paper envisages three interrelated
sgreements vhich the Western Powers would propose to enter into with
the Soviet Govermment, which would enter inte fores in suceesaive

88, The firel agreement, which would coms into effect lmmedistely,

&
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the present demareation line in Gemmexy from which nuclesr weapons
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The present shield forces in Eurcpe are at best submarginal,
Given disadventeges of our position in Europe, i.e., the narrow
area for mansuver and deployment of Western forces as compared with
the depth which the Soviets enjuy, sny agreement to limit forces or
armaments on the basis of the present line of demarcation would
almogt certainly work to our disadvantage.

Were we t0 accapt the idea that disengagement under present
eircumstences was & negotisble issue, we would risk being drawn
into a process in which the Soviets might be able to press us into
8 plecemesl dismantling of our present defense position, The Soviets
would seige on any proposals we made as & bagls for demands for a
more sizeable retrenchment of our military position, Even if we did
not continue the negotiations, they could utilize the idea as & means
of constant propaganda against our defense preparaticns,

Disengagement &s part of s negotiated settlement invelving the

remification of Germeny s, of course, a different matter, It is
in fact envisaged in our propesals for a Europesn securlty arrange-
ment, What we would be negotisting is what the military situstion
in Burope uould be if Gomany were reunified on acceptabls termas, an
mtial element being the withdrewsl of Soviet forces frem Eastern

atyy. Obvidusly, in such a situelien we would have to make conces~
mamm, mmm@mmmmmmm

m v, Ke Wml for diser ament

afaémalemm mwuw,muc@tm@mhasm

praguat mguﬂlesgi of how emall, wemld iw&lv:he grave
mﬂ mm fense position, onmee having accepted
emtesnm&rmgabiaﬁm, there would be no loglesl basis
for thiscting to an extension of such a zope, As far as nuolesr war-
heads are concerndd; We have no reason to believe thet a prohibition
in muy geogrephic aves gould be made effective by inspection, while
delivery systems for certain types of wespons could undoubtedly he
mmwm@umw@um&vﬂmt of such weapens
contimes it will become incressingly diffioult to gontrol the means
e:dsnﬂryefmaﬂmmufadmlmm character,

1f agnmt ot & thinned-out and demuclearized gans, to he

eatabliﬁmd preliminary to snd possibly therefore independent of
Gerwman reunification, could be reached, it would not, in our view,

contrdbute to Western security. Arrengements of this type eould lead
to a false sense of seourity and the false belief that tensions in
Europe had genuinely been reduced without taking into account the
basicelly unsltered policies of the Soviet Unien, As long as
Soviet pelicles remain rigid Insofer as Germany and Burepean security
are concemed, it would appear & serlous error to give the impression

‘ thet Soviet
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that Soviet objectives in Europe had altered, by the scceptance of
& disengagement plan which would give the superficizl impression
of a relaxation of tensionz without the yeality,

III.

The U, K. propogals would represent a conziderable modification
of the position which we put forwsrd at Geneva, Our 1955 proposals
involved simulteneous agreement on a detalled set of arrsngements for
European security and Germsan reunificetion which would go imto force
in sgreed stages, The U, XK. proposal envisages an agreement as to
what the militayy situation would be if Germany would be reunified,
but does net call for snything beyond a discuszion of reunificatien.
The first sgreement would not be dependent on reunificatiom, This
would represent ¢ comsiderable retreal frem the positien we have
proviously teken withoubt, as fer as we can gee, any assurence that
the result would be to forward the proeess of & politisel settlement
- in Burepe. Degpite anything we say aboul the firmness of our mﬁm,
tuse we have put fmthemefﬁmmaatasam
eould be taken pre eunification, the Sovists =might
mllheableta m!ﬂtmamiaﬂ&awasﬁe&'wm%

XE we wero ta ma an offer of m chavacter ;
troken the present clese link between Gevman reunify s and
escurity, with such cmmaas%stepﬁgﬂh&wmmmhw
timms with the Pederal Republie. We bslisve thet the langeyx tewm cost
wMasmmtmﬁwthﬁbhm%WMh

. The effest would be dlucoursging on thess elements in

1 favor elose assocdation with the West, Although 4t weald be
Wﬁ&m@mﬁﬁmw,mmmtew:umm
tensions not related to vewnificatienm, the same people would twn
against us vhen they disooversd that no progress hed been mada snd
mmmﬁmmmwwmmmmmﬂg

: ummammﬂmwmammm@ma
Four Fower basis would constitute & recsosion from the prasent Boviet
poaition, such an ebligation in fagt is less than what Boviets
sre now oamitted to under the Qeneve Plyeeiive end under previsus
Pour Power sgreenonts, The Geneva DAredtive camaits the Soviets not
enly to deal with reunificetion en a Pour Power basis, but to a
specific method of reurdfication, that is, by means of free electiona,
They are trying to evade this obligation. In our view, the acceptance
of this obligation by the Soviets sheould be & conditien to any
gubstantive errangements regarding Europesn security.

Iv.




While we believe that any arrangement regarding force and arms
limitation er deployment of forces in Evrope should continue to be
linked to German reupification, arrangements for the preventien of
surprise attack would not involve the ssme problems, Such arrenge-
ments would not involve a limitation om the ability of the West to
develop and modify its defensive arrangements unilaterally as it saw
£it and therefore would not impose limitatien on our ability to carry
oub the strategic dlspeaitions suited to our defense needg, We goe
no inherent objection to the adoptien of meassures against swrprise
sttack in Eurcpe independently of German reunification, provided that
the arrangementa arye agoeptable o the Europssn countries emncerned
and do not invelve recognition of the German Jemoorsiic Republic, If
sach arrengeaents were to be proposed, we would feel that they would
hsve to include ground inspection as well as serial ingpection, Ve
wrild have to consider carsfully how such a propesal eculd be related
_te cur more general Burcpean security preposals, It should be recalled,
moreover, that the sone peferred to in the ¥, K. propesal wag sgreed
to in HATO on the undermtsnding that s.mmmmmmabam
ths mm of 811 mx'-all disarmement arvesgenent and wonld be

anee by the %I,,Sq&.n. ef me of twe other and
paﬂaafthea’

r By ewﬁﬁw ahm m&m wonid

ot b Soalnded 1n the atoe.

Vo

mmciwmtmmammadangararamﬁm
clash exista is in Berlin, This danger does not arise from the
progence of Western and Soviet foress in the ares, but from the basic
gituation in the city and the Commumist efforts to obtain recogmitien
of the "govereignty® of the DR, We are comcerned regarding the
Berlin situation angd the ticns of the attempt by the Soviets,
gedng back teo Seplember 1955, to disavow their obligations under the
Paris rodus vivendi of 1949, We have noted the scggestien that
sryangements Tegarding Berlin might form a part of Agreement Ko, 1
in the United Kingdom proposal, While we are not sanguins regerding
the possibility of an agreement en Berlin unless 1t involved the
GDR, we ghould be interedated in exploring whether something could
be done to stabiliee the Berlin situatiom,

¥I.
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VI,

The third agreement invalved in the U, K. proposals deals with
the situetion which would prevaeil in the event of German reunifica-
tion, This subject i5 now being reviewed in the U, S, Government
‘and we lock forumrd to discussing it st an early date with the U, X,
and the other governments concerned, Pending completion of our eun
studies and particularly the examinatien of certain military aspscts
of a Buropean eecurdily arrangement, we are not in & position to
of fer camments 8s to the kind of proposals which might be pul forward
by the West in any new effer, We can, hosever, make coments on the

thited Kingdom proposals feor Agreement No, 3:

1. { The U, K, proposal weuld imvolve the demuclearizsticn of
811 Oermany (together with Poland, Cszechoslovakis snd Hungary) and
ths demilitarization of the present Soviet Zone of Germany,) We feel
4hat ccncepts ao ghirk and tolal as these invelve an overgiuplifics~
_fion of the problem,  Furthermore, if these concepte wers to gain
mmwmwmmtuam&,wwﬂd
m i@m m flezibility in negetlating a settlement with

pears ble frem & militery viewpoint,
. nmmm(e)@mm&mmmﬁsm

penaderman foroes wuld be laft in Wesbern Germany to the degree that
-A'mzmmhm. Ceechoslarakis, Hungary snd possibly
East Qermeny. We di net balieve the U, 8. would be prepared o lesve
- 4tz farees in Gar - 41 they were deprived of muclsar eapaiility.
\'awmmmumxmu.x.mmuamu&

to nt of forces in Burgpe are not slear $o us, their

- gepEct
\_-mmﬂ.tmight thetatalﬁthﬁmnlof U. 5, forces frem Burope.

b mtheﬁmdhmmmtmmm&
wwlépmi@amh&xﬁalmﬁmty,wmmﬂ
should contemplate depriving Germsn forces of sll nuglear weapons

- uwithin the context of & Burgpean securlty arrangement. Ifaem

hmmm,mcwwathameffmandmlmﬁa-
tiens in Eurcpe, it scems ¢lser that the main burden of defending
the Geman aresa swhethsr or not she is f member of NATO, would have
to fall on German forses., In the absence of gensral dissrmament
errangements of scme significance, the U,5,8,R, would centinue te be
in & position to maintain a striking ferce of massive proportions
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against Central Eurcpe, In these circumstances, it would appear to
us doubtful that German forces should be wholly deprived of the means
of effective reaction against a Soviet ettacic,

5. The proposal for the demilitarization of the present Soviet
Zone of Germany also appears to us to involve en oversimplification,
e could not, of courss, expect the Soviets to withdraw their forces
from the Esst Zone were the main body of NATO forees now in Western
Germany to advance inte the srea, On the other hand, it seems to us
highly doubtful that we should contemplate demuding Fastern Germany
of all militery forces and installations. This arsa would include
the capital of & rewnified Germawy, which is a bare ninety miles
from the Oder-Heisse line, The maintenance of German forees of some
character in the area seems to us necessary to insure the security
of the government, Furthermore, we believe thet the character of
sny limitations on srmaments and installations should be carefully
considered from & militery viewpoint. We are not at all clear, for
example, that all defensive installations should be prohibited,

: 6, The U, K, propesal for the demilitarization of the East
gome sliminates the concept centained in the Geneva proposals thad
any gone with speedal limitatiens in Germsny should be medeched by a
cuparable zone on the Eastern elde of the line of demareation, In
our view, tha&deaofa gpecial zone woenld not be sceeptable wnless

mpaveble restrictioms om the other side of the line of
%Mmﬁ&mé&b this point to commit -
mlma%them@tmtamwf gpocial vestriotions should
correspend exaally to the present Hoviel Eons of ccoupatisi, ner to
the principle that the same type of restriotion would be epplisable
whather or not Gemmeny were o member of NAYO,

7. e are not olear what would be fwvolved in the suggestien
that the Gorman Government should be bowmd to accopt the Oder-Relase
line as the proviadonsl border of Esst Germany pending s definitive
settloment, As o prastical mattsr, the Oder-Neisse line will be the .
line of demarcation wntil there is suck a setilememt. We believe the
Gexmans would ha¥e Bo particular difficulty in making explicit what |
vk implicit in the deglaretiomp cumtalned in Part ¥V of the Final Act
of the Londen Conference of 195k, that is, that the Qermans would ned
use foree to alter the Qder-Neisse line &nd thet the ssnetions contem-
plated in the tripartite declarstion would be spplicable should they
¢o0 po, Presumably, this was contemplated in Articles Y and II of the
Gutline Treaty of Assurence proposed by the Western Powerg at (eneve,
If the suggestion invelves something more than this in the way of
recognition of the Oder-fHelsse line, that is, a change in the position
agreed at the Pobtsdam Conference, we believe the proposal would raise
serious political difficulties in Germany,
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8., The suggestionas regarding nﬁmzranceé againet non-aggression
snd matusl guarantees are not sufficiently precise to enable uws to

cement at this time,

Vi1,

The foregeing coaments should not be taken to mean that we
should confine ourselves to a elmple reiteration of the Qeneva
propesals, These propossls were never fully developed and heve given
rige to much public misunderstanding, We believe that they offer
considerable rean for clarification and development., The Soviet aim
is to foree us to agcept their thesis that the German problem cannot
be solved Ly negotistien, that 18, thet we must mocept the status quo
and to introduce agreed or unilateral reetrictions en our defense
capabilitics based on this situstion, It seems unlikely thet smy
can be regohed with them at this tiwe directed toward a
W aattlm exeppt en their temms,

. W@quwamwmwmfmswmmwafmwm

Thet, ﬁmmmfmm ropasals
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British Proposals on Furopean Security

- The attached staff study 1s returned
to you approved by the Secretary, who has
added certain language to the recommendation
he approved on page 2. In interpretation of
this, I should tell you that the Secretary
has approved the paper on the understanding
that he approves the general line, but is
not committed as to language and detail,
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SUBJECT: British Proposals on European Security

Background;

On March 25 the British Embassy gave us a plan (TAB B) proposing
a related set of agreements on European security and Germany. The
Embassy also gave us a commentary on the plan which is attached as
TAB C. The British proposal envisages three interrelated agreements
which would apparently go into effect in successive stages.

3

SAMICD COPY -
SENSITIVE INFORMATION DELFTED
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STATE,

THYG N

in presenvuing the paper to us, the British asked what we thought
of the concept of disengagement and whether we considered their
proposals were safe from the viewpoint of Western security interests,
I believe the British expect us to take a negative attitude on these
proposals, which depart quite considerably from our Geneva proposals,
but that they hope we will make a reasoned analysis of them,

1
50/ ~/4/d._0 W

I abtach 2t TAB & a statement of wviews on the proposals, which
I would propose, if you approve, to make to the Britisn Embassy and
to hand to the EZmbassy in writing. The views expressed are in line |
with the views of the Defense Department as previously expresssd to
us., Nevertheless, we are seeking Defense clearance of the attached
paper,

ine which w2 propose to take in our reply is as

=
r..._l
I..J

The genera
Tollows:
L, e b 7 that disensagement on the basis of the division
s oy

gliev
of Germany would increase rather than diminish the »isks of a2 confiict

in Zurope,
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in Furope. FProposing disenpagement without the reunification of
Germany would involve serdous risks tc our present defense posture
without commensurate benefits.

2. Breaking the link between Zuropean security arrangements
and German reunificatlon would adversely aflect German ties to the
West,

3. The couaplete denuclearlzatlon of Germany and the complete
nilitarization of the East Zone invelve concepts which oversimplify
the problems involved,

oL
o

k. e believe that an effective public presentation of our
position can be developed without radical departure from the (eneva
““ooosais

Recommendation:

It is recommended that you approve my giving the attached_paper

he British as a commentary on their plan,

ci'

)

Approve

Enclosures:

Disapprove:

1., Tab A - Coaments on British P per
on European Security
. Teb B - British Plan :
. Tab C - British Comments on Thﬂlr Plan

Clearanceié/ ;’f
ok ¥r. Freers ; S/4E -/ﬁlr‘}nﬁ?
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v CCPEENTS O BRITISE PAPER ON DUROPEAN SECURTYY
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I.

We have given careful study to the Paper on a possible European
security arrangement which was presented by the British Xmbassy on
Barch 25, 1956, together with the Embassyls expleanatory comments,

As we understand it, the paper envisages three interrelsted
agreements which the Western Powers would propose to enter into with
the Soviet Govermment, which would enter into force in successive

es, The first agreement, which vwould came into effect immediately,

R R et et TS
Hivirisnnt LAYy

We are in agreement that, at any suwdl meeting with the Soviets,
the West should envisage making new proposzls regarding European
security and Gemmany, In fact, even if no summit meeting were to be
helcd, a fresh statement of the Western vosition on these matters
would, in ocur view, still be desirable, We have serious misgivings,
however, reparding the general approach to the problem which is
teken in the proposals referred to, as well zs with regard to certain
specific aspects of the provosals,

IrL.

While we are awere that there is considerable public sentiment
for disengagement in some form or other, we do not consicer that
disengagement of forces along the present lines of demarcation in
entral Turope without settlement of the main issue giving rise to
ension in this area--the division of Germany--would lead to an
crease ir stability, O©On the contrary, we believe that the risk
- conflict might well be increased. The ceployment of United States
and Urmited Kingdom forces along the line of demarcation acts as a
stebilizing force both in terms of discouraging an attack from the
Communist side and as a restrairt on ihe possibility of any independent
Geman zction, We see no evidence thai ihe existing deployment of
forces has given rise to eny significant danger of war. e believe

o Mo+ O
=y 1

/

that, in the existing circumstances, the risk of incidents involving
the threat of war might be increased By a chan ititary disposi-

vions of the charzcter propozed in the [, ¥,

crewal of U, ¥. and U, 5., forces from their

alsc have an adverse effect on our rosition

ne present
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fhe presqnt shileld forces in Lurope are
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2% best submarsinal,
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ver disazcventages of cur vosibion in Suro;?
arez Jor maneuver and deplomment of Vestern
erbth whicn the Soviets enjoy, any ag forces or
s on the basis of the present line of demarcation would
almost cerbainly work to our disadvantage,

were we to accept the idesa that disengagement under present
circumstances was & negotiable issue, we would risk being drawn
inte a process in which the Soviets might be able to press us inio
& riecemezl dismantiing of our present defense position, The Soviets
woulc seize on any proposals we made as 2z basis for demands for o
more sizesble retrenchment of our military position., Hven if we dicg
not conbinue the negotiations, they could viilize the idea as = means
of constani propzganda ageirst our cefense preparstions,

Disengagenent as part of a nepotiszted settlenent involving the
revnification of Germany is, of course, a different matter, Tt is
in fact envisaged in our proposals for a Burcpean security arrange-
ment, Whal we would be negotiating is what the militaery situation
in furcpe would be if Gemmany were reuniiied on acceptable terms, an
essential. element being the withdrawel of Soviet forces from Fastern
CGermany. Obviously, in such a situation we would have to make conces—
slons on our side, but the area of negotiation under those circum-
stences woulc be of sufficient scope to permit vs to vrotect our
essential intverests,

Tne U. K. proposal for cisengagement would invelve the creation
of a denuclesrized zone, In our view, the acceptance of such a zone

in zresent circumstances, regardless of how small, would involwve grave
cangers to the Western deferse position, Once having accephed the
concept as a basis for negotiation, there would be no logical basis

for objecting to an extension of such a2 zone. As far s nuclear war-
neacs are concerned, we have no reascn to believe thet =z prohibition
in any geograshic area could be made effective by insoection, While
delivery systems for certain types of weapons could undoubtedly be
detected and barred, as progress in the development of such weapons

tinues,it will become increasingly difficult o contrel the means

v
3
of deilvery of tactical weapons of a dual vurpose character,

iz agreemert on a thinned-out and deruclearized zone, to be
established preliminary to and possib y thiersfore independent of
Cerman reunificetion, could be reached, it would not, in our view

coriribute to isstern security of this type could leagd
& false sense of security & lief thet tensions in

tinely been redu ace
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thal Soviet objectives in umrope nad altercd, by the acceptance of
a cisengagement plan which would give the superficial iwpression
of a relaxabtion of tensicns without the reality.

i1

I~

The U, K, proposals would represent a considerable modification
of the position which we put forward at Geneva. Cur 1955 proposals
invelved simultaneous agreement on a detailed set of arrengements for
Furopean securiiy and German reunification which would go into foree
i aéreed stages. The U, X, proposal envisages an agreement as to
what the military situation would be if Germany woulc be reunified,
but does not call for anything beyond a discussion of reunification,
The first agreement would nobt be dependent on reunification, This
would represent a considerable retreat from the position we have
previously taken without, as far as we can see, any assurance that
the result would be to forward the process of a political settlement

in Zurope. Despite anything we say about the firmness of our position,

once we have put forward the idea of disengagement as a step which
could be taken preliminary to German reunification, the Soviets might
well be able to exploit our offer in such a way as to force us to
enter such an arrangement as sn independent step, In fact, the
comuents on the proposal appear to envisage this possibility,

If we were to make an offer of this charzcter, we would have

broken the present close link between Cerman reunification and Burcpean

security, with such conseguences as this step might have on ocur rela-
tions with the Federal Republic, We believe that the longer temm cost
of such a step in terms of ovr relaticns with the Germans would be
high, The effect would be discouraging on those elements in Germany
which favor close association with the West, Although it would be
popular with neutrzlist elements, who now advocate measures to rel x
tensions not related to reunification, the same pecple would turn
ageinst us when they discovered that no progress had been made and

our general position in Gemany would have suffered sericusly.

