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Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVII, Near East 

 1961-1962 
Released by the Office of the Historian 
               Documents 293-314 (N.308) 

 

 

Letter From Prime Minister Ben Gurion to President Kennedy(1)  

June 24, 1962.  

Dear Mr. President: I was very pleased to receive your letter/2/ and your suggestion that we exchange 
ideas concerning developments which have taken place in the Middle East and other parts of the 
world since our conversation of a year ago.  

On many occasions during the last year I have looked back on our meeting in New York which took 
place on the eve of your departure to Europe. In carrying the burdens of your office, I am sure that you 
might derive encouragement from the knowledge that people throughout the world and certainly in 
Israel follow with admiration your courage and steadfastness in the pursuit of peace, human 
advancement and freedom.  

I would express to you my deep appreciation of the opportunity that was given to my deputy in the Ministry of 
Defence, Mr. Shimon Peres, to discuss with officials of your government matters of vital importance to 
Israel's security. Our Foreign Minister, Mrs. Golda Meir, examined these matters together with your 
Ambassador on the seventh of June. (3) I was happy indeed to hear from you that these matters 
are currently being carefully examined, and that the maintenance of Israel's integrity, 
independence and economic progress will continue to engage your full support. I would express the 
hope that our governments will remain in close touch in the examination of the specific matters 
referred to.  

Your letter is a renewed indication to me that on fundamental questions of crucial significance for the 
future of our area our governments share an identity of approach. The goal to which we seek to strive 
is that of lasting and permanent peace and good neighbourliness between the Arab states and Israel. 
In the effort to achieve this aim, it is indeed essential that doctrines of belligerence be resisted, and 
direct negotiations for a peaceful settlement be promoted and encouraged.  

I fully share your hope that the quiescence on Israel's borders will continue. The policies of the Israel Government 
are consistently directed toward this purpose. We have a vital interest in the preservation of this quiescence. We 
are always ready to make our full contribution towards the settlement of border disputes, their prevention and 
elimination. It is clearly our interest not to see border incidents inflamed but rather to have them speedily brought 
to an end.  

I agree with you that the United Nations representatives on the spot could play a helpful role by bringing their full 
influence to bear to prevent shooting and other violations of the Armistice Agreement, and to be instrumental in 
bringing the parties together to avoid incidents and prevent them from attaining major proportions. We have seen 
some useful and workable practices develop in relation to our borders with the Lebanon and Jordan. I fully believe 
that a great deal can be learnt from these experiences in relation to the Syrian border in particular. We shall 
always be ready to cooperate with the United Nations representatives to this end.  

In the spirit of this policy we have responded to the suggestions of the United States Government to be informed 
of untoward incidents. We appreciate the concern for the quiet of our borders implicit in this suggestion and the 
good offices that the United States extend to this end.  

I was gratified by your statement that Israel's water project can and should be carried out as scheduled, and I am 
deeply appreciative of your support of our project. You have shown by this statement a deep and sensitive 
understanding of one of Israel's most vital needs and interests. As you know, our two governments have been in 
close and continuous association on this subject for many years. Our attitude has always been clear. We do not 
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wish to deprive our neighbours of their rights; we plan to use our fair share of the water for the benefit of our 
people. Accordingly, in the absence of an agreed unified development plan, for which we are always ready and 
which no action on our part will prejudice, we shall conform with the pattern of withdrawals and deliveries of water 
on which the former United States Ambassador Eric Johnston secured the technical agreement to which you 
refer. I would hope that our two governments will maintain the closest contact on the matter. As in the past, we 
shall always be ready to place our technical experts at your disposal for detailed clarification of our plans. I fully 
share your hope that there is no reason why all concerned should not proceed in an atmosphere of calm and 
harmony to derive advantage for the benefit of their peoples from waters which are now flowing to waste.  

As you might know we have to shoulder tasks which do not exist in other countries. We have to give a home to 
the newcomers. The figure of new immigrants exceeds at present 10,000 per month. Most of them come from 
backward and oppressed countries, where education was neglected for centuries.  

The transformation of these immigrants who lived in the most miserable Ghetto conditions into tillers of the soil 
and into productive people in other fields of endeavour; the transformation of the Negev, a desolate wilderness 
which constitutes sixty percent of the total area of Israel, into a land of fertility and habitation; the teaching of the 
Hebrew language to newcomers from more than seventy countries and as many tongues; these are the tasks to 
which we devote our efforts and energies.  

Your great and rich country achieved this in the course of several hundred years. We have to do this in the span 
of a short time.  

Yet, above all we are confronted with a unique security problem. It is not our democratic system, or our borders 
and independence alone which are threatened, but our very physical existence is at stake. What was done 
to six million of our brethren twenty years ago with the participation of Palestinian Arab 
leaders, among them the ex-Grand Mufti and his henchmen, could be done to the two million 
Jews of Israel, if, God forbid, the Israel Defence Forces are defeated.  

I am bound to say to my deep regret that such thoughts of total aggression are not absent from the 
minds of some of the Arab rulers of our region. The propaganda campaign which they conduct against 
us in Africa and in other continents does not differ much from the ill-famed and ill-fated Nazi 
propaganda.  

For these reasons it is of utmost importance to provide the Israel Defence Forces with sufficient 
deterrent strength which will prevent our neighbours from making war on us. As long as the peace 
of the world is not secure everywhere we have to secure our peace through our strength.  

The situation in the Middle East in general is not particularly encouraging. The principal failing of most of the 
countries of the area is the lack of a democratic system of government, the inability of their peoples to achieve 
untrammelled self-expression and the mastery over their own destinies. While most of the Arab countries proclaim 
day in day out their aggressive designs against Israel, we do not regard the Arab peoples as a target for hatred; to 
us they are men and women like ourselves, who need and ought to get all opportunities for education, health, 
development and social progress; and like all other sections of the human race in our time, their fate depends 
largely on peace, international cooperation, and mutual aid.  

Unfortunately such a state of mind and affairs does not prevail in the Arab countries. In spite of the existence of 
the Arab League, there is no positive and constructive cooperation between them; they are united in nothing but 
their declared hostility to Israel. In none of them, except Lebanon, is there even a hint of democracy; they all are 
ruled--directly or indirectly--by the Military.  

I am glad to note with deep satisfaction that two Moslem countries in the Middle East, Turkey and Iran, whose 
combined population exceeds by far that of our four Arab neighbours (Egypt, Syria, Jordan and Lebanon) 
maintain good-neighbourly relations and cooperation with Israel for the benefit of all involved.  

I have confined myself on this occasion to comment mainly on the special problems which you, Mr. President, 
raised in your letter. I shall be glad to respond at an early opportunity to your suggestion to give an assessment of 
the situation in other parts of the world as we see it from our vantage point here.  

In profound esteem, 
D. Ben-Gurion  
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/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84A/6-2462. Secret; Personal.  

Attached to a June 27 memorandum from Brubeck to Bundy that reads: "The enclosed letter from 
Israel Prime Minister Ben-Gurion to the President, dated June 24, 1962, was delivered to Assistant 
Secretary Talbot at noon on June 27. The text of the Prime Minister's letter conforms in most respects 
to what had been anticipated. In the second paragraph on page one, however, it lays unexpected 
stress on direct negotiations between the Arab States and Israel. Additionally, it includes in the final 
two pages a broad argument for more sympathetic United States consideration of Israel's military 
requirements."  

/2/Document 293. 

/3/In telegram 853 from Tel Aviv, June 8, Barbour reported that during a meeting on June 7, which had 
been initiated by Meir, Meir devoted practically the entire conversation to speaking in behalf of Israel's 
request for armaments, particularly the Hawk missile. (Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5/6-
862)  
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Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVIII, Near East, 1962-1963 
   

          Released by the Office of the Historian 
                       Documents  (7) 

   

Memorandum of Conversation/1/  

   Washington, February 3, 1961.  

/1/Source: Kennedy Library, President's Office Files, Country Series, Israel General.  

Confidential.  

Drafted by Jones. 

 Secretary Rusk forwarded to President Kennedy a copy of this memorandum of conversation under 
cover of a memorandum indicating that Jones had raised the reactor issue with Harman in response to 
a suggestion from the President. (Ibid.)  

SUBJECT  
Israeli Reactor  

PARTICIPANTS  
His Excellency Avraham Harman, Ambassador of Israel  
G. Lewis Jones, Assistant Secretary for NEA  

Ambassador Harman called on me today at his request to discuss tactics in connection with the Arab refugees at 
the resumed United Nations. Having in mind the President's interest in the Dimona reactor/2/ and the few words 
exchanged with the Secretary February 2 before the luncheon for Loy Henderson, I arranged to see 
Harman alone before our meeting on the refugees. I told Harman that he should not take what I was 
about to say as an official démarche: instead it was talk between friends who were interested in US-
Israeli relations continuing on a smooth course undisturbed by doubts and suspicions.  

/2/On February 6, while attending Secretary Rusk's staff meeting, President Kennedy expressed his 
concern that the Israeli reactor might stimulate Egypt to press the Soviet Union for aid in nuclear 
weapons development. According to the memorandum of conversation, the President indicated that 
"this might make it urgent for us to push a public announcement concerning the peaceful uses of the 
Israeli project." (Department of State, Secretary's Staff Meetings: Lot 66 D 147)  

I said that we fully accepted the statements of Prime Minister Ben Gurion with regard to the peaceful uses of the 
Dimona reactor. There was no question of doubting his word. We had, however, noted with pleasure his offer 
to invite an American to the Dimona site as soon as the publicity died down both in the United States and 
in Israel--the timing to be Ben Gurion's. The affair of the Dimona reactor having arisen in somewhat dramatic 
circumstances, the technicians associated with such matters maintain a keen and continuing interest in the quiet 
visit suggested by Ben Gurion. There was interest at higher levels as well: Ambassador Reid had encountered 
this in paying his calls around Washington. Moreover, the Arab neighbors of Israel not infrequently raised the 
question of Dimona and its potential use as a source of nuclear weapons.  

Now Israel was in the throes of what appeared to be a political crisis. Ben Gurion had announced his intention to 
take four weeks vacation. Also he was still the head of a "caretaker government". Israel had a record of caretaker 
governments lasting for months. Could Harman advise me what to reply to the question: "When do you think Ben 
Gurion will invite someone to see the Dimona site?" Did he think that such an invitation would have to be delayed 
because of the internal political crisis?  

Harman replied that: "In Israel no one is thinking about anything else except the political crisis. The parties are 
holding meetings which last for hours and hours. Ben Gurion can think of nothing except the reputation of the 
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Mapai Party. I do not see how I could get to him or think that he would be inclined to give an invitation at this 
time".  

Harman went on to say that in Israel the story of the Dimona reactor is very simple: They are building a reactor 
which will take some two years to complete. There is no plutonium. There is plenty of time. Ben Gurion has given 
all the assurances that anyone could and additionally has explained that he proposes to hand back the plutonium 
to the country supplying the uranium. The Israelis, Harman said, could not conceive why there should be 
continuing interest in Dimona in the United States or anywhere else. In good time, when there was something 
more to see, the visit might be arranged but no Israeli, let alone Ben Gurion, could conceive why there was such a 
hurry about it.  

I said that I could understand the Israeli attitude being as he had described it but the idea of the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons was absolutely anathema to the United States and, although rightly or 
wrongly, the suspicion of obtaining such a capability had fallen on Israel. Since the United States and 
Israel are such close friends and since the offer of a visit had been volunteered by Israel it seemed to 
me it was simply good common sense for the visit to take place very quietly and without publicity at an 
arranged date. The fact of such a visit by qualified experts would be invaluable in allaying suspicions.  

I reiterated that I was not giving a démarche. He and I were good friends and I was simply "tipping him off" with 
regard to a continuation of United States interest. I thought that when he paid his courtesy call upon the Secretary 
some time in the next ten days it would be an excellent gesture if he could at that time suggest a quiet visit by an 
American or some other friendly expert. Ambassador Reid had indicated that this would not be at all difficult to 
arrange.  

Harman thanked me for the "tip off" and said that he would see what he could do. He was not sanguine of results 
because of the Israeli internal political situation. He himself indicated that he agreed with me that "getting the visit 
over with" would be a good thing./3/  

/3/On February 11, Harman informed Jones that he was authorized to tell Rusk that Ben Gurion did 
not know whether he would be the next Israeli Prime Minister, but if he were, one of his "first pieces of 
business" would be to invite an American to visit the Dimona reactor. (Memorandum of conversation; 
ibid., Central Files, 684A.86B/2-1161)  

Comment:  

Although Harman would have been far happier had I not raised the subject, because he will have difficulty getting 
anything out of Israel, I am confident that he considered my nudge a tactful one. I imagine that he will have 
something to say on the subject when he calls on the Secretary, which otherwise might not have been the case.  

Since we spoke alone in an "off the record" manner I do not think that the talk with Harman described above 
should be cited as a definite U.S. approach in any future chronologies on this subject.  
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Memorandum From Secretary of State Rusk to President Kennedy  (1)  

Washington, January 30, 1961. 

 

SUBJECT  
Israel's Atomic Energy Activities  

In 1955 under the "Atoms-for-Peace" program the United States undertook to assist Israel with its atomic energy 
development program. Subsequently a one megawatt research reactor was built with our aid at Nahal Rubin, near 
Tel Aviv.  

In the summer and early fall of 1960 rumors reached our Embassy at Tel Aviv that the French were collaborating 
with the Israelis in the construction of a large reactor at Dimona, near Beersheba, in the northern part of the 
Negev desert. After our intelligence agencies had established on December 2 that a significant atomic installation 
was in fact being built near Beersheba, Secretary Herter on December 9 called in Israeli Ambassador Harman 
who undertook to obtain full information from his government. After a number of exchanges, Prime Minister Ben-
Gurion gave us categoric assurances supported by appropriate public statements to the effect that Israel does not 
have plans for developing nuclear weaponry. The French have also assured us that their assistance is premised 
on Israel's atomic energy program being solely for peaceful purposes. Ben-Gurion had indicated that aside from 
normal military precautions the reason for Israel's extreme secrecy with respect to the Dimona project was his 
fear and that of the foreign firms assisting the project that the Arab states would boycott or take other retaliatory 
measures against any firm or even country assisting the project. There is considerable justification for this Israeli 
reasoning.  

Our government's concern was two-fold: a) pursuant to Congressional legislation and firm executive branch policy 
the United States is opposed to the proliferation of nuclear weapons capabilities; and b) Israel's acquisition of 
nuclear weapons would have grave repercussions in the Middle East, not the least of which might be the probable 
stationing of Soviet nuclear weapons on the soil of Israel's embittered Arab neighbors.  

The Israeli and French assurances which we have received appear to be satisfactory, although several minor 
questions still require clarification. In any case, the Department considers this not a single episode but a 
continuing subject and it is the intention of our intelligence agencies to maintain a continuing watch on Israel as 
on other countries to assure that nuclear weapons capabilities are not being proliferated. At the moment, we are 
encouraging the Israelis to permit a qualified scientist from the United States or other friendly power to visit the 
Dimona installation. Prime Minister Ben-Gurion has indicated that this may be possible at an early date.  

A full chronology of our interest in Israel's atomic energy activities is attached in the event that it may be of 
interest to you.(2)  

Dean Rusk/3/  

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.1901/1-3061. Secret. Drafted by Meyer (NEA/NE).  

/2/Attached but not printed.  

/3/Printed from a copy that indicates Rusk signed the original.  
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The Baruch Plan  
(Presented to the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, June 14, 

1946) 

My Fellow Members of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, and My Fellow Citizens of the 
World:  

We are here to make a choice between the quick and the dead.  

That is our business.  

Behind the black portent of the new atomic age lies a hope which, seized upon with faith, can work our 
salvation. If we fail, then we have damned every man to be the slave of Fear. Let us not deceive 
ourselves: We must elect World Peace or World Destruction.  

Science has torn from nature a secret so vast in its potentialities that our minds cower from the terror it 
creates. Yet terror is not enough to inhibit the use of the atomic bomb. The terror created by weapons 
has never stopped man from employing them. For each new weapon a defense has been produced, in 
time. But now we face a condition in which adequate defense does not exist.  

Science, which gave us this dread power, shows that it can be made a giant help to humanity, but 
science does not show us how to prevent its baleful use. So we have been appointed to obviate that 
peril by finding a meeting of the minds and the hearts of our peoples. Only in the will of mankind lies 
the answer.  

It is to express this will and make it effective that we have been assembled. We must provide the 
mechanism to assure that atomic energy is used for peaceful purposes and preclude its use in war. To 
that end, we must provide immediate, swift, and sure punishment of those who violate the agreements 
that are reached by the nations. Penalization is essential if peace is to be more than a feverish 
interlude between wars. And, too, the United Nations can prescribe individual responsibility and 
punishment on the principles applied at Nuremberg by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
United Kingdom, France and the United States - a formula certain to benefit the world's future.  

In this crisis, we represent not only our governments but, in a larger way, we represent the peoples of 
the world. We must remember that the peoples do not belong to the governments but that the 
governments belong to the peoples. We must answer their demands; we must answer the world's 
longing for peace and security.  

In that desire the United States shares ardently and hopefully. The search of science for the absolute 
weapon has reached fruition in this country. But she stands ready to proscribe and destroy this 
instrument - to lift its use from death to life - if the world will join in a pact to that end.  

In our success lies the promise of a new life, freed from the heart-stopping fears that now beset the 
world. The beginning of victory for the great ideals for which millions have bled and died lies in building 
a workable plan. Now we approach fulfillment of the aspirations of mankind. At the end of the road lies 
the fairer, better, surer life we crave and mean to have.  

Only by a lasting peace are liberties and democracies strengthened and deepened. War is their 
enemy. And it will not do to believe that any of us can escape war's devastation. Victor, vanquished, 
and neutrals alike are affected physically, economically and morally.  

Against the degradation of war we can erect a safeguard. That is the guerdon for which we reach. 
Within the scope for the formula we outline here there will be found, to those who seek it, the essential 
elements of our purpose. Others will see only emptiness. Each of us carries his own mirror in which is 
reflected hope - or determined desperation -courage or cowardice.  
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There is a famine throughout the world today. It starves men's bodies. But there is a greater famine - 
the hunger of men's spirit. That starvation can be cured by the conquest of fear, and the substitution of 
hope, from which springs faith - faith in each other, faith that we want to work together toward 
salvation, and determination that those who threaten the peace and safety shall be punished.  

The peoples of these democracies gathered here have a particular concern with our answer, for their 
peoples hate war. They will have a heavy exaction to make of those who fail to provide an escape. 
They are not afraid of an internationalism that protects; they are unwilling to be fobbed off by 
mouthings about narrow sovereignty, which is today's phrase for yesterday's isolation.  

The basis of a sound foreign policy, in this new age, for all the nations here gathered, is that anything 
that happens, no matter where or how, which menaces the peace of the world, or the economic 
stability, concerns each and all of us.  

That roughly, may be said to be the central theme of the United Nations. It is with that thought we 
begin consideration of the most important subject that can engage mankind - life itself.  

Let there be no quibbling about the duty and the responsibility of this group and of the governments 
we represent. I was moved, in the afternoon of my life, to add my effort to gain the world's quest, by 
the broad mandate under which we were created. The resolution of the General Assembly, passed 
January 24, 1946 in London reads:  

Section V. Terms of References of the Commission  

The Commission shall proceed with the utmost despatch and enquire into all phases of the 
problem, and make such recommendations from time to time with respect to them as it finds 
possible. In particular the Commission shall make specific proposals:  

(a) For extending between all nations the exchange of basic scientific information for peaceful 
ends;  

(b) For control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure its use only for 
peaceful purposes;  

(c) For the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons and of all other 
major weapons adaptable to mass destruction;  

(d) For effective safeguards by way of inspection and other means to protect 
complying States against the hazards of violations and evasions.  

The work of the Commission should proceed by separate stages, the successful completion of 
each of which will develop the necessary confidence of the world before the next stage is 
undertaken. ...  

Our mandate rests, in text and spirit, upon the outcome of the Conference in Moscow of Messrs 
Molotov of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Bevin of the United Kingdom, and Byrnes of the 
United States of America. The three Foreign Ministers on December 27, 1945 proposed the 
establishment of this body.  

Their action was animated by a preceding conference in Washington on November 15, 1945, when 
the President of the United States, associated with Mr Attlee, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, 
and Mr Mackenzie King, Prime Minister of Canada, stated that international control of the whole field 
of atomic energy was immediately essential. They proposed the formation of this body. In examining 
that source, the Agreed Declaration, it will be found that the fathers of the concept recognized the final 
means of world salvation - the abolition of war. Solemnly they wrote:  
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We are aware that the only complete protection for the civilized world from the destructive use 
of scientific knowledge lies in the prevention of war. No system of safeguards that can be 
devised will of itself provide an effective guarantee against production of atomic weapons by a 
nation bent on aggression. Nor can we ignore the possibility of the development of other 
weapons, or of new methods of warfare, which may constitute as great a threat to civilization 
as the military use of atomic energy.  

Through the historical approach I have outlined, we find ourselves here to test if man can produce, 
through his will and faith, the miracle of peace, just as he has, through science and skill, the miracle of 
the atom.  
   
 The United States proposes the creation of an International Atomic Development Authority, to which 
should be entrusted all phases of the development and use of atomic energy, starting with the raw 
material and including:  

1. Managerial control or ownership of all atomic-energy, activities potentially 
dangerous to world security.  
2. Power to control, inspect, and license all other atomic activities.  
3. The duty of fostering the beneficial uses of atomic energy.  
4. Research and development responsibilities of an affirmative character intended to 
put the Authority in the forefront of atomic knowledge and thus to enable it to 
comprehend, and therefore to detect, misuse of atomic energy. To be effective, the 
Authority must itself be the world's leader in the field of atomic knowledge and 
development and thus supplement its legal authority with the great power inherent in 
possession of leadership in knowledge.  

I offer this as a basis for beginning our discussion.  

But I think the peoples we serve would not believe - and without faith nothing counts - that a treaty, 
merely outlawing possession or use of the atomic bomb, constitutes effective fulfillment of the 
instructions to this Commission. Previous failures have been recorded in trying the method of simple 
renunciation, unsupported by effective guaranties of security and armament limitation. No one would 
have faith in that approach alone.  

Now, if ever, is the time to act for the common good. Public opinion supports a world movement 
toward security. If I read the signs aright, the peoples want a program not composed merely of pious 
thoughts but of enforceable sanctions - an international law with teeth in it.  