Although a Soviebt undertaking to discuss reunificstion on a
Four Power basis would constituite a recessien from the rresent Sovietl
position, such an obligation in fact is less then what the Soviets
are now commitled to under the Geneva Directive and under previcus
Four Power egreements, The Ceneva Direchbive commits the Soviels not
only to deal with reunification on a Four Power basis, but to a
specific method of reunification, that is, by means of free elections,
They are trying to evade this obligation, In our view, the acceptance
of this obligation by the Soviets should be 2 condition to any

(=)

;
substentive arrangements regarding Huropean security,

IV, While we
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while we believe that any arracgement regarding force and arms
limitation or depiloyment of forces i Furope should continue to be
linked to Germen reunification, arrangements for the preventicn of
surprise attack would not invelve the same probxlems,  Such arrange—
ments would not invelve z limitation on the ability of the West to
evelop and modify its defensive arrangements unilaterally as it saw
and therefere would not impose limitation on our ability to carry
the strategic dispositions suited to ocur defense neecs, Ye sec
herent objection to the adeoption of measures against surprise
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tack in Zurope independently of German reunifi ation, provided th
tne arrengements are acceptable to the Burcpean counitries concerned
and 00 not invelve recogrition of the German Democratic Republic, If
sueh arrangemenls were 1o be proposed, we would fecl that they would
nave to include ground inspection as well as aerial inspection, We
weuld heve to consider carefully how such a proposal could be related
to our more general European secuxity proposals, It should be recalied,
nereover, that the zone referred tc in the U. K. propeoszl was agreed
to in NATC on the understanding that its establishment would be in
the context of an over-ail disarmement arrangement and would be
contingent upon accepbance by the U,S,.S.R. of one of WO zones encom-—

R

27

)
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passing parts of the U, 5, and Canzda and of the U, 3,8.8E. There is
alsc @ political problem involved in the initiation of = proposal of
this character by countries whose territories would not be included
i the zone,
v.

The principal point in Europe where a danger of a possible clash
exists is in perlin, This danger does not arise from the presence of
Western and Scoviet forces in the arsa, but from the bagic situation

and the Jommunist efforts o obtain recognition of the

of the GDR. e are concerned regarcing the RBerlin

nd the dmplications of the attempt by the Soviets, going

ntember 1955 to disavow their obligations under the Paris

endi of 194%, We have noted the suggestion that arrengements

izht form a part of Agreement No, 1 in the Uniteg

. While we are not sanguine yegarding the possibility
<

on Berlin unless it dnvolved the GDE, we should be
loring whether something could ne dove +o stabilize
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concepis as stari and total as the
ion of the problem, Furthemore,
public currency as acceptable bases
seriously impair our flexibility irn
the Soviets,

2a
appears to us unenforcezble,
be effective,
weapons in order to deal with veapons with
appears to us unaccepitable from a military

3. appears from point (e)
non-(erman forces weuld be left in Western
Soviet forces remzined in Poland, uZGCﬂOCL
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Lghiy doubtful thet we should contemplate deruding Lastern Cermany
all military forces and ins L&llyLWOﬁ This area woulg 1ﬁclvde
the cepital of a reunifisd Germany, kﬂlch is & bare ninety miles
from the Oder-Nelsse line, ‘The malntenance of German forces of some
character in the area seems to us necesgsary Lo insvre the security
of the government. Furthermore, we believe vhat the charazcter of
any limitations on armaments and installations shoula be carefully
congiderad rﬂm a military viewpoint, We are not & all clear, for
example, that all defensive instaliations should be prohibited,

-

5. Tne U, X, provozal for the demilitarization of the Fast
Zone eliminates the concery contained in the Geneva proposzls that
any zone with special limitations in Gennary should be matched by =z
comparable zone on the zzstorm s side of the line of demarcation, Tn
our view, the idea of a scecial zone would not be accepteble unless
thﬂre were compareble rast lelOiS on the other side of the line of i
emarcation, ¥We would not be prépared at this point to commit our-
selves to the concept thet a zone of special restrictions should
correspond exactly to the present Soviet Zone of occunanwon, nor to
the principle that the same type of resiriction would be applicable
whether or not Gern any wers a member of NATO.

'“S

cessiras

T e are not clear what would be involved in the suggestion
that the German Govermment s should be bound to accept the (Oder-Neisse
lire as the provisional berder of Bast Cernany enolnb a definitive
settlement, L4s = vracticzl ma tter, the Ocder-Heisse line will be the
line of demercation until tnere s such a settlement, e believe the
Germans would have no particulasr difficulty din maxing explicit what
Was 1mplicit in the declaratione cortained in Part V of the Final Lct
of the London Conference of 195k, that is, that the Germans would notb
use foree to alter the Oder-jeisse idre and that the sanctions conten-
platec in the 1 tripartite declarsiion 1 would be applicable bhoule,tucy
do so., Presumebly, this was contemplatec in irticles T anc I1 of the
Outline Treaty of ﬁSSLr“PCE broposed by the Western Powers at Genevsg,
If the sugg G*“or involves scmething more than this in the way of
recognition of the (cder-Neiese line, that is, a chauge in the position
agreed al the rFolscdam Qonf erence, we Lel;eve the proposal would raise
serious political difficuliies in Germany

\

[+ o . . -

G, The suggestions regarding assurances against non-aggression
and rmutual guararbecs are ok sufiiciently orecise to enzble us to
comert at this tine,

The forer comments showld not * Lo mean that we
should confine curselves te a simnle x of the Geneva
preresals, These proqo¢a1° Eere never fully developed and have glven
rise to much rublic misunder Tending, e xve that they offer

considerable




considzrabla and develorment, The Soviet ainm
is to forez us % ept their thesis that the German problem cannos
be solved ©y negotiation. bthat 3 tnat we must accept the sbtatus guo

e

r.....‘

ard o introduce agreed or uni ateral restrictions on our derense
apaiilities based on this tuutﬁor it seems unlikely that any
agrcement can be reached witl them at this time directed toward a
Iurcpean seutlement excert on their tems,

Our WIET ng the Sovizts to a frame of miag
in waich DIEDATES o : genvine negotiation resarding
opean a to cormviies our o veople that, unitiie +b Soviets,

e [T R G

we nave for reschine wuropean settlement, We cannot
ac%*eve the Iirst cbjeciive if w aien ovr defenses or allow serious

civisions o develop among the members of the Alliance, It dis of

cwuc1al imcortence that our p”ﬂJosals uot be such 25 to cause such

ilvisious, The second objective requires that we cast our provosals
in 2 forw which indicates & wil llnrneso and qesgire on our part to
enter into nesotiations with the Soviets,

We believe that, without departing radically from the rroposals

we can develo— a position which will
within the Allisnce

meey m"le ze

as 2 whole.

-\
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! This document consists of _“... pages JQC;
No._ <& of _/(. . Copies, Series /7. . § /

May 26, 1958

Subject:s Talking Paper on Defense Paper d\ﬁd

on U8 Policy Toward Eurvpe ! 5\163
. 1..- The attached memorandum details points you may l
wish to make at this afternoonf’s discussicn. Nost of T

the points made in esrlier memoranda by Hr. Mathsws, . /' X
Mr, Fuller, Mr. Owen and Kr. Furnas are incorporated. 20,

Some of Leon’s points are noted in marginal cemment M
on the master paper. /gﬁ

2. I have also incorporated into the body of the > (DJ\N)
talking paper the highlighta of NIR 58-20, #The Qutlook CoeY
for Western Europe,” which the Plsoning Board will discuss..'c
this Thursday. The HIE is aitached for your referance. N H‘)

i{’” L)
s 7

CQx ﬁl‘. mthm ‘
Mr, Morgan
M. Fulm"/ ’ . T . P |
Mr. Savage . :
Mr. m o ‘E’-}‘i’y
¥r, Barnes
Hr. Taft
¥r, Furnss

3/P:HCHRamsey/ahd 2By

@l ) 0 (45 (61 ) Oug) [ (51 [ Conne e |



ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON 25, D. C,

18 April 1958

ERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

n Reply Refer to
I-13590/8

Dear Genaral Cutler:

I @ enclosing a copy of s paper, "Resssesmment of
U.5. Poliecy Toward Burope,” which was developed by my
planning staff as part of their support for the "summit
talks" preparstions and my NSC and OCB activities.

It occouyred to me that you would find it of Intexent
in connection with Planning Board discussions of "U.3.
Policy Toward the Soviet-Dominated Countries of Eastemn
Europa"” and future consideration of an RSC policy document
traating the Wast HEuropean reglion. I understapd that
during the Plsoning Board discussion of "U.S. Policy om
France” (NSC 5721/1) the desirability of preparing &
Western Europe pollicy peper was generally accepted.

The snclosed study 1s based on a conclusion that has
beecmae incrsssingly evident duying the implementation of
sscurity programs in Burcpe; namely, that to be effaective,
U.8. policies toward Purope must recognize the close
Interrelation between U.S. actions townrd Fast sud West
Eurcpe. The new NSC policy on Gemany (NSC 5803) high-
lights, particularly in Section A of the "General Consldar-
ations," the fact that U.S. policles toward Germany will
decply affect realization of U.S5. objectives in the rest
of Euxope. Experience has indicated to us that the problen
is even broadsr than thisg, in that 7.S. actions in Western
Europe have real effects on the attalmmemt of U.S. objectives
in Eastern Burope, and yice versa. Thus, the enclosed paper
deels with the entire European ares and suggests possible
U.8. pollcy guidance toward Purope as a whole (both East
and West).
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Cur paper is still quite Informal, sinoe we ere Just
now clroulating it for reactions within the Defense Depart-
mant. Howsver, in light of {ts relaticn to Planning Board
work I thought I would foywead {t to you and to Ceaxry Saith.
I would woleane your visws on the psper. Ferhaps it would
ba helpful to discuss it together with Cerry.

&incerely,
1 el .
Q/g (Sigmed) Richard F. Beppner
D' e el
eputy Assisiang Sceretary
Copy for:

Mr. Gerard Smith

Goeparal Yobert Cotler

Speclal Aszistant to the Pregident Por
Natlional Security Counell AfTaivs

Room STER, Fxecutive Office Building

Waghipgtom 25, b. C,
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REASSESSMENT OF U.S. POLICY TOWARD EUROFE

I. oSe

The purpose of this paper is to describe the principal recent
and prospective developments affecting current basic U.S. objectives
and policies toward Europe; to highlight the major implications of
these developments; and to outline reccmmended U.S. policies in light
of these developments and implications. The description of recent and
prospective developments is based on agreed U.S. natiomal intelligence
estimates, The policy recommendations are based on basic NSC guidence,
but represent an extension of these guldelines to specific applications
which require further basic policy guildsnce.

II. Europe's Strategic Significance to the United States

The continent of Europe, stretching roughly from the United
Kingdom and the eastern shores of the Atlantic Ocean into the western
territory of the Soviet Union, 1s the principal focal point of cold
war polltical, military, econamic and cultural conflict. Both the
Free World and the Soviet Unlon recognize that the favorsble orientation
of this ares is indispensable to the achievement of thelr respective
world objectives.

The Soviets have expanded their power into Eastern Europe by
force during and after World War IT to establish a bridgehead for
exerting eventual damination over the geography, econamic capacity snd
populations of all of Europe. The Soviets have sought to expand their
control both to acquire power for power's sake and to dominate the area

- they recognize as presenting the closest challenge to their military
‘?use¢ur1ty and their ideology.

;i?fiThe United States and most of the Free World recognize the

: ,53?pntinent of Europe (West and Emst) as a vital productive snd cultural
.center of the world, and, in the face of incressingly aggressive Soviet -

L

1imperialism, as a crucial strategic military area. Along with the 1/
~Unlted States and the U.S.S8.R., Europe constitutes one of the three -~

centers of econcmic power in the world and its cultural heritage has
spread, and continues to lead, free thought throughout the globe.

X

£
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Military Policies

10. Seek to coordinate more closely U.S. national and defepse
Planning cycles with NATO Planning procedures.

11. Take the active lead in implementing the concept of
"interdependence" within NATO by fostering increased
g- cooperative measures in such flelds ag the infrastructure
! progrem, the early warning and integrated air defense
systems, research and development, defense production,
training, standardization of equipment and logistic
support. Lead the efforts toward increaged specialization
in roles and missions to permit the discharge of military
tasks with improved eccmbat effectiveness, simpler organi-

zation, greater integration of effort and optimum spplication
of financial and manpover resources.

12. While encouraging muiltilatersl (e.g., France, Germany, Italy
or WEU) and bilateral collaboration in weapons research,
development and production, insist that at a minimum the
determination of wespong requirements (types and numbers)

and wespons allocation and employment rest with NATO
s authorities. -

13. Stress the necessity for canpatibility between national
' and NATO war plans, especlally in such areas as target

U \/)‘ coordination among retaliatory forces and the employment
. .Y of "shield" forces, '

\.;
{1

,\C L \Q 1k. When 1t has been ascertained that France has tested and

) o U begun prodnction of nuclear wespons, recammend and be

/ /‘&5 & willing to assist the pz_jgdug_tion_of__nucle_a,:‘__weapggis in

AN :) g N@Q:cﬁiﬁ‘allgd._ijqunt,‘fg,c‘;_i:_lities, located in European

AN countries. At the same time, call for the determination
o ° ;) < by NATO military euthorities of the types and numbers of

e -ouclear wespons required by NATO plans, and allocation
' through NATO agreement of nuclear weapons production by

i
l' natlonal and the NATO-controlled facilities to fulfill these
[ requirements. :

14

SECRIET



Fun? w;
ATR POUCH SECRET %
FOREICN SERVICE DESPATCH | 4; Y /.] Y% 76200 10 :
TROM: The American Embassys Bonn o Despatoh Nos 1963 b2, o
: : YO O
10s  The Department of Stabes Washington April 29, 1958  Je2e’d

7~ ;
S Fhe ke Wh e S SL-Y C P &/)zm}';

/ 7 .Z’?//? g _ oA
-6 Covo lsiA 0C43 653 Cbuﬁ? }%f? G M

SUBJECT: MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATTON WITH HERR MELSSNER, SOVIET FXPERT , .10
TN THE CERMAN FOREIGN OFFICE, ON APRIL 29, 1958 ABOUT: E
CHANCELLOR ADENAUER'S PRESENT VIERS -

.
-
P,‘

i TR

Tn conversabion today with Herr Melssners goviet expert in the '§A§%d$ﬂﬂ§§;
TForelgn Office, about the Mikoyan visib, the drafting officer said some = , ”F;;=
ohservers were comenking as follows on bhe present positlion of the | 7; e

’ e

Federal Republics , »

The Mikoyan visit symbolized 2 virbual normalization in the o
relations petween West Germany and the Sovieb Union. The Chancellor -
now emphasizes the overriding importance of disarmamente He has made
this clear to Maemillan and presunably the Soviets are also aware of

his point of view, Be is placing relatively'litﬁle emphasis on
reunification and European securlibty arrangemenbs, Hences some people
sre drawing the conclusion thab there 1s an acceptance of the status
quo in Central Burope even though this is not explicitly stated.

Herr Melssnerts reply was as follows: Chancellor Adenauert's
present position ghould be regarded as a tachbic rather than as & change
in policye prior bto the first Geneva Conference the Chancellor stressed
the importance of disarmament. Then at Cenéva the link was established
between reunification and Buropean securitye gubsequently a 1ink was
established between reunification and disarmament. The recognition of
these relationships meb the German point of viewe

8G62-¥/00°VeolL

At the present btime a new flexibility is required, In the firsb’
place, the Chancellor does nob want to be isolated internationally as,
for exsmpley President Rhee was at one points Tn the second place,
there are domestlc political reasonsS for the new_ﬁlexibility on the
part of the Chancellor, Melssner mentionsd Lhe forthcoming elections

in the Laender. v
[
-;g. e TM
[ f& o
pOL:DLinebaughsalk SECRET & &y =2
IES —
e
P e
- —
r




. SECRET Page No. 2
H Despatch No, 1963
‘ April 29, 1958
From AmEmbassy Bonn:

When Mikoysn urges adoption of the Rapacki Plan, it is good tactics
for the Chancellor, for the above reasons, to respond with a plea for
general controlled disarmament. Meissner implied there was little
expectation that such an agreement could actually be reached.

For the Ambassador:

Aﬂwm .l 7,4—/
William R, Tyler
Counselor of Embassy

Distributlon:

AMB

MIN

poL  (5)

ECoN

AmEmbassy M5 COW
AnEnbassy PARIS (USRO)
AnEnmbassy LONDON
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Dear Myr. Secretary of State: &
b 13
I spyrecisted recelving your letier of April 24&‘&1-1‘1:;3 to £ S
our recent discussions here in Washingbon. 1 fully sgree thal el
pergonal alke of that kind are of very great velus, and I bope we o
shall svon bhave an occasion for a further exchasge of views.
¥ only regret that we were not able to cover, Suring owr
discussions, the subject of your letler to me of April £22. I have
read your letter with greet interest and I am glad of this oppor- ~
/ tunlty o outline to you in turn wy thinking on the question of (‘—f;
\arming the forcen of the Cerman Federal Republic with modern oy
Jweapons. Some of the considerstions I will touch vn Lave already ey
been dlgcussed dn talks which Ambsssador Rebertson and members of [ .
his staff heve recantly bad with sowe of my associates in the 7/ 031
Depuriment, but I should like to sumbrize the entire eituatien SR
s I see 1%, oot
As you Indicate, the question of the sraing of the Fedoral .
Republic's forees with nuclear vespons 1s novw beiog much discussed I
publicly and in the press. I bhave been shruck by the fmet that in i
this diseussion litéle attention has been paid to the sctusl KATO 3 O
pragosale and provedures lun thizs Tleld. ‘There hus been no suggestion 19
Lhat nuclear warheads and bombs should be placed in the custody of ) ¥y
German forces, or that of muy of the other continentel members of AN
NATO. It was sad 1s the Alwm of the NATO stemie mtockpile plan, |
Tirat suggested by the Prench Forelgn Hinister last May, to assure ,
the avallability of nuelesr warheads sud boubs to NATO forces in nyxe.
time of emergency, without beving control sud custody of such g ()
nuclear componsnte pess into sdditional hands. I bove the L B
. impressaion i
L
The Honorable
Secretary of Htate % |
for External AfPairs, > N
Qttava, Cansda. N
fa
&
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impression that the Allience #e a whole felt this was & desireble
solution of an admittedly diffieult problem, snd the Germans in
particular have indiceted thelr satigfaction with 1%, It is important,
1 think, for the WATO counbrise to styess; both to their own publics
and to the Soviets, the cavefully worked-out arrengements that arve
envisaged, aad the sssurances thet such arvengemsnts offor against
any uge pl nuclear wespons exeept to repel ageresplen in accerdance

The Carmant hove indicated of course that they do wieh to eguip
thelr forops with wodern wespons, inelwding those which have the
capablility of haing fitted with nuclear warheeds or bombs ae well as
conventional warhpads or boubs -~ the go-callsd "dual-capable”
delivery wehicles. Such vehicles cover & wide range of eguipment,
Ineluding Tor exmnpde modern fighter-bombers, which can cayyy atomle
bombe. Thus, a8 8 proacbical matler, 1L the ammed forves of & couwntry
were to be deprived of the capability of delivering nuclear warbeads
and boube, such & prohibition would bewe to cut deep into the fleld
of convenblonal wespons lu order to include all "dusl-capable”
vehigles. This would spew to usg to be lmprecticable end to pose
upscceptable militavy xisks., For Gemsany to possess dual-capsble
waapoas but to be dended accesy o elements of the HATO atowic
stockpile in Germsny, thas placing the Pederal Republie's forces
in the position of beliog the oply forecss in Germany without soccess
to uuelear weapons in Lthe event of ewergency, would seem equally
impractical. :

I thought it ugeful to veview these gensral consdderations as
& background to & discusalon of the politiecal problem you vaise,
pince use of the term “srming Germany with nuclesr weapons™ does not
clearly bring out peveral pertinent and important factors, perticulerly
the ssfepuerds that NATC plsaning offers aguinst the porsibliity of
any aggression from our side.

The guestion hse heen raised as to the consideration given in

BATO to the political advisebility of including Germany within the
arrangenents baing worked out to give sn atomic cepability 4o other
HATO Dorces. Xt 18 my impression thet there bes been extensive
conslderation of this mebter from the political as well me from
the military polnt of view. It hes been generally accepted that
members of the Allisace have equal rights and obligatiouns, and that
diserimination ageinst cne country iu 8 baslc matter of defense
could well seriocusly weaken the principle of uslleciive security
in BATO. o review only the recent past, ilest Msy, at the Ministerial

- nesting
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mesting in Bonn, the North Atlentic Council noted that the USER hed
launched 2 capaige designed to Induce publie ppinion in verious mesber
gountries to oppose e nodernization of defense foress, The Oowneil
agreed thab one of the objacts of this emupaipn wme to ensure for
Soviet forces a monepoly of muelesr wespons on the Europesn Combineut,
and that no power gan oladm the vight to deny to the Alliauce the
possession of the wodern arme peedsd for its defense. The recent
stetepents of Mr. Mikowsm, during hie visit io the Pedevael Republie,
seem o leave no doubt that it remedns one of the prime aims of Sovied
yoliey, in its efforty to divide and wesken the Alliance, to attempt

to prevent Germexy fiom playing ite full part in BATO's defeasive plane.