We of this nation, desirous of helping to bring peace to the world and realizing the heavy obligations 
upon us arising from our possession of the means of producing the bomb and from the fact that it is 
part of our armament, are prepared to make our full contribution toward effective control of atomic 
energy.  

When an adequate system for control of atomic energy, including the renunciation of the bomb as a 
weapon, has been agreed upon and put into effective operation and condign punishments set up for 
violations of the rules of control which are to be stigmatized as international crimes, we propose that:  

1. Manufacture of atomic bombs shall stop;  

2. Existing bombs shall be disposed of pursuant to the terms of the treaty; and  

3. The Authority shall be in possession of full information as to the know-how for the production of 
atomic energy.  

Let me repeat, so as to avoid misunderstanding: My country is ready to make its full contribution 
toward the end we seek, subject of course to our constitutional processes and to an adequate system 
of control becoming fully effective, as we finally work it out.  
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Now as to violations: In the agreement, penalties of as serious a nature as the nations may wish and 
as immediate and certain in their execution as possible should be fixed for:  

1. Illegal possession or use of an atomic bomb;  

2. Illegal possession, or separation, of atomic material suitable for use in an atomic bomb;  

3. Seizure of any plant or other property belonging to or licensed by the Authority;  

4. Willful interference with the activities of the Authority;  

5. Creation or operation of dangerous projects in a manner contrary to, or in the absence of, a license 
granted by the international control body.  

It would be a deception, to which I am unwilling to lend myself, were I not to say to you and to our 
peoples that the matter of punishment lies at the very heart of our present security system. It might as 
well be admitted, here and now, that the subject goes straight to the veto power contained in the 
Charter of the United Nations so far as it relates to the field of atomic energy. The Charter permits 
penalization only by concurrence of each of the five great powers - the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom, China, France, and the United States.  

I want to make very plain that I am concerned here with the veto power only as it affects this particular 
problem. There must be no veto to protect those who violate their solemn agreements not to develop 
or use atomic energy for destructive purposes.  

The bomb does not wait upon debate. To delay may be to die. The time between violation and 
preventive action or punishment would be all too short for extended discussion as to the course to be 
followed.  

As matters now stand several years may be necessary for another country to produce a bomb, de 
novo. However, once the basic information is generally known, and the Authority has established 
producing plants for peaceful purposes in the several countries, an illegal seizure of such a plant might 
permit a malevolent nation to produce a bomb in 12 months, and if preceded by secret preparation 
and necessary facilities perhaps even in a much shorter time. The time required - the advance warning 
given of the possible use of a bomb - can only be generally estimated but obviously will depend upon 
many factors, including the success with which the Authority has been able to introduce elements of 
safety in the design of its plants and the degree to which illegal and secret preparation for the military 
use of atomic energy will have been eliminated. Presumably no nation would think of starting a war 
with only one bomb.  

3. This shows how imperative speed is in detecting and penalizing violations.  

The process of prevention and penalization - a problem of profound statecraft - is, as I read it, implicit 
in the Moscow statement, signed by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States and the 
United Kingdom a few months ago.  

But before a country is ready to relinquish any winning weapons it must have more than words to 
reassure it. It must have a guarantee of safety, not only against the offenders in the atomic area but 
against the illegal users of other weapons - bacteriological, biological, gas -perhaps - why not! - 
against war itself.  

In the elimination of war lies our solution, for only then will nations cease to compete with one another 
in the production and use of dread 'secret' weapons which are evaluated solely by their capacity to kill. 
This devilish program takes us back not merely to the Dark Ages but from cosmos to chaos. If we 
succeed in finding a suitable way to control atomic weapons, it is reasonable to hope that we may also 
preclude the use of other weapons adaptable to mass destruction. When a man learns to say 'A' he 
can, if he chooses, learn the rest of the alphabet too.  
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Let this be anchored in our minds:  

Peace is never long preserved by weight of metal or by an armament race. Peace can be made 
tranquil and secure only by understanding and agreement fortified by sanctions. We must embrace 
international cooperation or international disintegration.  

Science has taught us how to put the atom to work. But to make it work for good instead of for evil lies 
in the domain dealing with the principles of human duty. We are now facing a problem more of ethics 
than of physics.  

The solution will require apparent sacrifice in pride and in position, but better pain as the price of 
peace than death as the price of war.  

I now submit the following measures as representing the fundamental features of a plan which would 
give effect to certain of the conclusions with I have epitomized.  

1. General. The Authority should set up a thorough plan for control of the field of atomic 
energy, through various forms of ownership, dominion, licenses, operation, inspection, 
research, and management by competent personnel. After this is provided for, there should be 
as little interference as may be with the economic plans and the present private, corporate and 
state relationships in the several countries involved.  

2. Raw Materials. The Authority should have as one of its earliest purposes to obtain and 
maintain complete and accurate information on world supplies of uranium and thorium. and to 
bring them under its dominion. The precise pattern of control for various types of deposits of 
such materials will have to depend upon the geological, mining, refining and economic facts 
involved in different situations.  

The Authority should conduct continuous surveys so that it will have the most complete 
knowledge of the world geology of uranium and thorium. Only after all current information on 
world sources of uranium and thorium. is known to us all can equitable plans be made for their 
productions, refining, and distribution.  

3. Primary Production Plants. The Authority should exercise complete managerial control of 
the production of fissionable materials in dangerous quantities and must own and control the 
product of these plants.  

4. Atomic Explosives. The Authority should be given sole and exclusive right to conduct 
research in the field of atomic explosives. Research activities in the field of atomic explosives 
are essential in order that the Authority may keep in the forefront of knowledge in the field of 
atomic energy and fulfill the objective of preventing illicit manufacture of bombs. Only by 
maintaining its position as the best-informed agency will the Authority be able to determine the 
line between intrinsically dangerous and non-dangerous activities.  

5. Strategic Distribution of Activities and Materials. The activities entrusted exclusively to the 
Authority because they are intrinsically dangerous to security should be distributed throughout 
the world. Similarly, stockpiles of raw materials and fissionable materials should not be 
centralized.  

6. Non-Dangerous Activities. A function of the Authority should be promotion of the peacetime 
benefits of atomic energy.  

Atomic research (except in explosives), the use of research reactors, the production of 
radioactive tracers by means of non-dangerous reactors, the use of such tracers, and to some 
extent the production of power should be open to nations and their citizens under reasonable 
licensing arrangements from the Authority. Denatured materials, whose use we know also 
requires suitable safeguards, should be furnished for such purposes by the Authority under 
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lease or other arrangement. Denaturing seems to have been overestimated by the public as a 
safety measure.  

7. Definition of Dangerous and Non-Dangerous Activities. Although a reasonable dividing line 
can be drawn between dangerous and non-dangerous activities, it is not hard and fast. 
Provision should, therefore, be made to assure constant re-examination of the questions and 
to permit revision of the dividing line as changing conditions and new discoveries may require.  

8. Operations of Dangerous Activities. Any plant dealing with uranium or thorium after it once 
reaches the potential of dangerous use must be not only subject to the most rigorous and 
competent inspection by the Authority, but its actual operation shall be under the 
management, supervision, and control of the Authority.  

9. Inspection. By assigning intrinsically dangerous activities exclusively to the Authority, the 
difficulties of inspection are reduced. If the Authority is the only agency which may lawfully 
conduct dangerous activities, then visible operation by others than the Authority will constitute 
an unambiguous danger signal, Inspection will also occur in connection with the licensing 
functions of the Authority.  

10. Freedom of Access. Adequate ingress and egress for all qualified representatives of the 
Authority must be assured. Many of the inspection activities of the Authority should grow out of 
and be incidental to, its other functions. Important measures of inspection will be associated 
with the tight control of raw materials, for this is a keystone of the plan. The continuing 
activities of prospecting, survey, and research in relation to raw materials will be designed not 
only to serve the affirmative development functions of the Authority but also to assure that no 
surreptitious operations are conducted in the raw-materials field by nations or their citizens.  

11. Personnel. The personnel of the Authority should be recruited on a basis of proven 
competence but also so far as possible on an international basis.  

12. Progress by Stages. A primary step in the creation of the system of control is the setting 
forth, in comprehensive terms, of the functions, responsibilities, powers, and limitations of the 
Authority. Once a charter for the Authority has been adopted, the Authority and the system of 
control for which it will be responsible will require time to become fully organized and effective. 
The plan of control will, therefore, have to come into effect in successive stages. These should 
be specifically fixed in the charter or means should be otherwise set forth in the charter for 
transitions from one stage to another, as contemplated in the resolution of the United Nations 
Assembly which created this Commission.  

13. Disclosures. In the deliberations of the United Nations Commission on Atomic Energy, the 
United States is prepared to make available the information essential to a reasonable 
understanding of the proposals which it advocates. Further disclosures must be dependent, in 
the interests of all, upon the effective ratification of the treaty. When the Authority is actually 
created, the United States will join the other nations in making available the further information 
essential to that organization for the performance of its functions. As the successive stages of 
international control are reached, the United States will be prepared to yield, to the extent 
required by each stage, national control of activities in this field to the Authority.  

14. International Control. There will be questions about the extent of control to be allowed to 
national bodies, when the Authority is established. Purely national authorities for control and 
development of atomic energy should to the extent necessary for the effective operation of the 
Authority be subordinate to it. This is neither an endorsement nor a disapproval of the creation 
of national authorities. The Commission should evolve a clear demarcation of the scope of 
duties and responsibilities of such national authorities.  

And now I end. I have submitted an outline for present discussion. Our consideration will be 
broadened by the criticism of the United States proposals and by the plans of the other nations, which, 
it is to be hoped, will be submitted at their early convenience. I and my associates of the United States 
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Delegation will make available to each member of this body books and pamphlets, including the 
Acheson-Lilienthal report, recently made by the United States Department of State, and the McMahon 
Committee Monograph No. I entitled 'Essential Information on Atomic Energy' relating to the McMahon 
bill recently passed by the United States Senate, which may prove of value in assessing the situation.  

All of us are consecrated to making an end of gloom and hopelessness. It will not be an easy job. The 
way is long and thorny, but supremely worth traveling. All of us want to stand erect, with our faces to 
the sun, instead of being forced to burrow into the earth, like rats.  

The pattern of salvation must be worked out by all for all.  

The light at the end of the tunnel is dim, but our path seems to grow brighter as we actually begin our 
journey. We cannot yet light the way to the end. However, we hope the suggestions of my 
Government will be illuminating.  

Let us keep in mind the exhortation of Abraham Lincoln, whose words, uttered at a moment of 
shattering national peril, form a complete text for our deliberation. I quote, paraphrasing slightly:  

We cannot escape history. We of this meeting will be remembered in spite of ourselves. No 
personal significance or insignificance can spare one or another of us. The fiery trial through 
which we are passing will light us down in honor or dishonor to the latest generation.  

We say we are for Peace. The world will not forget that we say this. We know how to save 
Peace. The world knows that we do. We, even we here, hold the power and have the 
responsibility.  

We shall nobly save, or meanly lose, the last, best hope of earth. The way is plain, peaceful, 
generous, just - a way which, if followed, the world will forever applaud.  

My thanks for your attention. 
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Dwight Eisenhower's "Atoms for Peace" Address to the UN General 
Assembly, December 8 1953 

Madame President, Members of the General Assembly:  

When Secretary General Hammarskjold's invitation to address this General Assembly reached me in 
Bermuda, I was just beginning a series of conferences with the Prime Ministers and Foreign Ministers 
of Great Britain and of France. Our subject was some of the problems that beset the world.  

During the remainder of the Bermuda Conference, I had constantly in mind that ahead of me lay a 
great honor. That honor is mine today as I stand here, privileged to address the General Assembly of 
the United Nations.  

At the same time that I appreciate the distinction of addressing you, I have a sense of exhilaration as I 
look upon this assembly.  

Never before in history has so much hope for so many people been gathered together in a single 
organization. Your deliberations and decisions dur-ing these somber years have already realized part 
of those hopes.  

But the great tests and the great accomplishments still lie ahead. And in the confident expectation of 
those accomplishments, I would use the office which, for the time being, I hold, to assure you that the 
Government of the United States will remain steadfast in its support of this body. This we shall do in 
the conviction that you will provide a great share of the wisdom, of the courage and the faith which can 
bring to this world lasting peace for all nations and happiness and well-being for all men.  

Clearly, it would not be fitting for me to take this occasion to present to you a unilateral American 
report on Bermuda. Nevertheless, I assure you that in our deliberations on that lovely island we sought 
to invoke those same great concepts of universal peace and human dignity which are so cleanly 
etched in your Charter.  

Neither would it be a measure of this great opportunity merely to recite, however hopefully, pious 
platitudes.  

I therefore decided that this occasion warranted my saying to you some of the things that have been 
on the minds and hearts of my legislative and executive associates and on mine for a great many 
months-thoughts I had originally planned to say primarily to the American people.  

I know that the American people share my deep belief that if a danger exists in the world, it is a danger 
shared by all-and equally, that if hope exists in the mind of one nation, that hope should be shared by 
all.  

Finally, if there is to be advanced any proposal designed to ease, even by the smallest measure, the 
tensions of today's world, what more appropri-ate audience could there be than the members of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations?  

LANGUAGE OF ATOMIC WARFARE 
I feel impelled to speak today in a language that, in a sense, is new-one, which 1, who spent so much 
of my life in the military profession, would have preferred never to use. That new language is the 
language of atomic warfare  

The atomic age has moved forward at such a pace that every citizen of the world should have some 
comprehension, at least in comparative terms, of the extent of this development, of the utmost 
significance to every one of us. Clearly, if the people of the world are to conduct an intelligent search 
for peace, they must be armed with the significant facts of today's existence.  
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My recital of atomic danger and power is necessarily stated in United States terms, for these are the 
only incontrovertible facts that I know. I need hardly point out to this assembly, however, that this 
subject is global, not merely national in character.  

On July 16, 1945, the United States set off the world's first atomic test explosion. Since that date in 
1945, the United States of America has con-ducted forty-two test explosions.  

Atomic bombs today are more than twenty-five times as powerful as the weapons with which the 
atomic age dawned, while hydrogen weapons are in the ranges of millions of tons of TNT equivalent.  

Today, the United States' stockpile of atomic weapons, which, of course, increases daily, exceeds by 
many times the explosive equivalent of the total of all bombs and all shells that came from every plane 
and every gun in every theaters of war through all the years of World War II.  

A single air group, whether afloat or land based, can now deliver to any reachable target a destructive 
cargo exceeding in power all the bombs that fell on Britain in all of World War 11.  

In size and variety the development of atomic weapons has been no less remarkable. This 
development has been such that atomic weapons have vir-tually achieved conventional status within 
our armed services. In the United States services, the Army, the Navy, the Air Force and the Marine 
Corps are all capable of putting this weapon to military use.  

But the dread secret and the fearful engines of atomic might are not ours alone.  

In the first place, the secret is possessed by our friends and Allies, Great Britain and Canada, whose 
scientific genius made a tremendous contribution to our original discoveries and the designs of atomic 
bombs.  

The secret is also known by the Soviet Union.  

The Soviet Union has informed us that, over recent years, it has devoted extensive resources to 
atomic weapons. During this period, the Soviet Union has exploded a series of atomic devices, 
including at least one involving thermo-nuclear reactions.  

MONOPOLY IS NOW ENDED 
If at one time the United States possessed what might have been called a monopoly of atomic power, 
that monopoly ceased to exist several years ago. Therefore, although our earlier start has permitted us 
to accumulate what is today a great quantitative advantage, the atomic realities of today comprehend 
two facts of even greater significance.  

First, the knowledge now possessed by several nations will eventually be shared by others, possibly 
all others.  

Second, even a vast superiority in numbers of weapons, and a conse-quent capability of devastating 
retaliation, is no preventive, of itself, against the fearful material damage and toll of human lives that 
would be inflicted by surprise aggression.  

The free world, at least dimly aware of these facts, has naturally embarked on a large program of 
warning and defense systems. That program will be accelerated and expanded.  

But let no one think that the expenditure of vast sums for weapons and systems of defense can 
guarantee absolute safety for the cities and the citi-zens of any nation. The awful arithmetic of the 
atomic bomb does not permit of such an easy solution. Even against the most powerful defense, an 
aggres-sor in possession of the effective minimum number of atomic bombs or a surprise attack could 
probably place a sufficient number of his bombs on the chosen targets to cause hideous damage.  
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Should such an atomic attack be launched against the United States, our reaction would be swift and 
resolute. But for me to say that the defense capabilities of the United States are such that they could 
inflict terrible losses upon an aggressor - for me to say that the retaliation capabilities of the United 
States are so great that such an aggressor's land would be laid waste - all this, while fact, is not the 
true expression of the purpose and the hope of the United States.  

To pause there would be to confirm the hopeless finality of a belief that two atomic colossi are doomed 
malevolently to eye each other indefinitely across a trembling world. To stop there would be to accept 
helplessly the probability of civilization destroyed-the annihilation of the irreplaceable heritage of 
mankind handed down to us generation from generation - and the condemnation of mankind to begin 
all over again the age-old struggle upward from savagery toward decency and right and justice.  

NO VICTORY IN DESOLATION 
Surely no sane member of the human race could discover victory in such desolation. Could anyone 
wish his name to be coupled by history with such human degradation and destruction?  

Occasional pages of history do record the faces of the "Great Destroyers" but the whole book of 
history reveals mankind's never-ending quest for peace and mankind's God-given capacity to build.  

It is with the book of history, and not with isolated pages, that the United States will ever wish to be 
identified. My country wants to be constructive, not destructive. It wants agreements, not wars, among 
nations. It wants, itself, to live in freedom and in the confidence that the people of every other nation 
enjoy equally the right of choosing their own way of life.  

So my country's purpose is to help us move out of the dark chamber of horrors into the light, to find a 
way by which the minds of men, the hopes of men, the souls of men everywhere, can move forward 
toward peace and happiness and well-being.  

In this quest, I know that we must not lack patience.  

I know that in a world divided, such as ours today, salvation cannot be attained by one dramatic act.  

I know that many steps will have to be taken over many months before the world can look at itself one 
day and truly realize that a new climate of mutually peaceful confidence is abroad in the world.  

But I know, above all else, that we must start to take these steps - now.  

The United States and its Allies, Great Britain and France, have, over the past months, tried to take 
some of these steps. Let no one say that we shun the conference table.  

On the record has long stood the request of the United States, Great Britain and France, to negotiate 
with the Soviet Union the problems of a divided Germany.  

On that record has long stood the request of the same three nations to negotiate an Austrian peace 
treaty.  

On the same record still stands the request of the United Nations to negotiate the problems of Korea.  

CONFERENCE WITH THE RUSSIANS 
Most recently, we have received from the Soviet Union what is in effect an expression of willingness to 
hold a four-power meeting. Along with our Allies, Great Britain and France, we were pleased to see 
that this note did not contain the unacceptable preconditions previously put forward.  

As you already know from our joint Bermuda communique, the United States, Great Britain and 
France have agreed promptly to meet with the Soviet Union.  
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The Government of the United States approaches this conference with hopeful sincerity. We will bend 
every effort of our minds to the single purpose of emerging from that conference with tangible results 
toward peace-the only true way of lessening international tension.  

We never have, we never will, propose to suggest that the Soviet Union surrender what is rightfully 
theirs.  

We will never say that the peoples of Russia are an enemy with whom we have no desire ever to deal 
or mingle in friendly and fruitful relationship.  

On the contrary, we hope that this coming conference may initiate a relationship with the Soviet Union 
which will eventually bring about a free intermingling of the peoples of the East and of the West-the 
one sure, human way of developing the understanding required for confident and peaceful relations.  

Instead of the discontent which is now settling upon Eastern Germany, occupied Austria and the 
countries of Eastern Europe, we seek a harmoni-ous family of free European nations, with none a 
threat to the other, and least of all a threat to the peoples of Russia.  

Beyond the turmoil and strife and misery of Asia, we seek peaceful op-portunity for these peoples to 
develop their natural resources and to elevate their lot.  

These are not idle words of shallow vision. Behind them lies a store of nations lately come to 
independence, not as a result of war but through free grant or peaceful negotiation. There is a record 
already written of assistance gladly given by nations of the West to needy peoples and to those 
suffering the temporary effects of famine, drought and natural disaster.  

These are deeds of peace. They speak more loudly than promises or pro-testations of peaceful intent.  

WOULD EXPLORE EVERY CHANNEL 
But I do not wish to rest either upon the reiteration of past proposals or the restatement of past deeds. 
The gravity of the time is such that every new avenue of peace, no matter how dimly discernible, 
should be explored.  

There is at least one new avenue of peace which has not yet been well explored - an avenue now laid 
out by the General Assembly of the United Nations.  

In its resolution of November 18, 1953, this General Assembly suggested - and I quote - "that the 
Disarmament Commission study the desirability of establishing a subcommittee consisting of 
representatives of the powers principally involved, which should seek, in private, an acceptable 
solution - and report such a solution to the General Assembly and to the Security Council not later 
than 1 September, 1954."  

The United States, heeding the suggestion of the General Assembly of the United Nations, is instantly 
prepared to meet privately with such other countries as may be "principally involved," to seek "an 
acceptable solution to the atomic armaments race which overshadows not only the peace but the very 
life of the world.  

We shall carry into these private or diplomatic talks a new conception.  

The United States would seek more than the mere reduction or elimination of atomic materials for 
military purposes.  

It is not enough to take this weapon out of the hands of the soldiers. It must be put into the hands of 
those who will know how to strip its military casing and adapt it to the arts of peace.  

The United States knows that if the fearful trend of atomic military build-up can be reversed, this 
greatest of destructive forces can be developed into a great boon for the benefit of all mankind.  
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The United States knows that peaceful power from atomic energy is no dream of the future. That 
capability, already proved, is here now - today. Who can doubt, if the entire body of the world's 
scientists and engineers had adequate amounts of fissionable material with which to test and develop 
their ideas, that this capability would rapidly be transformed into universal, efficient and economic 
usage.  

To hasten the day when fear of the atom will begin to disappear from the minds of people and the 
governments of the East and West there are certain steps that can be taken now.  

I therefore make the following proposals:  

The governments principally involved to the extent permitted by elementary prudence, to begin now 
and continue to make joint contributions from their stockpiles of normal uranium and fissionable 
materials to an international atomic energy agency. We would expect that such an agency would be 
set up under the aegis of the United Nations.  