In view of Geimany's importance in NATO defensive strategy, it wea
evident thet o polioy of scdernizing KATO defense forces couwld nok, in
prootioe or logle, ezciude Gerwdny. The Heads of Government mseting
last Deceuber veemphasised the views expressed by the Counclil in May
s, inltiated seversl gpecific ateps :m the wodernizebion provess.
Thus; § think 14 falr 0 say thet PATO's militavy plaoning, in HO-TO
and other documents, regerding the mudernisetion of ail MA%0 forces
ineluding those of Gernany, hag been carried out pursusut to e eleay
political directive,

It is ageinet this pdiitical duckground that Chancellor Adens
abtained lesl month & majority vote in Farliament four the gam;mﬁitmn
thet the exmed forces of the Pederal Repblie must be &0 equipped with
the wost modern weapons that they sre in 8 position (o meet the obliga-
tiong which the Federel Republic has token wpon itself in the fremework
of HAYG. The Bundgetag egaln stressed Cobnany’'s Inberest in aschisving
general contiuiled dissrmesent.

I should like now do turn to the specific suggestion you disouss
in your letier, the possibility thet the West wight offer to delay
Gersany’ s poriicipation In the process of ensuring that the wost
sodern wespons are avallable to NN forces, in return for Soviet
concespions, on the undersianding that Germany would so participate
if progress were nob sade In & year or so ur the solublion of out-

standing problesis.

the forvkmbet prectleal conslderation I sse is that the Chancslilor
hes alveady engsged the prestipge of his Covernment an the question of
medern weapans. It seoms evident that the German Governmont hes now
concluded that Gerpen forces must heve a nuelear capabllity and that
they
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they should not b2 in an inferior pomition te the foress of other
countyies in Gerasny. In these clrousstances it would seem thet,
gven if such setion were dseirable, it would not be politicsliy
feasible for him to modify that stand without serious weakenioy of
bis position and that of BATO in Osrusny.

Beoordily, and move laportent from the stendpoint of policy, I
should not think thet auy important aspect of RATG's defeneive plans
should be tveated aé something to be apeeded wp or slowed down dapand-
ing wpon SBoviet tacltice at shy pavticuisy time. WATD hus charted for
itealf vhat I couceive fo be the oply possible course -« to walntain
snd modernise 1is defenses ab the Testest practicable rate, and -
shltenscunly o ssek to negutiate with the Soviet Unlen & genersl
controlled end ingpected dlesruament agreement. IF the suggestion
under dlseussion were it to the Suviets, the wesult might well be
nok Soviet concessiona bub rather Intensified Soviet propogands de-
signed to being sbout unilsteral messuves by the West which wonld
webken owr posltion. Further, &% would be extreserdinsrily difficuly
to define ihe time 4ol circumstances wader vhich the amuing of _
German forees with modern woepone, ounee suspended, would be vemmed -« g
how the “lack of progeses op the solution of cubstauding problens"
would be measured. Such & process of delsy wad then remwption might
imply thed the West belleved the iutersetionsl situstion bad seddenly
sharply deterioreied st the tlme of vesumption and thus wight
perisusly helghten tenslons &b that tinme.

It le 83ao wmugpesied iBal pustponmuent of Cersmny's parbtleipation
in BALG's ylens for developlng @ nuclesr capsbility would wot invelve
sny undue wilitary viske. While 1%t 1o true that certsin Germpn migelle
units are not to eome indo heing until 1959, 1t is wy undepstanding
that the bulld-up of the Jevman Torces hes alreedy spprodched the
point where & large mmbex of ploaning declisions camped be delayed.

It peems thet {f the modern weapons units regouived by NAKG militaxy
plans in 1999 and subseguent yeare are to esme inbo being, the Gersan
Govermsent nust begin to conbrect now in other countries fov the
Necessary amaimt, gluce the production “lead-ding® ie upually a
lengthy one wlerring these plenning decisions could in fack
introduce o dalay ma wonid not be made good in the future.

Flomdly, I doubt that any Botion by Germeny or the West of the
nature contemplated would hewe the effect of herdening the alvesdy
wigid fovlet position on Germen eunification and Huropesn pecurity.
They have gs yet dhown no ﬁiapoﬁmwn Lo ¢uning sexriously the

positlons
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positions put forward by the West ot Geneva in 1955, which offer

the Soviets a genulne weaswre of seturlty against the possibility of
future aggresalon by Gerpeny. Instead, the only schewmes that the
goviets advocate ere those which could fatally weeken the Wesbtemn
defenses, such os "atom-free” zones and the linking of outer space
control with the liguidation ¢f overseas basesn.

I fully recognive that the Soviets, at a time when they feel it
necessary tO tighten thelr politicel control over Esstern Rurope,
are welng the spectre of a Cermany smued with muclenr weapons &s &
propagands weepon to this end. I think BAT can and should do more
o make loown the purely defensive nature of 1ts militery pleaning
and She safeguards that NAYO offers sgeinst sny possivility of mige
usq by one of ite wewbers of nuclesy wespons. Bub I do wobd feel that
thig should deflect uws frowm the courss of action that MATO has chosen.
Bven 1f the foregs of the Federal Republic wers mob equipped with
uodern weapons, the Soviets would undoubbtedly concantrate theliy
propagonda upen the existence of any Gexwan Torees st all, or on
the presence of other NATC forces in Gexmany. ‘Mis iz in fect the
process we axve now witnesslog, with the Soviets simulisnsously
propagundlising sgelnst the presence of British, Consdisn and U.8.
forces in Burope, NATO beses in other countries, the resymoment
of Germany, and 80 on. %o delay or give up say lmportant alement
of FATO's defenses would; I fear, invite still Turther Boviet
pressures in theega diveckions.

I think I need not assure you of the determinstilon of the
United States to contlove to seek the reunificatlon of Gerwany,
s dependshle aystem of Buropesn security, aud 3 eontrolled disar-
mement sgresment. I Germeny should be reuwnified in eopjunotion
with & system of forces end syme limitations in Burops, 1t seeme
clear thet o large psrt of the burden of defending the German sres,
whether or not abe le a wember of NAID, would have o fell on
German forees. In the ebsence of general dissrmement arvsugenents
of pome significsnce, the USSR wonld continue to be in a poaition
o maintain a nuelear-equipped striking force of messive proportiona
egainet Contral Burope, and it does not sesm that to deprive Gersan
forcen of the means of effective retaliation against & Soviet abtack
would te in the West's Intersst.

i spologive
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I apologlive for having weitten st such tengih, but I believe
the lmportanse of the subject Justifies it. I spyrecisted the
frank expression of views coptained in your letter, mnd I heve
attampted o reply in the same fashion. I hope we shall have an
saiiy opportunity to resusme the discuselon of this and relsted
RALLers.

With ymomest good wighes,

#ingerely yours,

(signed) John Foster Dulles
John Foster Dulles

Clearances:

G - Mr. Murphy/i/ | EUR - Mr. Elbrick
C - Mr. Reinhardt/j GER - Mr. Lisle { /"
8/P - Mr, Smith [, ;' EE - Mr. Leverichﬂigjn
S/AE - Mr, Farley}p)f: BNA - Mr. Parsons ., «
‘4.’ i

e -

EUR/RA:BELTimmons:mck
L/28/58
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CT: . Discussion at the 364ih Meeting E?ig | @Hﬁai

of the National Security Council,
Thursday, May 1, 1958

May 'é, 1958

Present at the 364th NSC Meeting were the President of the
United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the . Secretary of
Defense; ard the Director, O0ffice of Defense Mobilization. Also
present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General;
the Secretary of Commerce; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; the Federal Civil Defense Admin.
istrator; the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers; Mr. J. Walter
Yeagley, Department of Justice; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff;
the Director of Central Intelligence; +the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense; the Secretaries of the Army, the Navy, ard the Air Force; the
Chief of Staff, U. 8. Army; the Chilef of Naval Operations; the Chief
of Staff, U. 5. Air Force; Lt. Gen. Verme J. McCaul for the Comman-
dant, U. 5. Marine Corps; the Deputy Assistant to the President; the
Director, U. S. Information Agency; the Special Assistants to the
President for Information Projects, for National Securlity Affairs,
for Science and Technology, and for Security Operations Coordination;
Asslstant Secretary of Defense Sprague; the Naval Aide to the Presi-
dent; the White House Staff Secretary; Assistant Secretary of State
Smith; Bryce N. Harlow, Administrative Assistant to the President;
the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC.

There follows a8 summary of the discussion at the meetlng
and the mein points taken. '
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The Nationsl Security Council:

Noted and discussed an oral briefing by the Director of
Central Intelligence on the subject, with specific ref-
erence to developments in the Soviet ballistic missiles
program; the May Day parade in Moscow; and the situnations
in Indonesie and Aden.

2. BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY
THSC 5107/8; NiB 100-58; NSC 5810)

General Cutler briefed the Council in very comsiderable
detail on the highlights of KSC 5810. The first part of his brief-
ing consisted of & statement of the many factors which had influ-
enced the Planning Board in its review of basic policy. He then

" read the eleven major factors which had influenced the review.
Thereafter he indicated where the new gnidance and new emphasis in
NSC 5810 reflected the impact of these factors. To this end he
read pages 2 and 3, the Ontline of U. S. Wational Strategy, vhich
he described as the skeleton of the policy guldance as a whole.

General Cutler's briefing then concerned itself with the
principal new emphasis in NSC 5810. Having concluded this section
of hilg briefing, he turned to two very significant parsgraphs in
the new statement, which repeated and continued in effect the text
of last year's sitatement. The first, paragraph 14, dealt with lim-
ited military aggression. The second, paragraph 41, dealt with Com-
munist China and Taiwan. General Cutler pointed out that whlle the
Planning Board had not form‘ﬁﬁex-ﬁm?ﬁ%’a revision of either of
these two paragraphs, he himself personally said be would report his

own views, shared by some members of the Planning Board, Eﬂ'_ﬂ:TeTé““
two paregraphs. Thereafter he read his own suggested revision of
paragraph 4. He indicated that his alternative draft for para-
graph 14 would meke two major changes :Ln the existing policy guid-
: _ parity, lin-

it. 1In general, he described the purpose of his proposed cha.@s
~#esigned to ensure that the United States would. bave s flexible capa-

bility so that it could determine the application‘f‘forc?‘ﬁes‘ﬁ_ﬂsm-
Tests under the clrcuiBLances exlsting in each case of
Alafted military aggression. (A copy of General Cutler's briefing
note, together with a statement of the "Major Factors Influencing
the Review of Basic Policy" and General Cutler's “"Altermative Version
of Paragraph 14", are filed in the minutes of the meeting and also

eppended to this memorandum. )
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After reading his alternative paragraph 14 and indicating
the reasoning behind this suggested alternative, General Cutler first
called on Secretary McElroy for comment.

Secretary McElroy observed that of course paragraph 1L, on
limited war, presented & subject of very great gravity. The subjlect
had &1l the implications suggested by General Cutler's remarks with
respect to our alliances. General Twining and he bad just returned !
fran the meeting of the Military Committee and the Defense Hmieters \]
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Moreover, continued Secretary McElroy, these were not the
only implications of Genersl Cutler's revision of paragraph 1k.
There were grave potential budget implications. We are already
Jammched on very extensive expenditure programs in the Department
of Defense at the present time. While we need not necessarily stay
on the same= road along which these ‘programs are taking us, the changes
proposed by General Cutler as to lncressed ¢ Jes forld
war could cost & great dsel more money if -the‘
Teductions in our expenditures to maintain our nuclear deterrent capa-
b1llity for massive retaliation.

In concluding his remarks Secretary McElroy expressed the
opinion thaf the gubject of parsgraph "yh 14 was of the very greatast im-
portance. Some of the Council members, and at least people in the
Department of Defense, bad not actuslly had adequate time to discuss
end consider the problem of limited war as set forth in General Cut-
ler's paragraph 14. While he was very much in favor of raising this
problem for discussion.in the National Secnrity Council, he was op-
posed to any hasty decision as to how to meet the problem.

A% Secfetary McElroy's suggestion, Genmeral Cutler called {
on Secretary rles’ to add his thoughts on this subject. Secretary | §
Quarles observed that the differences in the version of paragraph 1k | /*";.;,i/;}
contained in NSC 5810 and the alternative paragraph proposed by Gen- |

/ere.l Cutler, wore rather subtle. Perhaps the single most important

point underlying General Cutler's mragmph and. reasoning ccmld be
expressed in some such way &8s -t.his' Vb o (=2 kol (TR0 ) o) SRR T Y s

S onty, Thig wa.s, Of course, AN OVerBLATemanT. We CRm.
the Ute Of mUclear weapons. We Dust, O THE COOLIAYY; ~
rely upon them. In tThe circumsfances, therefore, the dafger of—-
speaking about a limited war involving the United States and the
USSR™is precisely that 1t would encourage this kird of eITdlizous
thinkig.” i Would be eXtremely dangerous, Tor eXample; tU &LIIOW

& concept to get out thet if we were attacked in Berlin we would
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not apply all the necessary military force required to repel the at-
tack. Any other concept than this, as to our reaction to an attack
on Berlin, would have the effeet of inviting a Soviet attack. Ac-
cordingly, Secretary Quarles felt that the whole problem set forth

in paragraph 1% deserved further thought before mny decision was made.

General Cutler then called on Genergsl Twining, who briefly
stated that the basic problem emphasized by General Cutler's alterna-
tive paragraph 14 was not new to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It wes
old, end in essence 1t could be described by the questicn, do we de-
emphasize our deterrent forces and increase cur forces for limited
war? He said he would like {to have General Taylor sddress himself
firgt to the problem, and thereafter to bave the Coumcil hear from
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and finally sgain from General
Twining himself.

General Cutler then called on CGenerasl Taylor, who sald he I

would present the viéws not only of himself but of the Chief of
Naval Operations and of the Cammandant of the Marine Corps. In |
reading his report, General Teylor noted the serious reverses which
she United States In the last year had encountered in Indonesia, in
/ the Middle East, and elsewhere. In the meanwhile, he poin'bed ou‘t,

States. WAls xew end grave sibuabion poi poin‘be up The need
“Joint Chilefs of Staff for mew guldance. Gereral Taylor's report
called for greater flexibility in our military capebilities s¢ that ¥
we were not faced with the alternativeés of reacting to Soviet aggres- |

glon by a massive nuclear girike or gimply by retresting in the face
of the aggression. General Taylor's report insisted that there should
be no reduction in the strength of our nuclear deterrent capabllity,
" but at the same time it called for more asdequate capabilitieg to re- |

815t 1imited egrression. The Teport &lso stressed the Tact that lim- |
ited war would not be confined, as in the current baslic pational se- |
curity policy, o underdeveloped areas, but could occur in developed
countriés such és those making wp the NATO Alliance in Europe. The
United Statés should be able To Face up to a Soviet m:z_litarngres-
si6n even without the use of any nuclear weapons wWhatsoever, as well,
of course, as having svailsble a wide range of nuclear weapons with
viedds down to very small amommts ot TNT equivalent,

General 'l‘aylor 8 report indicated the belief of ils three
sponsors that the U. S. nuclear deterrent capabllity wes essentially
'a shield, whereas our active military capabiltities must be those de-
signed for the conduct of limited war, General Taylor believed thHSt
"tais Issue was well posed in Gerneral Cutler's slterpative draft of
paragraph 14, adoption of which by the National Security Coumeil
could go far to provide the required new guidance on U. S. mititary
strategy. General Taylor called for the immediate adoption of the
eltemative paragraph 14, on grounds that the matter had been

= I‘J( -o.u;ﬁrﬂ-\..l
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thoroughly studied and that nothing more would be gained from further
reports on this subject emanating from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. (A
copy of General Teylor's report is filed in the minutes of the meeting.)

In accordance with General Twining's proposal, Generzl Taylor
was followed by the Chief of Staff gf the Air Force, Gene%‘be, who
likewise read a prepered written™s t. He argusd the orce
position that BSC 5810 as written constituted a satisfactory statement
of basic policy, although he sald that the Air Force would recommend
further dlscussion of the limited war problem if warranted after the

study of this subject called for earlier by the National Security
Counecil.

General White added his belief that U. 5. millisry capabil-
ities, both "For—gentral and for IImited war, were now ressonably ade-
quote. There were, of cuurse, many other problems remaining, We must
nouFish the-conviction—that—thess military capebilities do exist.
Otherwise we could Inddvertently give currency 10 & beliel that the
U. S. Tesponse to local eggression would be ilneffective.

_ Continuing, General White's report pointed out three areas
vwhich particularly required close scrutiny--guidance as to nuclear
weapons use; general priorities for fore ccxnposiﬁon, and the prob-
leim OF Iocal war. As to the Tirst, NSC 5810 made & cleaT-cut state-
men‘t tha% "we would plece maln but Hot §ole reliance On NUCIEAr Wes.
, and that these are considered "ss dufiventitnal wespoms fIcm &
H point of view". This wes & realistic and essential doctrine.

The Alr Force also believed that 1t found adequate guidance
in WS¢ 5810 with respect to broad guidance on priorities for force
camposition. As stated in paragraph 14, these priorities were the
develomment and maintenance of safeguarded and effective nuclear re-
taliatory power and the development and maintensnce of a.d.equa.te mil-
itary programs for continental defense.

As for the problem of local aggression, this wes described
accurately in paragraph 14 as set forth in NSC 5810 (as opposed to
General Cutler's alternmative). We were to maintain forces "within
the total U. S. milita.r:,r force”, to deter, defeat, or hold local ag-
gresslon--and the "prompt and resolute application of the degree of
force necessary.....is considered the best meanswt;o keep hostilities
from broadening into general war." HA : guid-

| TSR e ‘t“ﬂr“‘f tn-i;heMminutes
of the meeting.) . o /
It then became the turm of General Twining to ccmplete the
presentation of the military points of view. Turning to the Presi-
dent, General Twining pointed out that the Council had now heard the
campelling arguments, pro and con, with respect to the wording of
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the tasic security policy. His own approach, he said, would be &
little different from that of Generals Teylor and White. He believed
that we would have to assume, in the first Iinstance, that in due course
the basic philosophy of NSC 5810 would become known to the world at
large. Accordingly, we would have to concern ourselves with three
significant implications. First, what would be the impact of the phil-
osophy of NSC 5810 on our Free World allies? Secondly, how would the
Soviets Interpret this document? Thirdly, what would the document do
to our own national will to face the problems of the fubture with
strength and resolution?

As to the matter of the confidence and will of our allies, ‘x.,\ 4, b :
Genersl Twining described the meeting last month of the Military Com-

il T

mitiee a.ndthe Defense Ministers of NATO. -:-e-200ev... o--::::-:.:Z.ZIIT
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paragraph i would have &n extrenely adverse effect on the NATO Alii-
ance.

ﬁ

As to the second point--vwhat the Soviets would deduce from

& change in our policy along the lines suggested by General Cutler--

General Twining pointed out his view that a deterrent would cease to

be & deterrent 1T the enemy came to believe that we Bad 1ost our will
to use 1%.

As for the third point--the effect of a change of policy in
this matter on the people of the United States--General Twining stated
his opirion that no free nation would long survive if its people will
not accept grave risks in order to save their freedom. OQur nation
might perish if we come to believe that general war is a “remote PoS-
5ibility and thus lose the will and courage to face the dangers of the
actual world in vhich we live.

For ithese psychological reasons, if not for a.ny other, Gen-
eral Twining strong;y urged the retention of last year's wording,

which was the same wor&ing as presently writfenm {n the corresponding
paragraphs of last year's statement of Basic Natiohal Security Policy
(NSC 5707/8, paragraphs 14 and 15). ‘

W GGrYas . I Indonesis. T
ha.d more “bggrﬁg on _involvement in

\




bers 15 :Ln the low-yield variety, and this ratio :Ls mov:!ng rapidly
even more in the direction of the smell weapons.

General Twining stated that he certainly had no closed mind
on the subject of the composition of forces. However, he felit that
no fire power of any kind is of any use if there is no will to use it.
Also, any expansion of our forces designed for limited war would re-
guire considersbly more of our resources, since it would be fatal to
detract from the power of the strategic deterrent In order to provide

forces of more limited capability.

Genersl Twining concluded his remarks by stating that in
his judgment we should mot chenge the Tresent statemsnt o Basic na-
tional security policy because of the serious adverse psychological
resctions at home, In the minds of our allies, and In the minds of
the Soviets. We could expend tactical type military forces within .
the terms of the prepent wordimyg of the basic document, if we so
desire. Secondly, we must accept the fact that any expansion of
tactical type forces at the-expense-of the-strategic deterrent is
unacceptable at THIS Time. (A copy of General Twining's statement
is filed in the minutes of the meeting.)

When General Twining had concluded his remarks, General
Cutler called on Secretary Dulles. Secretsry Dulles stated that the
toplec on which the Chiefs of Staff had been spesking was one of tre-
mendous importance. Turning to the President; he reminded him that
scme weeks ago the Presldent had anthorized the Secretary to discuss
with the Secretary of Defense and others our existing strategic con-
cepts. We have already had such a dliscussion. ., Rihash _

: W, DTOCeo(

e o t!

\\Q‘A 352
= Q) fense,. DI‘ else 'bhe wi].‘L ﬁ.isassocia‘be themselves from their ailisnce
YA F 8. | We have B Gertaln historical essociation with scme of the
N\m 'ﬁ?ﬁ'ﬁumpean govermments, but the mass feeling in these Western

countries is such that one can foresee a change of thinking

in these governments. In three years or ‘-- les of these coun-

tries will not : ‘ _]Ie

é.g;e. et 'the Soviets, or, if they _' resort to such
Yy will &Isa.ssocﬁﬁ themselves from ms:.o Accordingly, it
'ms es_urgent for us Yo develop the tactical de-

g _1nhe . Telean” pucleAT weapons, 80
se g pew stmtegj._c concept which will s o main-
tafw_* ¥ BILies &nd our secarity position‘ﬁ”ﬁé‘s‘té ope.T T T

Secretary Dulles went on to say that he realized that there
wae a great deasl of truth in what General Twining had stated about

‘\the adverse psychological effect of a change in our policy with

- 8- 385use tF e WL TROP SECRET




re.s et to tﬁe nuclenr deterre 't.ed var. If, as General
Twining ergued, we could do all that was neéded to @EME@
cafebilities for limited war under the terms of our existing basic

Licy, tThat was all well and good. but Becretayy Dulles§ was not
P:iure ?b'h_g, tthis was In fach the case., At any rate, there must be an
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""étary problems too. Whether we are making a wise and proper alloca-

tion of resources between the two Jain elements--viz., the dgterrent . N
forces and the forces for limited war--was hard for Secrelary Dulles |
10 Judge &8s a layman; but he expressed the hope that our basic secu-

rity policy, when we finally adopled i%¥, won't compel us to allocate

so much of our resources to maintensnce of the nuclesr deterrent that

we will weaken our capabiliiy for limited war. As far as the State-

Department was concerned, mobile elements such as our eircraft car-

riers have in the passt perfomed. very useful services in support of

our foreign policy. FPerhaps the capability represented by such mo-

bile forces is somewhat weakened now: This was not really necessary. ‘

& & ',_ which in the |
e or three Years replac he ma.saive nnclear retalia:ory ‘ :: 1
eapabiiity. 1n sbort, the Untted States must be{ ;g__mg%nﬁé
“FIgHE defensive Wars Whloh 60 Dot invoive the Lg%
eneny. Our ovn military planning mmst shape up to meet conll Sone ) ‘
When governments such as those of Macmillan and Adenauer m’che 7
disappeared. If we have to keep our basic policy paper in

to avold showing our,
end langusge that it presently has in order | A
band, this was OK with Secretary Dulles. m&m%%%g |
tMchQecessaw in order to dsvelop the supple.mentary
which he hed Bpoken.
gy o i S j
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Secretary Dulles also stated that he reslized the budgetary
implications of the point of view he Was advancing. We have got to
do all this in the way of military programs and still remain solvent.
More than that, we must protect programs such e&s the mutusl security
progrem with vhich we wage the cold var. The military were afraid
that resources required to enhance our capability for limited warfare
would be diverted from the msintenance of our nuclear deterrent éapa-
bility. This was a legitimate fear, bul Secretary Dulles also feared
that resources w¥hich should be allocated to the mutual security pro-
gran might be diverted to assisting in the maintenance of our mili-

tary Prograus.

In conclusion, Secretary Dulles expressed the opinion that,
while N3C 5010 wvas & most interesting and challenging paper, he thought
that the problems set forth in it required Turther study. C(onsidera-

_tion of NSC 5810 could well GCcupy the thme of the Rational Security
Council for more than one session. It goes to the very heart of our
policy in many more respects than hed been discunssed thus far. He
personally would like to have more time to study the paper, inasmuch
as he had only got sround to it a day or two ago, and we all around
the table had so many things to do. For example, he particularly
wanted %o talk further about the paper with Secretary McElroy and
- Secretary Anderson.

- When Secretary Dulles had concluded his comments, Generasl

Cutler asked if there were others. The President replied that he had | /

8 couple of questions. Someone had remarked tha.‘t Wml &eterrence
was an wmbrella under which smeil wars gonl '
ing & global war--small wars even in the NATO area. The a.nalogy of
the umbrellas did not seem appropriate to the President. Actually,

. the wabrella-would b€ a lightning rod. Esch small war makes global
wvar the more likely. For example, the President said he simply could -
not believe that 1f the Soviets tried to seize Ausiria we could fight
them In what the President called a nice, sweet, World War IT type of
war. 1This seemed very unrealistic to the President, and he fell that
the matter must be looked into much more deeply.

: The President then posed his second question. We really
are faced with two possible courses of action., 1f we strengthen the
moblle snd tactical types of forces, either we do S0 by decreaying
the strength of our nuclear @&terrent force or else we wiil have to
accept a massive Increase In the resources to be devoted to our mil-

ry defenses, If we accept the latter alternative, we have got to
decide promptly by what methods we are golng to maintain very much
Isrger military forces than we have previously done. These methods™
would almost certainly involve what is euphemistically-ealled a con-
trolled econt economy, but which in effect would amount to & garrison state.
For thése reasons the President expressed bis satisfaction that we ‘
were raising this most serious problem. This one peper, KSC 5810,
sald the President, was worth all the NSC Policy papers which he had
read in the last six months.

e
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the NATO area. However, he said, he Gid not wish to be

“ﬁﬁce& in his Judgments, and he was read;y' t0 be convinced of the

contrary 1f this conld be done. Obviously the Secretary of State

takes the opposite view. The President wanted the case to be argued

more folly.

Lastly, sald the President, we were in greail need of more
definite information as to the exact size of the deterremi forces
which we need today and which we will need over the next few years.
This precise information should be brought out and discussed right
“bere at the Council table.

,.-;;'-"' '_- the use of nuclear uea.ns

;! _. !‘LA_ e etk e DL g .--.- Ly ' he h‘ad AT Joeant
L " "' boun -‘.. &nﬂ_ revent

AT 10 _defend themselves by other mea.ns AR

- mESSLve ea.r retaliation, We would dose our allies.| The Press
lent replied | king what else we had been trying o do these

la.s'f years ‘but try to induce our allies %o provide themselves with~

Just stch a local “defensive capsbility and, moreover, doing our bést

£6 heXp them achieve such 8 eapa‘bility

, Secretary Dulles agreed tha't the President'sg. observation
was right, but expressed doubts as %o vhether we bad cen glving
them the right kind of military assistance. Whai needed wae s
:;ode;gization of the military capabilities oﬁﬁﬁoﬂm

-] These allies must at least have the iliusion tha Y

ind of defensive capability against the Soviets olher Tham the

United States nsing e pushbubton %o Start & global nUCIear Wars. [

The President again expressed bewilderment. What possibility wes

- there, he asked, that facing 17> Soviet divisions, well afmed both~

with conventional and Guclear Weapons, that our 5% divisions fo-

gether with the NATO divisions could oppose such & vast forte in '

& limited war In Eurcpe with the Soviets?

Secretary Dulles responded 'by citing the example of Korea.
e feel thdit there 18 an adequats GEterrent to the renewal of Com-
st aggression sgainst South Korea. This deterrent consists of
ur nuclear capabllity based on Okinawa. Nevertheless, we and the
South Koreans maintaln on South Korean territory 22 divisions, two
of which are U. S.. Why do we do so? Primarily for political and
psychological reasons. The South Koreans vant to see defensive
forfces on their own soll. The same thing applies In Eurcpe. It
may well prove that local wars in Europe will spread Into gemeral
nuclear var. But even so, we do not want to lose our allies before

.the war even starts. The President replied that It wo -gplendid}
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- guggestion, and said he was sorry that Mr. Dulles had not asked for

; ' : |
if we could induce cur NATO sllies to maintain proportionately es [ g - |
many @ivisions as the South Koreans maintain in South Korea. Secre- | |, {( d }
tary Dulles said that we might indeed be able to do so if we were j ‘K‘i}i;b’ ,
willing to pay out in military assistance to our European allies

sums proporilonste to the sums we provided to South Kores.

At this point General Cutler suggested what he regarded as
e suitable Council action with respect to the military strategy par-
agraphs of NSC 5810, and suggested that the Council turn its atten-
tion t0 other problems which arose in conmnectlon with other portions
of NS¢ 5810. '

Mr. Allen Dulles asked to spesk before the Council finished
its consideration of the military strategy sections of NSC 5810. He
pointed out that it wes in the pewly developing arees of the world
that the United Stetes was suffering the hardest dblows. We were - .
quite thin in our resources to meet situations such as that in Indo-
nesia at the present time and situations like it which might develop
very scon in Iaos. We should and can do more to meet such situations
as these. In order to do 8o we need more funds, at least $50 million
additional. The President expressed his agreement with Mr. Dulles’

more money if he needed it. Mr. Dulles polnted out at cmce’ that this
was not the fault of the Bureau of the Budget. '

. Secretary Dulles said that he would presently go to Berlin. |
When he got there he would repeat what he had gaild in Berlin four i

yeﬁ‘ﬁ --nam.ely, that an a.t‘ba.ck on Berl:Ln vouldmred by

hﬂﬁm believed this or, indeed) E
whether his audience would believe it. Put he was going to perform 1
this rituel ect. The Pregidenf gXpressed surprise, end said that if ¢
%& did not respond in this fashion to a Soviet attack on Berlin, we
would first lose the clity itself and, shortly after, all of Western
Europe. 21l of | Wesem Europe :Eell into the hands of the Soviet

nio L_eng 1! ‘ Qus aa_de gres us:,r | ,A:t,.. SSR's &
grea. i‘n.u_s ﬁ nigE ] Bieht. fhe he ‘ﬂ‘ﬂ _,_‘e_ g-indeed 'be reduced to

fié character of a gr’rison state 'H' *ms to survive 8 a:L'L.
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Secretary Anderson sald he wished %o comment on General Cut-
ler's proposal with respect to Council action on paragraphs 13 and 14
and the other military strategy peragraphs of NSC 5810. EHe expldined
that he hoped that the Council would have the opportumity for a much
longer discusslon of the subject. He agreed with the President's es-
timate of the great significance of this paper. However, we were con-
fronted by a differing judgment as to the facts of the situa.tion.

agreenent with Secreta.ry Anderson's remark, whereas General Teylor

said that thizs was ot a question of black and vwhite but a question
of judgment or of degree. @General Cutler said that he was by no means
suggesting that there be no further discussion of this problem, Sec-
retary McElroy gave his support 4o the Council action suggested by
General Cutler. He said also that he was so impressed with General
Twining's comments on the psychological importance of making s basic
change in our military strategy, that he believed that if we did
change the policy in thls respect the new langus.ge Bhould be con-
signed to a limited-distribution annex. '

General Cutler then went back to his briefing note in order
to deal with the second of the two most significent paragraphs in the
new statement--namely paragraph 41, dealing with Communist China. He ’i
pointed out that paragraph 41 in NSC 5810 repeated the guldence in |
Jast year's basic policy with respect to Communist Chipa. EBowever, i
this paragraph contained no guldance as to & future attempt by other
nations to seat Red China, rather than the Chinese Nationalist Govern-
- ment, in the United Nations. In view of the fact that there were many
straws In the wind to indicate that such a move might be made, and
that the United States might not be able to block it, he personally
believed, along with certain Planning Bosrd members, that the United
. States should be considering now, while it still enjoys its strong
mejority in the UN, alternstive ways of dealing with such a contin-
gency, and of finding a way to preserve the independence of Taiwan
desplte the loss of its status as representative in the UN of 21l
China. Upon concluding his remarks, Genera.l Cutler asked Secretary
Dulles to speak to this problem.

Secretary Dulles pointed out that y In 11ne with General
Twining's fears as to the unfortunate psychological impact of a
change in basic policy, he believed that the last thing in the worid
ve would want to commit to writing wms a proposal afthe sort suggested
by General Cutler for paragreph 41. Furthermore, he doubted whether
the tide was actuslly rumning against the United States in the UN with
respect to seating Commmist China. On the contrary, there was some
evidence that the tide had turped in favor of our positlon against the
admission of Red China. For exsmple, the United Kingdom bhas ccmmitted
itself to support the moratorium during the lifetime of the Macmillen
goverrment. Secretary Dulles doubted, therefore, whether any change
in British policy on this subject was imminent.
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General Cutler asked if there would not certainly be a . 2
chenge if Apeurin Bevan were soven to become Foreign Secretary. To _

this point, Secretary Dulles replied that if we were to review all k oo
our policies on such essumptions as this, there were & lot more I RV
significant changes 4o be made than our attitude toward the admis- | A
sion of Red China to the UN. If Bevan became Foreign Secretary, e
ve would presumably be ousted from all our missile beses in the

United Kingdom.

The President expresged the bellef that 1f the United
States were to recognlze Red Chins and agree to the admission of
Red China to the United Nations, there would be & wave of insis-
tence in Congress and smong the American people that the United
States vithﬂmw completely from the UN.

: ‘ General Cutler next directed the Council's attention %o
the first of five splits of view to be resolved by the Couneil.
All these splits dealt with foreign econcmic matters. The first
~ occurred on page 12, in paragraph 27-4, resding as follows:

"d, Beczuse many less developed nations depend for
economie growth on exports of a few basic comodities,
their development programs are adversely affected by
darge fluctuations in prices of such cammoditles. If
necegsary for political reasons, the United States should,

. on occasion, join in a muitilateral exmminstion of price,
. production, and demand trends which might help to promote
. readjustments between supply and demand and reduce price
" fluctuvations. /But the United States should not discuss
" the making of, or perticipate in, any international com-
- modity agreement without the specific approvel of the
' Presiden‘bj*

T Treasury-Comerce pmposal LA A

General Cutler pointed out that Mr. Ba.nda].’l. had called attention to
the fact that the CFEP, on October 11, 1955, generally disapproved

of international commodity agreements, and that CFEP policy requires
Interagency policy-level approval before such an agreement may be
discussed with a foreign nation. Neither of these points was re-
flected in paragraph 27-d, and Mr. Randall believed that the whole
subparagraph should be deleted until present pdlicy in this regard

is first modified by the CFEP. Accordingly, General Cutler suggested
that the subparagraph be deleted and its substance referred to the
CFEP for action.

Secretary Dulles said that there was & statement made, he
believed, at the 1957 conference at Buenos Aires vhich was based on
the President's approved policy with respect to the problem of inter--
national comodity agreements and related matters. He therefore
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suggeated that since this statement had been approved by the President,
it should be inserted in NSC 5810 in place of the present subparagraph
27-d.

General Cutler asked Secretary Dulles if it were not possible
to send the sgubstance of this subparagraph to the CFEP for considera-
tion by that body as having jurisdiction in this field. Secretary
Dulles said he could not understand why this was necessary, inasmuch
as the policy statement he was referring to had already been made by
the President. Secretary Anderson suggested that decision should be
delayed so that we could determine whether what was sald at Buenos
Aires on this matier in 1957 continuved %o be what we still believed
to be wise policy. Secretary Dulles sald he had no intention of go-
ing beyond wbat we had said at Buenos Aires, and handed the Presildent
a copy of the Buenos Alres statement. The President then suggested
that the substance of subparagraph 27-d4 be transmitted to the CFEP
together with Secretary Dulles' statement made at Buenos Aires. Sec-
retary Dulles said he merely wanted to state that eny severe inhibi-
tion such ag proposed by Treasury end Commerce in the dbracketed por-
tion of subparagraph 27-d, agalnst even considering or discussing
international commodity agreements with our Iatin American friends,
would have catastrophic repsrcussions throughout Iatin America. The
President agreed that this wes {rue, but 2lso warned agalnst the dan-
ger of price~-fiving as an actual U. S. course of actlon. Secretary
Anderson also expressed great concern about the problem, but likewlse
agreed that we could not certsinly state that we would not even dis-
cuss it with our latin Americen meighbors. The President added that
extreme care must be teken with rege.rd 'ho the wording of the policy
guidance on this problem. '

General Cutler then invited the Council's attention to the
split in paragraph 27-e-(6), reading as follows:

"/{6) Be prepared to consider, on a case-by-cese
basls, participation with other Free VWorld pations in
mltilateral develomment projects or funds./#%*

¥ Tressury end Commerce propose deletion.”

He added that since NSC 5810 had been circulated, State, Treasury and
Commerce had agreed to a rewording of this subparagraph. General Cut-
ler read the agreed rewording, and 1t was accepted by the Council.

General Cutler then moved on to subparagraph 37—c ’ dealing 1
with Communist China end reading es follows: i
%

"e. The United. States should continue 1ts unilateral
embargo on_trade with [similarly liberalize its trade pol- |
icies with/* Commmist China, North Korea., end North Viet- |
nam. : .

TE O alternative proposal."
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.-... WHEN iN A FE’W YaEMESf TIME THE AMERI.CAN QQNT]NENT CGMES
- WITHIN RANGE OF HEAVY RUSSIAN R0€KET ATTACK: CAN WE BE CONF!DENT

THAT THE AMERICAN PEOPLE WILL BE WILLING -TO- PROVOKE wHOLESALf»v-*'.*
. DEATH AND :DESTRUCT 1ON "IN THEIR'MIDST. 70 PREVENT SOVIET™ .. - .°* =
'AGGRESS ION: IN' TURKEY OR WESTERN'EUROPE? - CAN WE BE SURE. THAT A -

" WAVE .OF EMOTIONAL IS¢ SUCH AS' WE HAVE.RECENTLY-SEEN HERE AND-IN .
.GERMANY, COUPLED. WITH. TRADI TIONAL |SOLATIONISM, MIGHT NOT. COMPEL
A FUTURE “ AMER ICAN ADMINISTRATION TO RETREAT FROM THE POL!CY OF
THE' NUCLEAR: DETERRENTZ _IF} AS .| BELIEVE; .WE CANNOT RELY,’ .
INDEF INITELY ON THE NUCLEAR DETERRENT,” THEN WE ‘MUST FiND SONE
OTHER METHOD OF FRESERVING PEACE. >
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Remarks of the Secretary - Opening Session
_ S Western European Chiefs of Mission Meeting
] ‘ ' Paris, May 9, 10:30 A.M.

The Secretafy époke as follows after brief introductory comments by
Ambassador Houghtont

Thank you Mr. Houghton. I do not have teday any comprehensive state-
ments to make but rather I would address myself to a number of particular )
‘points which Mr, Elbrick has jotted down for me as subjeécts which might be
interesting to you to obtain the Washington, Departmental point of view.

First, perhaps it would be useful if I said = word about the NATO

Conference from which I have just come at Copenhagen. I think that it was
a good conference-=-in the same sense that the conference of a year ago at
Bonn was a good conference and the SEATO conference at Manila was good--
in the sense that we settled down to a what I hope will be a steady stride
without any epectacular developments but with a steady building of what is
perhaps the hardest task that can be undertaken internationally. That is
the task of maintaining an alliance which is subject to many different
infinences, and attempting tc maintain such an alliance in time of peace.
There has been a basis in American tradition that an alliance will never
last beyond the immediate emergency which brings it into being and thal -

, you can't expect a lasting alliance in time of peace. If you read the

- Federalist Papers you will see why the NATO alliance should have fallen

apart a long time ago. I think we all realize there are very great
hardships in a cooperation between a considerable number of countries in
time of peace. Over a period of years this is a task of immense difficuliy.

Since the time of the
" report of the 3 Wise Men, we have itried to introduce into NATO certain
features designed to give it more unity and to counter tendencies which
would pull it apart. One has been to improve the process of political
consultation. That piFotess has been developed, and in & fairly reasonable
way. One of the difficulties in consultation is that you can get so involved
in a network of consultation processes that you loge the capacity to act
‘quickly and decisively at a moment when it is called for, Of courge, the
other alternative is that you consult so little that whsi the time“for
quick action comes you take your allies by surprise and they dre™apset.
At Copenhagen, we discussed this. It was felt that our proposal’in the SC
for the establishment of an Arctic Inspection Zone as ‘a courtérfiove to the
Soviet complaint was a move which all members of the MATO"Coudtil felt was
well conceived. It fell within the pattern of matiers which had been
: subject to consultation and illustrates how consultation and quick effective
= action can be combined.

_ I think
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If this is continued for a long enough time they are apt %o become .
more decent. This is all part of a great evolutionary process nations go
through-=it may take a decade or a generation--whereby the basic ideals o
and concepts of a free society gain acceptability in the world.

Now, we naturally try to hold back this accepiance of the Soviet. _ l
You can!t make it more easy for them; you can't let them in the house o
if they are going to steal the silver or the furniture. II they gain
“hig acceptahility without further proof of their conduct, the operation
might not be successful from our standpoint. But.we can, I think, take
a certain egatisfaction over the fact that over the span of the last 20 !
years, from 1938 to 1958, the Soviet Union has, it seems, tended to~ /
renounce the more gross methods of extending its influence. While it is not
nice to live in 2 society where there ars cardsharps and pecple who sell
ungound gecurities, we all of us prefer to live in that kind of world /
rather than one where robbers are liable to break into your house with
violence, steal your silver and kidnap your children. Perhaps if you
take the long view, We are moving in the direction of an evolution in .