The ratios of contributions, the procedures and other details would prop-erly be within the scope of the 
"private conversations" I have referred to earlier.  

The United States is prepared to undertake these explorations in good faith. Any partner of the United 
States acting in the same good faith will find the United States a not unreasonable or ungenerous 
associate.  

Undoubtedly initial and early contributions to this plan would be small in quantity. However, the 
proposal has the great virtue that it can be under-taken without irritations and mutual suspicions 
incident to any attempt to set up a completely acceptable system of world-wide inspection and control.  

The atomic energy agency could be made responsible for the impounding, storage and protection of 
the contributed fissionable and other material. The ingenuity of our scientists will provide special, safe 
conditions under which such a bank of fissionable material can be made essentially immune to 
surprise seizure.  

The more important responsibility of this atomic energy agency would be to devise methods whereby 
this fissionable material would be allocated to serve the peaceful pursuits of mankind. Experts would 
be mobilized to apply atomic energy to the needs of agriculture, medicine and other peaceful activities. 
A special purpose would be to provide abundant electrical energy in the power-starved areas of the 
world. Thus the contributing powers would be dedicating some of their strength to serve the needs 
rather than the fears of mankind.  

OUTLINES PLAN FOR CONGRESS 
The United States would be more than willing - it would be proud - to take up with others "principally 
involved" the development of plans where-by such peaceful use of atomic energy would be expedited.  

Of those "principally involved" the Soviet Union must, of course, be one.  

I would be prepared to submit to the Congress of the United States, and with every expectation of 
approval, any such plan that would:  

First, encourage world-wide investigation into the most effective peace-time uses of fissionable 
material;  

Second, begin to diminish the potential destructive power of the world's atomic stockpiles;  

Third, allow all peoples of all nations to see that, in this enlightened age, the great powers of the earth, 
both of the East and of the West, are interested in human aspirations first rather than building up the 
armaments of war;  

98



 6Annexe 28

Fourth, open up a new channel for peaceful discussion and initiate at least a new approach to the 
many difficult problems that must be solved in both private and public conversations if the world is to 
shake off the inertia imposed by fear and is to make positive progress toward peace.  

Against the dark background of the atomic bomb, the United States does not wish merely to present 
strength, but also the desire and the hope for peace.  

The coming months will be fraught with fateful decisions. In this Assembly, in the capitals and military 
headquarters of the world; in the hearts of men everywhere, be they governed or governors, may they 
be the decisions which will lead this world out of fear and into peace.  

To the making of these fateful decisions, the United States pledges before you - and therefore before 
the world - its determination to help solve the fearful atomic dilemma - to devote its entire heart and 
mind to find the way by which the miraculous inventiveness of man shall not be dedicated to his death, 
but consecrated to his life.  

I again thank the delegates for the great honor they have done me in inviting me to appear before 
them and in listening to me so courteously.  

Thank you.  
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Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVII, Near East, 

            Israel's nuclear program; 

                                                         Israeli willingness to have U.S. scientist visit Dimona reactor.  

 

 
3. Letter From the Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations (Macomber) to the Executive Director of the 
Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy (Ramey)/1/  

Washington, January 19, 1961.  

/1/Source: Department of State 

Central Files, 884A.1901/1-1961.  

Secret. 

Drafted by Farley (S/AE) on January 17 and cleared by Meyer (NEA/NE) and Schnee (H).  

Copies of the letter and its enclosures were sent to the Atomic Energy Commission and the Central Intelligence Agency.  

Dear Mr. Ramey:  

At the conclusion of the closed hearing on December 9, 1960, Representative Durham requested Mr. Farley to inform the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy of subsequent information received concerning the Israeli atomic energy program. Mr. Farley 
subsequently advised the Committee staff that, at the first meeting between Secretary Herter and the Israeli 
Ambassador later on December 9, the Ambassador disclaimed any detailed knowledge of the reactor installation near 
Dimona. Our inquiries of the Israeli Government and also of the French Government have been pressed since that 
time. In accordance with the Committee's request and Mr. Farley's telephone conversation with Mr. Conway on January 13, the 
enclosed summary of the information obtained is submitted for the information of the Committee. Also attached for your 
convenience is a compilation of public statements./2/ Attached but not printed. Responsible officers of the Department of State 
will be available to discuss this information with the Committee if desired.  

The official statements which the Israeli and French Governments have now given us are unequivocal as to the non-military 
character of the Israeli program and French assistance to it. We do not anticipate that these Governments will provide us with 
significant additional information in the near future. You will note, however, that we have been given formal assurance that 
visitors from the United States or another friendly country will be received when the present intense public interest in the 
question has subsided. We believe that this will be very helpful in providing first-hand reassurance, and we intend to follow up 
this offer at an early date.  

Any possibility of proliferation of nuclear weapons--particularly in the Middle East--obviously is a matter of grave concern to the 
Department. We shall continue to follow this matter closely. We do not believe, however, that extended public speculation 
regarding the Israeli atomic energy program will advance the interests of the United States, and we have taken and will continue 
to take any feasible measures to damp down speculation on this matter and in particular to avoid giving occasion for renewed 
suspicions and possible undesirable reactions in the Arab world. We believe that persistent but quiet diplomatic approaches are 
most likely to be productive.  

The continued cooperation of the Joint Committee in avoiding public comment is most helpful in this regard.  

Sincerely yours,  

William B. Macomber, Jr./3/ /3/Printed from a copy that indicates Macomber signed the original.  
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          Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVII, Near East, 1961-1962 
 

 

 Memorandum of Conversation (1)  

     Washington, January 9, 1961.  

 

PARTICIPANTS  
Assistant Secretary Lewis Jones  
Special Assistant Philip J. Farley  
Senators Gore, Hickenlooper, Fulbright, Carlson, Sparkman (last three present most of the time but not entire 
time)  

At the request of Senator Gore (Chairman, Near East Sub-Committee, Senate Foreign Relations Committee) 
Jones and Farley presented themselves in Mr. Marcy's office in the room off the main Senate Foreign Relations 
Room. Senator Gore was in the chair. Messrs. Marcy and Newhouse of Committee staff were present but no 
transcript was taken.  

Senator Gore told those present that he had given his word to the Department that there would be no publicity 
regarding this very informal" meeting. He said the issue was a sensitive one. The other Senators agreed.  

Jones followed in his presentation the greater part of the document which he had brought with him but did not get 
an opportunity, owing to the interruptions, to describe the "side effects" of the Dimona reactor.  

It was evident that all those present, but particularly Senators Hickenlooper and Gore, were annoyed that Israel 
had not only concealed its activity but had "deliberately misled" the United States Government. Senator Gore 
questioned closely Jones' statement that Israeli officials had told U.S. officials, when asked about the buildings 
lying 25 miles southwest of Beersheba, that it was first a "textile plant" and then a "metallurgical works". He asked 
whether there was a record of these statements by the Israelis. Jones said that he doubted whether there was 
more of a record than recent telegrams from our Embassy in Tel Aviv. Statements could have been made by 
Israeli officials who were not really "in the know". Senator Hickenlooper said that he had definite knowledge that 
the GOI had "lied" to an American official (whom he did not identify) in the late summer or early fall. This official 
"did not belong to the State Department". Asked whether it was Dr. Gomberg, Senator Hickenlooper said it was 
not.  

Senator Fulbright said it was the secrecy factor which troubled him: if the Israelis had nothing to hide, as GOI 
statements indicated; why did they hide it? Jones explained that there was validity in the Israeli fear of intensified 
Arab boycott of its suppliers if reactor was constructed openly. The fault on the Israeli side lay in keeping the 
reactor secret too long: long after the buildings were plainly visible from a public road.  

Senator Hickenlooper was concerned by the cost figures of the overall project. He did not believe the $5,000,000 
per year foreign exchange costs for four years mentioned by GOI.  

Senator Gore was concerned by the effect of the existence of the Dimona reactor upon the Arabs and wanted to 
know what firm evidence the Department had that knowledge of Dimona had driven them into the hands of the 
Russians. He was interested in the January 28 meeting of the Arab League and wondered whether any drastic 
decisions would emerge therefrom. Jones replied that he felt at this stage the Arabs would confine themselves to 
talk--after all plutonium from Dimona was three or four years away. He said there had been an indication that 
Nasser had asked the USSR for help to build a 30-40 megawatt reactor in Egypt--comparable to Dimona.  

The Senators appeared to accept the Department's thesis that another round of publicity would be unhelpful. 
Senator Gore asked Jones to advise him if "anything new" emerged from Ambassador Harman's call on the 
Secretary January 11. (2) Jones promised to do this.  
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The Senators also appeared to accept the idea that if the United States were to take measures against Israel this 
might be a signal for intensified Arab action against Israel.  

Senators Sparkman and Hickenlooper at different times expressed doubts that the United States could force 
Israel as a sovereign state to reveal full information if Israel did not choose to supply it. Both commented, 
however, that the United States had various means of pressure which it could apply to Israel if this needed.  

The Senators also appeared to accept Jones' thesis that the problem of plutonium produced in reactors goes far 
beyond Israel--that it would be unfair to publicly brand Israel as a villain on suspicion that it might--three or four 
years hence--divert some plutonium to weapons. All reactors everywhere produce some plutonium. This pointed 
up the need for generally applicable international inspection and control.  

The Senators listened with keen interest to Mr. Farley's elucidation of the kind of control which the International 
Atomic Energy Agency might exercise in the future and the present narrow range of its safeguards activities. 
Farley also explained in response to Senator Gore's request his views on the latest Soviet attitude towards 
suspension of atomic testing.  

Senator Hickenlooper, towards the end of the meeting, said that he agreed that atomic energy is a coming thing. 
"Peacefully applied atomic energy is like electricity: whether we like it or not countries are going to get it". The 
United States cannot and should not attempt to keep countries like Israel from getting into the field. The problem 
is how to assure that atomic energy is used only for peaceful purposes.  

In general, the discussion moved from the specific case of the Dimona reactor, about which Israel had been so 
regrettably secretive, to the more general problem of peaceful uses and control over comparable reactors 
elsewhere in the world.  

(1)-Source: Department of State, Central Files, 984A.1901/1-961. Secret. Drafted by Jones (NEA). 
 

(2)- The memorandum of conversation is ibid., 884A.1901/1-1161. See Supplement, the compilation 
on Israel.  
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Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVII, Near East, 1961-1962 

 

Letter From the Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations (Macomber) to the Executive 
Director of the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy (Ramey) (1)  

Washington, January 19, 1961.  

.  

Dear Mr. Ramey: At the conclusion of the closed hearing on December 9, 1960, Representative Durham 
requested Mr. Farley to inform the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy of subsequent information received 
concerning the Israeli atomic energy program. Mr. Farley subsequently advised the Committee staff that, at the 
first meeting between Secretary Herter and the Israeli Ambassador later on December 9, the Ambassador 
disclaimed any detailed knowledge of the reactor installation near Dimona. Our inquiries of the Israeli 
Government and also of the French Government have been pressed since that time. In accordance with the 
Committee's request and Mr. Farley's telephone conversation with Mr. Conway on January 13, the enclosed 
summary of the information obtained is submitted for the information of the Committee. Also attached for your 
convenience is a compilation of public statements. (2)  Responsible officers of the Department of State will 
be available to discuss this information with the Committee if desired.  

 

The official statements which the Israeli and French Governments have now given us are unequivocal as to the 
non-military character of the Israeli program and French assistance to it. We do not anticipate that these 
Governments will provide us with significant additional information in the near future. You will note, however, that 
we have been given formal assurance that visitors from the United States or another friendly country will be 
received when the present intense public interest in the question has subsided. We believe that this will be very 
helpful in providing first-hand reassurance, and we intend to follow up this offer at an early date.  

Any possibility of proliferation of nuclear weapons--particularly in the Middle East--obviously is a matter of grave 
concern to the Department. We shall continue to follow this matter closely. We do not believe, however, that 
extended public speculation regarding the Israeli atomic energy program will advance the interests of the United 
States, and we have taken and will continue to take any feasible measures to damp down speculation on this 
matter and in particular to avoid giving occasion for renewed suspicions and possible undesirable reactions in the 
Arab world. We believe that persistent but quiet diplomatic approaches are most likely to be productive.  

The continued cooperation of the Joint Committee in avoiding public comment is most helpful in this regard.  

Sincerely yours,  

William B. Macomber, Jr.(3)  

 

(1)-  Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.1901/1-1961. Secret. Drafted by Farley (S/AE) 
on January 17 and cleared by Meyer (NEA/NE) and Schnee (H). Copies of the letter and its 
enclosures were sent to the Atomic Energy Commission and the Central Intelligence Agency 

(2)- Attached but not printed. 

(3)- Printed from a copy that indicates Macomber signed the original.  
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Enclosure/4/  

Washington, January 17, 1961.  

           /4/Secret.  

Summary of Additional Recent Information on  
Israeli Atomic Energy Program 

 
1. We have been assured categorically at the highest level of the Israeli 
Government that Israel has no plans for the production of atomic weapons.  

2. We have been assured that there is no third reactor in either the construction or 
planning stage. Israel hopes to have a power reactor in due course, perhaps in ten 
years but possibly no sooner than fifteen years.  

3. We have been assured that Israel will be glad to receive visits by scientists 
from friendly countries at the Dimona reactor when public interest has quieted 
down. In particular, a scientist from the United States will be welcome as early as 
possible on this condition.  

4. We have been given responsible assurances by the French that the French-
Israeli cooperation program is limited to the 24 megawatt research reactor, that 
the French will supply all the uranium for this reactor, that the plutonium 
produced in the reactor will all be returned to France, that adequate 
arrangements have been agreed upon to assure the exclusively peaceful use of 
the reactor, and that resident French inspectors or periodic inspection visits will be 
accepted. The French assured us that they do not want to be associated with any 
Israeli nuclear weapons program, that they have urged public assurances of peaceful 
intention by the Israelis, and that they support our efforts to this same end.  

5. Specific information on the Dimona reactor is the following:  

a. The reactor will go critical in about three to four years and is now in the second 
year of construction.  

b. There is no plutonium now in Israel and plutonium from the reactor will, as a 
condition attached to purchase of uranium abroad, return to the supplying country.  

c. Israel is producing only experimental quantities of heavy water and of uranium 
from phosphate.  

d. No power generation is to be attempted in connection with the Dimona reactor, 
which is intended to provide general experience and know-how as well as a more 
effective research tool.  
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e. The stack visible in ground photographs is a water tower for this water-cooled 
reactor.  

f. The incoming 100 KVA power lines are explained by the fact that the reactor 
installation serves as a distribution point not only for the reactor complex but for 
phosphate mining operations and a potash plant in the area.  

g. In addition to the reactor the complex will include a hot laboratory, cold laboratory, 
waste disposal plant, a facility for rods, offices including library services, and a 
medical unit.  

h. The reactor and ancillary facilities are expected to cost $34 million of which $17.8 
million would be foreign exchange. The reactor itself is expected to cost $15.4 million 
of which $10 million would be foreign exchange.  

6. The secrecy initially attached to the reactor arose from the fears of participating 
foreign companies over the prospect of Arab boycott.  

7. While Israel accepts the general principle of international safeguards to assure the 
peaceful use of atomic energy, it believes also in equality; thus it does not propose to 
open the Dimona reactor to international inspection until such inspection applies to 
comparable reactors everywhere.  
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Memorandum From Secretary of State Rusk to President Kennedy  (1)  

Washington, January 30, 1961. 

 

SUBJECT  
Israel's Atomic Energy Activities  

In 1955 under the "Atoms-for-Peace" program the United States undertook to assist Israel with its atomic energy 
development program. Subsequently a one megawatt research reactor was built with our aid at Nahal Rubin, near 
Tel Aviv.  

In the summer and early fall of 1960 rumors reached our Embassy at Tel Aviv that the French were collaborating 
with the Israelis in the construction of a large reactor at Dimona, near Beersheba, in the northern part of the 
Negev desert. After our intelligence agencies had established on December 2 that a significant atomic installation 
was in fact being built near Beersheba, Secretary Herter on December 9 called in Israeli Ambassador Harman 
who undertook to obtain full information from his government. After a number of exchanges, Prime Minister Ben-
Gurion gave us categoric assurances supported by appropriate public statements to the effect that Israel does not 
have plans for developing nuclear weaponry. The French have also assured us that their assistance is premised 
on Israel's atomic energy program being solely for peaceful purposes. Ben-Gurion had indicated that aside from 
normal military precautions the reason for Israel's extreme secrecy with respect to the Dimona project was his 
fear and that of the foreign firms assisting the project that the Arab states would boycott or take other retaliatory 
measures against any firm or even country assisting the project. There is considerable justification for this Israeli 
reasoning.  

Our government's concern was two-fold: a) pursuant to Congressional legislation and firm executive branch policy 
the United States is opposed to the proliferation of nuclear weapons capabilities; and b) Israel's acquisition of 
nuclear weapons would have grave repercussions in the Middle East, not the least of which might be the probable 
stationing of Soviet nuclear weapons on the soil of Israel's embittered Arab neighbors.  

The Israeli and French assurances which we have received appear to be satisfactory, although several minor 
questions still require clarification. In any case, the Department considers this not a single episode but a 
continuing subject and it is the intention of our intelligence agencies to maintain a continuing watch on Israel as 
on other countries to assure that nuclear weapons capabilities are not being proliferated. At the moment, we are 
encouraging the Israelis to permit a qualified scientist from the United States or other friendly power to visit the 
Dimona installation. Prime Minister Ben-Gurion has indicated that this may be possible at an early date.  

A full chronology of our interest in Israel's atomic energy activities is attached in the event that it may be of 
interest to you.(2)  

Dean Rusk/3/  

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.1901/1-3061. Secret. Drafted by Meyer (NEA/NE).  

/2/Attached but not printed.  

/3/Printed from a copy that indicates Rusk signed the original.  
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Memorandum of Conversation/1/  

Kennedy-Reid meeting: aspects of U.S. relations with Israel 

Washington, January 31, 1961.  

/1/Source: Department of State 

NEA/NE Files: Lot 63 D 33,  

Tel Aviv.  

Secret. 

 Drafted by Hamilton (NEA/NE) on February 2.  

SUBJECT  
Ambassador Reid's Review of His Conversation with President Kennedy/2/  

/2/Ambassador Reid met with President Kennedy from 11:14 a.m. to 12:05 p.m. on 
January 31. (Kennedy Library, President's Appointment Books) Reid completed his 
mission as Ambassador to Israel on January 19.  

PARTICIPANTS  
Ambassador Ogden R. Reid  
NE--William L. Hamilton  
NE--William R. Crawford, Jr.  

(Ambassador Reid spent forty-five minutes in the President's office, during which the President excused himself to see another 
visitor for a few minutes in an adjoining room. It is my impression that the President permitted Ambassador Reid to develop the 
conversation as he chose, expressing views of his own infrequently, if at all).  

Peace with the Arabs: Ben-Gurion has some power to maneuver on his own initiative, and would make reciprocal concessions 
in order to obtain a "de facto peace". This would have to be achieved on a very secret basis, the participants communicating 
only through the most carefully guarded channels. Any U.S. contribution would have to be on a basis of direct contact with Ben-
Gurion. He informed the President of Ben-Gurion's support for the type of contact known as the "Anderson mission,"/3/ which he 
explained in some detail when the President indicated he had not previously heard of this effort.  

/3/ 

Reference is to the mission of Robert B. Anderson, Special Emissary for 
President Eisenhower to the Middle East, January-March 1956. 
Documentation on his special mission is in Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, 
volume XV.  

USSR Relations with the UAR: Ambassador Reid said he told the President that the UAR's dependence on the USSR can be 
expressed in terms of three "screws" that the latter can twist as it wishes to bring pressure on Egypt. These are (1) cotton 
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purchases, (2) arms supply, and (3) the Aswan Dam and other economic aid. The West could reduce Soviet influence if it could 
substitute Western effort for some or all of these activities.  

Israel's New Atomic Reactor: The Ambassador told the President he believes we can accept at face value Ben-Gurion's 
assurances that the reactor is to be devoted to peaceful purposes. An inspection of the reactor by a qualified United States 
scientist can be arranged when the United States wishes, if it is done on a secret basis. Overt examination and 
announcement of the result to the world will require greater effort, but could be done. [2 lines of source text not declassified] 
Reid suspects that very few people in Israel knew of the development's true character, possibly not even the Foreign Minister, 
Golda Meir, until it hit the headlines.  

Arms Balance in the Israel-Arab Complex: Ambassador Reid apparently made a detailed presentation of the Israel case for 
more sophisticated weaponry to protect itself against surprise air attack by the UAR. The Ambassador accepts the Israel 
estimate that its population centers are only four minutes from Damascus by supersonic aircraft. Ambassador Reid urged United 
States consideration of ballistic missiles for Israel and more specific assurances of our willingness to help in case of invasion, as 
moves that will contribute to stability in the Middle East. He told the President of our offer, now outstanding, of early-warning 
equipment, which Israel is studying. He suggested that we try to shorten delivery times for these items.  

Aid to Africa: Ambassador Reid reviewed at some length Israel's technical assistance efforts with the new states of Africa, 
apparently giving them a high rating for effectiveness, and suggesting that the United States would be well advised to keep 
Israel in mind as offering an adjunct to Western efforts in Africa. He told the President that Ben-Gurion is now disappointed he 
did not mention Israel's African program when they met last year.  

State of the Union and Inaugural Messages:/4/ Ambassador Reid told the President he had been struck by the phrase on 
accepting "the risk of leadership" and the President's reference to time not necessarily being on our side. He said the President 
had told him his omission of the Middle East in his messages had not been deliberate or an evidence of his indifference to the 
problems of the area. On the contrary, the President, according to Ambassador Reid, said he is very much interested in ways in 
which peace might be achieved.  

/4/For texts of President Kennedy's inaugural address of January 20 and his first State 
of the Union address on January 30, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United 
States: John F. Kennedy, 1961, pp. 1-3 and 19-28.  