[
!
the Soviet Union. : . _ I

of our relations with the Soviet Union, disarmament, and related probdlems.
There is a rethinking of the problem of suspension of testing. There is

no question but the present series of tests will go on and they will go on
until the latter part of August or even a little later than that. There

are distinguished scientists including - Dr. Killian who feel that,
given proper controls, a suspension would be in the interest of the US. .
This view is not wholly shared by the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy
Commission, and not shared by those of our Allies who want to become
proficient in the nuclear field - the UK and France do not want to be frozen
in their present position by agreement on suspension of tests. It is

rather interesting that .although the US in the minds of most public ocpinion
takes a propaganda beating for not wanting to suspend testing, a decisive - :
factor’'so far in our not doing so : - -is the attitude of our allies .-
who do not come out into the open but who press in every possible way not to :.
agres to suspended testing. : :

T tufn now to more concrete matters which are some of the specifics. - /
f

We had an important meeting in Washington prior to the suspension of
testing by the Soviet Union regarding the possibility of our announcing the
: end of our testing after completion of the present series, and getting out our
p - announcement before they igsued theirsg., This would have been tremendous
i propaganda coup and would have certainly upset the Communists. I think I
. can say the decisive reason why that was done was not a US consideration,
: but the feeling that some. of our allies would feel that we had done them
5 dirt had we done that, so we did not do it.

A great de=al depends upon amending the Atomic Energy Act and we are
trying to amend it in a fashion to permit us to share with oursallies under
certain conditions the benefit of our knowledge and testing to date. Under
these conditions the UK for example might b2 willing to agree %o a test

: suspension
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suspension. Whether we are going to get that or nct is not entirely certain.
The general attitude of Congress is that while they are willing to have such
an exchange of information with the UK, they do not want to have it with
France or any other country, and that is a little awkward to deal with
because, while the conditions of exchange are spelled out, we cannot in

the act itself pick out certain countries and say we can exchange with the
British and not with the Fremch. That would make our problem more difficult.
There is some thinking in Congress that maybe we better go at this in an ‘
entirely different way. This tought is that any agreement for exchange
should be in the form of a treaty and then be brought to the Senate. If

we bring a treaty with the UK they would probably ratlfy it, but if we

bring a treaty with France, they would not.

That could have been a way of dealing with it except that we thought
Congress did not want to deal with it in that way and if we had to make an
entirely fresh start to negotiate with the British it would be well over a
year from now until it were ratified, say it would set us back a year, and
during that year we may have to make a decision one way or another.

The thing that impressed me perhaps most at the Coperhagen meeting
on this general topic.was the insistence of the continental countries
that we maintain our proposals as a package. Here again the US is taking
a propaganda beating, where the rezl culprit is perhaps our allies and not
ourselves. Now 1t sounds quite logical to keep the package intact and
logical to say you won't have any reduction of nuclear weapons and limita-
tion on your ability to introduce nuclear warfare unless you reduce
conventional weapons. If you give up nuclear weapons, this will give
domination to the Sinc-Soviet bloc over the free world countries of Europe.

That is a very logical argument to make. There are two comments to
make on this. One is that the regular control of convential armaments is
so complicated and indeed so impossible & task that if you make that a
condition you are in effect preventing an agreement of any kind whatever.

After the first World War, the Western countries, at a time when
Germany was totally disarmed, tried among themselves for six years to work
out some system of armaments control. It was so complex, there were s0
many permutations, it was just impossible to do so. Take the question of
numbers of people in the armed forces. Say we are going to have 2 miilion
for Russia, 2 million for US. That doesn't mean anything at all in terms

of real military strength. You must go beyond that. What is your training

sys.~m? How many people do you have in the National Guard or ite equivalent?
What forces are there in the Russian or Georgian Republic? You can have so
many different ways of evasion that it becomes a totally meaningless thing.
If you add to your national forces the police force, for example, the problem
is endless. I attended the London meeting last year about this matter. We
all agreed you know that we would have 2 million men for US and 2 million

for Soviet Russia, with 750,000 for France. Pineau said that 750,000 was

the number we r rmally have In service; when we call back to the colors the
regervists, that would be above the 750,000. He wanted to make that clear.
This shows how meaningless it all is.
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" When -you try to equdte tanks and artillery it is hopelesa. A certaln
number of tanks in the US is & totally different proposition from the same
number of tanks in the Soviet Union. The same goes for artillery. Also,

a certain number of tanks manned by Russians is perhaps something different
from the same number of tanks manned by other countries of Burope-~not to
be mentioned here. Bubt there are differences in the mairtizl quality of
pecple which present a new element in the situation. Thus, if you insist
on conventaonal dlsarmament you re not g01ng to get dlsazmunnent at all.

New the other cbgervation that I have to make is on the contention
of some that if we eliminate nuclear warfare to such an extent that the US
for exarmple would bs safe, this would make Europe the subject of domination
by Soviet=3ino bloc because of its comventional strength.

Two World Wars showed that any nation which starts aggression in Europe *
and is not able to smash the tremendous military potential in the US is lost.
We have to keep our potential intact, This frankly is the view of President
Eiserhower, his own military view. The US mobilization potentlal is really
the offset or counterpart of Soviet conventional armement. "Banning the
bomb" may this not put the US in a disadvantageous strategic position. But
Western Europe would, nonetheless, be subject to being overrun by the forces
of the Soviet bloc and our ability to reconquer their territory subsequently
would not be very comforting to Europeans. But the recollection on the part
of Soviet leaders of the .fate of those who previcusly u~dsrestimated US
mobilization potential would certainly serve as a derreat to military
adventure under conditions of atomlc dlsarmament;7% :

Ncw for gome of the geographical problems. The problem of North Africa
is most serious. The French talk to us frequently about their desire to
retain their special ‘position in North Africa. It -seems to be quite a
prevalent feeling in France that the US is trying €0 destroy that special -
position in order that we could move in. Particularly our oil companies
are said to want to take over oil refineries of Sahara. Well, I've tried,
as did President Eisenhower, last December to denounce and ridicule that
idea. It has not the slipghtest semblance of reality. I say to the French
and I say in‘all sincerity that the one thing that we want to see prevail-
is the gpecial relationship between France snd North Africa. -We think that
it is vital to the future of Western Europe that ‘it should have good relatlons
with Africa by being able to coordinate its ndtural resources with the
industrial pewer of Western Europe. Africa-ig iii-a sense a hinterland of
Furdpe, just as our great West was the hinterland of East. US policy is
degigned to do anything to promote better relations, but we are concerred
that French'policies w.il destroy that relationship,-and that is the reason -
why we have some reservations. Any Fench program to preserve French influence
“in North Africa the US is 100% behind. But the French aré ‘backing to the h11t
policies which are poing to destroy what they say they want “to conserve. we
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make it foo],iéh for us to destroy all of ours. In other words, a set of
problams is beginning to show ite head. Mr. SMITH may be able to knock off

that head.

Mr, THOMPSON: There seems to be considerable belief thzb our purpose
is to provige for control of only long-range missiles. The Soviet argument
againgt our proposal, on the grounds that we propose abolishing their ICBM!s
weapons but not our shorter range weapons, has considerable appeal. My .
understanding is that this is not correct. If so, shouldn’t we say so.

The Secretary: This is a deliberate perversion on their part. This is
a deliperate misinterpretation which they put on it to put us in the wrong.
Perhaps we haven't done enough to counter that. All we said is outer space
should be used only for peaceful purposes. Cbviously an intermediate range
missile uses outer space in the same way as an intercontinental missile.

..

Mr. THOMPSON: . I had assumed we were holding this back for bargaining
purposes. :

The Secretary: I think perhaps one reason we have not pushed it is
for bargaining purposes. Another is that there is some indecision at
governmental level on how deeply we want to be involved in the light of
the caveats put forward by the technical advisers.

Mr, TAYLOR: Will the Summit Conference be held at Geneva?

The Secretary: I think probably. The Soviets offered to heold it in
the US. Last fall, when they were trying to push this, the Soviet Ambassador
came to see me and President Eisenhiower and said that as a gesture to recognize
the President the Soviet leaders would be willing to come to the US. T think
that would be somewhat of a lisbility. It would be difficuli teo hold a Summit
Meeting in the US. Presumably it would have to be in New York as there are no
adequate facilities in Washington. There would be demonstraticns. If you
had both Tito and Khrushchev it would be a faniastic security problem.

Mr. TAYIOR: Khruchchev wrote a letter to President Eisenhower using the
name of Switzerland without consultation with that cowmtbry. -

Mr, JOUNG: 1If a meefing were held, it probably would be in Geneva?

Tne Secretary: That is my impression. We haven't gotten to the point
of giving it sericus consideration.

Mr, WHITNEY: We have rather strong pfesaure for some form of disengage=
ment. Could you tell us something about our position on that general sutject?

The Secretaryt That subject was mentioned at.the Copenhagen conference
and Mr. SPAAK said it was a naughty word and couldn!t even be translated into
a good language-like Fremch., Mr, LLOYD said it wasn't an gnglish word at all,
. an American word invented by an American. I suspect he was thinking of
Mr, KENNAN. We do not think well of the concept of so=called disengagement

because
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because of the fact that the practical spplication 6f it would be to
neutralize or demilitarize Germany and we do not think that is either a
desirable or practical thing to do. Certainly the Germans don't think so -
at least the present German Government. I don’t think it hag any intrinsic
merit as a safegnard againgt war. 1 suppose the lowast level of dlsenga~ement
today is Korea, where you have a line on either side of which are heavily
armed forces facing each other and perhaps that is a place where hostilities
are least likely to break out again. I don't think you can say that, at a
time when warfare would be initiated by aerial attack or by missile attack,
the fact that you had an area in Europe from which forces were withdrawn
would give any added guaranty to peace. I think that an attempt to

_neutralize a great nation like Germany would be almost certain to come to

trouble. You may have a wave of pacifism in Germany, but that is going

to he & passing phase. Of course, you had a wave of pacifism after the

first World War., I remember being in Germany in the 20's when a group of
militarists=~Kapp-=seized the goverrnment buildings in Berlin. You had such
a violent reaction on the part of the German people they couldn't stay there;
there was general revulsion against militarism. A1l those things come and

go and it was only 10 years later when the tide swung in the other direction.
My ovn feeling about Germany is that Germany is not safe for the world unless
Cermany is tled in to other countries in some way that there camnot be a
disengagement., It .is the integration of Germany with France and the
Netherlands, the UK, US, that is the thing which is going to make Germany
safe. But to say that Germany is going to be a safe country neutralized, 1
think is a most dangerous .concept. If I had to choose between a neutralized
Germeny and. Germany in the Soviet bloc, it might be almost belter to have it
in the blog./ That clesrly is not acceptable but disengagement is absolutely
not acceptable either,

I said to the Soviet Ambassador to the UK at the Disarmament talks last
summer the safe thing for the world is to have Germany tied intc NATO and
move toward Western European Union.

The mixing of German troops with British, American, etec., developing
things 1like Common Market, etc., makes Germany safe for all of us and I
think any program which tends to neuiralize Germany or differentiate
Germany is going to be fraught with very great danger, Germany tied in
with WE countries, that is the safe thing for us all.

Mr. THOMPSON: What is the future of trade controls?

The Secretary: The negoiiations are going on here in Paris. The US
position is to favor the liberalizing of those trade controls to a considerable
extent, not to the full extent which UK would like, but to an extent which I
think is entirely acceptable to us and most of the other COCOM countries.

This liberalization is official Government opinion, that is top level thinking,
but it can not be expressed in terms of items, for when it comes to each item
we have a battle to fight with the Department of Defense which does not want
to have anything liberalized. So the matter is moving somewhat slowly, but

the end result will probably be a reduction in controlled items.
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: THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE :

Serieg "p"
g tay 1958

PELORANDUM FOR = SICAETARY OF TiE ARMY |
LIRETARY OF THE FAVY
_.T,-: SLIRETARY OF THZ ATR FCRCS :
THE CHAIRIAN, JOINT CHIERS OF STAFR

Ly Ganeral Cutlep the focllzouing efaztenent of the points nede Ly
- Taa o o i+ FoN fnd R - = . - ‘H.:"‘ . ' o R
the rresifent at the NS0 restind of 1 D2y 1353 in connectlon with

&)

8., he-doubted the validitye of the corcent that suatual

deterrence"” provides an umbrella under which T8mall warg®

- could be vweged in arezs such as KATO without exps anding into

o

generesl nuclear war, Accordinzly, he fhousht this concep

required further study,

b, He asked for further study and debate cn the view that
1t would be possible to withnold Invoking our rassive nuclear

retaliatury caoability in the event that the Soviet Union

abtacked in the HATO area, ; '

c. He'thsughﬁ there'were various aliernative courses of .

action if vig were to strengtnen our forces and our capabllitjes

LY

for 1irited war, One alternat*ve might be at *he expense of

ourp nuclear deterrent ca ﬁability. If suech an alternative were .
‘adoﬁted, we'would need a detailed accounting by the Jolnt
.Chi%fs,of,staff a3 to pracisely what would constitute a sa§i5u
fezctory deterrent.  Another alterngti§e'could_involvg a naasive

increase 4n resosurces’ zllocated to gefense, If such g courss

*_ znciovsura o J,.C,5, 2101/313 ‘ o : ' .
. A - . .
f v\. }Thwt\-{mw - I . . - ‘
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HEHORANDGH E}F’ mﬁﬁﬁﬁ GONVERSATION WITH smmiﬁf zammmz i

Secretary ! %Slmy talephoned i',n sz&y ihnst Wretary Eullea o :' S
had come over sboub a month ago to discuss hls concern that ﬁ!m FRRIREE SR
KATU countries are becoming disenchanted with the support we |
nare beeu giving and promising in the strategic delivery. ind
of corcepts Secretary Dulles and others had since raised the
question at N30 and slsewhere as to whether we have adequate
limited warfare capability. Secretary MeElroy gaid he had o
digcusged this matter at lengbh with the Jolnt Chiefs, the |
Service Secretaries and M Quarles, snd they feel a need to _
sit down with Decretary Dulles, lr, Herter, and anyone else they
would like to have presenty to make sure there is ruitual wder-
standing. Secrevary MeElroy sald he thinks we have a very sigeable
limited warfare capability which is not really well understood,
partly Secause of a tendeney to be precccupied with the more novel
gtrategic delivery systems to the sxclusion of anything as pros&‘e
as ground forces, eto.

Secretary HeElmy said he wonld like to snggaat an early
dinner == 6100 or 6130 -- some convenlent evening in his office
‘at which Defensge could present & briefing of the eapabilities
they now have for limited werffgeeand, in turny get a belier =
mderstanding of what State’s resl problems are in this area

in which Defense conld be more helpful.

A%t the Under Secretary's sugpestion, Secretary ‘étici“lrojr séid' R
he would m’ite Smretary ﬁx;llps a note s tc date*a which might :

Christian A, Herter E o }
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i %@ ’z%.- iﬁm eri‘fmt thiy "Authm‘&immﬂm% 1% vag mmamwﬁ
coh &ppﬂﬁméﬁ% by tho President thy poecallad "Tmplemonting

Gv2Y Prafts of those *Irplementing ITnstructiona? have bben poopered
Mgw god digtuseed with Stete duwing the twelve montha gince Hay, 1987
L befenss version of tho "Tmplemonting Inptyunetions® wap setelited for
m*"},ﬁm@% o on Aprll BPy 19%0. Tocauge of doubie vhieh you falt aboud
mootings schoduled with the Prowident wowre postpensds

theso soe etddl difleyoncen botween Stote ond Defanss, can

& dats vhon Dalfeape eowld ot Uit,h you in jouz' m“im aa
toward a meoting vith the Presidenty

i‘;ha?ﬁa ary not slonificant diffevancoy batwoen you and Poefenae,
v no' s date which whuld he convenient for you to swet with

d(z tho Pras ﬂ.éﬂm% af;, iw? '

J— <

*

o won tiong by yoursell and tha Spocial
el e KSC hetion 21393 (Awﬁl 3, 1950) o propova Lo &

‘ i:ﬁ}%iz*:;g ! bavo wefficlently advenced so thed you sould be
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Aoy n egi&aﬁﬁi@ mmwm&m which ho soheitied %o the
E did not think this somovendms, stonding by toslf,
2il pressntation sl dlosussion, cich m»u@é’fiﬁi mlghl
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Data or Formerly Restricted Data (FRD) by
the Department of Energy, which is outside
jurisdiction of the ISCAP.

REPCORT TCQ THE PRESIDENT AND THE PRIME HINISTER

Subject: Procedures for the Committ_ing to the Attack of-
Fuclear Retaliatory Forces in the United EKingdom

-

1. Pursuant to the suggestion made by the Prime
Minister to the President on April 24, 1958, representatives
of the United States and United Kingdom Governments, led
respectively by lMr. Robert Hurphy snd Sir Patrick Dean,
have met in Washington. They studled how procedures of
the two Governments wight be concerted for reaching =
decision to respond to a Soviet. attack by committing nuclear
retaliatory forces to the attack from the United Kingdom.

The present report summerizes the results of these talks.

2. The basic understanding between the United
Eingdom and United States Governments, regarding the use
of bases in the United Kingdom by United States forces,
provides that such use in an emexrgency shall be a matter.
for Joint decision by the two Governments in the light of
the circumstances at the time. 4 similar provision is
incorporated in the Agreement of February 22, 1958, Pty
pursuant to which certain intermediate range balligtic g’{ Y
nissiles are to be provided to the United Kingdom Govern-3 £
ment by the United States Governmefit, Decision by both V&, &
parties would slsc be required in order 4o commit to the 2

attack aircraft of the Royal Ajr
Force carrying nuclear weapons) F” &

3. If Western reteliation is to be successful, DGE- FRD
there must be mutuaelly understood procedures for ordering

the retaliatory forces referred to in paragraph 2 above
into action with the minimum delay.

-

4. An outline of United Kingdom procedures is
attached at Annex A, and an outline of United States
procedures at Annex B. Representatives of the two
Governments are satisfied that these vrocedures, which
are designed to be put into effect with the minimum ’
delay, are mutually understood and mutually consistent. -

THT DIVISICY OF CLASSITICATNM, TS, LHERGRY Tt will
AESTATCH RO DLVELOPIITET ACIALRITIRATION, HAE

DETEALSIED THAT TIUS DL CORTAE 1A .

RLCTICTER DATA OR FORKNTNLY HUSIRCITD DATA )

ERDA HAS BC ODIECUOH TO [15 DECIASFIFICATION, -

1EWLD BY . .. PAIR

S RO ST
i . . R

Entire document declassified by the ISCAP
except for portion(s) identified as Restricted
Data or Formerly Restricted Data (FRD) by
the Department of Energy, which is outside
jurisdiction of the ISCAP.
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will be scen that e “Joint decision” reguired Ly the
sic understending between the two Governmenbs would be
¢n by the ¥resident 2nd the Prine Minister, who would

sal
peek personally with each other,

[T o e

5. It should also be noted that the attached precedures
relate only to the committing to the attack of retaliatory
forces referred Yo In sub-paragreaphs (&), (b) end (c) of pera-

graph- 6 below. They do not deal with the employment of United

States retaliatory forces located outside the United Kingdom

or with the employment of United Kingdoem retaliatory forces
other than those specified in sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) of
paragraph 6. The United States Government, of course, retains
the right in accordance with normal procedures to withdraw Ifrom
their United Kingdom bases United States Air Force units

deployed in the United Kingdom, and to redeploy such units
elsevhere. .

6. The categories of reteliatory forces to vwhich the

attached procedures apply are as follows: fDOE e F@

@/

(b) Hoyel Air Force IREM force to be created
pursuant to the Agreement of February 22, 1958;

(e) Units of the United States Strategic Air
Command located in the United Kingdon.

In addition, there are slso located in the Unlted ¥ingdom
certain United Kingdom and United States tactical bomber

units committed Lo SACEUR and having a puclear retaliastory
capability. The use of the bases in the United Fingdom on
which United Btates tactical bomber units are located falls
under the basic understanding referred to 4n parsgraph 2 above.
Some adaptation of the attached procedures may be required to
make them eprlicable to the NATO—committed tacticel bomber
units referred to earlier 4in this paragraph. Accordingly, the
two Govermments have agreed that they will respectively review
as soon as possible thelr procedures covering such units,

After consultation with SACEUR, they will meke sny additions
and/or modifications to the mttached procedures that may prove.
necessary in order to make such procedures applicable to all

categories of retaliatory forces, including tacticsl bomber
unite, located in the United Eingdom.
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Lobert Murphj/ Patrick Dean
Wgshington, June 7, 1958, '
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ARWEX A

URISED KINGDOH PROCEDURES PEYIOR T0 ACTION BY
NUCLEAR RETALIATORY FORCERS BASED IR THE
URITED XTNGDOH. -

1. TIn setting out courses of action to precede
of nuclear retaliatory forces based in the Unite
two conditions of alert or warning periods are

therdespatch
4 Kingdom
envisaged:—-

(a) Strategic Warning. This implies the receipt of
early information by the Joint Intelligence

Committee concerning enemy intention to attack,

Under these conditions the maximum number of

bomber aircraft would be deplayed at readinesa : §

as quickly as possible. ’ A

(b) Zfactical Warnipeg..

lominent attack de

other meansg,

of the medium

be avallable fd
. the remainder

and be despatc

This implies shoxt warning of
rived from positive redar or

nder these conditions that portion
uber force held at readiness would
T instant retaliatory action whilst
I the force would come to readiness
ed in accordance with existing plans.

Strategic Harning,

2. Following the rece
"~ attack ma

15t of Intelligence inforgation that
be expected in the mear £

4, The Frime Minister angd

will consult together regarding a joint decizion to commit to
the asttack retalistory forces based in the United Kingdom,

Tactical Warning. -

the President of the United States

T L L e
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The Prime Hinister wi
the United States reg
attack nuclear retali

11 speak personaily with the Presic oo 1)
arding a joint decision to commit to the

atory forces based in the United Xingdom.

Fey

8. Under both conditions described above, namely, strategic .=~
and tactical warning, when the Prime Hinister and the President

of the United States consult together regarding the launching

of nucleax 3

forces, it will be necessary for them }9§§% .E)sz’
to agree on £t : . '

if they are“Breme The United Eingdom F*i
retalistory force decigion are:—

d to be required,
8 affected by this

(a) The Medium Bomber Force;

(b) The Roysl Air Fo

rce TRBM force to be created -
pursuant to the

agreexzent of February 22, 19%8.

9. Following agreémenti SRR :
Prime Minister will aut! ise the Chairmpan ¢ T ; oo
to implement war plans requiring their use,




© sufficient to permit Tnited States forcesg

Arar i,

- ANNEX B

PROCEDURES PRECEDING ATPACK EY UNITED STATES
RETALIATCRY FORCES FRONM THE UNIYED KIRGDOH

1. fThese procedures 8pply under two conditions, that of

strategic warning and that of tactical warning, defined as
followsy:

&. Gfrategic warning - warning, based on all avail-
able informationm, concerning possible enemy intent to initiste
hostilities. Strategic warning is considered to be a time

in being to be

deployed and in a state of maximum readiness.

-E. Tactical warning -
which positively indicates that
or hag occurred. Tactical warn

warning based on information
an enemy attack is underway,

ing will allow for 1little or i~
no deployment of forces. .

- A Pl
2. 'On recelpt by the Natiopmal Indications Center of Noy o
Intelligence information which indicates that an eneny isg
likely to launch an sttack, the United

authorities will be informed and the
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the me
Securlty Council, :

. 3+ 1In the case of strate
by the United States
evaluation thereof
Committee {London)

gic warning (1.&. above) received
+_the intelljgence information and the

L bave been passed to the Jdoint Intelligence

the Joint Intelligence Committee (Ottawa) jguélﬁ
pursuant to the Tripfftite Alert b

procedure agreed to among th

m, Canada and the United S€

D
Governments of the United Kingdo ate

4. TUpon receiving tactical warning (1.b. above), the
Commander—in-Chier, Strategic Air Command may leunch his Alert
Force under “Positive Control®™

-~ procedure, which proceeds on pre—
arranged routes toward tar%ets, but will not pass beyond a

specified line without further definite instructions.

5. The following actions will be taken, depending upon
the type of warning received: )

2. The Secretary of Defense will advise the President
of the situation. . . . -

b. The Department of Lefens
s of the situation,

L e will notify appropriate
Government agencie

AR
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£+ The Joint Chiefs of Staff wiil sim
dispatch prepared slert messages to all-field commanders
including CINCEUER and CIRCSAC; the Members of the NATO
Standing Group; major NATO commanders; an Chai

Chiefs of Staff Committees, United Kingdomband C&nﬁ ) dike

6. The President will speak pe'rsonal_lzﬁit;h the Prime -

Hinister of the United Eingdom regarding joint decision to -
commit forces located in the United Xingdom. ) -

ultaneously

.7+ Upon the President's authorization, the Joint Chiers
of Staff will direct the implementation of a

ppropriate war
plans, stating that the use of atomic weapons is authorized.
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fé_U.BJm',ﬂ‘: Anglo—Amarican Relations With General de Oaulle's Governme

N o ~

United States  ° y Unitad I{ingdom

" PARTICIPANTS: The President . The Prime Minister ...
' . .. The Sacretary .. Ambassador Oaccia,

C ; Mre Reinhardt . | Sir Normsn Breok
v - }rs Elbrick - Sir Patrick Dean
- Genaral Gpodoastnr - L‘r, l"mderiok; Bishnp

e "Mra Dale o

COPIES T . o - o '._.

Y s/s* Co - S I
G. - L : o
i ~7 . . S/AE ‘ T
o _ CIR ~ Mr, A. Dulles , .
S/P . Embassy London -~ Amb. Whitney'
LUR . I__mhnnny Poris — Amb, Houghton .

T R e L e R B e T T S TR T L S T i it e Mo o e oo it

adopt V.l‘l""a""\rlJ Gcngral da (lrleo and hisg Govo Tt --'-'-” R '

SRR el LIl

SESSREAS SRS SSARSIN
. LIlliiil -o: The

P R

ProTident believeci that we snould. {]'DO"ZLfy aub j@ét.j vhare we want Gonqral ;de Gaulie?
o : pnrbicination and perhaps take thé initdative in asking him in. TFor ithe rosh, wa'
o tahould deal with him bilaterally in order not teo joopardize our hiphl; succami‘tﬂ
lworitinf_, relationshivs. Ba cited the Summit preparatlons and NATO Droblem'; a8
examples of quastlon:: An vmich Goaneral de CGaulle should be brough‘b j.n.T

: \ R R R R

TlrEINIIIiie PSSRt the Sacretary noim.ed out thpt the Ge:mans ﬂmi Ttalians .
oW ’id obje¢t il we "established any . sort of political standing group i.n\ NATO onl &
o hiriparite’ basls md the President ecxplained that he did not intend any‘rh:lng EN

_Athitt, but he balievad that we should discuss on a tripartite bagis pr"nblﬂms ine -

~ volring  ho dofemso of Buropey ::i:iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciiiiiiliiiiiiiiiiiililillll
S I T et TR TSP SRR PSP Llinnninniiniiianiiiiiioo
—_ ; N S S A S ClIlIiiiIiiiiIiiniiinibiiomn
Eﬁ; -“’;,“.;,;g‘:_m::_::::::::‘,::::::::-:-:::::,:::':=::-‘:f::::::::::::: SEASSRESESSSADEEROSE BEBDES It
B T L L T T
-_ja.;\gl‘Q‘\"‘Sgw.:.t:'-:':::::_'._:'; PrrratIrrrreseceeriear e
B N .l ..;;'.:::':'.:::::.:-.:;:::':::::::.‘-'.::::....':::::3::::f':::f;::::'::’. ST
. - A . ... . - R A I A A LR
L’%’i E&'Q;, JriiiLriiiiiiil) The Secretary oxpected fhat tiiis will pose very difficult
] AR eatiohs”for us especlally since the: Joint Oongrea.'aional Ccmmif‘we repor# 1a
T ’sg&dbd i favor of the UK and against ﬁ{ram,eq ‘Ha predioted “that 1t would ‘be
:3"; ﬂfaxtramaly dl._fﬁ cult™ to obtain CQH[;I‘GSJional approval for a bilateral = })mnnt
;(i :w:lth Franca of the type wo are woriding | out wi‘hh tha UKo Ha thought that dg Oaulle .

might counter thiﬂ satback by d territory o WATD.

DE(‘LASSIF{ED : .-
.fszw M. :u’M- .

The P‘I‘Gui taz;ttg tasrr
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' Ths President stated that
God" znd the Secretary apreed,
follnw

- Ve w0u1d wndertake o tripnrtitu relationship yiith da Gaulle 1f
‘whore sthere exists an Fdstorigsl basis for it,
and tho re-unification of Gerfiany.

_ through bilateral arrangements

'Cﬂﬂﬂd, howover, wo will keep oach other fully inform:d of any talls we hol

bilnterally with thp French.

.

-f’f’

‘EUR:éﬂ&:wmnaleﬁmad

:

. Prosident skprossed the vieW that the restntdti ‘
.‘Eﬁmfigigzgisgﬁion BArve No U eml punposs, - since\th Soviats Yiave: ,almbst

' tion on Ehg subibot asl ¥m,
ﬁﬁ:nkoibﬁgnggngmssional apnroval fiar - aatiafactory bilateral ag‘raement -wit.h

.'F&ﬂnca and asksd dbout the feasibility of a treaty. - \‘

| Gleared with Mr. Elbriek 6/10/58

Nave*theleas,
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SUBJECT: Discussion at the 369th Meeting -
of the National Security Council,
Thursday, June 19, 1958

Present at the 369th NSC Meeting were the President of the United
States, presiding; the Vice President ¢f the United States; the
Secretary of State; the SBecretary of Defense; and the Director,
Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were Mr. Fred C.
Scribner, Jr., for the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney
.General; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; Mr. Walter Williams
. for the Secretary of Commerce (Items 2 and 5); the Cheirman, Atomic
" . Energy Cormission; the Federal Civil Defense Administrator; the
' Chairman, Council on Foreign Economic Folicy (Items 1 and 5); the
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelli-
gence; the Deputy Assistant to the President; the Acting Director,
U.5. Information Agency; the Director, International Cocperation
Administration; the Speclal Assistants to the President for National
Security Affairs, for Science and Technology, and for Security
Operations Coordination; the White House Staff Secretary; Assistant
Secretary of State Gerard Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense
Mansfield Sprague; the Navael Alde to the President; the Executive
Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. .

.There follows a swmary of the discussion at the meeting and the
main points taken.

¥

1. BASIC NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY : o
{RSC Action Wo. 1903; ISC 5810/1; Memo for NSC from Executive
Secretary, same subject, dated May 26, 1958)

General Cutler explained that the President would be delayed for

a few minutes and he would accordingly change the order of items on
the agenda, dealing first with the question of U.8. policy with respect
to international commodity agreements which had been unresolved when

. the Council last discussed it in comnection with Paragraph 27-d of our
new Basic National Security Policy (WSC 5810/1) ; &t the Council meeting
on May 1, 1958. He pointed out that on this occasion the issue had been
referred to the Council on Foreign Ecomomic Policy. On May 22, 1958 the
Chairmen of the CFEP, Mr. Randall, had filed a report with the Council
giving the text of existing CFEP policy on international commodity
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agreements and also the consensus of the CFEP that - 'bhis policy re- -
mained valid and should be continued in effect. (A copy of General
Cutler's briefing note is filed in the Minutes of the Mee'bing and
another copy is attached to this memorandun) .

At the coneclusion of Genera.l Cutler's briefing, Secretary Dulles
stated that he had an observation to make with respect to the text of
our policy in the matter of commodity agreements. He pointed out
that the text of our policy as formulated by the CFEP revealed two
different emphases. The first paragraph vhich reads as follows:

"The United States shares the concérn of other nations about
the problems arising from commodity price and market in-
gtability and is prepared to discuss and explore with other
governments possible approaches to these problems"

- Btates at least to discuss and explore approaches to these problems.
On the other hand, the last paragraph of our policy reading as follows:

"Representatives of the United States will not participate in
any discussion or meeting with respect to an International
commodity agreement and will make no commitment as to U.S.
participation in such an agreement until approved at the
interagency policy level within the Executive Branch."

appeared to have a somewhat conflicting emphasis. It seemed quite
possible to Secretary Dulles that the discussions suthorized by the
first paragraph could lead to a commodity agreement. in which other
nations than the U.S. would participate. A current example is that
of coffee. Under existing world economic conditions, Secretary Dulles
felt that we would want to be sure that the first paragraph of this
policy was liberally interpreted when it was impleme‘hted/ although of
course we would not agree to actual U.S. participation in any com-
modity egreement.

Mr. Randall said he not only understood Secretary Dulles's point
but agreed with him. Indeed this specific matter had been discussed
at great length by the CFEP. The general view in the CFEP was that
the U.S. should go ahead and discuss commodity problems with other
nations as much as they desired but not to the point of sticking our
necks out too far and being commitited to participation in an inter-
national commodity agreement. Mr. Randall thought it was extremely
difficult to express in words the sensitive emphases that both he and
Secretary Dulles were agreed upon. It was hard to draw so fine a line.

#F it Bl
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Secretary Dulles said he believed that Mr. Randsll was on the

- right track. Under current conditions the U.S. simply could not

hold itself aloof from these problems of commodity price and market
instability as we had been in a position to do when our policy on

“this subject had first been adopted and when commodity prices were
" relatively high. _

The National Securlty Council:

8. Concurred in the recommendation by the Council on Foreign
Economic Policy, prepared pursuent to NSC Action No. 1903-b-(5)
and transmitted by the reference memorandum of May 26, 1958,
that existing poliey on international commodity agreements
is satisfactory and should be continued.

b. Noted a statement by the Secretary of State that, in the
implementation of U.S. policy on international commodity
agreements, a liberal interpretation should be given to that
portion of the policy which states that the United States is
prepared to discuss and explore with other govermments pos-
sible approaches to problems arising from commodity price and
market instability; while adhering to that portion of the
policy which states that the United States will not partici-
pate in any discussion or meetina with respect to an inter-
pational commodity agreement and will make no commitment as

- to U.S. participation in such an agreement until approved at
the interasgency policy level within the Executive Branch.

NOTE: The sbove actions, as approved by the President, sub-
sequently transmitted to the Chairman, CFEP.

2. U.S. POLICY TOWARD THE SOVIET-DOMINATED NATICNS IN EFASTERN EUROPE
(NSC 5811; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject,
dated May 13 and 21, 1958; NSC Action No. 191%; HSC 5811/1)

In briefing the Council General Cutler reminded the members that
the paragraph in this policy (NSC 5811/1),relating to a proposal to
normalize U.S. trade in non-strategic goods with the Soviet-dominated
nations, had not been adopted by the Council but hed been referred
for further consideration by the President to the Secretary of State
together with Annex C of the paper which spelled out in greater detail

proposals by the Department of Commerce for atimulating American business- -

men to engage in non-strategic trade with the Soviet satellites. The
Secretary of State was now ready to inform the Council of the results




"of his further review of Paragraph 40 and Annex C. In the course

of General Cutler's briefing, the President took his place at the .
table as did Mr. Walter Williams representing the Secretary of =
Conmerce. (A copy of General Cutler's briefing note is filed in’

the Minutes of the Meeting and another is attached to this memorandum).

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

In explanation of his change of view, Secretary Dulles pointed
out the likelihood that the Soviet Union was in the midst of reverting
to the old Stalinist policy of harsh control of the Soviet satellites.
This development was illustrated by the recent execution of the leaders
of the Hungerian revolt. In connection with the latter event, saild
Secretary Dulles, the Yugoslav Awbassador had commented to him only
yesterday that these executions in Budapest did not constitute the

-epilogue to the Hungerian revolt, but rather the prologue to something
else. Thus, if the satellites are going to be even more completely
‘dominated by the Soviet Union, this would not be an appropriate time
for the U.5. to inmaugurate and endorse a policy of increasing the
volume of trade between the U.S. and the satellites.

Secretary Dulles went on to observe that this matter of U.S. trade
with the satellites was related to Khrushchev's propgsal for greatly
increased trade between the U.S. and the Soviet Union itself. In view
of the present mood of the Soviet rulers,Secretary Dulles thought it
would be idle to imagine that the U.S. could have one kind of policy
with respect to U.S. trade with the U.S.S.R. and another kind of policy
for our trade with the Soviet satellites. Accordingly, Secretary Dulles
suggested that it would be best for the Council to defer any decision
on this matter until the present trend of the Kremlin's policies towards
the satellites was. more fully developed and clarified. At the moment
the Kremlin is taking a much tougher line and if we were to countenance
& great surge of U.S. trade with the satellites, 1t might look as though
this was our response to the Kremlin's tougher line. :

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




The President then stated with great emphasis that he had certain
views on this subject which he wished to make known et this time. He
insisted that we should do all we can %o avoid Congressional strait
jackets on trade with these satellite states. After 2ll, the Executive
Branch had very competent advice on this subject from several different
agencies - the CFEP, the State Department, and the Department of Commerce.
" Whet we required was flexibility to study and to act on the problem of
trade with the satellites on & case by case basls. The Soviets were in
a position of being able to change their trade policiés - towards the
satellites or anyone else by simply turning on or off the spigot. We
in the U.S. certainly needed sufficlent flexibility to permit us to
maneuver. The existence of this necessary flexibility was jeopardized
by the attitude of Congress in wishing to legislate agalnst any trade
with any Communist state.

In response to the views suggested by the Secretary of State and
the President, General Cutler suggested that the lsnguage in the old -
Paragraph 40 be amended so that our encouragement of trade with the

: . Soviet satellites should be implemented on & case by case hasis and

any increase to have the approval of the Secretary of State. The President
said he agreed with the wisdom of General Cutler's proposal but insisted
that we could not encourage increased trade on even a case by case basis
if the Congress inSLBted on legislation which forbade all trade with a
Communist state.

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

The President again complained about the attitude of Congress
toward U.S. trade with Communist nations. He cited as an example the
difficulties we encountered when the Danes proposed to acquire much-
needed c¢oal from Poland in return for building tankers for Poland.
However, Secretary Dulles pointed ocut that in the instance the President
cited, we had run afoul the Battle Act which applied to Denmark. The
present paragraph, he again pointed out, dealt only with trade in non-
strategic goods. He added that he did not object to General Cutler's
proposals for amending the old Parasgraph 40 but would also change one
other phrase in that paragraph. The President then esgreed to this pro-
posed Council action. General Cutler made one further suggestion to
put the bee on the CFEP rather than on the Secretary of State for
approval of any increase in the volume of U.S. trade with any of the
Soviet-dominated states.

General Cutler then suggested that the Council hear the views
of the Department of Commerce on this subject. Secretary Williams
said he would be happy to describe the views that had been current




in his department on this subject. He sald that he grasped the
delicacy of the problem as it had been described by Secretary Dulles
but Commerce had felt that if it were to be our policy to go ahead
and normalize U.S. trade with the Soviet-dominated nations, some
agency in the goveroment had to engineer and promote such trade by
providing guildance and the like to American businessmen. Commerce
was the obvious agency to handle trade relations, subject only to

a policy veto by the Secretary of State on political grounds. Apparently,
however, these views of the Commerce Department were no longer appli-
cable 1f, as now seems to be the case, the Adminisiration did not wish
to generate any considerable increase in U.S. trade with the Soviet-
dominated nations generally. Secretary Dulles confirmed Secretary
Williams' understanding of his changed position.

- At this point the President changed the subject by turning to
Mr. Allen Dulles and asking him if he knew when Premier Nagy had
actually been executed.  Mr. Dulles replied that to the best of their
knowledge, it had happened quite recently. 'The President said that
it had been his guess that Nagy had been executed five or six months
. ago. Mr. Dulles replied that his people in CIA had also thought of

- this possibility but that The best information at present was that
the decision to try Nagy had been made at the recent Moscow.Conference.
The trial had sctunlly begun st the end of May and lasted a fortnight.
The President commented that if this were indeed the case, it made the
affair look all the more ominous. :

The Nationel Security Council:

&. Discussed an oral report by the Secretary of State on the
foreign policy implications of expanding non-strateglc
trade with the Soviet-dominated nations for primarily
political purposes (paragraph 40 and Apnex C of NSC 5811),
prepared pursuant to NSC Action No. 191k-b-(3).

b. Adopted, for insertion in NSC 5811/1, the following re-
vision of peragraph 40 of NSC 5811 (while agreeing that
Annex C of NSC 5811 should not be adopted for inclusion -
in NSC 5811/1);

" "40. On a case-by-case basis as approved by the Council
on Foreign Economic Policy, seek to establish be-
tween the United States and the dominated nations
with which the United States has diplomatic re-
lations, more normal economic relations thereby
facilitating a gradual expansion of trade -- con=-
sistent with 'Basic National Security Policy'

(Ns¢ 5810/1) and 'U.S. Economic Defense Foliey'
(NSC 5704/3)* -- when it would be a means of pro-
jecting influence and lessening the dominated




pations' economic ties with and dependence on
the Soviet Union.

T¥NSC Action No. 1865-c directed the review of this
. policy, ef. NSC 581071, paragraph 37." : -

NOTE The revision of paragraph Lo 1n b above, as approved by
the President, subsequently circulated for insertion in
all coples of NSC 5811/1.

3. SIGNIFICANT WORLD DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING U.S. SECURITY

As his first topic, the Director of Central Intelligence pro-
ceeded further to describe the trials and executions of the leaders
of the Hungarian revolt. It seemed likely that Nagy had been hanged
in Budapest on the night of June 16. General Maleter had been tried
before a military tribunal.. The civilian victims had been tried in
a civilian court. Mr. Allen Dulles suggested that the trials were

¢ primarily designed as a move against Tito but one of the results had

been & considerable weakening of Kadar's position.