The Lavon Affair:/5/ According to Ambassador Reid, the President expressed interest in the Lavon affair, and asked the 
Ambassador who he thinks would succeed to power if Ben-Gurion were to leave the scene. Ambassador Reid had replied 
Eshkol is the name most frequently mentioned, and had expressed the personal opinion that Moshe Dayan, former Chief of 
Staff, now Minister of Agriculture and long a Ben-Gurion protege, would refuse to serve in a successor cabinet which did not 
include Ben-Gurion. Abba Eban, former Ambassador to the United States and now Minister of Education, would have more 
difficulty making up his mind, but, as a tribute to Ben-Gurion might also choose to refuse a cabinet appointment. Ambassador 
Reid indicated he had told the President that Eban has made reasonably successful efforts to acquire a common touch, but still 
does not have the political sex appeal of Moshe Dayan.  

/5/Pinhas Lavon, Minister of Defense, was forced to resign in February 1955 after a 
sabotage operation aimed at exacerbating U.S.-Egyptian relations was exposed by 
Egyptian authorities. In 1960, new evidence indicated that Lavon's alleged authorization 
of the operation was a forgery and he asked for an investigation. A committee of seven 
Cabinet members cleared him of responsibility amid charges between Lavon and Ben 
Gurion and Ben Gurion's supporters in the Ministry of Defense. Ben Gurion refused to 
accept the committee decision and resigned, thus forcing new elections. Additional 
information concerning the Israeli Cabinet crisis is in a February 7 memorandum entitled 
"Prime Minister Ben-Gurion's Resignation," presumably prepared in the National 
Security Council Staff. (Kennedy Library, National Security Files, Country Series, Israel, 
2/61)  
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2. Memorandum of Conversation/1/  

Jones-Senators meeting  

Washington, January 9, 1961.  

/1/Source: Department of State 

Central Files, 984A.1901/1-961.  

Secret.  

Drafted by Jones (NEA).  

PARTICIPANTS  
Assistant Secretary Lewis Jones  
Special Assistant Philip J. Farley  
Senators Gore, Hickenlooper, Fulbright, Carlson, Sparkman (last three present most of the time but 
not entire time) 

At the request of Senator Gore (Chairman, Near East Sub-Committee, Senate Foreign Relations Committee) 
Jones and Farley presented themselves in Mr. Marcy's office in the room off the main Senate Foreign Relations 
Room. Senator Gore was in the chair. Messrs. Marcy and Newhouse of Committee staff were present but no 
transcript was taken.  

Senator Gore told those present that he had given his word to the Department that there would be no 
publicity regarding this very informal" meeting. He said the issue was a sensitive one. The other Senators 
agreed.  

Jones followed in his presentation the greater part of the document which he had brought with him but did not get 
an opportunity, owing to the interruptions, to describe the "side effects" of the Dimona reactor.  

It was evident that all those present, but particularly Senators Hickenlooper and Gore, were annoyed that Israel 
had not only concealed its activity but had "deliberately misled" the United States Government. Senator Gore 
questioned closely Jones' statement that Israeli officials had told U.S. officials, when asked about the buildings 
lying 25 miles southwest of Beersheba, that it was first a "textile plant" and then a "metallurgical works". He asked 
whether there was a record of these statements by the Israelis. Jones said that he doubted whether there was 
more of a record than recent telegrams from our Embassy in Tel Aviv. Statements could have been made by 
Israeli officials who were not really "in the know". Senator Hickenlooper said that he had definite knowledge that 
the GOI had "lied" to an American official (whom he did not identify) in the late summer or early fall. This official 
"did not belong to the State Department". Asked whether it was Dr. Gomberg, Senator Hickenlooper said it was 
not.  

Senator Fulbright said it was the secrecy factor which troubled him: if the Israelis had nothing to hide, as GOI 
statements indicated; why did they hide it? Jones explained that there was validity in the Israeli fear of intensified 
Arab boycott of its suppliers if reactor was constructed openly. The fault on the Israeli side lay in keeping the 
reactor secret too long: long after the buildings were plainly visible from a public road.  

Senator Hickenlooper was concerned by the cost figures of the overall project. He did not believe the $5,000,000 
per year foreign exchange costs for four years mentioned by GOI.  

Senator Gore was concerned by the effect of the existence of the Dimona reactor upon the Arabs and wanted to 
know what firm evidence the Department had that knowledge of Dimona had driven them into the hands of the 
Russians. He was interested in the January 28 meeting of the Arab League and wondered whether any drastic 
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decisions would emerge therefrom. Jones replied that he felt at this stage the Arabs would confine themselves to 
talk--after all plutonium from Dimona was three or four years away. He said there had been an indication that 
Nasser had asked the USSR for help to build a 30-40 megawatt reactor in Egypt--comparable to Dimona.  

The Senators appeared to accept the Department's thesis that another round of publicity would be unhelpful. 
Senator Gore asked Jones to advise him if "anything new" emerged from Ambassador Harman's call on the 
Secretary January 11./2/ Jones promised to do this.  

/2/The memorandum of conversation is ibid. 

 884A.1901/1-1161. See Supplement, the compilation on Israel.  

The Senators also appeared to accept the idea that if the United States were to take measures against Israel this 
might be a signal for intensified Arab action against Israel.  

Senators Sparkman and Hickenlooper at different times expressed doubts that the United States could force 
Israel as a sovereign state to reveal full information if Israel did not choose to supply it. Both commented, 
however, that the United States had various means of pressure which it could apply to Israel if this needed.  

The Senators also appeared to accept Jones' thesis that the problem of plutonium produced in reactors goes far 
beyond Israel--that it would be unfair to publicly brand Israel as a villain on suspicion that it might--three or four 
years hence--divert some plutonium to weapons. All reactors everywhere produce some plutonium. This pointed 
up the need for generally applicable international inspection and control.  

The Senators listened with keen interest to Mr. Farley's elucidation of the kind of control which the International 
Atomic Energy Agency might exercise in the future and the present narrow range of its safeguards activities. 
Farley also explained in response to Senator Gore's request his views on the latest Soviet attitude towards 
suspension of atomic testing.  

Senator Hickenlooper, towards the end of the meeting, said that he agreed that atomic energy is a coming thing. 
"Peacefully applied atomic energy is like electricity: whether we like it or not countries are going to get it". The 
United States cannot and should not attempt to keep countries like Israel from getting into the field. The problem 
is how to assure that atomic energy is used only for peaceful purposes.  

In general, the discussion moved from the specific case of the Dimona reactor, about which Israel had been so 
regrettably secretive, to the more general problem of peaceful uses and control over comparable reactors 
elsewhere in the world.  
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5. Memorandum From Secretary of State Rusk to President Kennedy/1/  

Washington, January 30, 1961.  

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.1901/1-3061.    Secret.  Drafted by Meyer 
(NEA/NE).  

SUBJECT  
Israel's Atomic Energy Activities  

In 1955 under the "Atoms-for-Peace" program the United States undertook to assist Israel with its atomic energy 
development program. Subsequently a one megawatt research reactor was built with our aid at Nahal Rubin, near 
Tel Aviv.  

In the summer and early fall of 1960 rumors reached our Embassy at Tel Aviv that the French were collaborating 
with the Israelis in the construction of a large reactor at Dimona, near Beersheba, in the northern part of the 
Negev desert. After our intelligence agencies had established on December 2 that a significant atomic installation 
was in fact being built near Beersheba, Secretary Herter on December 9 called in Israeli Ambassador 
Harman who undertook to obtain full information from his government. After a number of exchanges, Prime 
Minister Ben-Gurion gave us categoric assurances supported by appropriate public statements to the effect that 
Israel does not have plans for developing nuclear weaponry. The French have also assured us that their 
assistance is premised on Israel's atomic energy program being solely for peaceful purposes.  

Ben-Gurion had indicated that aside from normal military precautions the 
reason for Israel's extreme secrecy with respect to the Dimona project was his 
fear and that of the foreign firms assisting the project that the Arab states 
would boycott or take other retaliatory measures against any firm or even 
country assisting the project. There is considerable justification for this Israeli 
reasoning.  

Our government's concern was two-fold :  

a) pursuant to Congressional legislation and firm executive branch policy the United States is opposed to the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons capabilities; and  

b) Israel's acquisition of nuclear weapons would have grave repercussions in the Middle East, not the least 
of which might be the probable stationing of Soviet nuclear weapons on the soil of Israel's embittered Arab 
neighbors.  

The Israeli and French assurances which we have received appear to be satisfactory, although several minor 
questions still require clarification. 

 In any case, the Department considers this not a single episode but a 
continuing subject and it is the intention of our intelligence agencies to 
maintain a continuing watch on Israel as on other countries to assure that 
nuclear weapons capabilities are not being proliferated. 
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 At the moment, we are encouraging the Israelis to permit a qualified scientist from the United States or other 
friendly power to visit the Dimona installation. Prime Minister Ben-Gurion has indicated that this may be possible 
at an early date.  

A full chronology of our interest in Israel's atomic energy activities is attached in the event that it may be of 
interest to you./2/  

/2/Attached but not printed.  

Dean Rusk/3/  

/3/Printed from a copy that indicates Rusk  
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10. Memorandum of Conversation/1/  

Washington, February 13, 1961.  

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/2-1361. Confidential. Drafted by Dozier 
(EUR/BNA) on February 15 and cleared by Meyer (NEA).  

SUBJECT  
US-UK Bilateral Talks; The Middle East and the Arab-Israeli Problem  

PARTICIPANTS  

U.K.  
Lord Hood, Minister, British Embassy  
Mr. D.A. Greenhill, Counselor, British Embassy  
Mr. W.C.C. Rose, Petroleum Attaché, British Embassy  
Mr. D.J. Speares, First Secretary, British Embassy  
Mr. C.D. Wiggin, First Secretary, British Embassy  
Mr. M.S. Weir, First Secretary, British Embassy  

U.S.  
EUR--Mr. F.D. Kohler  
BNA--Mr. W.C. Burdett  
E--Mr. C.W. Nichols  
NE--Mr. A.H. Meyer  
OR--Mr. S.B. Jacques  
WE--Mr. W.K. Cromwell, III  
BNA--Mr. W.B. Dozier  

Lord Hood said that our policies on the Middle East have been close in recent years and the U.K. wanted to 
insure that they are aligned in the future. The U.K. hoped that we would continue to talk over the various problems 
and would act together. Lord Hood said that the U.K. was hopeful that the present calm in the area, although 
admittedly uneasy, would continue. Nasser now seemed to be looking in the direction of Africa and this was 
perhaps a hopeful sign. The basic cause of unrest, however, continued to be the Arab-Israeli problem. Very little 
progress has been made there. The U.K. wondered if we had anything new, i.e., where we might go and how to 
get there, with respect to this problem and also the problem of Arab refugees.  

Lord Hood said a new problem had recently arisen--the Israeli reactor--and he wondered if there was anything 
more that could or should be done to impress upon the Israelis how serious this matter was, and how necessary it 
was to obtain suitable safeguards. He said that he shuddered to think what the Arab reaction would be if they 
became convinced that the reactor was being used for weapons production. He asked for our views with respect 
to the general situation, the Arab-Israeli question, and the particular problem of the atomic reactor.  

Mr. Kohler said that we shared U.K. apprehension about the reactor. The Norwegians were also concerned and 
were asking for more information before providing additional heavy water to the Israelis. Mr. Meyer said that we 
were in general agreement here with the British. We intend to keep an eye on the situation and to hold the Israelis 
to their stated intentions not to produce weapons. However, there are still a few loose ends. We feel that it would 
be useful to have observers from friendly powers visit the new Israeli reactor. Israel should feel that such 
inspection is also in its interests. Ben-Gurion's present disposition seems to be to let the publicity die down 
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somewhat before taking further action; he, of course, has been preoccupied with his domestic situation in recent 
weeks. The French have also expressed concern over the possibility of weapons being produced by Israel.  

Lord Hood asked if inspection is provided for in the atomic agreements with Israel. Mr. Meyer replied that it was in 
our agreement with the Israelis with respect to the small reactor we are providing. IAEA safeguards applied only 
to assistance provided by the IAEA. Mr. Burdett stated that the Norwegian agreement provided for inspection, 
although again not the IAEA system of safeguards. Mr. Meyer noted that Ben-Gurion asks why Israel should 
accept safeguards when India and others refuse. Ben-Gurion, moreover, fears that IAEA inspection would mean 
Russian involvement.  

Mr. Wiggin observed that the problem was not only one of not producing weapons but also of convincing the 
Arabs that weapons were not being produced. The latter was probably the most difficult. Mr. Meyer concurred. Mr. 
Kohler said that certainly the main problem was to convince others. To do this we ourselves must know what is 
going on. Neither the U.K. nor the U.S. could permit atomic weapons to be produced in this area.  

Turning to the general situation, Mr. Meyer said that the Arab-Israeli dispute, of course, goes back more than a 
decade and so far has defied solution. A major effort was made in 1955 to resolve the problem, but it failed mainly 
because neither side was prepared to make the necessary concessions. Then there was Suez. In recent years 
the U.S. and the U.K. have worked toward a normalization of relations with the area. The new Administration has 
been preoccupied with matters of more urgent concern, such as the Congo and Laos, and has, therefore, not had 
opportunity as yet to complete its study of the Arab-Israeli problem. However, it certainly was appreciative of the 
present tranquility. At the moment we have no specific proposals or initiatives in mind and in any event would be 
in touch with the U.K. should any major move be planned.  

Mr. Meyer said that thinking at the bureau level tends to favor a "piecemeal" approach, rather than the 
"package" approach which failed in 1955. The annual presentation to Congress on refugee aid and the 
annual General Assembly hassle with respect to UNRWA argue for early action with respect to the 
refugee problem. Lord Hood observed that the refugee problem is not merely technical but is also a 
political problem. The U.K. felt that the only possible solution on refugees would be in the framework of 
a wider political agreement. Mr. Meyer observed that the problem would become more manageable if 
the Israelis could agree to the principle of repatriation. While there was no indication of a change in 
Israeli opposition, it might be possible if they could be assured that accepting the principle would not 
constitute a danger to either Israel's security or economy.  

Mr. Meyer asked if the British have anything new on SYG Hammarskjold's thinking with respect to the Arab-Israel 
issue. Mr. Weir said that he understood Hammarskjold stated recently that he had no plans with respect to this 
problem.  

Mr. Greenhill asked if we favored widening the PCC. Mr. Meyer replied that although we opposed such a move 
last fall, we were not categoric about it. It would all depend on whether such enlargement would serve a useful 
purpose. There are some recent indications that the Arabs themselves may no longer be so anxious to enlarge 
the PCC. In recent calls Arab Ambassadors have stressed that they think the whole question should be "put in the 
refrigerator."  

With regard to the UAR, Mr. Meyer said that we were pleased with recent U.K. steps to improve its relations. Lord 
Hood said that the U.K. was well aware that the resumption of diplomatic relations has not changed Nasser, but it 
has opened up a listening post. Mr. Meyer said that we too have no illusions with respect to Nasser. U.K. and 
U.S. policies are parallel here; we favor neither embracement nor hostility. In his view, forces in the area have 
more effect on Nasser than Western pressure.  

Mr. Kohler asked if there were any special implications to the British query on the Arab-Israeli dispute. Lord Hood 
replied in the negative, saying that they were simply curious. Mr. Meyer asked if the British would advise that no 
initiatives be taken. Lord Hood said that he did not think so. They liked the present calm but the fact was that the 
causes of friction were still there. If some useful "medicine" could be applied which would "retard" the "disease" 
that, of course, should be done.  

Mr. Weir wondered how much of Nasser's cooperation with the Soviets was explicit arrangement and how much 
simply coincidental. Mr. Meyer said that Nasser appears to be driven primarily by a dominating ambition with 
respect to the three circles mentioned in his book, i.e., the Arab World, the Moslem World, and Africa. Mr. Kohler 
observed that you might call it opportunistic neo-colonialism.  

In Mr. Meyer's view there seemed to be a slight pulling back in the Congo by Nasser after Casablanca. The latter 
may have provided a means of getting out of what he considered an unhappy situation in the Congo. He may also 
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have come to realize how much he was being used by the Soviets. Another factor is his present difficult financial 
situation. Mr. Meyer emphasized, however, that this recent slight shift in Nasser's policy could be only tactical. It 
could be that with the latest developments in the Congo (Lumumba's death) the Russians will use him more than 
ever.  

Mr. Meyer asked if the British had any views on the Jordan waters problem. Mr. Greenhill replied that they were of 
the opinion that the Johnston Plan was more or less a dead letter, i.e., it was not much of a starter. London, 
however, has not made any concrete proposals. He wondered if there was any problem here with respect to 
timing. Mr. Meyer replied that the issue may come to a head in 1963 when Israel starts diverting the Jordan. He 
noted that a hill in front of the pumping station provides some protection. Mr. Weir observed that the Syrians could 
probably lob shells over the hill.  

Mr. Meyer said that he could not agree, that the Johnston Plan was a dead letter. The progress made on the 
technical level should be preserved and used. It was true that the Israeli structures have a maximum capacity 
higher than that envisaged in the Johnston Plan, but the Israelis say they are willing to abide by the terms of the 
plan.  

Mr. Greenhill asked if there seemed to be continued pressure for Jewish immigration. Mr. Meyer replied that most 
of the sources seem to be drying up. In fact, manpower was becoming a problem in Israel.  

Lord Hood said that he would like to touch briefly on certain other spots in the area.  

Jordan--Lord Hood said that the U.K. hoped American aid would continue for Jordan./2/ As for the U.K. share, 
Mr. Dillon had been promised last fall that the U.K. would try to do a little more. He was now happy to 
say that the U.K. would increase its budget aid by one million dollars during the next fiscal year. The 
increase would be made available at the beginning of the year, that is, on April 1. A letter has gone to 
Mr. Dillon on this.  

/2/Documentation on U.S. interest in budgetary support for Jordan is ibid., 785.5-MSP, 841.0085, and 
885.10. See Supplement, the compilation on Jordan.  

Mr. Kohler said that we were happy the U.K. was increasing its aid. We had pressed the Germans on this but so 
far without success. Mr. Meyer said that the U.K. increase reduces our share of the Jordan budget load from 85% 
to 83%. This is, of course, welcomed but we had hoped that our percentage could be reduced from the present 
85% to 70%. The Germans have indicated that they might provide some project aid but budgetary aid is the main 
problem.  

Iran--Lord Hood said that the U.K. attaches great importance to Iran. He was afraid that there will continue to be 
trouble there. The U.K. was now thinking seriously about the long-term problem, i.e., the prospects of the Shah 
surviving, whether or not to give advice, etc. The views of the U.K. Ambassador to Iran have been requested, and 
it was anticipated that the U.K. will want to discuss the problem with us in more detail in March or April. Mr. Kohler 
said that we were always ready to discuss Iran. He added that Ambassador Thompson in recent talks put his 
finger on Iran as a very special problem.  

CENTO--Lord Hood said that the U.K. hopes that the U.S. will continue to support this organization. Mr. Meyer 
referred to the Secretary's expected attendance at the next CENTO meeting as an indication that the new 
Administration plans to give full support to these organizations. Mr. Kohler said that we agreed fully with the 
British on Iran and CENTO.  

Persian Gulf--Lord Hood said that he was sure that the U.S. knew how important it was for the U.K. to remain in 
the Persian Gulf. The U.K. recognized that maintaining its position there opened it and others up to charges of 
imperialism. Nevertheless, they feel it is worthwhile not only because of the oil but also because the rulers and 
people of the Sheikdoms prefer the U.K. presence to a vacuum. The latter would be rapidly filled by Communist-
inclined elements. At the same time the U.K. recognizes its responsibilities and is trying to move these areas 
toward a more democratic way of life, although this is admittedly a slow process. The U.K. hopes that the U.S. will 
be understanding and will give the U.K. its support.  

Mr. Meyer asked if the U.K. might give us a timetable on expected developments in Kuwait. Mr. Weir replied that it 
was difficult to predict since the Ruler seemed to want to make haste slowly. Lord Hood promised to give us 
something at a later date on the Kuwait situation.  
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Saudi Arabia--Lord Hood said that the U.K. wanted to get back on good relations with Saudi Arabia and was 
working toward this end. To date, however, little progress has been made.  
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21. Letter From President Kennedy to Prime Minister Ben Gurion (1) 

Washington, August 15, 1962. 

Dear Mr. Prime Minister: I take considerable pleasure in our recent exchange of letters. I am confident you share 
my view that not only have the mutual interests of Israel and the United States been advanced but that in these 
matters we have achieved a high degree of understanding and confidence. 

I have noted of late with deep satisfaction that Israel's frontiers have been calmer and that the disturbing rash of 
incidents of the spring and early summer has been largely dissipated. It is a hopeful sign that both Syria and 
Jordan have given the United States categorical assurances that they wish to avoid trouble on their borders with 
Israel and to cooperate fully with the United Nations instruments. If means can be found to perpetuate these Arab 
resolves, and in light of your assurances to me, a significant step will have been taken toward the permanent 
peace we all seek. 

As you know, Mr. Prime Minister, the Department of State and members of my staff have been reviewing 
intensively certain matters that are of prime importance to Israel's security and well-being as well as to the 
improvement in the atmosphere in the Near East and in prospects for peace. I refer to Israel's requests for a 
security guarantee and for the Hawk missile, and to the mission of Dr. Joseph E. Johnson as Special 
Representative of the Conciliation Commission for Palestine. I have now examined these questions. It is my 
conclusion that they are of such significance, and the time factor is of such urgency, as to justify dispatching a 
special emissary in the next day or two to discuss them with you in the necessarily detailed manner impossible in 
the form of letters. 

I have therefore requested Mr. Myer Feldman, my Special Assistant, to prepare to fly to Israel, without publicity, in 
order to acquaint you privately and in confidence with our viewpoints, to learn your thinking, and to seek to find, 
with you, the bases for an understanding. Mr. Feldman has my complete confidence and is fully knowledgeable of 
my thinking. I shall be most appreciative therefore if you will explore these matters with him. I am convinced that 
our mutual interests will be well served by achievement of an understanding. I hope to hear from you shortly of 
your willingness to receive Mr. Feldman. 

I know of your concern, and that of the people of Israel, that the security and economic stability of Israel not be 
endangered in the process of resolving the Arab refugee problem. I wish to assure you that the United States 
Government will use its influence only in support of those proposals which do not involve serious risks for Israel. 

Sincerely, 

John F. Kennedy (2)  

 

(1) Source: Kennedy Library, National Security Files, Countries Series, Israel, 8/10/62-8/16/62. No classification 
marking. A handwritten note reads: "orig given to State Dept. officer at Israel mtg. cc to S/S 8/16." 

(2)  Printed from a copy that indicates Kennedy signed the original. 
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 Letter From President Kennedy to Prime Minister Ben Gurion(1)  

Washington, June 13, 1962.  

Dear Mr. Prime Minister: I should like to take advantage of the offer you made at the conclusion of our 
conversations last year to be available for further exchanges of ideas and information. Since that time, 
there have been several developments in the matters we discussed, both in the Near East and in other 
parts of the world. Some have given rise to concern and anxiety; others provide a basis for hope that 
our ultimate objective of peace in the Near East can be achieved. Throughout this period, however, 
the United States policy has consistently included among its objectives the security and progress of 
Israel.  

I have had reports, most recently, on the discussions between Deputy Defense Minister Shimon Peres and 
officials of the United States Government, and the matters he presented are currently being carefully examined. 
The maintenance of Israel's integrity and independence and her economic progress will continue to engage our 
full support.  

I would hope that the present quiescence on the borders of Israel will continue undisturbed. But this should not 
cause us to relax our efforts to obtain a lasting and permanent peace and good neighborliness between 
the Arab States and Israel and to resist doctrines of belligerence. I believe you share my feeling 
that the United Nations, despite any of its imperfections, remains an important bulwark against 
aggression of any kind. Israel is entitled to have the calm of its borders respected by its neighbors. I hope 
that your Government will find it possible to cooperate fully with those functions of the United Nations which can 
be helpful in this regard.  

My attention has recently been directed toward the advanced state of the program for the full development of 
water resources in the Near East. This program offers both agriculture and industry exciting prospects. It is 
dependent upon the implementation of Israel's plan to draw from the Jordan-Yarmuk River System those waters 
to which she is entitled under the plan drafted by former United States Ambassador Eric Johnston. This project is 
one which can and should be carried out as scheduled, both by Israel and by its neighbors. Each can then use 
her fair share of the water system to improve her economy and advance the general welfare of her people.  

I hope that the water development projects flowing from the technical agreement reached in 1955 can be 
implemented in an atmosphere of calm and harmony. I am gratified by your reassurances that Israel's project and 
the amount of the waters withdrawn will be consistent with the plan. Accordingly, the United States Government 
will use its own good offices in behalf of the project and support United Nations instrumentalities in the area with a 
view to insuring its peaceful implementation.  

It is my conviction that the waters of the Jordan-Yarmuk River System, which have been flowing to waste for so 
many centuries, can be a constructive force not only for the benefit of the people of the Near East, but can result 
in an economic cooperation that will mark a small step forward toward the ultimate objective of peace.  

In view of the many changes which have taken place since our meeting last year, I would welcome an expression 
of your own views on the situation in that area, as well as your vantage point.  

Sincerely,  

John Kennedy(2)  
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(1) Source: Kennedy Library, National Security Files, Country Series, Israel, 6/2/62- 6/15/62. Personal 
and Secret.  

A handwritten note on the source text indicates that the letter was sent to the Israeli Embassy for 
Ambassador Harman on June 15. According to the notes of a telephone conversation between 
Secretary Rusk and Feldman that began at 4:44 p.m. on June 13, "The Sec returned the call. F said 
the Pres asked about the Ben Gurion letter. F showed him the probable response. Meantime F talked 
to Harman and he said this is the exact response. F said it was their (his and Sec's) that they had the 
full letter. [sic] Pres said to let it go out now and get on with it. F will send it over now for the Sec to 
transmit to Harman. Sec asked if paragraphs will be exact and F said yes. Sec asked what about other 
suggestions. F will talk with him about it again. BG considers himself a world statesman and wants to 
give his views on Africa, Latin America, etc. Sec said no problem on things not involving the Near 
East. But he does not like it re prestige of the Pres of the US. F mentioned this to the Pres. F replied 
letter not to be made public."  

(Department of State, Rusk Files: Lot 72 D 192, Telephone Conversations)  

 

(2) Kennedy's signature appears in an unidentified hand, indicating Kennedy signed the original.  
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22. Letter From President Kennedy to President Nasser(1) 

Washington, August 16, 1962. 

Dear Mr. President: I have wanted to reply to your most welcome letter of June 21 and I look forward to doing so 
in the next few weeks. You may also rest assured that I too attach real significance to Dr. Kaissouni's visit to 
Washington last April. (2) 

As the relations between our two countries have been placed on a fruitful basis of cooperation and understanding, 
I think we have come to agree that problems between us can always be discussed fully and frankly, quietly and in 
confidence. I agree with you that "causes of differences will always remain between us through the circumstances 
of each of us or under pressure of other forces", but "mutual understanding will keep those differences within 
limits not to be exceeded."  

It is in this spirit and in this understanding, Mr. President, that I have asked Ambassador Badeau to discuss with 
you certain matters of importance to us both. I am confident that in your reflections you will find these matters, 
difficult as they are, to be within the limits not to be exceeded. I can assure you that there is involved no change in 
United States policy toward the United Arab Republic or the Near East in general; nor is there intended any 
alteration in the basis of our cordial and expanding relationship. 

I understand that Dr. Kaissouni plans to visit here again in September. He will be most welcome. The Secretary of 
State will be delighted to receive him and will be happy to try to facilitate his work here. I have observed with 
admiration his skilled piloting under your statesmanlike guidance, of the recent conference in Cairo to a sound 
and forward-looking conclusion. 

I look forward to being in touch with you soon. At that time I shall want to review certain events and movements 
on the world scene and also to deal with the development of the relationships between our two countries in the 
same frank and cordial way as has characterized our recent exchanges. Meanwhile, I wish you continued 
success in your great efforts to promote the political, economic and social well-being of your people. 

Sincerely, 

John F. Kennedy 

 

 

(1) Source: Department of State, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 294, Pres. Kennedy-Johnson/UAR 
Correspondence: 1961-1965, Vol. I. No classification marking. 

 (2) UAR Finance Minister Kaissouni was in Washington April 19-26, 1962. For documentation, see Foreign 
Relations, 1961-1963, vol. XVII, Documents 254-257. 
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Memorandum From the Department of State Executive Secretary (Battle) to the 
President's Special Assistant for National Security Affairs (Bundy) (1)  

Washington, May 26, 1961.  

 

SUBJECT 
U.S. Scientists' Visit to Israel's Dimona Reactor  

Messrs. U.M. Staebler and J.W. Croach, the United States scientists permitted to visit Israel's Dimona reactor 
responsive to our suggestions that such a visit would be helpful in allaying international concern, have returned 
from their visit. On Thursday, May 25, they discussed their findings with officers of the Department of State.  

Their written report will be available very soon. (2) In the meantime, it is of general interest that they were 
received with cordiality and permitted to visit the several installations which are engaged in nuclear 
research, including the reactor at Dimona. They report themselves as satisfied that nothing was 
concealed from them and that the reactor is of the scope and peaceful character previously described 
to United States officials by representative of the Government of Israel.  

 

The two scientists were informed that Israel's decision to expand nuclear development beyond the 
laboratory research stage was taken in 1957 with the appointment of a committee, which first 
considered and then rejected because of its expense the establishment of two large reactors for 
production of industrial power. Instead, it selected the program which it is now pursuing, i.e., the 
construction of a research reactor which can provide experience for scientific and technical personnel 
in essentially all of the problems posed by a power reactor.  

The present center was conceived as a means for gaining experience in construction 
of a nuclear facility which would eventually prepare them for the production of nuclear 
power. They have chosen natural uranium as fuel because of a desire to be able to produce as much 
as possible of it from their own vast potash resources. Ground was broken for the plant in 1959.  

It might be desirable to bring the following tentative conclusions and opinions of the scientists to the President's 
attention, prior to his May 30 meeting with Prime Minister Ben-Gurion:  

1. From the standpoint of keeping abreast of the reactor's development and ascertaining that its purpose 
continues to be non-military, a second visit would not be necessary before another year.  

2. Israel's obsession with secrecy is regrettable, but perhaps understandable in view of Israel's physical and 
political circumstances. Israel's reasons for secrecy include: (a) a possible boycott by the Arabs of manufacturers 
on whom Israel depends, (b) proximity of the reactor to international borders with vulnerability to sabotage, and 
(c) conviction that Arab awareness of Israel's scientific capability would not be in Israel's national interest.  
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3. While, like others of its size and character, the reactor eventually will produce small quantities of plutonium 
suitable for weapons, there is no present evidence that the Israelis have weapon production in mind.  

4. The Israelis report the reactor will not be completed before 1964, although this may be too conservative an 
estimate.  

5. There is strong evidence of close French scientific collaboration and support.  

6. The reactor and its complex of laboratories, storehouses, fuel dumps, water towers, general services, transient 
quarters for scientists, etc., occupies a square 750 meters to a side. The surrounding fenced security area, 
however, is much larger.  

7. On United States scales, the reactor, when completed, might represent a $15 million investment, with the 
supporting plant another $20 million.  

8. Even with the Great Power assistance they may have had from France, Israel's Dimona project is a most 
creditable accomplishment both in concept and execution.  

Melvin L. Manfull (3) 

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.1901/5-2661. Secret. Drafted by Hamilton and 
cleared by Furnas. 

/2/Not found. 

/3/Printed from a copy that indicates Manfull signed the original above Battle's typed signature.  
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309. Memorandum From the Department of State Executive Secretary (Brubeck) to the President's Special 
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Bundy)/1/  

Washington, June 25, 1962.  

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.86B/6-2562. Secret. Drafted by Barrow (NEA/NE) 
and Talbot and cleared by Herz (AF).  

SUBJECT 
Analysis of President Nasser's Letter of June 22, 1962 to President Kennedy/2/  

/2/The Embassy in Cairo transmitted the text of Nasser's letter, dated June 21, in telegram 1830, June 
22, which is attached but not printed.  

President Nasser's letter (enclosed) in our view represents a significant step forward in US-UAR 
relations. For one thing, Nasser's statement of sincere gratitude is practically unique in the history of 
US-UAR relations. More significant, though the letter is superficially simply an expression of 
appreciation for the understanding shown toward Dr. Kaissouni on the occasion of the latter's mission 
in Washington, we believe it may have substantive implications of far-reaching import.  

In the beginning of the message, Nasser implies that the attitude of the United States had a bearing on the 
National Charter enunciated by Nasser on May 21. Enclosed is the Department's analysis of that Charter/3/ 
which (a) strikes hard at communism (albeit at capitalism as well); (b) embodies finite moves toward 
decentralization of authority; (c) leaves the door open to the development of a mixed economic and 
social system including private foreign investment in limited fields; (d) advocates forward-looking 
economic and social measures such as family planning and equality of women; and (e) extends an 
olive branch to former imperialist countries who participate in the UAR's development program. Nasser 
has called himself pragmatic and it may well be that he was influenced away from certain more 
extreme views by the ideas presented to him in recent months by Ambassador Badeau, Mr. Bowles 
and Dr. Edward Mason.  

/3/Attached but not printed.  

Nasser's message also implies that our attitude toward the Kaissouni mission had an influence on the 
recent Casablanca Chiefs of State Conference which was chiefly significant in respect of (a) support 
for the Evian agreements on Algeria, (b) support only for "peaceful" moves by Morocco against 
Mauritania, (c) call for effective control and supervision of disarmament.  

However, the key paragraph of the letter is Nasser's reference to "mutual understanding" and an expression of 
confidence that US-UAR differences can be kept "within limits not to be exceeded". We take this to mean that he 
intends to honor his commitment to keep the Palestine question "in the refrigerator" (provided of course that we 
also do so), to concentrate on modernization of Egypt, to avoid overt provocative actions in the Middle East, and 
to pursue a statesmanlike course in world affairs. He appears to wish to indicate that he respects the role we are 
playing in the world and does not want to be far out of step with it.  

Inasmuch as this letter tends to balance previous messages sent to Nasser by President Kennedy, we do not 
believe it calls for an immediate reply. However, we desire to authorize Ambassador Badeau to comment 
favorably on the letter in his next meeting with Nasser. Additionally, we plan, later in the summer, to consider 
recommending that the President send Nasser a letter reviewing the state of our relations and suggesting means 
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to keep momentum behind their continuing improvement along the lines set forth in our memorandum of May 18, 
1962.  

J.T. Rogers/4/  

/4/Rogers signed for Brubeck above Brubeck's typed signature.  
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Letter From Prime Minister Ben Gurion to President Kennedy(1)  

June 24, 1962.  

Dear Mr. President: I was very pleased to receive your letter/2/ and your suggestion that we exchange 
ideas concerning developments which have taken place in the Middle East and other parts of the 
world since our conversation of a year ago.  

On many occasions during the last year I have looked back on our meeting in New York which took 
place on the eve of your departure to Europe. In carrying the burdens of your office, I am sure that you 
might derive encouragement from the knowledge that people throughout the world and certainly in 
Israel follow with admiration your courage and steadfastness in the pursuit of peace, human 
advancement and freedom.  

I would express to you my deep appreciation of the opportunity that was given to my deputy in the Ministry of 
Defence, Mr. Shimon Peres, to discuss with officials of your government matters of vital importance to 
Israel's security. Our Foreign Minister, Mrs. Golda Meir, examined these matters together with your 
Ambassador on the seventh of June. (3) I was happy indeed to hear from you that these matters 
are currently being carefully examined, and that the maintenance of Israel's integrity, 
independence and economic progress will continue to engage your full support. I would express the 
hope that our governments will remain in close touch in the examination of the specific matters 
referred to.  

Your letter is a renewed indication to me that on fundamental questions of crucial significance for the 
future of our area our governments share an identity of approach. The goal to which we seek to strive 
is that of lasting and permanent peace and good neighbourliness between the Arab states and Israel. 
In the effort to achieve this aim, it is indeed essential that doctrines of belligerence be resisted, and 
direct negotiations for a peaceful settlement be promoted and encouraged.  

I fully share your hope that the quiescence on Israel's borders will continue. The policies of the Israel Government 
are consistently directed toward this purpose. We have a vital interest in the preservation of this quiescence. We 
are always ready to make our full contribution towards the settlement of border disputes, their prevention and 
elimination. It is clearly our interest not to see border incidents inflamed but rather to have them speedily brought 
to an end.  

I agree with you that the United Nations representatives on the spot could play a helpful role by bringing their full 
influence to bear to prevent shooting and other violations of the Armistice Agreement, and to be instrumental in 
bringing the parties together to avoid incidents and prevent them from attaining major proportions. We have seen 
some useful and workable practices develop in relation to our borders with the Lebanon and Jordan. I fully believe 
that a great deal can be learnt from these experiences in relation to the Syrian border in particular. We shall 
always be ready to cooperate with the United Nations representatives to this end.  

In the spirit of this policy we have responded to the suggestions of the United States Government to be informed 
of untoward incidents. We appreciate the concern for the quiet of our borders implicit in this suggestion and the 
good offices that the United States extend to this end.  

I was gratified by your statement that Israel's water project can and should be carried out as scheduled, and I am 
deeply appreciative of your support of our project. You have shown by this statement a deep and sensitive 
understanding of one of Israel's most vital needs and interests. As you know, our two governments have been in 
close and continuous association on this subject for many years. Our attitude has always been clear. We do not 
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wish to deprive our neighbours of their rights; we plan to use our fair share of the water for the benefit of our 
people. Accordingly, in the absence of an agreed unified development plan, for which we are always ready and 
which no action on our part will prejudice, we shall conform with the pattern of withdrawals and deliveries of water 
on which the former United States Ambassador Eric Johnston secured the technical agreement to which you 
refer. I would hope that our two governments will maintain the closest contact on the matter. As in the past, we 
shall always be ready to place our technical experts at your disposal for detailed clarification of our plans. I fully 
share your hope that there is no reason why all concerned should not proceed in an atmosphere of calm and 
harmony to derive advantage for the benefit of their peoples from waters which are now flowing to waste.  

As you might know we have to shoulder tasks which do not exist in other countries. We have to give a home to 
the newcomers. The figure of new immigrants exceeds at present 10,000 per month. Most of them come from 
backward and oppressed countries, where education was neglected for centuries.  

The transformation of these immigrants who lived in the most miserable Ghetto conditions into tillers of the soil 
and into productive people in other fields of endeavour; the transformation of the Negev, a desolate wilderness 
which constitutes sixty percent of the total area of Israel, into a land of fertility and habitation; the teaching of the 
Hebrew language to newcomers from more than seventy countries and as many tongues; these are the tasks to 
which we devote our efforts and energies.  

Your great and rich country achieved this in the course of several hundred years. We have to do this in the span 
of a short time.  

Yet, above all we are confronted with a unique security problem. It is not our democratic system, or our borders 
and independence alone which are threatened, but our very physical existence is at stake. What was done 
to six million of our brethren twenty years ago with the participation of Palestinian Arab 
leaders, among them the ex-Grand Mufti and his henchmen, could be done to the two million 
Jews of Israel, if, God forbid, the Israel Defence Forces are defeated.  

I am bound to say to my deep regret that such thoughts of total aggression are not absent from the 
minds of some of the Arab rulers of our region. The propaganda campaign which they conduct against 
us in Africa and in other continents does not differ much from the ill-famed and ill-fated Nazi 
propaganda.  

For these reasons it is of utmost importance to provide the Israel Defence Forces with sufficient 
deterrent strength which will prevent our neighbours from making war on us. As long as the peace 
of the world is not secure everywhere we have to secure our peace through our strength.  

The situation in the Middle East in general is not particularly encouraging. The principal failing of most of the 
countries of the area is the lack of a democratic system of government, the inability of their peoples to achieve 
untrammelled self-expression and the mastery over their own destinies. While most of the Arab countries proclaim 
day in day out their aggressive designs against Israel, we do not regard the Arab peoples as a target for hatred; to 
us they are men and women like ourselves, who need and ought to get all opportunities for education, health, 
development and social progress; and like all other sections of the human race in our time, their fate depends 
largely on peace, international cooperation, and mutual aid.  

Unfortunately such a state of mind and affairs does not prevail in the Arab countries. In spite of the existence of 
the Arab League, there is no positive and constructive cooperation between them; they are united in nothing but 
their declared hostility to Israel. In none of them, except Lebanon, is there even a hint of democracy; they all are 
ruled--directly or indirectly--by the Military.  

I am glad to note with deep satisfaction that two Moslem countries in the Middle East, Turkey and Iran, whose 
combined population exceeds by far that of our four Arab neighbours (Egypt, Syria, Jordan and Lebanon) 
maintain good-neighbourly relations and cooperation with Israel for the benefit of all involved.  

I have confined myself on this occasion to comment mainly on the special problems which you, Mr. President, 
raised in your letter. I shall be glad to respond at an early opportunity to your suggestion to give an assessment of 
the situation in other parts of the world as we see it from our vantage point here.  

In profound esteem, 
D. Ben-Gurion  
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/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84A/6-2462. Secret; Personal.  

Attached to a June 27 memorandum from Brubeck to Bundy that reads: "The enclosed letter from 
Israel Prime Minister Ben-Gurion to the President, dated June 24, 1962, was delivered to Assistant 
Secretary Talbot at noon on June 27. The text of the Prime Minister's letter conforms in most respects 
to what had been anticipated. In the second paragraph on page one, however, it lays unexpected 
stress on direct negotiations between the Arab States and Israel. Additionally, it includes in the final 
two pages a broad argument for more sympathetic United States consideration of Israel's military 
requirements."  

/2/Document 293. 

/3/In telegram 853 from Tel Aviv, June 8, Barbour reported that during a meeting on June 7, which had 
been initiated by Meir, Meir devoted practically the entire conversation to speaking in behalf of Israel's 
request for armaments, particularly the Hawk missile. (Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5/6-
862)  
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206. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in Israel (1) 

Washington, April 4, 1963, 9:18 p.m. 

674. During 75-minute courtesy call on Deputy Under Secretary Johnson April 2, Israel DepMinDef Peres (2) 
commented as follows: 

1. There are major changes afoot which affect Near East area and Israel. Primary among these are recent 
setbacks to Soviets and corresponding improvement in US position in area; Arab unity moves which show 
Nasserism still popular but far from all-pervasive; breakup of simplified Monrovia-vs-Casablanca groupings in 
Africa with attendant emergence of conflicting Pan-African and Pan-Islamic tendencies which Nasser will try 
exploit; "augmentation of military hardware" in Near East where Nasser already has or is acquiring air-to-air, ship-
to-shore, ground-to-air, and ground-to-ground missile capacities which add to his self-confidence and against 
which countermeasures lacking. 

2. One change which not inimical Israel's interest is increased US influence and prestige. 

3. Israel sees this as ideal time for USG to use this newly-increased influence to oppose "Arab belligerency", i.e., 
to make it clear that transgressions of the Arab-Israel territorial status quo would be directly countered by US 
military strength. Every effort should be made bring about direct Israel-UAR negotiations, which are prerequisite 
of any area peace. In such moves, USG would find Israel a "willing partner" as Israel has no ambitions running 
counter present territorial status quo. USG "too reluctant" in pushing Nasser in this direction. He needs US more 
than vice versa and US influence now at all-time high. Situation may not be so propitious five years hence. 

4. In immediate terms, Israel would like see US efforts bent toward maintenance of status quo in Jordan and 
reforms within House of Saud. US aid should not be so focused on Nasser. 

5. In long run, overthrow of Hussein and Saud-Faisal unavoidable. Former is courageous and generally acts 
wisely. However, he has too many senior officers plotting against him. Israel doing what it can prolong his tenure, 
with what it regards as useful effect on Nasser, by including overthrow in Jordan among three situations it has 
publicly proclaimed might be regarded as causes for unilateral Israel action (other two being interference re 
Aqaba transit and Jordan waters). USG can help by continuing assist Hussein identify his enemies and 
encourage his measures popularize himself. This regard, appointment of PriMin Samir Rifai has already improved 
Hussein's popular image somewhat. 

6. GOI has "definite information" UAR used gas as weapon in Yemen. 

In course of conversation Deputy Under Secretary Johnson: 

1. Doubted UAR missile development will have much military significance for considerable time to come. 

2. Said USG deeply opposed introduction of nuclear weapons capability in area. 

3. Said USG considers it important work for strengthened UNTSO operation. (Peres replied Israel has almost 
built-in resistance to UNTSO operations and cannot agree there anything UNTSO does which US could not do 
better by direct exercise of "good offices".) 