Secretary Dulles carefully inquired as to the reliability of the
statement of the Director of Central Intelligence that the trials and
the executions of the Hungarian leaders had been prescribed by Moscow.
Mr. Allen Dulles repeated his view that while the information on this
subject came from a Jjournalist in a position to know and not from any
official statement by the Soviet or Hungarien Governments, he never-
theless believed that it was the truth. Moreover, Mr. Allen Dulles
belleved that we should play up very hard the fact that the executions
were ordered by Moscow. Secretary Dulles commented that the reaction
in Europe to these executions had been very strong.

Mr. Allen Dulles then went on to sketch in the background of

these trials and what the victims had done during the course of the

Hungarian Revolution and afterwards. He pointed out*that the Yugoslavs
had received written assurance of respect for the asylum they had pro-
vided Nagy and others in the Yugoslav Embassy in Budapest.

Mr., Allen Dulles reiterated his conviction that the signal for
the executions had almost certainly come frcm Moscow. The Soviets
mst certainly have weighed the unfavorable world reaction which
these executions would stimulate. Mr. Allen Dulles believed that the
executions were intended as warnings first to Tito and thereafter to
Gomulka. He thought it likely that in the sequel Kadar would drop
cut of the political plcture gquite soon. The reaction of the Hungarian
people had been one of stunned and shocked silence.

Secretary Dulles said that he understcod that Mr. Allen Dulles
was now engaged in a study with State Department officials and CIA




people to try to grasp the meaning of all these concurrent develop-
ments inthe Soviet Bloc. Mr. Allen Pulles replied in the affirmative.

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

Mr. Dulles speculated thet the Central Committee meeting might
deal with the new Seven Year Plan which was supposed to be unveiled
before next July 1. The Central Committee meeting might also debate
Khrushchev's programs for the reorganization of Soviet industry and
of Soviet agriculture. Khrushchev probably realizes that he is some-
what under fire with respect to both of these programs. -There have
been accusations that in supperting these programs Khrushchev is not
behaving as an orthodox Marxlst-Leninist. The Committee might also
discuss problems in connectlon with the summit meeting and the impli-

‘*‘.cations of the executions in Hungary. There was even the possibility

of a further purge such as that which had cccurred lasit June. Mr. Dulles
thought we would know more in & few days and again pointed out that

CIA officials were studying with officials from State and other depart-
ments the meaning and significance of all these inter-related develop-
ments in the Soviel Bloc. He felt that it was of special importance

to watch what happened in Poland.

Secretary Dulles commented that a great many important things
seemed to be going on concurrently in the Soviet Bloc. Taken together
they seemed to point to a change in Soviet poliecy. On the other hand
it was pot easy to understand why the Soviets were propesing signifi-
cant policy changes because normally one does not change policies un-
less things were actually going badly.




Mr. Allen Dulles turned then to the situation In Cyprus and des-
cribed the most recent develorments. He pointed out that General
Grivas, the leader of the ECRKA, was threatening immediate retaliation
in the case of further Turkish attacks on the Greek Cypriots who, said
". Mr. Dulles, had been very temperate in their reaction thus far.

The British plan for Cyprus had been rejected in principle by
both the Turkish and the Greek Govermments. There was no news yet on
the direction of the talks on this subject in NATO. Meanwhile, Premier
Karamaniis was threatening to resign. The King was insisting that he
remain because there was no alternative to him except a dictatorship.
Keramanlis would probably stay on.

In a brief review of Prime Minister deGaulle's first two weeks
in power, the Director of Central Intelligence pointed ocut that de
Gaulle had apperently got complete control for the time being of the
French army units in Algeria. It was also significant that the
Algerian rebels were manifesting genuine concern over the possible
weakening of their position vis-a-vis the many Algerian Moslems who
find themselves drawn to deGaulle's proposal for Iintegration. Meanwhile,
deGaulle had moved qulckly and effectively to mollify Tunisia and
Morocco including the removal of all French forces from Tunisis except
those at Bizerte.

Secretary Dulles commented that this latter development meent
in effect that deGaulle had adopted the recommendations of the Good
Offices Team.

Mr. Allen Dulles then pointed out the problems on the home front
that General deGaulle was encountering from the extreme Rightists and
from the Communists. The attitude of the Soviet Union was extremely
interesting. As a govermment the U.S.S.R. was being very cautious in
its treatment of deGaulle but as a Commmist Party, the Soviets were
attacking him heavily. The President broke in to say that he could
meke at least one prediction. If deGaulle lasted six months, he would
have arrested Duclos.




'Secretary Dulles inquired about the prospects for the French
gold loan. There was no available information on the subject at
this timei N . T T : . ' .

The National Security Council: -

Noted and discussed an oral briefing by the Director of
Central Intelligence on the subject, with specific refer-
ence to the recent execution of leaders of the Hungarian
revolt; the probable meeting of the Central Committee of
the Soviet Communist Party in Moscow; recent developments
in Iebanon and in Cyprus, and the situations in France and
North Africa.

k., WARTIME ORGANIZATION FOR OVERSEAS PSYCHOLOGICAL OPERATIONS
(NSC 59/1; NSC 127/1; NSC Actions Nos. 1193 and 1362-b; Report
of the President's Committee on International Information Activities,
dated June 30, 1953; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject:
"Coordination of Foreign Pblitical Military, Economic, Informa-
tional and Covert Operations”, dated December 27, 1955, and March 26,
1957; Executive Order No. 10700 dated February 26, 1957; NSC 5812/1
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: "Wartime Organization
for Overseas Psychological Operations", dated June 18, 1958)

General Cutler briefed the Counecil concluding his briefing with an
expression of great satisfaction that a problem which had beset this
government ever since 1953 had apparently at last been resolved. He
expressed the picus hore that no one would now raise serious gquestion
about this orgenizational paper which even the Joint Chiefs of Staff
have all concurred in. (A copy of General Cutler's briefing note is
filed in the Minutes of the MEeting and another copy is attached to this
memorandum) .

The President quipped that he had never heard Robert Cutler quite
's0 eloguent. Mr. Gordon Gray pointed out that General Cutler was in
error in stating that this problem had been unresolved since 1953. It
had actually been a problem as early as 1951 in the old Psychological
Strategy PBoard.

The President commented that he would have only one word to say.
He himself hed personally struggled with the problem of organization
of psychological warfare during a period of actual hostilities when
tempers really got short. Accordingly, if there was an agreement on
this peper, he would refuse to open his mouth further.

Mr. Abbott Washburn, Actlng Director of the U.S. Information Agency,
said that he had some doubts as to the realism of the proposal in the

10.




reper, to assign a regular political officer to the Commanding
General in a theatre of wer to be in charge of psychological war-
fare operations. - Would it not be wiser. %o select somebody out- -
side of govermment like C.D. Jackson rather than to assign the task
to the usual political officer? I R ‘

~ The President did not respond directly to Mr. Washburn's query
but he lauded Under Secretary Robert Murphy who had been his politieal
officer in charge of psychological operations during the North African
campaign. He gave a brief sketch of certain of the problems which
Mr. Murphy had solved. In psychological warfare, continued the Presi-
dent, what was needed was a smart man. It did not matter what agency
he came from. He must be in a position to meet and solve very practical
problems. General Cutler commented that if the Secretary of State pro-
posed to appoint a political officer and U.S.I.A. had ideas on the sub-
Ject, there was no reason why there could not be a rationsl eXchenge of
views.

* The National Security Council:

a. Discussed the draft statement of policy on the subject
contained in NSC 5812/1, prepared by the NSC Planning Board
on the basis of NSC 5812 ("Wartime Organization for Foreign
Information and Psychological Operations"); in the light of
the views of the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff, transmitied by the
reference memorsndum of June 18, 1958.

b. Adopted the statement of policy in NSC 5812/1.

¢. Requested the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, to
submit to the FPresident, on an urgent basis, in accordance
with established Executive Office procedure, recommendatlons
on Executive Branch organization, at the Washington level,
for wartime psychological operations; integrating therewith
the policy approved by the President with reference to over-
seas organizational arrangements for psychological operations
in wartime.

NOTE: The statement of policy in NSC 5812/1 sub-
sequently approved by the President for imple-~
mentation by all appropriate Executive depart-
ments and agencies of the U.S. Government, and
referred to the Operations Coordinating Board
for coordination of the development of organi-
zational plans, procedures and sgreements pursuant
to paragraph 13 thereof, in the sbsence of armed
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conflict and pending the results of the studies
referred to in paragraph 4 thereof. . A1l holders
of NSC 5812/1 subsequently advised of this action.

The action in ¢ above, as approved 'By the President,
subsequently transmitted to the Director, OIM, for
appropriate implementation.

5. U.S. POLICY TOWARD LATIN AMERICA
(NSC 6613/1; OCB Report onm NoC 5613/1, dated May 21, 1958)

Mr. Karl Harr briefed the Council on the highlights of the OCB
Report on latin America making use of maps and overlays. Among the
points stressed by Mr. Harr was the fact that U.S. trade with Latin
America incressed in 1957 while that of the Soviet Unlon with ILatin
America declined somewhat in volume despite the intensive efforts of
the Soviet Union in the contrary direction. Mr. Allen Dulles inter-
rupted to point out that a different trend was already detectable in
1958. . Soviet trade with the Latin American countries was increasing,
particularly in wool and petroleum. (A copy of Mr., Harr's briefing
note is filed in the Minutes of the Meeting and another is attached
to this memorandum). '

The President said he had a point which he wished to emphasize.
We have all often heard the generalization that the only force In
the modern world capable of effectively combatling communism is
pationalism. Why then don't we go to our Latin Amerdican neighbors
and preach ultra-nationalism to them, insisting that the goals of
their nationalism can only be realized in conjunction with us. After
all, we do want these Latin American republics to be sovereign
assoclates of ourselves. In a sense we are ultra-natiopalists so
why not preach the same doctrine to our neighbors? Under this um-
brella we could attempt to deal with the conerete economic problems
faced by lLatin America, either by ameliorating these problems or
at least by fuzzing up our own connection with these prodlems. In
short we ought to exploit the wltra-nationsl feelings in the neighboring
republics along the line of the slogan that if you can't beat them,
join them.

Mr. Harr pointed out that ultra-nationalism in the Iatin American
countries was not in and by itself a stunbling block for the Unlted
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- States.’ ‘The trouble was the use made of the force of nationalism

by its irrational exponents. ' The President repeated his arguments, - o
while General Cutler warned that we would have to be careful in ' o
preaching ultra-nationalism in certain Iatin American republics such

88 ranams..

Secretary Dulles pointed ouf that we treat our Iatin American
neighbors scrupulously as political equals but there was no hiding
the fact of the economic dependence of these-nations upon the United
States. It is on this fact that the Soviets capitalize and thus
confront us with serious problems. The President agresd but again
argued that we must try the formuls of ultra-nationalism. We must
exploit the power of this force in Iatin America rather than trying
to fight it.

The Vice President changed the subject slightly at this point

: . by asking about the mechanics of the review of owr current Iatin

Americen policy which was recommended in the CCB Report. General
Cutler explained the normal uanner by which policles were revised

and said that he very much hoped that the Vice President would be
sble to talk with the Planning Board during the course of its drafting
of the revised policy.

Secretary Dulles said he had one more word to speak on the aspects
of our Latin American policy. In its forthecoming review the Planning
PBoard should lock at the problem of Latin Americe from something more
than merely an intellectual analysis as to how to deal most effectively.
with the concrete problems which existed in our relations with latin
America. The most significant fact that we must recognize was the
fact that throughout much of the world and certainly in Latin America
there had been in recent years a tremendous surge in the direction of
popular government by peoples who have practically no capacity for
self -govermment and indeed are like children in facihg this problem.

He reminded the Council that he had told Prime Minister Macemillan on
his recent visit to Washingbon that when our own republic had been
founded, our Founding Fathers realized that it would take some con-
siderable time before the new United States could safely practice
government by direct democracy. For this reason ocur Presidents were
elected, not by direct suffrage, but through the device of the Electoral
College.

Unlike ourselves, many of the Iatin American states are leaping
eheed to irresponsibl&fadvernment directly out of & semi-colonial
status. This presentd the Communists with an ideal situation to ;
exploit. Accordingly in its study of a revised pollcy for Iatin America, }
the Planning Board ought not toconcentrate simply on the councrete prob-
lems involved in owr relatiomships. It should also try to figure out
by vhat means we can move in, teke control over, or gulde the mass
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movement ‘toward democracy in many of the Latin Amerlcan republics..
Secretary Dulles felt that- this was the correct ‘approach because ,
he was sure that the problem of irresponsible self-government would
remain even if and even after gll the concrete problems between the
U.S. and the latin American republics had been solved.

Secretary Dulles launched into a vivid account of the skill
with which the Commnists operate in this field and stated that we
were hopelessly far behind the Soviets in developlng controls over
the minds and emotions of unsophisticated peoples.

Mr. Allen Dulles was sbout to take issue with Secretary Dulles
on our relative capabilities in this field when the President inter-
rupted and asked Mr. Allen Dulles whether it was the CIA or the USIA
- which had charge of monitoring the output of the daily radio broad-
. casts in forelgn countries. The President went on to explain that
"'what he wanted was & good analysis, over the period of one week, of
the content of radio broadcast and newspaper views, both pro-American
and anti-American, throughout the world. The President said he thought
that in some areas the U.S. may be being treated better than in others.
We should find out why and see if we can improve our standing in areas
where 1t clearly needs improving.

Mr. Allen Dulles replied thatit would be possible to carry out
the President's desire if the analysis were confined to a single ares
in the world but it would be an overwhelming task to provide the
President with an analysis of the radio and newspaper output on the
U.S. for even so short a time as one week. With this qualification,
he said that CIA could accomplish the task with the help of USIA. The
President then directed that one South American country should be
selected for such a test analysis. .

Mr., Allen Dulles,taking issue with Secretary Dulles, then com-
mented that the Communists control less than one-tenth of the press
of Iatin America. The Vice President agreed that this was &n accurate
statement but that it could be misleading. The significance lay not
with those who publish pepers in Iatin America. The significant point
was who supplied the views which were published in these papers and
the journalists and reporters who supplied the views were mostly anti-
American, The President agreed that what was important was what got
into the newspaper or was heard over the radioc. The Vice President
agreed and sald that what got into the newspaper was what the working
press, the reporters, put in. This material was often anti-American
. end often even pro-Communist. The Vice President went on to say that
as far as the job of USIA was concerned in ILatin America, the performance
was highly creditable as he had stated before but he wished to emphasize
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‘tll..p....... .............5,1 We must somehow manage "to project
owr point of view among ‘the working press and radio people. Beyond
this we must strive for greater influence '.in the universities
because efter all it is from the universities that the journalists
and radio people of the future are golng to come.
the

Mr. Abbott Washburn pointed out that/Operations Coordinatang
Board was already engaged on plans for more intensive work to Iatin
Americen student groups even though our Latln American policy had
not yet been revised.

The Vice President then stated that he wanted to return to the
subject of the Planning Board's fortheoming revision of our Istin
American policy. He thought that before the Planning Board sent its
draft revision to the Council for final consideration, it would be
" useful for the Planning Board to show its draft and to consult with
"an unofficial non-Govermment group of Latin American experts. - He
would suggest & panel of consultants mmbering eight or ten people
" such as Nelson Rockefeller and Milton Eisenhower. It would be use-
ful to get the ideas of people like this before the Planning Board
completed a draft statement of policy. BSecretary Dulles also sug-
gested the nsme of Walier Ponnelly for such & group of consultants.

The Vice President then said he had a couple of other suggestions
for the Planning Board to consider in the course of its work on the
new Latin American policy. He werned that he believed that we must
be much less rigid than in the past in our definitions of what con-
stituted "democracy" or "self-government"” as these related to lLatin
America. His second idea which he said might be regarded as a most
revolutionary suggestion he would now proceed to unfold. He said
that when he had returned from his first visit to lLatin America, namely,
to Central America, he had strorgly opposed the use ¢f U.S. Govermment
resources in assistance to nationalized enterprises in these countries.
He had now come to change somevwhat his point of view. Where funds are
not available to support private enterprise in Latin America, the U.S.
would have to lock at the situation as it is and not es we might wish
it to be. Accordingly, we will have to be more flexible in regerd to
our views on aiding nationalized enterprises in several of the Iatin
Aperican republics. The Vice Presldent repeated that this would seem
a revolutionary idea and emphasized that he was not advocating precipi-
‘tate Ioans to nationslized industries and enterprises in Iatin America.
He was merely pointing out that in certain countries such as Bolivia,
we would have to follow a somewhat d&ifferent policy of financiel
assistance.

The National Security Council:

a. Noted and discussed the reference Report on the subject by
the Operations Coordinating Board.
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( b. Directed the NSC Planning Board to review NSC 5613/1,
: as recommended by the Operations Coordinating Board,
. teking into account suggestions made at the Counc1l
.. meeting. - ‘ , .

c. Noted the President's request that the Central Intel-
ligence Agency end the United States Information Agency
Jjointly prepare an analysis of the relative volume of

~pro- and anti-U.S. statements during one week in the
press and radlo of selected Latin American nations.

NOTE The action in ¢ above, as approved by the
President, subsequently transmitted to the
Director of Central Intelligence and the
Director, USIA, for appropriate implementation.

6. EREPARATIONS FOR A POSSIBLE SUMMIT'MEETING
{wsc Action'No. 1593}

General Cutler reminded the Council of the President's directive
some months ago that a special NSC commitiee be established to make
preparations for a possible summit meeting. The commitiee was to be
chaired by the Secretary of State who was now being asked to report
to the Council on the work of the committee thus far.

‘The President saild that the Council should not take up this sub-
Ject at this {ime and Secretary Dulles added that the issue of a sum-
wit conference was now so fiuid that he did not feel it would be use-
ful for him to make his report.

¥

The National Security Council:

Daferred the report by the Secretary of State, scheduled for
this meeting, on the work of the Special NSC Committee estab-
lished pursuwant to NSC Action No. 1893.

7. U.S. POLICY TOWARD GERVMANY
(NSC 5803; NSC Action No. 1858)

General Cutler asked Secretary Dalles if he were in a position
to report to the Council on the results of the contimuing study by
the Departments of State and Defense on major alternatives designed
to achieve German unification. He pointed out that this study was re-
quired by Paragraph 4 of NSC 5803, pursuant to a Presidentisl directive.

16.




Secretary Dulles replied that the depertments in question had
not come up with anything new and brilliant as a means of reunifying
Germeny in freedom. In fact he said there was no formula in existence
. today which could succeed in achieving German unification on terms
_acceptable to the U.S.  Secretary Dulles expressed himself as strongly
opposed to all the formulas which involved the so-called "disengagement"
of the Federal Republic. On the contrary, the Federal Republic must
be kept with the West. The only thing which will free Germany, con-
timied Secretary Dulles, was & thorough re-orientation of Soviet policy
toward all the Soviet satellites. There was clearly no chence of such
a re-orientatlon at the present time. Some day however he hoped that
the Soviets might realize the advantage of being surrounded by friendly
or neutral countries like Finland instead of being surrounded by sullen
and unwilling satellites. Secretary Dulles commented that he had said
as much as this to Gromyko. The latter had responded that the Soviet
Union needed no advice from the Secretary of State as to how to carry
on its relations with the peoples' democracies. (Laughter).

' The Netional Security Council:

Noted an oral report by the Secretary of State on the re-
sults of the continuing study by the Departments of State
and Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff required by
paragraph bt of NSC 5803, pursuant to the President's
directive in NSC Action No. 1858.
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1. The next iten s to repork on & veview which the Prestdent

" directed of p paragraph in anotber security policy statemeat--Par. 27-4

on Page 12 of the dralt Basic Ratiomal Securlty Policy dimasad at the
Council Meoting on May 1.

: 2. Phis paragreph--vhich sppeared in the econcmic section of the
vasic policy paper--proposed, in rgeognition of the prodlews of Yone~crop"
countries, thet, for poutica& reasons, the U. S. uight Yon occasicn, Join in
mltilatersl exapination of price, production, snd demend trends™ for

basic commodities “which might belp to promote readjustments betwesm

- gupply and demand and reduce price fluctuations”. Tresmsury and Commsrce

wished to 824 that the U. 3. should not discuss the making of, or icipate

in, eny {ntervational commodity sgresment without Presidentiel app

3. Fr. Bandall called attention to the fact that this paragraph,

" a8 proposed by the Planaing Board, did not reflect exilsting CFEP policy

of general disapprovel of international commodity agreements, or the re-
quirement that CFEP glve its advance spprovel to any participation by
Y. 8. rvepresentatives in internstionsl discussion of any such agreement,
or o V. 8. participation in any such agresmant.