Ball 

(1)Source: Department of State, Central Files, POL ARAB-ISR. Confidential. Drafted by Crawford; cleared by 
Strong, Talbot, and Slater; and approved by Johnson. Repeated to Amman and Cairo and pouched to Beirut, 
Damascus, London, and Jidda. 
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(2) Deputy Defense Minister Shimon Peres visited Washington April 2-4 and, at the request of the Israeli 
Government, held discussions with State and Defense Department officials with respect to consummating the 
Hawk missile transaction. Documentation on the visit is ibid., DEF 12 ISR. The memorandum of conversation 
between Johnson and Peres is ibid., POL NR EAST. 

 

  

 

 

 

207. Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between the Assistant Secretary State for Near Eastern 
and South Asian Affairs (Talbot) and the President's Deputy Special Counsel (Feldman)  (1) 

Washington, April 5, 1963. 

 

TELEPHONE CONVERSATION WITH MR. FELDMAN OF THE WHITE HOUSE 

Mr. Feldman telephoned today to say that when Deputy Defense Minister Peres of Israel had called on him in the 
White House they were walking along a corridor and "bumped into" the President who later said he would like to 
see Mr. Peres. At a subsequent meeting the President asked Peres what danger points he saw in the Near East. 
According to Feldman, Peres said that the major danger point could arise in Jordan, where officials are not loyal 
to the King who consequently could be upset. There were three possibilities. 1) If there should be outright 
intervention by the UAR, this would certainly call for a reaction by Israel. 2) If the King should be overthrown by 
internal subversion this would be very difficult for Israel which would have to watch the situation very carefully and 
take what measures would be necessary. 3) If the King were assassinated and succeeded by a purely Jordanian 
Government, Israel probably would take no action as it supports the idea that each Arab country should choose 
its own government. 

In response to another question by the President, Peres according to Feldman, said that the UAR is the only Arab 
country that Israel really fears. He launched on a discussion of UAR rockets, etc. The President, Feldman said, 
took the opportunity to say that the United States is very very concerned about any proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and that he, the President, would strongly hope that Israel would not develop or obtain this kind of 
weaponry. In reply Feldman said that Peres had given an unequivocal assurance that Israel would not do 
anything in this field unless it finds that other countries in the area are involved in it. 

(1) Source: Kennedy Library, National Security Files, Countries Series, Israel, 11/7/63-11/17/63. Confidential. Drafted by 

Talbot. 
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                                               Released by the Office of the Historian 
                

7. Memorandum of Conversation/1/  

                             /1/Source: Kennedy Library, President's Office Files, Country Series, Israel  

General.  

Confidential.  

Drafted by Jones.  

Secretary Rusk forwarded to President Kennedy a copy of this memorandum of conversation under cover of a 
memorandum indicating that Jones had raised the reactor issue with Harman in response to a suggestion from the 
President. (Ibid.) 

Washington, February 3, 1961.  

Jones-Harman meeting: question of visit by U.S. scientist to Dimona. 

 

SUBJECT  
Israeli Reactor  

PARTICIPANTS  
His Excellency Avraham Harman, Ambassador of Israel  
G. Lewis Jones, Assistant Secretary for NEA  

Ambassador Harman called on me today at his request to discuss tactics in connection with the Arab refugees at 
the resumed United Nations. Having in mind the President's interest in the Dimona reactor/2/ and the few words 
exchanged with the Secretary February 2 before the luncheon for Loy Henderson, I arranged to see Harman 
alone before our meeting on the refugees. I told Harman that he should not take what I was about to say as an 
official démarche: instead it was talk between friends who were interested in US-Israeli relations continuing on a 
smooth course undisturbed by doubts and suspicions.  

/2/On February 6, while attending Secretary Rusk's staff meeting, President 
Kennedy expressed his concern that the Israeli reactor might stimulate Egypt 
to press the Soviet Union for aid in nuclear weapons development.  

According to the memorandum of conversation, the President indicated that 
"this might make it urgent for us to push a public announcement concerning 
the peaceful uses of the Israeli project." (Department of State, Secretary's 
Staff Meetings: Lot 66 D 147)  

I said that we fully accepted the statements of Prime Minister Ben Gurion with regard to the peaceful uses 
of the Dimona reactor. There was no question of doubting his word. We had, however, noted with pleasure 
his offer to invite an American to the Dimona site as soon as the publicity died down both in the United 
States and in Israel--the timing to be Ben Gurion's. The affair of the Dimona reactor having arisen in 
somewhat dramatic circumstances, the technicians associated with such matters maintain a keen and continuing 
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interest in the quiet visit suggested by Ben Gurion. There was interest at higher levels as well: Ambassador Reid 
had encountered this in paying his calls around Washington. Moreover, the Arab neighbors of Israel not 
infrequently raised the question of Dimona and its potential use as a source of nuclear weapons.  

Now Israel was in the throes of what appeared to be a political crisis. Ben Gurion had announced his intention to 
take four weeks vacation. Also he was still the head of a "caretaker government". Israel had a record of caretaker 
governments lasting for months. Could Harman advise me what to reply to the question: "When do you think 
Ben Gurion will invite someone to see the Dimona site?" Did he think that such an invitation would have to be 
delayed because of the internal political crisis?  

Harman replied that: "In Israel no one is thinking about anything else except the political crisis. The parties are 
holding meetings which last for hours and hours. Ben Gurion can think of nothing except the reputation of the 
Mapai Party. I do not see how I could get to him or think that he would be inclined to give an invitation at this 
time".  

Harman went on to say that in Israel the story of the Dimona reactor is very simple: They are building a reactor 
which will take some two years to complete. There is no plutonium. There is plenty of time. Ben Gurion has 
given all the assurances that anyone could and additionally has explained that he proposes to hand back the 
plutonium to the country supplying the uranium. The Israelis, Harman said, could not conceive why there should 
be continuing interest in Dimona in the United States or anywhere else. In good time, when there was something 
more to see, the visit might be arranged but no Israeli, let alone Ben Gurion, could conceive why there was such 
a hurry about it.  

I said that I could understand the Israeli attitude being as he had described it but the idea of the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons was absolutely anathema to the United States and, although rightly or wrongly, the suspicion of 
obtaining such a capability had fallen on Israel. Since the United States and Israel are such close friends and 
since the offer of a visit had been volunteered by Israel it seemed to me it was simply good common sense for 
the visit to take place very quietly and without publicity at an arranged date. The fact of such a visit by qualified 
experts would be invaluable in allaying suspicions.  

I reiterated that I was not giving a démarche. He and I were good friends and I was simply "tipping him off" with 
regard to a continuation of United States interest. I thought that when he paid his courtesy call upon the 
Secretary some time in the next ten days it would be an excellent gesture if he could at that time suggest a quiet 
visit by an American or some other friendly expert. Ambassador Reid had indicated that this would not be at all 
difficult to arrange.  

Harman thanked me for the "tip off" and said that he would see what he could do. He was not sanguine of results 
because of the Israeli internal political situation. He himself indicated that he agreed with me that "getting the 
visit over with" would be a good thing./3/  

/3/On February 11, Harman informed Jones that he was authorized to tell 
Rusk that Ben Gurion did not know whether he would be the next Israeli 
Prime Minister, but if he were, one of his "first pieces of business" would be 
to invite an American to visit the Dimona reactor. (Memorandum of 
conversation; ibid., Central Files, 684A.86B/2-1161)  

Comment:  

Although Harman would have been far happier had I not raised the subject, because he will have difficulty 
getting anything out of Israel, I am confident that he considered my nudge a tactful one. I imagine that he will 
have something to say on the subject when he calls on the Secretary, which otherwise might not have been the 
case.  

Since we spoke alone in an "off the record" manner I do not think that the talk with Harman described above 
should be cited as a definite U.S. approach in any future chronologies on this subject.  
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28. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Bowles to President Kennedy/1/  

Washington, March 30, 1961.  

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84A45/3-3061. Secret. Drafted by Lewis Jones.  

SUBJECT 
Dimona Reactor in Israel  

U.S. desire to visit Dimona reactor in Israel. 

On March 27 you inquired regarding the status of the promised invitation for American experts to visit quietly the 
Israeli nuclear reactor at Dimona. Deputy Under Secretary Roger Jones promised to provide you with a reply. 
This invitation was first promised to us by Prime Minister Ben-Gurion on January 4 through Ambassador Reid./2/  

/2/See Document 1.  

The enclosed chronology regarding the Dimona reactor shows that the Department has been 
reminding the Israel Government at approximately weekly intervals through Ambassador Harman of 
the importance of an early "quiet" visit by Americans to Dimona./3/  

/3/Attached but not printed.  

Following your telephone call, Assistant Secretary Lewis Jones called in Ambassador Harman and 
again told him that we are anxiously waiting the Israeli invitation (see memorandum of conversation 
enclosed)./4/ On this occasion Harman, who personally shares our belief that the visit should take 
place soon, reiterated the difficulties occasioned by the internal political crisis in Israel. He said, and 
our Embassy at Tel Aviv confirms, that the Israeli leaders are profoundly preoccupied by their internal 
political problems. This is particularly true of Prime Minister Ben-Gurion, who is personally in charge of 
Israel's atomic energy program.  

/4/Attached but not printed. Also in Department of State, 
Central Files, 884A.1901/3-2861.  

When Jones urged Harman to make a new effort to hasten the invitation, Harman said he would do so 
but that in any case it was unlikely that any decision could be taken in Israel during the next few days. 
Between April 3 and April 10 is Passover Week, when little work is done in Israel.  

The Department believes that Harman is probably right regarding the unlikelihood of the Israelis issuing an 
invitation prior to April 10, although our latest démarche to Harman using your name is likely to be helpful to this 
end.  

We believe that Ben-Gurion fully intends to issue the invitation. Part of his difficulty is (a) that, having given his 
word, he does not like to be pushed by the United States, and (b) he is personally in the greatest internal political 
difficulty of his career. He probably feels that his problems may be compounded if his enemies have something 
new to pin on him arising out of his handling of the Dimona reactor affair. It is for the latter reason that when the 
visit takes place it should be a quiet one regarding which there should be no United States publicity.  

Chester Bowles/5/  

/5/Printed from a copy that indicates Bowles signed the original.  
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28. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Bowles to President Kennedy/1/  

Washington, March 30, 1961.  

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84A45/3-3061. Secret. Drafted by Lewis Jones.  

SUBJECT 
Dimona Reactor in Israel  

On March 27 you inquired regarding the status of the promised invitation for American experts to visit quietly the 
Israeli nuclear reactor at Dimona. Deputy Under Secretary Roger Jones promised to provide you with a reply. 
This invitation was first promised to us by Prime Minister Ben-Gurion on January 4 through Ambassador Reid./2/  

/2/See Document 1.  

The enclosed chronology regarding the Dimona reactor shows that the Department has been 
reminding the Israel Government at approximately weekly intervals through Ambassador Harman of 
the importance of an early "quiet" visit by Americans to Dimona./3/  

/3/Attached but not printed.  

Following your telephone call, Assistant Secretary Lewis Jones called in Ambassador Harman and 
again told him that we are anxiously waiting the Israeli invitation (see memorandum of conversation 
enclosed)./4/ On this occasion Harman, who personally shares our belief that the visit should take 
place soon, reiterated the difficulties occasioned by the internal political crisis in Israel. He said, and 
our Embassy at Tel Aviv confirms, that the Israeli leaders are profoundly preoccupied by their internal 
political problems. This is particularly true of Prime Minister Ben-Gurion, who is personally in charge of 
Israel's atomic energy program.  

/4/Attached but not printed. Also in Department of State, Central Files, 884A.1901/3-2861.  

When Jones urged Harman to make a new effort to hasten the invitation, Harman said he would do so 
but that in any case it was unlikely that any decision could be taken in Israel during the next few days. 
Between April 3 and April 10 is Passover Week, when little work is done in Israel.  

The Department believes that Harman is probably right regarding the unlikelihood of the Israelis issuing an 
invitation prior to April 10, although our latest démarche to Harman using your name is likely to be helpful to this 
end.  

We believe that Ben-Gurion fully intends to issue the invitation. Part of his difficulty is (a) that, having given his 
word, he does not like to be pushed by the United States, and (b) he is personally in the greatest internal political 
difficulty of his career. He probably feels that his problems may be compounded if his enemies have something 
new to pin on him arising out of his handling of the Dimona reactor affair. It is for the latter reason that when the 
visit takes place it should be a quiet one regarding which there should be no United States publicity.  

Chester Bowles/5/  

/5/Printed from a copy that indicates Bowles signed the original.  
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53. Memorandum From the Department of State Executive Secretary (Battle) to the President's Special 
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Bundy)/1/  

Washington, May 26, 1961.  

/1/Source: Department of State 

Central Files, 884A.1901/5-2661.  

Secret.  

Drafted by Hamilton and cleared by Furnas.  

 

SUBJECT 
U.S. Scientists' Visit to Israel's Dimona Reactor  

Messrs. U.M. Staebler and J.W. Croach, the United States scientists permitted to visit Israel's Dimona reactor 
responsive to our suggestions that such a visit would be helpful in allaying international concern, have returned 
from their visit. On Thursday, May 25, they discussed their findings with officers of the Department of State.  

Their written report will be available very soon./2/ In the meantime, it is of general interest that they 
were received with cordiality and permitted to visit the several installations which are engaged in 
nuclear research, including the reactor at Dimona. They report themselves as satisfied that nothing 
was concealed from them and that the reactor is of the scope and peaceful character previously 
described to United States officials by representative of the Government of Israel.  

/2/Not found.  

The two scientists were informed that Israel's decision to expand nuclear development beyond the 
laboratory research stage was taken in 1957 with the appointment of a committee, which first 
considered and then rejected because of its expense the establishment of two large reactors for 
production of industrial power. Instead, it selected the program which it is now pursuing, i.e., the 
construction of a research reactor which can provide experience for scientific and technical personnel 
in essentially all of the problems posed by a power reactor. The present center was conceived as a 
means for gaining experience in construction of a nuclear facility which would eventually prepare them 
for the production of nuclear power. They have chosen natural uranium as fuel because of a desire to 
be able to produce as much as possible of it from their own vast potash resources. Ground was 
broken for the plant in 1959.  

It might be desirable to bring the following tentative conclusions and opinions of the scientists to the President's 
attention, prior to his May 30 meeting with Prime Minister Ben-Gurion:  

1. From the standpoint of keeping abreast of the reactor's development and ascertaining that its purpose 
continues to be non-military, a second visit would not be necessary before another year.  
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2. Israel's obsession with secrecy is regrettable, but perhaps understandable in view of Israel's physical and 
political circumstances. Israel's reasons for secrecy include: (a) a possible boycott by the Arabs of manufacturers 
on whom Israel depends, (b) proximity of the reactor to international borders with vulnerability to sabotage, and 
(c) conviction that Arab awareness of Israel's scientific capability would not be in Israel's national interest.  

3. While, like others of its size and character, the reactor eventually will produce small quantities of plutonium 
suitable for weapons, there is no present evidence that the Israelis have weapon production in mind.  

4. The Israelis report the reactor will not be completed before 1964, although this may be too conservative an 
estimate.  

5. There is strong evidence of close French scientific collaboration and support.  

6. The reactor and its complex of laboratories, storehouses, fuel dumps, water towers, general services, transient 
quarters for scientists, etc., occupies a square 750 meters to a side. The surrounding fenced security area, 
however, is much larger.  

7. On United States scales, the reactor, when completed, might represent a $15 million investment, with the 
supporting plant another $20 million.  

8. Even with the Great Power assistance they may have had from France, Israel's Dimona project is a most 
creditable accomplishment both in concept and execution.  

Melvin L. Manfull/3/  

/3/Printed from a copy that indicates Manfull signed the original above Battle's typed signature.  
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Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVIII, Near East, 1962-1963 

 
 Released by the Office of the Historian 
      Documents 66-94 (87) 

 

                                Circular Airgram From the Department of State to Certain Posts/1/ 

 

CA-4726 

Washington, October 31, 1962, 4:17 p.m. 

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.1901/10-3162. Confidential. Drafted by Crawford on October 
24; cleared by Strong, Thomas (DOD/ISA), Burdett, Newsom, and Herron (P); and approved by Talbot. Sent to 
Amman, Baghdad, Beirut, Damascus, Jidda, and Oslo and repeated to Algiers, Bonn, Cairo, Khartoum, London 
(by pouch), Ottawa (by pouch), Paris, Rabat, Rome, Taiz, Tel Aviv, Tripoli, and Tunis. 

 

SUBJECT 

Israel's Dimona Reactor 

 

REF 

Depcirtel 2047 of July [June] 17, 1961/2/ 

/2/Circular telegram 2047, June 17, 1961, advised Near Eastern posts regarding the recent U.S. inspection of the 
Dimona nuclear reactor. (Ibid., 884A. 1901/6-1761) 

Reftel (sent all addressees except Algiers) authorized addressees inform governments to which accredited of 
results unpublicized visit in spring 1961 by two qualified scientists to Israel reactor site at Dimona. According to 
observations then reported, Dimona project appeared of type and magnitude described publicly by Israel leaders 
(e.g., research reactor with 24 megawatt capacity). While they also concluded reactor upon completion in two or 
three years would produce small quantities plutonium as do others of comparable size and character, our 
experts found no evidence Israelis preparing produce weapons. We noted, accordingly, that observations US 
scientists tended support public and private assurances re peaceful intent Dimona project. We further noted that 
highest levels this government opposed to proliferation nuclear weapons production capabilities and had 
so informed Israel. 

Recently there has been further visit by American scientists to Dimona reactor./3/ This enables us renew 
statements of June 1961 that latest observations again confirm Israeli statements that reactor 
intended for peaceful purposes only. There no evidence of preparation for nuclear weapons 
production. Work on reactor progressing normally. 

/3/On June 22, Talbot suggested to Harmon the possibility of a second visit by U.S. scientists to Israel's nuclear 
reactor at Dimona, arguing that such a visit could help prolong the relaxed feeling toward Israel's nuclear program 
since the first U.S. visit in May 1961. (Memorandum of conversation, June 22; ibid., 611.84A45/6-2262) On 
September 14, the Department asked Harman if a visit could be arranged for two U.S. Atomic Energy 
Commission scientists who would be visiting Israel September 25-28 to inspect another smaller reactor. The next 
day, Harman conveyed Israeli regret that a decision could not be made until Ben Gurion returned from a foreign 
trip at the end of September. (Memorandum from Brubeck to Bundy, September 21; ibid., 884A.1901/9-2162) On 
September 26 during the visit of the two U.S. scientists, Israeli officials took them without prior warning to the 
Dimona facility where they were given a 40-minute tour of the site. (Memorandum from Davies to Talbot, 
December 27; ibid., 984A.8138/12-2762; for text, see the Supplement, the compilation on Israel) 
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Unless strong objection perceived, action addressees should orally convey information preceding paragraph 
promptly and in confidence to host governments at level deemed appropriate, although we would wish be assured 
information will become known at highest levels. Missions should report action taken and reactions noted. 

For Damascus: Since no approach was made in Damascus last year, your statement should be altered 
appropriately. 

Info addressees, with exception Tel Aviv, may use foregoing in discussions with local government as seems 
desirable and useful do so. We discussed with Canadian and UK Embassies October 23./4/ Cairo instructed 
separately re approach UAR./5/ 

/4/The memorandum of conversation, October 23, is in Department of State, Central Files, 884A.1901/10-2362. 

/5/In telegram 451 to Cairo, October 22, the Department of State instructed the Embassy: "Connection your 
approach to Nasser regarding Cuban situation you should inform him in confidence recent visit by American 
scientists to Dimona reactor enables USG renew assurances of June 1961 that latest observations again confirm 
Israeli statements that reactor intended for peaceful purposes only. No evidence of preparation for nuclear 
weapons production. Work on reactor progressing normally." (Ibid., 884A.1901/10-2262) 

Department intends initiate no publicity with regard visits by scientists. If leaks occur, US spokesman will say two 
US scientists recently in Israel in connection with US Atoms-for-Peace Agreement had opportunity visit Dimona 
installation which they observed to be of nature and scope publicly disclosed by Israel Government. Suggest 
addressees take similar line in response responsible press inquiries. 

Rusk 
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    Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVIII, Near East, 1962-1963 
   

Released by the Office of the Historian 
 

  

National Security Action Memorandum No. 231/1/ 

Washington, March 26, 1963. 

 

1/Source: Department of State, S/S - NSC Files: Lot 72 D 316, NSAM 231. Top Secret. On March 25, McCone 
met with President Kennedy. According to McCone's record of the meeting, he raised the "question of Israel 
acquiring nuclear capability" and gave the President Document 179. The President then instructed Bundy "to 
direct a letter to Secretary Rusk asking that he, in collaboration with DCI and Chairman, AEC, submit a proposal 
as to how some form of international or bilateral US safeguards could be instituted to protect against the 
contingency mentioned." (Central Intelligence Agency, Job 80 D 01285A, DCI (McCone) Files, Memoranda for the 
Record) 

TO 
The Secretary of State 

Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 

Director of Central Intelligence 

SUBJECT 

Middle Eastern Nuclear Capabilities 

The President desires, as a matter of urgency, that we undertake every feasible measure to improve our 
intelligence on the Israeli nuclear program as well as other Israeli and UAR advanced weapon programs, and to 
arrive at a firmer evaluation of their import. In this connection he wishes the next informal inspection of the Israeli 
reactor complex to be undertaken promptly and to be as thorough as possible. 

In view of his great concern over the destabilizing impact of any Israeli or UAR program looking toward the 
development of nuclear weapons, the President also wishes the Department of State to develop proposals for 
forestalling such programs; in particular we should develop plans for seeking clearer assurances from the 
governments concerned on this point, and means of impressing upon them how seriously such a development 
would be regarded in this country./2/ 

/2/On April 5, Brubeck sent Bundy a memorandum by Talbot dated April 3 describing the Department of State's 
immediate response to NSAM No. 231. The memorandum indicated that the Department had already formed a 
small working group under the chairmanship of NEA Deputy Assistant Secretary James Grant to pursue an arms 
limitation and control arrangement in the Near East. To meet the requirements of NSAM No. 231, the Department 
of State had requested Israel to allow semiannual visits to Dimona. The working group expected to have 
developed by early May a clear plan of action for securing Israeli-Egyptian agreement on nuclear and missile 
limitation. (Department of State, S/S - NSC Files: Lot 72 D 316, NSAM 231) Documentation relating to the NEA 
working group activities is ibid., NEA/IAI Files: Lot 72 D 438, Authority to Consider Steps for NE Arms Limitation 
Probe, Spring - Summer 1963--NSAM 231. Additional documentation is ibid., S/S Files: Lot 68 D 135, Chron 
Summary of the Arms Probe with Nasser and Related Events, 1963 - 1964; and NEA/IAI Files: Lot 80 D 102, 
McCloy Probe. 