L, Atmﬂmilﬁe@tingm%aylitmmmdﬂm
Paregraph 27-4 and to refer 1, and an slternative proposed by the
gecretary of State, to the Council on Foraign Economic Policy to cone
sider in reviewing the existing CFEP policy on ioternational emdity
sgrocments.

5. (n May 22 Mr. Randall filed with the Council & memorandws report,
whichhbﬁmm,mtnxg{l)mmwtheaﬂstmgmponcyon
international comsodity agreements, and (2) the consensus of CFER that
this policy should be contimued in effect. In the light of this reviev,

there sppears no nead 4o include mny paragraph on this subject in the
besic policy statement, and none hag been fncluded.

6. It may interest the Council to know that the CFEPF, under the
excoptions procedure in its existing policy, recently authoriged the
Depertment of State to participate in an interpational coffee study
group and 1o discuss an interngtionsl ooffea ggreement, 1f such an
agreement 1s proposed by one of the membera of the study group. The
CREP slso urged State to take every precaution not to imply directly or
indirectly, that the U. 8. would participste in or police such an
ggreement .

ac: Mr. Horr
M. lay
Dy. Oleason =
Z{r_. Johnson




1. The next two items concern reports on further consideratien
which the President requested should be glven to certain porticns of
mitywﬁymmammmwdmwwm yeer.

2. The first of these policy statementa denlt with the Soviet-
domtnated naticns, HSC 5811,

3. As preseanted to the Camcdl, Par. hﬂﬂfthiaetatmt called
for the esteblislment, within exisbing sconcmle defense policy, of more
normal econsiic relations with those dominated mations with which we
maintain diplosatic relations. Such econcmle relations were viewed as
& means of projecting W. 8. influence and of lessening thess nationa!
economie ties with and dependence upon the Soviet Unlon. Apnex C to
the pollcy statement contained a Deparimant of Coamgrce proposal further
%o spell out the gwidence in Par. §0. Comwerce proposed that the U. 8.
‘initiate discussiong with the dominated nations o explors means of
accomplishing reciprocal redustion of baxriers o irade, and that the
- Y. B. government make clamr to the U §. busineas commuinity that the
govermxmt actively fevors and will take gotion to facilitate such trede.
Mr. Bandall indiested that Par. L0 and Acnex C were consistent with our
geoncmic defense and other Foreign economic policies and that he favored
mmt@nm@wmmmm :

k. mmudentax}mas&dmmlesﬁm,%mmc o
imply that we wore interegted in such twade primaxily for its own sske,
rather than primerily for its pelitical effects, and the
Secretary of State to review the foreign policy mmmmmﬁm
non~gtrategic trade with the Soviet~dominated nztions.

- 5. The Secretery of State is now to infomm the Councll
of the results of his further review of Par. 40 snd Anmex C.

SECEETARY DUILES




(RC Briefing Fote -
NSC Meeting of 6-19-58)

TEMh - mmm@mtimfmmmwmw

S iﬂxenaxbimnomamam;}ectm'mimmwﬂmfar
Psychological Operations” -« which has proved ss controversial and
diffimxlttoresolveasmﬁmmymﬁwewﬁwithmmﬁm

Securdty Council.
.2, mmmammammvm:nmwlymcywm NS¢ 59/1
spproved in Mavch, 1950, entitled “The Tnforaation Progrem and

Peychological Warfare Plaaning,® and N3¢ 127/1, approved in July, 1958,
% :&%ﬂeﬁi ian for &mﬁm&m Payohnlogical Opergtions During (eneral
eg.¥

3- Bylg%itmmntthaﬁ ﬂththemimtimoftm
mmmmtmgmwzmmmmatmmm
~with the change in chermcter of general war; these puperd and their con-
; capte were oub of dste. Efforits st that tims fo consolidnte thame policy
stataments snd dring tham wp to data were handicapped by varioua inter-
depertuental controverales over the assigmmnt of departmental xespongi-
bilities, over vhether to ubllize existing organisationg or to creete nev
ones, end over the nature, leval, and staffing of the sgency to ba given
mspansibﬂityinﬂ@himm

, b, In the epring of 3,955, the Presidant gsked Hr. Rockefener

| mmmmmmtmmwm,mammmamm
moke recoemandations for resolving these interdepaxtmonts

¥r. Bockefallerts repowh, yecelved late in neaezﬁaer, 19553 egvered &

very wide fleld of yecommendations, many of which wers not mceptahletc

the interested depariments gnd a&emies and, after careful analyais,

not spproved by tha ?msidaant.

54 )Aieorﬂinzlyg in mmh, 1957, the Freaident referved RSC 59/1.
and BSC 127/1, together with the relevant recomendations of the Rocke-
feller report, to the Director of ¢ for the preparation of plans for
the vartime assignment of responsibvdlity for and coordingtion of activity |
in the arce of foreign informption and paychalogical. operationsy such b

- sasiganent to be developed in conaulbabion with the interested Departments
i and agencies and submitited to the Council for considerabtion.

i 6. The Plaming Board has gonsidered the report gubmitted by OIM
in May, 1958, 4in res;mae to the Presidsnt's directive. On the basis of
that miﬁmtim, Plonning Boerd unsnimously recomwends the paper
before you, "Wartime (rgenizaticn fox evarsm Paychological @mtions,
for Councili gpproval.

Te @ap@u&eﬁm“psmmmmm"tommmmj@
information, paychological getivities, and psychologieal warfare. The
temsoftnamermaufﬁcimuybmtomrmnmﬁeamm )
mlmr._ _ _
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!
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RS,

8. mwrmﬁwmmmﬁthenmﬁmﬂ
pmhlem vartimes opgenization for oversess psychologiesd, operations,
" Pax. k&mmstmstmmmtwmw-lml
Exeoublve Branch orgenirational for wartims coordination of
paychological operations should ba Mtostxmﬁabeingctmuy

| mmbywmtmmmtm&mmmmmﬁe
'infomtim. _

Q. meefmmaiﬂdesthesaaim averseas
responsibilitien between (1) cowntries in theaters of operation in which
combed operations sve under wiuy (Pars. 7-8), (ajctharmmtrmawithia
. theaters of operation within whdeh combab operations are not voder wvay
{rars. 9408 , and {3) pentral or friendly scuntries cutside thegters of
operetiony {Pax. 11}, Broadly speaking, primary respoesibility for
operations in combal sress is vested in the thenier commander, and in all
¢iher aread in the U. 8, Adbassador as the head of the Yetxmtry teanm”.
Those mesigoments ¢f responsibliities geem sufficlently clsar so that the
nacesaary orgenizational plang, procedures, and agreumsnts ean be drafted
by@%ﬁﬁmamwwmmm.

10, Mm%mﬂ%ﬂt&zﬁﬁi&srﬁmmmm&h,
Opexgbions Coordinating Board would kesp gn eye on the development of
such orgsnizationsl plang, procedures, and agreements and meke reports
mmm{m.nh mmmmm&xmwz-
bility for Weshington-level coordination of paychologlenl operstions in
tmemmafanamﬂmuﬁsmwmmmrmmemmm
of the OO ptudies {far. 1s).

11. mmmmmmwmmmmmkmmm
formmmmmm),mmmmmtm,
ummcywmmismm,mmmmtmnm:

Request the Dirvectar, Office of Defense Mobilization, to
submit to the Pmaiﬁsnt, oa an urgen bass reeo:mﬁatm

for warkine paychological apemﬁans; Mtegrating therevith
the policy spproved ty the President with reference to
overseas organizaticnal nyrangements for mychological

. opargtions in wartime.

12, After the OTM recommendations referred to in this request bhave
been prepared in sccordmnce with @stablished Executive Gffice procedure,
and approved by the President, & Presidential directive or Executive Oxder
might isgue incorporating stch recoutendations snd the organizational
srvangements spproved in the paper before you. This organizational matter
mmmmmmm'a Jtudﬁdictign

eaz Mr. Harr
Mr. Iay
Ir. Glsason
Mr, Johnson




OCB REPORT ON LATIN AMERICA

Mz. Presldent, this report covers our operations in all of Latin

America over the 8-month period‘ending May 21 last. {188 miliion people.}

The Vice President's trip to South America fell within the reporting period.

Because of the accalerated operating diificultles during the period, many
of which manifested themselvea in the coursa of the Vice Presldent's
trlp, because there have been substanxlal changes in the sitnation on which
the existing pollcy was based; and becax.__tae of agency disagreement with
reapect to one specific policy provisiong the Board recommends Council
review of our policy toward Latin America..

During the rep§rting period relations with the governments of the
area continued to develop favorably. Strong support for major U.S.
policles continued. VBiiateral relatlons were genuinely friendly, and
multtlateral cooperation was Ilmproved, The governments genérally held
firm agalnst Soviet overtures for closer diplomatic or trade relationships.
Also, the value of U,S. private direct investment in Latin America is |
expandi:ng by §1 billlon per year (Chart I} and U, S, trade wilth the area

($8 billion in 1957) was greater than with any other area except Western

[N

Europe {ChartII). Initial loans by the DLF ($2.5 to Paraguay and $5. to Honduras

for road construction) were authorized, and Export-Import and IBRD loans
continued to be a significant factor in Latin American development. The

program to help Latin Amerlcan countries use their mllitary forces for




Ce2e .
useful public work projects also conttnued to develop £avora,b1y Flnally. '

contacts between the OAS and NATO lmproved.

However. ‘sustained and widespread decline in mrketa aﬁd prices

/'J-f‘zf

of basic commodities, reduction in foreign exchange holdings Iin

. most countries, potential, and In some cases actual, U,8. restrictions on

imports, and the failure of some Latin American governments to put their
A Bl

own economic houses in order, pméweeﬁ general eccmomic deterioration

during the perlod. An increase in Communlat propaganda and activities;

the failure of most countries of the area effectively to counter these

activities; intensification of ultra-nationalist, anti-U. S, sentiment; and

the increased political nstability of some countrles (notably Venezuela)
PP {,bf‘-_,af L P

also ocm% duting the reporting period.

Against this background and notwithstanding the generally favorable

trend in relationships between the U, S, and the govdroments of Latin

America, the report indicates the existence of serious operational problems
and the prospect of thelr growth during the mmediate future. For purpbsea
of analysia, the most significant of these operatlng- problems seem to fall
into three major groups.

firat, as in the case of Southeast Asia, there are those problems
inherent in the a_octal, political and economic structures of the area, which
we can do little to change over the short run. These include the scarcity
of gkilled huraan resources; economies based primarily on one or two

commedities; acute sensitivity to foreign (partlcularly U.S.) domination




/ -3? )

er exploltatlo:x Whlch. when fanned as at preaent by rising nationallat

sentlment, produces protectionist rastrlctions on trade and Ioretgn
lnvestment {particularly Argentina and Brazil); political naivete and lack
of orgaﬁlxﬁtlonal skill among ft‘ee trade urion leaders andrmembers. as
well as archaic industrial relations pollcies by management, limited debt
servicing capacity {which is virtually exhaused in Bolivia, Haitl, Paraguay);
the disproportionate political role played by the military and the chronic
desire for excessive military equlpmentr rosultlng therefrom; political = .
1notability in many countries whioh handica.ps their governments in with-
standing serious econo;nic stress, and“which renders them especially
shaly durtng{ periods of transition from dictatorship to a more representative
form of government, |

A second category of operating difficulties includes those which
arise from our own policles ~- either as inevitable by-products, or through
Communist or ultra-nationalist distortion of the motivatidns or effects of
these policies. For instance, under certain ci.i"cumstances our traditional
policy of non-intervention angers pro-democratic elements and leads to
the charge that we support dictatorships. So do certain of our arms

agsistance
shipments and Internal security/programs, when applied or thought: to be

applied aga.lnst legitirnate political opposition {notably Cuba) During
perioda of economic crisis, such as the present, some of our trade policies,
such as our actual and potential restrictions on imports from Latin America

and our unwillingness to participate in Lntegna




-4%;1{{ |
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are aometlmes used eﬁ'ectively to incur 7:esentment against ue. The

recently coacluded U S. -Sovlet cultural agreement (ﬂm make

it more dlfflcult to {nfluence Latin Ame;ica.ns to resist Soviet pressure
for mcreaséd cultural exchanges. Not_ﬁlithstandlgf'.g the tremendous trade
of the U. S, with the area, the £agt that ‘cﬁ_ir aid pfggr;in':xs to La.ﬁn America
are rdatl.vely minor {2 seen in some quérfers as neglect or "taking Latin
America for granted.' Finally, our a.tt;mpts to dtscourage purchasé of
excesslve military equipment frequently produce resentment.

Although It may lie within our present control somewhat to relleve
the operating difficultles in this second_‘ca_tagory, for the ;hird and most
slnlster category of operating dlﬂicultie; . our present policles and
programs do not necessarily offer pro&égse of aifc;rding qulck solutions.
Thess are the operating difficulties caused by Intensified Communist
activities (n the area (Chart IIl). Capitalizing upon the increaslﬁg
economic problema and political instabilities (often arising from preparations
for national elections), the Communlists have intensified their c#mpalgns
on many fronts to increase their influence in Latin America. They have
sought to expand diplomatlc relations, trade relaﬂons and cultural
excha.nées with the Latin American countries. Local Communist partles
have intensified their efforts to gain acéeptabmty and legallty (pa.ﬁicula.rly
in Brazil and Venezuela). Efforts to gain control of trade unions and
expand Communist influence among Intellectuals, both in the universitles

:
and {n communications media, have been intensiiied. Increasing numbers g




of Latin Aﬁaerl_céx_zs- are trav__elllxig to Iroh_Curtalﬁ-éouﬁt'ﬂés_ {Chart IV]."

Max-e sp;;ciﬂcally. thfg,{/’;f&%clng of Luls Carlos Prestes, pretﬁf much
the father of the Brazillan Comiim;aist pazty, ﬁuom-g-a—iauo-r&bl-e—eom '
daé#niaam spurred Corﬁmunist activity In Brazil. In March a major
conference of northern Communtsts was.held in Mexico. A recent
meetlng of Latin American Communists in Moscow stressed the need
for increased coordlne_z;tlon of a.cﬁvities In Latin Amerlca. Ten Soviet
jm.u;nalists are proposing to visit Latiﬁ Amerlcan countries soon.
Uruguay has completed a trial purchase agreenﬁent for crude oil from

. rirdy VT b Fprmntread F;’wafw"ﬁ" ’
the Soviet Unlons 'I‘lz:oughout the area the overt and covert activities
of Soviet bloc misslons have been intensified (particularly in Mexico,
Argentina and Uruguay where there are Russian missions). Everyletend
ex-potenttsl grievancesof Latin Americang against thelr own governments
or against the U. sf’éﬁf’ belng cultivated and exploited to h:tenslfy ultra-
natlonallsm and antl-U.S, sentlment,

The operating report emphasizes that it is in this third category

of operating problems that both the need and opportunlty for develaping

. newlprograms are greatest.

Eln summary, Mr. President, the events and developments contained
in this report clearly suggest that whereas our policies and programé have
continued to be generally successful ingofar as intergovernmental
relationships are concerned, growing operating difficulties, present and

T ""“:;_,‘_,‘_é.ﬁ_;./éw
prospective, 1with respec{ to the trends among the peoples of the area point

to the need for a close scrutiny of these policies and ?rogra.n_:_x?;
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Background Paper

NATO Atomie Stockpile Nepotintiona
¥ith the Frenon

Summary

For approximately a year ang @ half discussions with the French on
the question of introduction and storage of atomic weapons into Francs
have taken place; since Decenber 1957 the discussions have centered oy
a bilateral arrangement within the context of the AATO atomic stockpile,
Three major points of French interest have been (1) availability of the
weapons to French forces; {2) effective French control over use of the
weapons; (3) hope for closer military nuclear collaboration with the
United States, The next move 1s up o the United States since we have .
not yet replied to French drafts presented to us in February 1958,

1. Pre « Hesds of Goverrment Hdeeting December 1957

For arproximately a year and a half the United States has been
discussing with the French Coverment the 1t duction ang storage of
muclear weapons into France, an ‘urgent military requirement, It an
exchange of letters of Getober U, 1952, (the Dunp - Schumann letters)
it was stated that "the United States Goverment interprets the languacs

onto any of the bages ang installations 1n Hetropolitan France placeq a;
the disposition of the Uniteq States Air Force without prioe consultatisn

There has been oo evidence of French reluctancs to accept either tis
mecessity for op the principle of nucleap storape in France; the problen
has been tha conditions amd temms under which the French wounla agree to

Specifien ¢ thelr proposed drafts on the subject, pregented to
ug in July 1957, linked inseparably with rermission for introduction spni
storage the following:

(a) Some stocis of weapons would be earmarked for the use of Frenci
personnel trained g their use,

() Mutually agreed arrangements would be reached concerning the
mture, number, sige, ete, of stocks of weapons,

{e) E;changes of clagsifieg information on nuclear researsh would
take place,
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It was in the course of the negoliationg on this subject that tha
French first mentioned the concept of the mATO stockpile, indicating iis
petential value with respect to French public opinion,

In our reply to the French in September 1957, we indicatea with rrapect
to (a) ahove that we were studying the question of avallability in con.
nection with the stockpile, Concerning (), our reply sald that we world
inform the French Government in advance of deployments and would inforn the

Informally the French expressed disappointmert with this reply and ne
further exchanges took place before the Heads of Government meeting,

2, The MATO Atomic Stockpile

The December mesting of the Heads of Covernment g established the ha7
Atomic Stockpile, The atmosphsre was thus Oice again propitious for dju-
cugsions on the subject, both between the two Govermments ard betuven [LCELR
and the Prench Military authorities, . s

In February 1958 the Freneh Gover nment presented to the United Stutes
nev drafs agreements on the subject, The French traftes linked the propoged
exchanre clearly to the Air Base Agreement and exchange of letiers of

France would centinte to be poverneg by the Dillen . Bidault exchange of
April B, 195}, The thegis of the Billon o Bidault exchange or letters wos
that ™he use of bases and installations placed at the disposition cf
the United Stateg Govermment in Fetropelitan France ang French North Afries
Willy, in tims of emergency, be a matter for Joint decision by the United
States and France in the light of the circumstances prevailing at the time, ®

In additien, propesed paragraph 5 of the dralft dealt with the protliem
of &vailability of weapons to the French forces as follows:

"Arrangements between SACEUR and the General commanding the
General Staff of the French Armed Forces ¥ill determine brogressiveiy

of these stocks of atomic weapons and the Measures necessary to deal,
effectively with the individual needs for nuclear armaments uged by
the French forces assipned to haTo", ,

the proposed teply from the French Goverment hope was to be ey-
preesed of a2 closer collaboration between the United States and France in.
. the fields of military applications of atomic energy, in conformity with

the
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the spirdt of proposals for the revision of the McHahon law which the
United Sizotes Government had proposed to Conpress,

Major points of interest therefore remained: availability of the
wespons in some form to Fronch forces; effective French conirol over use
of the weapons; and a continued hope for closer military nuclear collabora-

tiono

No reply bas been made to these French drafts, in part because it was
for a time considered desirable to await the evolution of the "conditions of
use® in the Oerman arrangements for nuclear storage which are in progreas
and in part bacause of the need for careful study and consultation with
Embassy Poris, USRO and SHAPE Political Adviser Thurston. The coordinated
results of our own study and consultation bring out the following:

{a) The desirability of deleting specific references to the Air Base
Agreemoant in order to de-emphasize the bi~lateral nature of this apgresment
and to put it more into the HATO context.

{b} The desirability of meeting the requirement for French Govern-
ment permission to introduce and store imposed by the October L, 1952
exchange. ( A separate exchange of letters on this point has been suggested,)

(¢c) The French draft paragraph 5 (quoted above) concerning the
availability of arms for French forces and arrangements between SACEUR and
the French Commander of the Gereral Staff of the French Armed Forces re the
"gereral situation™ of these stocks is very important for the French. The
subject has bean discussed at length between Gereral Ely and General Norstad
and for political reasons the French may insist on a provision of this nature.

(d) On several lemser points changes were suggesised to emphasize the
NATC aspects of the apreement,

In addition; on the major voint of "conditions of use™ we have requested
our Embassy to comment on the following suppested wording:

"'he order to release nuclear weapons from elements of the HATO
Atomic Stockpile on french territory in time of emergency will be given
by SACEUR only after zgreement by the Govermment of the United States
and the Government of Framce, The agreement of ihe two Govermments
will be given in 1ight of the circumstances at the time and having
regard to0 tne undertaling they have assumed in Article 5 of the North
Atlantie Treaty,”

Since no reply has yet bsen made to the French drafts of February 1958,
the next move is clearly wp to ug, particularly since, as Embassy Paris points

out,
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out, the new Government is now sufficiently stabilized to make discussion *
possible on this matter, It would be surprieing 1f General de Gaulle were
less interestod than his predecessors in some form of availability of

woapons 1o the French and in maintaining the French volce in control over

the use of the weapon, The nature and timing of our next move in this

matter will therefore depernd to a considerable extent on the July 5 conversae
tions with CGeneral de Uaulle, : :
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