McGeorge Bundy   
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Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVIII, Near East, 1962-1963 
   

Released by the Office of the Historian 
      Documents 176-208 (239) 

 

 

                                                   Special National Intelligence Estimate/1/ 

SNIE 30-2-63 

Washington, May 8, 1963. 

 

/1/Source: Department of State, NEA/IAI Files: Lot 80 D 102, JPG Master Copy Probe #7 June 1963 
(Arms/McCloy). Secret. Submitted by the Director of Central Intelligence and concurred in by the U.S. Intelligence 
Board. According to a note on the cover sheet: "The following intelligence organizations participated in the 
preparation of this estimate: The Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence organizations of the 
Departments of State, Defense, the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, AEC, and NSA." All members of the U.S. 
Intelligence Board concurred in this estimate on April 10, except the Assistant Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation who abstained because the subject was outside his jurisdiction. 

 

THE ADVANCED WEAPONS PROGRAMS OF THE UAR AND ISRAEL 

The Problem 

To estimate likely developments in the advanced weapons programs of the UAR and Israel over the next several 
years, and the probable consequences of such programs. 

Conclusions 

A. [15-1/2 lines of source text not declassified] 

B. We believe that Israel is undertaking the development of a 250-300 nautical mile (n.m.) surface-to-surface 
missile (SSM) system. A wholly independent Israeli effort to develop and produce such a missile with a payload of 
2,000 to 3,000 pounds would probably require three to four years and great expense. However, there is evidence 
that Israel expects to rely on France for substantial assistance. If Israel acquires full access to French technology, 
components and test facilities, it probably could produce a limited number of missiles with a range of about 250 
n.m., a payload of some 4,000 pounds, and an elementary guidance system in about two years (1965). [1-1/2 
lines of source text not declassified] (Paras. 11-15) 

C. The United Arab Republic (UAR), alone or in combination with other Arab States, does not have the capability 
of producing a nuclear weapon in the foreseeable future. The UAR is attempting to develop an SSM with a range 
of about 200 n.m. Despite the many difficult problems the UAR faces in its missile program, it may be able to 
deploy a small number of these weapons by mid-1964, assuming continued help by the West German technicians 
and a continuing supply of foreign components. We estimate the payload of this missile at only about 500 pounds 
and its CEP as large. The military value of such a weapon would be small. However, the UAR has a missile 
program going and has gained experience in the production of missiles. With access to outside help and 
components, it probably could in a few years produce a more effective weapon. (Paras. 18-24) 

D. Despite continuing accusations by both the UAR and Israel that the other is developing chemical, 
biological, and radiological weapons of mass destruction, we have no evidence to confirm these charges. 
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Both countries could, however, produce small quantities of chemical or biological warfare devices 
designed for clandestine use. Neither country can produce radiological warfare weapons. (Paras. 16-17, 
25) 

E. The purely military significance of any missile system either Israel or the UAR could produce is likely to be 
modest for some time to come, although if Israel develops a nuclear bomb its military capability will be greatly 
increased. The political and psychological impact of the advanced weapons programs is more important than the 
purely military effect and is already being felt. If Nasser could not devise a counter to an Israeli nuclear threat on 
his own, he probably would turn to the USSR to try to ensure his protection, and the Arabs would blame the West, 
including the US, for the increased Israeli threat. Israel, likewise, would become increasingly activist in its dealings 
with the Arabs. The factors which have inhibited a new outbreak of Arab-Israeli hostilities in recent years still 
apply. Nevertheless, as the advanced weapons programs progress, tensions will probably rise on both sides. In 
an atmosphere of this kind, there would always be the possibility that one or the other side would initiate hostile 
action to safeguard its ultimate security. (Paras. 26-33) 

[Here follows the Discussion section of the Estimate.] 
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Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVIII, Near East, 1962-1963 
   

Released by the Office of the Historian 
      Documents 176-208 (245) 

 

 

Editorial Note 

 

 

On May 13, 1963, CIA Director McCone discussed with Secretary Rusk at some length Israel's nuclear 
energy program and its prospects for producing nuclear weapons. According to McCone's record of the 
meeting, [3 paragraphs of text not declassified] (Memorandum for the Record, May 14; Central Intelligence 
Agency, Job 80 D 01285A, DCI (McCone) Files, Memoranda for the Record) 

On May 15, McCone met with President Kennedy and discussed Israel's nuclear energy program. According to 
McCone's notes, [1 paragraph of text not declassified]. 

McCone made the following note for action to be taken: [1 paragraph of text not declassified]. (Memorandum for 
the Record, May 17; ibid.) 
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Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVIII, Near East, 1962-1963 
 

Released by the Office of the Historian 
       Documents 309-337 (319) 

 

                            Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in Israel/1/ 

                                                    Washington, August 26, 1963, 7:38 p.m. 

 

Correspondence: 1962-65. Secret; Eyes Only; Verbatim Text. Drafted by Crawford on August 23; cleared by Ball, 
Thomas, President Kennedy, McGeorge Bundy, and Rowe; and approved by Grant. 

193. Charge should deliver following reply to PriMin Eshkol's August 19 letter re Dimona visits: 

 

 

"Dear Mr. Prime Minister: 

"Your letter of August 19/2/ was most welcome here. I appreciate that this was a difficult decision, yet 
I am convinced that in generously agreeing to invite our scientists to visit the Dimona complex on the 
regular basis that was proposed you have acted from a deep wisdom regarding Israel's security in the 
longer term and the awesome realities which the atomic age imposes on the community of man. 

/2/See Document 317. 

You have suggested that an initial visit take place toward the end of this year in the pre-startup stage. I am asking 
Ambassador Barbour to keep in touch with you so that the visit can be arranged for at a time when the reactor's 
core is being loaded and before internal radiation hazards have developed. 

The recent overwhelming endorsement of the partial test ban treaty has moved us all a small step in the direction 
of a more peaceful world. Our purpose must be to continue striving toward the effective control of the power of the 
atom so that it may be used only for the welfare of man. The spirit you have shown in your letter to me is a clear 
indication that you share that same high purpose. 

Sincerely, John F. Kennedy" 

In conveying foregoing, you should say:/3/ "President Kennedy has taken note of the Prime Minister's 
request that for the present information obtained from the visits envisaged in this exchange of letters 
should not be passed on to Nasser. The USG will of course comply with this request, but the President 
is also taking note of the fact that the Prime Minister has not fully made up his own mind, and has 
asked you to express his own belief that there are real advantages for security in setting to rest any 
fears which might otherwise lead to nuclear weapons acquisitions efforts by others in the area. It was 
this notion, shared on both sides, which underlay the agreement of May 1961 between the President 
and Ben-Gurion, and the President hopes that there can be further consideration of this matter as 
opportunity serves." 
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/3/The following oral instructions were conveyed to the Department of State for transmission to the Embassy in 
Tel Aviv in a memorandum from McGeorge Bundy to Rusk, August 23, which also informed Rusk that Kennedy 
had approved the draft letter to Eshkol. (Kennedy Library, National Security Files, Countries Series, Israel, 
8/23/63-8/27/63) 

You should inform PriMin that you expect President's reply to Ben-Gurion's May 12 letter on Israel's security 
problems will be received shortly. 

Embassy should arrange with PriMin a point of continuing contact (perhaps through Science Attaché Webber on 
Embassy side) for determination of timing end-1963 visit, keeping Department continuously informed. 

Rusk 
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Foreigne Relations of the United States 1965-1968, vol. XXX, China. 

43. Special National Intelligence Estimate/1/ 

SNIE 13-4-64 

Washington, August 26, 1964. 

/1/Source: Central Intelligence Agency, NIE Files. Top Secret; Ruff/[codeword 
not declassified]. According to a note on the cover sheet, it was submitted by 
the Director of Central Intelligence and concurred in by the U.S. Intelligence 
Board on August 26. The Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence 
organizations of the Departments of State and Defense, AEC, and NSA 
participated in its preparation. All USIB members concurred, except the FBI 
Assistant Director who abstained because the subject was outside his 
jurisdiction. 

THE CHANCES OF AN IMMINENT COMMUNIST CHINESE NUCLEAR 
EXPLOSION 

The Problem 

To assess the likelihood that the advanced stage of construction at a probable 
nuclear test site in Western China indicates that the Chinese Communists will 
detonate their first nuclear device in the next few months. 

Conclusion 

On the basis of new overhead photography, we are now convinced that the 
previously suspect facility at Lop Nor in Western China is a nuclear test site 
which could be ready for use in about two months. On the other hand the 
weight of available evidence indicates that the Chinese will not have sufficient 
fissionable material for a test of a nuclear device in the next few months. Thus, 
the evidence does not permit a very confident estimate of the chances of a 
Chinese Communist nuclear detonation in the next few months. Clearly the 
possibility of such a detonation before the end of this year cannot be ruled out-
-the test may occur during this period. On balance, however, we believe that it 
will not occur until sometime after the end of 1964. 

Discussion 

1. Overhead photography of 6-9 August shows that the previously suspect 
facility near Lop Nor in Sinkiang is almost certainly a nuclear testing site. 
Developments at the facility include a ground scar forming about 60 percent of 
a circle 19,600 feet in diameter around a 325-foot tower (first seen in April 
1964 photograph), and work on bunkers near the tower and instrumentation 
sites at appropriate locations is underway. [1-1/2 lines of source text not 
declassified] the outward appearance and apparent rate of construction indicate 
that the site could be ready for a test in two months or so. The characteristics of 
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the site suggest that it is being prepared for both diagnostic and weapon effect 
experiments. 

2. Analysis of all available evidence on fissionable material production in 
China indicates--though it does not prove--that the Chinese will not have 
sufficient material for a test of a nuclear device in the next few months. The 
only Chinese production reactor identified to date is the small, air-cooled 
reactor at Pao-t'ou. As of September 1963, [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified]. Construction was continuing throughout the site, including some 
fairly substantial work around the building which houses the reactor. 
Photography of March 1964 indicated that major construction at the site--
including service roads, [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] and 
additional security provisions--had apparently been completed. Thus we 
believe the reactor went into operation possibly in the latter part of 1963 but 
more probably in early 1964. We estimate that, even if no major obstacles were 
encountered, it would take at least 18 months, and more likely two years, after 
the starting up of the Pao-t'ou reactor before a nuclear device would be ready 
for testing. Thus, if the Pao-t'ou reactor started operation no earlier than late 
1963 and if it is China's only operating production reactor, the earliest possible 
date for testing is mid-1965. 

3. It is, of course, possible that the Chinese have another source of fissionable 
material. Such a facility might have been started with Soviet aid as a result of 
the 1957 Soviet-Chinese aid agreement, probably about the same time as the 
Lanchou gaseous diffusion building. We would expect this reactor to be a 
fairly large water-cooled production reactor. There are areas, particularly parts 
of Szechwan, which are suitable for such a reactor and have not been 
photographed. Since it is doubtful that a reactor of this type could have been 
finished before the withdrawal of Soviet technicians in 1960, its completion 
would have depended on a native Chinese effort, a difficult but not impossible 
task. Such a reactor might have started operations in 1962 or 1963, thus 
making available sufficient plutonium for a test by the end of this year. 

4. On the other hand we have photographed much of the area around virtually 
all locations where A-E activity is indicated [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified] about half of all locations that might be geographically suitable 
for reactor sites. Apart from Pao-t'ou, no operating production reactor or 
isotope separation plant has been found. We believe it unlikely--though clearly 
not impossible--that such an operating facility exists. 

5. It is also possible that the Chinese may have acquired fissionable material 
from a foreign source, [9 lines of source text not declassified]. As for the 
Soviets, we do not believe that in the past they have transferred 
appreciable amounts of weapon-grade material to the Chinese. In the 
current state of their relations with the Chinese, they would almost 
certainly not furnish fissionable materials to them. 

6. Obviously, it is incongruous to bring a test site to a state of readiness 
described in paragraph 1 without having a device nearly ready for testing. It 
would be technically undesirable to install much of the instrumentation more 
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than a few weeks before the actual test. We cannot tell from available 
photography whether the installations have yet reached this point--it seems 
unlikely that they have, mainly because some heavy construction is still going 
on. However, it is possible that the basic work will soon be completed, and that 
final preparations could be made this fall. 

7. On the other hand, in such a complex undertaking as advanced weapons 
development--especially when it is almost certain that there is heavy political 
pressure for at least some results--it would not be surprising if there were 
uneven progress among various phases of the program. In a number of 
instances in the past, Peiping has been unable to prevent--and has seemed 
willing to tolerate--uneven development in various important programs. 
Indeed, in other parts of their advanced weapons program we have already 
observed this. Some facilities seem to be behind schedule--notably the 
incomplete gaseous diffusion plant at Lanchou; others are larger and more 
elaborate than present Chinese capabilities warrant--for example, the possible 
nuclear weapons complex near Koko Nor. 

8. As for the test site itself, Lop Nor is extremely remote, with poor 
transportation and communication facilities, and we might expect to see the 
Chinese taking a long leadtime in preparing this installation. They have 
relatively few men with the necessary scientific competence and they cannot 
be fully confident that unexpected difficulties will not appear. We believe the 
Chinese would do everything in their power to prevent a last minute hitch on 
the testing facility from delaying, even briefly, China's advent as a nuclear 
"power." 

9. The evidence and argument reviewed above do not permit a very confident 
estimate of the chances of a Chinese Communist nuclear detonation in the next 
few months. Clearly the possibility of such a detonation before the end of this 
year cannot be ruled out--the test may occur during this period. On balance, 
however, we believe that it will not occur until sometime after the end of 
1964./2/ 

/2/[Footnote in the source text (1 line) not declassified.] 
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FOREIGN RELATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES 
1964-1968, Volume XI  (N.44) 

Arms Control and Disarmament  

Department of State 
Washington, DC 

 

Draft Position Paper/1/  

Washington, August 14, 1964.  

/1/Source: Department of State, S/S-RD Files: Lot 68 D 452, Committee of Principals, 
August-December 1964. Secret; Noforn. The source text was forwarded to Secretary Rusk 
under cover of an August 14 memorandum from Foster. Foster's memorandum indicated that 
the paper "is based in part on discussion at the June 16 and July 23 meetings of the Committee 
of Principals and also sets forth a U.S. response to the recent resolution of the Organization of 
African Unity on this subject." Regarding these two meetings of the Committee of Principals, 
see Documents 36, 37, 40, and 41. The OAU resolution refers to the declaration on the 
denuclearization of Africa adopted by the heads of state and government of the Organization 
of African Unity at Cairo, July 21. Text in Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 294-295.  

NON-PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS  

I. The Problem  

Our current estimate is that there could be a test of a Chinese Communist nuclear 
device at any time, but that it may not occur until late 1964 or early 1965. This estimate is 
being reviewed now but is still considered valid.  

There are today at least three or four states in addition to the nuclear powers which 
could make a national decision to produce nuclear weapons with assurance that they 
have the national capability to support this decision. This number will increase as nuclear 
technology continues to develop throughout the world, as it becomes increasingly feasible to 
use manufacturing techniques amenable to clandestine operations, and as large nuclear power 
reactors are placed throughout the world producing thousands of kilograms of plutonium 
annually.  

The detonation of a nuclear device by the Chinese Communists will place great pressure 
on these countries to make a national decision to develop nuclear weapons in some cases 
for reasons of security, and in other cases for reasons of prestige. Because of regional 
rivalries a national decision by any of these countries may force other countries perhaps 
technically less qualified to make a similar national decision to engage in an all-out effort to 
acquire nuclear weapons either by development or by other means. Once this process starts 
it may be impossible to halt.  
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The problem which faces the United States is how to prevent it from starting--how to develop 
political inhibitions against the development of further national nuclear capabilities which are 
sufficiently strong to stand the shock of a Communist Chinese nuclear detonation. The 
problem which faces the United States is how to develop these political inhibitions 
against the development of further national nuclear capabilities within the limited 
period of time available to us. If we do not solve this problem--either because of mistake or 
because of delay--we will soon be faced with a world in which there are ten and then possibly 
twenty states having national nuclear capabilities. This would be a world of the greatest 
danger and insecurity.  

 

 

II. The United States Position  

1. The United States should intensify its program to prevent the proliferation of national 
nuclear weapons capabilities which should include the following lines of action, which are 
mutually reinforcing and should be pursued in parallel. They should include:  

(a) efforts to discourage individual states from embarking on nuclear weapons programs;  

(b) efforts to impede the spread of the technical capabilities required for the development and 
production of nuclear weapons;  

(c) efforts to negotiate with the Soviet Union a nuclear non-proliferation agreement open to 
accession of all states; and  

(d) efforts to develop the widest possible political consensus favorable to such a non-
proliferation agreement which will make a national decision to acquire a nuclear capability 
more difficult even before such an agreement comes into effect.  

2. With respect to our efforts to discourage individual states from embarking on nuclear 
weapons programs we should examine on a case-by-case basis the feasibility and desirability 
of bringing appropriate arguments, pressures and inducements to bear on countries which are 
estimated to have both the technical capability and a strong incentive to manufacture, or 
otherwise acquire control of, nuclear weapons. Where legitimate security concerns may 
represent a principal source of the incentive to acquire nuclear weapons, the usefulness of 
security arrangements or guarantees, in which the United States might participate or assist, 
should be given special consideration. Consistent with the foregoing we should:  

(a) accord high priority to the development of an approach to the problem of the possible 
acquisition of nuclear weapons by India; and  

(b) develop approaches in the case of additional countries determined to warrant such 
consideration.  

3. With respect to efforts to impede the spread of technical capabilities required for 
development and production of nuclear weapons, we should undertake the following courses 
of action.  
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(a) We should consider arrangements among major suppliers of nuclear materials and 
equipment to permit exports to only those nations prepared to accept adequate safeguards. We 
should not limit our consideration of this problem to formal agreements offered in arms 
control and disarmament negotiations.  

(b) We should seek to strengthen arrangements to prevent or delay the dissemination of 
relevant technology, including such developments as the gas-centrifuge process.  

(c) We should continue our efforts to strengthen the capabilities of the IAEA to assure the use 
of fissionable material for peaceful purposes only and continue our efforts to win acceptance 
of IAEA safeguards.  

4. The U.S. should continue its efforts to negotiate, initially with the Soviet Union, a nuclear 
non-proliferation agreement. A revised text to be used for this purpose is attached as Annex 
A.  

(a) As a government, we recognize that no agreement with the Soviet Union on non-
proliferation would be possible in the foreseeable future were we to make inclusion of the 
Chinese Communists a precondition. The U.S. should refrain from raising the question of 
whether Communist China must be a party to a non-proliferation agreement. If the USSR asks 
for our views on this matter, we should state that Communist China in our view should be a 
participant in any such agreement both because of the problem of India and because of the 
desirability of having the agreement world-wide in scope. We should not indicate that we 
consider Soviet acceptance of this view a precondition to further discussions of the subject. 
We should indicate that we are prepared to defer consideration of this problem until we have 
completed the discussion of other aspects of the agreement.  

(b) In order to increase the negotiability of the non-proliferation agreement by lessening the 
implication that Soviet acceptance of the U.S. text would constitute Soviet endorsement of the 
MLF, a letter to the Soviet Government (attached as Annex B)/2/ should be used in place of 
the earlier U.S. draft minute for the purpose of giving reassurance with respect to the MLF at 
the time of the conclusion of a non-proliferation agreement. The U.S. should give in the draft 
letter (final paragraph of Annex B) an assurance that the "European clause" of the MLF 
Charter would not be used to increase the number of independent decision-making entities 
controlling the use of nuclear weapons. The U.S. should support and encourage appropriate 
efforts which may develop among participants in the MLF to register a commitment on non-
acquisition in connection with adherence to the MLF.  

/2/Not printed.  

(c) In discussing a non-proliferation agreement with the USSR, the U.S. should suggest that a 
willingness to accept International Atomic Energy Agency or similar international safeguards 
on peaceful nuclear activities of states not presently possessing nuclear weapons should 
preferably be made a part of the agreement. However, the U.S. should be prepared to adhere 
to the position already made known to the Soviets and accept an agreement without such 
international safeguard provisions if the USSR rejects such provisions.  

5. The U.S. should continue its efforts to develop the widest possible political consensus 
favorable to a non-proliferation agreement, and thus make more difficult prior to such an 
agreement any national decision to acquire a nuclear capability. The Cairo OAU resolution of 
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July, 1964, in which the OAU member states declared their willingness to undertake in an 
international treaty "not to manufacture or acquire control of nuclear weapons," and called 
upon "all peace-loving nations to adhere to the same undertaking" should be used as a vehicle 
to obtain such a consensus by the following line of action:  

(a) By means of private consultation with selected OAU member states at appropriate times, 
the U.S. should urge preparation of language for a draft U.N. resolution and a draft treaty 
which does not conflict with the MLF, U.S. transit rights, or other U.S. objectives, so as to 
assure that the proposed resolution and treaty could be supported by the U.S. and its allies 
when the disarmament discussions resume in the U.N.G.A.  

(b) The United States should review the question of the desirability of the international 
conference called for in the OAU resolution and should also consider other means of 
developing the treaty called for if a conference is determined not to be in the best interests of 
the United States.  

(c) We should continue to state publicly, at appropriate times, that we welcome the basic 
objectives of the OAU resolution as a valuable step toward such a consensus, and we should 
quietly encourage other states to associate themselves with the OAU resolution.  

III. Discussion  

A. Efforts to Discourage Individual States from Embarking on a Nuclear Weapons Program.  

At the present time Israel, India, Sweden, Japan and the Federal Republic of Germany have 
the technical capability to support a national decision to produce nuclear weapons. The 
development of a national nuclear weapons capability by any one of these countries would 
exacerbate international tensions and tend to induce additional states to follow suit.  

At the present time the United States has an on-going program to deal with the possible 
acquisition of nuclear weapons by Israel and with the broader aspects of the Middle East arms 
race. The U.S. should, of course, continue this program. It also should expand it, on a case-by-
case basis, to discourage other states from embarking on nuclear weapons programs. It should 
do so at a level of urgency commensurate with the need to develop political inhibitions 
against the development of further national nuclear capabilities sufficiently strong to stand the 
shock of a Chinese Communist nuclear detonation. It should consider, where feasible, the 
desirability of security arrangements, in which the U.S. participates or assists, where 
legitimate security concerns may represent a principal source of the incentive to acquire 
nuclear weapons.  

In considering tactics and timing--in gauging the sense of urgency required--it must also be 
recognized that the estimates as to when these various countries could detonate a nuclear 
device is not a true measure of the time available to us. The critical time is the time of 
national decision to develop nuclear weapons. This could be made very soon by any of three 
or four governments, with confidence that they have the technical capabilities to back it up. 
Once made, such a decision may be hard to change, even though the actual nuclear detonation 
may not occur for some period of time afterwards.  

In considering such an expanded program, high priority should be given to the problem of the 
possible acquisition of nuclear weapons by India. The detonation of a Chinese Communist 
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nuclear device will put great pressure on India to make a national decision to develop nuclear 
weapons of its own. The development of nuclear weapons by India would be a serious--
perhaps irreparable--break in the political and psychological barrier which now restrains 
proliferation. The U.S. should make every effort to prevent such a development, including the 
consideration of the possibility of appropriate security arrangements.  

The U.S. should also consider developing approaches with respect to the other countries 
which have been mentioned. In considering such an expanded program there must be 
recognition of the fact that, in several key states, the success of such bilateral efforts may 
depend upon parallel progress toward a non-proliferation agreement open to accession by all 
states, and the attitude of the United States concerning the creation of additional centers of 
decision over nuclear weapons in the context of the MLF. Looking at the other side of the 
coin, the success or failure of our efforts to prevent other countries from developing national 
nuclear capabilities will also have a direct bearing on the success or failure of MLF. If the 
political and psychological barrier which now restrains proliferation is broken down, the 
objectives of our MLF policy will be seriously threatened. For example, should India, Israel, 
Japan, or Sweden acquire an independent nuclear capability, the Federal Republic would 
probably come to feel that it had accepted second-class status in limiting its nuclear power to 
that provided by the MLF.  

B. Efforts to Impede the Technical Capabilities Required for Development and Production of 
Nuclear Weapons.  

Efforts to impede the spread of the technical capabilities required for the development of 
production of nuclear weapons systems cannot be a substitute for the political approaches to 
prevent national decision to develop nuclear weapons outlined in the other portions of this 
paper. As indicated earlier in this discussion there are already at least five countries (apart 
from China) which now have the technical capabilities to support a decision to develop a 
nuclear weapons capability. Moreover, the problem of developing a modern delivery 
capability daily appears less of an inhibition on any decision of an industrialized nation to 
seek a nuclear capability.  

Effort to impede these technical capabilities is necessary to keep the political problem one of 
manageable proportions. A political program of the type outlined in the preceding and 
succeeding portions of this paper may be manageable if it has to cope primarily with the five 
countries mentioned. It would be infinitely more difficult, if not impossible, if the number is 
increased to fifteen. For example, there will soon be many countries with nuclear power 
reactors producing thousands of kilograms of plutonium per year. If some form of action is 
not taken to prevent the diversion of this plutonium to weapons, it will be almost impossible 
to bring this problem under control.  

It is for this reason that the political program outlined in the other portions of this paper must 
be accompanied by continuing efforts to impede the spread of the technical capabilities 
required for the development and production of nuclear weapons systems. These measures 
should include continued efforts to strengthen the IAEA, the consideration of an arrangement 
among major suppliers of nuclear materials to limit export to those nations prepared to accept 
adequate safeguards and a consideration of ways to impede dissemination of relevant 
technology.  
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C. Negotiation of a Non-Proliferation Agreement.  

 

(1) Participation by Communist China  

The reopening of discussions with the Soviet Union on the question of a non-proliferation 
agreement emphasizes the question of the participation of Communist China in any such 
agreement. Communist China will almost certainly refuse to adhere to any nuclear non-
acquisition agreement. At the present time, therefore, the United States cannot continue to 
insist on Chinese adherence without foreclosing all opportunities for achieving such an 
agreement. The Soviets are also aware of this, and it would not be in the interests of the 
United States to indicate to them that we are not really interested in such an agreement at the 
present time.  

Moreover, we should not delay our efforts to work out a multilateral agreement as part of our 
overall efforts to curb the spread of nuclear weapons to other countries, such as Israel, 
Sweden, India, and Germany, until the Chinese problem is settled. The further proliferation of 
nuclear weapons throughout the world would not alleviate the problems raised by a 
Communist Chinese nuclear detonation. Even if the Chinese were to develop a nuclear 
capability, a world of five nuclear powers would be far preferable to a world of ten or twenty.  

One useful contribution of an agreement, even if it did not include Communist China, would 
be to isolate China still further in world opinion, and to undercut Chinese efforts to develop 
friendly relations among the less-developed countries of the world. Moreover, the agreement 
would strengthen the Soviets' hand in maintaining their non-assistance policy with respect to 
Communist China, regardless of any changes which might occur in their relations with the 
Chinese Communist leadership.  

As a matter of negotiating tactics, it would be unwise for the United States to take an initiative 
in indicating it is dropping its prior requirement of Chinese Communist participation. It would 
be preferable for the United States merely not to raise this subject when the problem of non-
proliferation is next raised with the Soviets. If the Soviets raise the issue of Chinese 
participation, we could restate our position that Chinese Communists should participate, 
indicate that we do not consider this a precondition for continuation of discussions of a non-
proliferation agreement and state that the question should be deferred until we have reached 
an understanding on other provisions of such an agreement. If we should be able to come to a 
satisfactory understanding on all other provisions of a non-proliferation agreement, we would 
then consult with our allies on the issue of Chinese Communist participation.  

 

(2) Relationship to MLF  

For more than a year, the United States has been trying to persuade the USSR to accept a non-
proliferation agreement. The MLF has been cited by the Soviets as the only obstacle to 
reaching such an agreement. In attempting to persuade the Soviets to accept our language 
regarding non-proliferation to the national control of other states, the U.S. has stressed the 
argument that such an agreement will give further assurance that the MLF will not in fact 
become a device through which Germany could acquire such control. We have thus 
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confronted the Soviets with the dilemma of either accepting such language or seeing the MLF 
come into being with no commitment of this kind to limit its evolution.  

The procedure which we have followed so far of using a minute to set forth our views on the 
MLF has one element of difficulty. The non-proliferation agreement and minute which we 
have proposed to the Soviet Union could be interpreted by them as implicitly sanctioning the 
MLF. It is unlikely that they will enter into any agreement which can be interpreted as having 
such effect, at least as long as they have any hope that the MLF will not come into existence.  

The present procedure, therefore, may have inhibited any progress on a non-proliferation 
agreement until there has been a final resolution of the MLF, if not for some time thereafter. 
This would not be a serious disadvantage were it not for the possibility that nuclear 
developments by other states might meanwhile progress to a point which would not only 
cause a further break in the non-proliferation dike, but, for the reasons indicated above, would 
probably make the Germans unwilling to remain satisfied with the MLF. The relevance of 
such developments to the urgency of a non-proliferation agreement should be pointed out to 
the USSR.  

The proposed procedure of using a letter rather than a minute is designed to make somewhat 
more likely Soviet acceptance of a non-proliferation agreement, since the USSR would not 
have to agree expressly to our letter.  

In addition, the U.S. letter (Annex B) contains an undertaking that if a nuclear non-
proliferation agreement is concluded the U.S. will not agree to future arrangements that would 
increase the number of independent decision-making entities controlling the use of nuclear 
weapons. The U.S. should point out to the USSR that this portion of the letter is intended to 
deal with the concern which the USSR has expressed regarding possible future evolution of 
the MLF.  

This portion of the letter is along the lines of the assurances which Netherlands Foreign 
Minister Luns, at our private suggestion, gave to Khrushchev last June./3/ The immediate 
question, then, relates not to what the U.S. position on the evolution of the MLF should be, 
but to when and how we should reveal our position.  

/3/Luns met with Khrushchev on July 8, 1964, and on the following day summarized their 
conversation in a meeting with Ambassador Foy D. Kohler. Kohler then reported:  

"Luns said conversation with Khrushchev had focused primarily on Germany and MLF. 
Discussion of MLF took nearly half of ninety-minute meeting and was based on Secretary's 
letter to Luns, content of which was incorporated in memo left with Khrushchev. Luns said 
Khrushchev listened carefully, asked pertinent questions and seemed impressed. Luns tried to 
establish the basis by demonstrating that Dutch losses in World War II were comparable to 
Soviet losses and that Dutch feeling with respect to proliferation of nuclear weapons to 
Germany no less strong than those of Soviets. While Khrushchev's own remarks were 
consistent with established and often-repeated Soviet opposition to MLF, Luns feels there 
may be some chance for a shift." (Telegram 73 from Moscow, July 9; Johnson Library, 
National Security File, Country File, Europe and U.S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Cables, Vol. IV, Box 
218) The Secretary's letter to Luns has not been found.  
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It has been argued that a clear U.S. acceptance of restraints now on the evolution of MLF, as 
desired by the British, would permit the British to gain their objectives without having to join, 
and hence reduce the pressure on them to join. It is more likely that the British decision will 
be governed at the proper time by considerations broader than those of mere tactics and will 
depend upon the UK's judgment of its basic interest in either joining or staying out. Since 
Britain's ultimate participation in the MLF is valuable to us, it seems worth facilitating by 
agreeing, at this stage, to the position which is recommended in this paper. This is particularly 
so since the basic US position, whose final form has been set even now by the almost certain 
insistence of Congress on restraints, is essentially the same as that of the UK. Any delusion or 
vagueness contrived for tactical purposes is not likely in the long run to enhance the 
effectiveness of German or Italian participation in the MLF.  

Vagueness about our position on the evolution of the MLF will also handicap our efforts to 
dissuade India, Israel, and other countries from embarking on nuclear weapons programs. As 
indicated earlier, failure in these efforts may undercut the MLF as an alternative to German 
national nuclear capability.  

An important consideration, moreover, is the possible effect of the proposed undertaking on 
negotiations with the USSR. While the Soviets will continue to oppose the MLF for a number 
of reasons, a large part of their stated concern is the prospect that the MLF is a step toward 
acquisition of a nuclear capability by the FRG. If the Soviets, by adhering to our proposed 
non-proliferation agreement, could obtain from the U.S. a clear undertaking against such 
evolution, the Soviets might reconsider their present negative position. Given increasing 
Soviet concern about the spread of nuclear weapons to a number of countries, as well as their 
incentive to find a new vehicle for isolating China in world opinion, it is possible that the 
proposed undertaking would tip the balance, at least to the extent of permitting resumption of 
serious negotiations on a non-proliferation agreement. It might also make prompt agreement 
possible once the MLF issue had been resolved.  

It is recommended that the U.S. support and encourage appropriate efforts which may develop 
among participants in the MLF to register a commitment on non-acquisition in connection 
with adherence to the MLF.  

It must be recognized it may be difficult to ask, much less insist, that a non-nuclear participant 
assume a formal non-acquisition obligation. The Italian Government recently expressed 
reluctance to take such a step and the FRG has indicated it will not expand its non-
manufacture commitment beyond the WEU countries and especially not to the Soviets, unless 
it receives some return benefit. Something might nevertheless be accomplished by an 
approach such as the following to non-nuclear prospective participants: they doubtless can be 
persuaded to say they agree with us (and the FRG could hardly deny it) that non-
dissemination is necessary; they must be convinced, as the U.S. is convinced, that MLF does 
not involve, but indeed obviates, the risk of dissemination; while they may feel unable at this 
time to volunteer a formal undertaking, public statements by authoritative officials 
acknowledging the foregoing points would support the credibility of MLF objectives. 
Furthermore, since it has been shown the Soviets value associations with some NATO 
countries such as the Netherlands and the UK, which have not yet decided to join the MLF, 
were those countries to make a decision not to join MLF for reasons of their own, they should 
be encouraged to state that they are of the firm belief that MLF as such does not involve 
dissem-ination of nuclear weapons.  
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(3) Verification  

The nuclear weapons non-manufacturing obligation should preferably include verification 
provisions to provide assurance that non-nuclear powers are not attempting to manufacture 
nuclear weapons. Such provisions should provide for the acceptance of IAEA or similar 
international safeguards against the diversion of fissionable material from peaceful to military 
purposes.  

If the IAEA provisions prove acceptable to the members of NATO and to the USSR, the 
United States, in private discussions with such ENDC members as India, Sweden, and the 
UAR, should attempt to persuade them to accept these provisions before the text of the draft 
agreement becomes public knowledge.  

In trying to persuade the non-nuclear states to accept such provisions, the U.S. could point out 
that, since violations of the agreement would threaten their own security more than the 
security of the nuclear powers, international inspection would appear to be in their own self 
interest.  

The U.S. could point out that IAEA safeguards are important for the following reasons among 
others:  

(a) From the point of view of proliferation, the construction of facilities for the production of 
fissionable material constitutes the most critical stage of the process of developing a nuclear 
weapons production capability. It is relatively easy to detect construction of these facilities by 
unilateral intelligence, considerably more so than the facilities used in other portions of the 
weapons manufacturing process. Once the existence of these production facilities is known, 
IAEA safeguards are well suited to see that the products of these facilities are used only for 
peaceful purposes.  

(b) In the absence of safeguards, it would be difficult to distinguish this critical stage from the 
construction of large-scale nuclear facilities for peaceful purposes which many countries are 
now planning to build.  

Several non-nuclear states would probably prefer to sign an agreement without such 
verification. The U.S. should try to link verification with non-proliferation in a single 
agreement, in order to obtain accept-ance of desirable verification provisions by the largest 
possible number of states.  

If it should prove impossible, however, to persuade these states to accept the IAEA 
provisions, we should stand on the position already made known to the Soviets. A non-
proliferation agreement without such provisions would serve U.S. interests better than no 
agreement at all. The U.S. might also at that time consider the possibility of presenting a 
separate IAEA safeguards agreement for adherence by those states willing to accept it.  

D. Efforts to Develop Wide Political Consensus Favorable to Non-Proliferation: Response to 
OAU Resolution.  
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An essential element in a non-proliferation program is an attempt on a broad multilateral basis 
to develop political inhibitions against the creation of further national nuclear capabilities. 
This element is not present in either our efforts to discourage individual states from 
embarking on nuclear weapons programs or our efforts to negotiate with the Soviet Union 
concerning a non-proliferation agreement.  

As already indicated the attempts to persuade individual nations are valuable. They should be 
continued and expanded. They cannot, however, take advantage of the fact that, as shown by 
the limited test ban, regional rivals may find it possible to agree to something in the context of 
an agreement open to all states that they could not agree to just with each other.  

The negotiation with the Soviets is valuable and should continue. It is being conducted 
primarily on a U.S.-U.S.S.R. basis with the thought that other countries will be approached 
when agreement is reached. It is not certain, however, that there will be agreement on the 
basis for such an approach to other countries sufficiently soon to meet the urgency of the 
situation.  

What must be guarded against is that while we (a) engage in private talks with individual 
states on a state-by-state basis and (b) engage in private discussions with the Soviets, we do 
not (c) fail to take the multilateral steps which may be an essential part in our actions to 
develop a broad political consensus favorable to non-proliferation which is sufficiently strong 
to stand the shock of a Communist Chinese nuclear test.  

The Irish Resolution was a step in developing such a consensus, but it was adopted almost 
three years ago./4/ The limited test ban had a similar effect. By banning tests in the medium 
which might be the simplest for a country developing nuclear weapons it represented a 
political decision pointing away from such a development. But it does permit tests which 
could be used by a country developing such a weapon. Further steps to develop such a 
consensus therefore seem advisable.  

/4/Reference is to U.N. General Assembly Resolution 1665 (XVI) on the prevention of the 
wider dissemination of nuclear weapons, approved unanimously on December 4, 1961. Text 
in Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.  

One device which has been considered to develop such a consensus was an attempt to seek 
broad international support for "declarations of intent" indicating willingness to adhere to a 
non-proliferation agreement of the kind we have discussed with the Soviet Union.  

Perhaps an even better method would be in the nature of a response to the Resolution on non-
proliferation adopted in July by the Organization of African Unity (informal draft in Annex 
C)./5/ This Resolution contained a statement in the preamble confirming UN Resolution 1652, 
XVI, which, among other things, proposed the banning of transit./6/ It also reaffirmed the 
quite unrealistic resolution on general disarmament adopted by the Summit Conference of 
Independent African States of May 1963./7/ Nevertheless, it is based principally upon the 
UNGA Irish Resolution of December 4, 1961. It declares the readiness of OAU member 
states to undertake in an international treaty "not to manufacture or acquire control of nuclear 
weapons;" calls upon all nations to adhere to the same undertaking; and calls upon all nuclear 
powers to respect and abide by this declaration. It also invites the U.N. General Assembly to 
convene a conference with a view to concluding a non-proliferation treaty.  

254



 Annexe 76

/5/Not printed.  

/6/This resolution, approved on November 24, 1961, by a 55-0-44 vote, called upon member 
states to consider Africa as a denuclearized zone. The United States was one of the 44 
abstaining nations. Text in Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647-648.  

/7/Dated May 25, 1963; text ibid., 1963, p. 195.  

Notwithstanding the problems implicit in the call for a conference and the undesirable 
references in the preamble, the body of this resolution states its objective in terms which may 
make it possible for this resolution to be used in developing a consensus in favor of a non-
proliferation agreement open to accession by all states and which would make it more 
difficult, while such an agreement is being worked out, for other countries to make a national 
decision to acquire a nuclear weapons capability. Private consultation with selected OAU 
member states, the preparation of a draft U.N. resolution and a draft treaty which does not 
conflict with the MLF or U.S. transit rights, and a statement that we welcome the objectives 
of the OAU resolution (together with quiet encouragement to other states to make similar 
statements) could all be steps toward developing such a consensus. Consideration should also 
be given to having the draft resolution more than merely a call for an agreement but drafted in 
terms of a "statement of intent"--a statement of present intent not to proliferate or acquire--so 
long as there was no basic change in the situation.  
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National Security Archive

Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, Diary Entry for 20 and 21 October
1964  Source:  Journals  of  Glenn  Seaborg,  Volume  9  (Lawrence  Berkeley  Laboratory,
University of California, 1979)  These Seaborg diary entries report on a Cabinet meeting and a
conversation with DCI John McCone respectively. At the Cabinet meeting, Seaborg reported
that,  "to  our  surprise,"  the  Chinese  device  apparently contained  uranium-235,  rather  than
plutonium. U.S. intelligence analysts had believed that the basis for the first Chinese bomb
would  be  plutonium.  In  his  telephone  conversation  with  McCone,  Seaborg  reported  the
conclusion that China's bomb was based on U-235. McCone said that he would explore the
possible  source of the uranium--whether it  came from the Soviet  Union or an indigenous
Chinese facility.

Seaborg reports on a National Security Council meeting he attended on October 17, 1964--
three  days  after  China  first  detonated  a  nuclear  device.  Seaborg's  entry  describes  the
information  provided  to  the  group  by  Director  of  Central  Intelligence  John  McCone,
concerning the Chinese nuclear program as well as the removal of former Soviet Premier
Nikita Khrushchev from power. Seaborg also reports President Johnson's questioning of Carl
Rowan, head of the U.S. Information Agency, on world-reaction to the Chinese test, along
with Rowan's response. Johnson observed that it was important to remain calm, avoid panic,
and make clear to  the American people that the administration was alert  to  the situation.
Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, Diary Entry for 17 October 1964
Source: Journals of Glenn Seaborg, Volume 9 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, University of
California, 1979)
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Glenn T. Seaborg,  Chairman,  Atomic Energy Commission,  Diary Entry for 20  and 21 October  1964  Source:
Journals  of Glenn Seaborg,  Volume 9 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, University of California,  1979)   These
Seaborg diary entries report on a Cabinet meeting and a conversation with DCI John McCone respectively. At the
Cabinet meeting, Seaborg reported that, "to our surprise," the Chinese device apparently contained uranium-235,
rather than plutonium. U.S. intelligence analysts had believed that the basis for the first Chinese bomb would be
plutonium. In his telephone conversation with McCone, Seaborg reported the conclusion that China's bomb was
based on U-235. McCone said that he would explore the possible source of the uranium--whether it came from the
Soviet Union or an indigenous Chinese facility.
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           Public Papers of the Presidents, Lyndon B. Johnson, 1963-64

          N. 686  

Radio and Television Report to the American People on Recent Events in
Russia, China, and Great Britain 

           October 18, 1964 

                                       Broadcast from the President's office at 8:30 p.m.

My fellow Americans:

            On Thursday of last week, from the Kremlin in Moscow, the Soviet Government announced a
change in its leadership.

On Friday of last week, Communist China exploded a nuclear device on an isolated test site in
Sinkiang.

Both of these important events make it right that your President report to you as fully and as clearly and
as promptly as he can. That is what I mean to do this evening.

Now, let me begin with events in Moscow. We do not know exactly what happened to Nikita
Khrushchev last Thursday. We do know that he has been forced out of power by his former
friends and colleagues. Five days ago he had only praise in Moscow. Today we learn only of his faults.

Yet the men at the top today are the same men that he picked for leadership. These men carried on
the administration of the Soviet Government when he was absent from the Soviet capital, and that was
nearly half of the time that he was in power.

Mr. Khrushchev was clearly the dominant figure in making Soviet policy. After Lenin and Stalin, he is
only the third man in history to have made himself the undisputed master of Communist Russia.

There were times when he was guilty of dangerous adventure. It required great American firmness and
good sense--first in Berlin and later in the Cuban missile crisis-to turn back his threats and actions
without war.
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Yet he learned from his mistakes and he was not blind to realities. In the last 2 years, his government
had shown itself aware of the need for sanity in the nuclear age.

He joined in the nuclear test ban treaty. He joined in the "hot line" which can help prevent a war by
accident. He agreed that space should be kept free of nuclear weapons. In these actions he
demonstrated good sense and sober judgment. We do not think it was these actions that led to his
removal.

We cannot know for sure just what did lead to this secret decision. Our intelligence estimate is that
Khrushchev learned of the decision only when for him it was too late.

There has been discontent and strain and failure--both within the Soviet Union and within the
Communist bloc as a whole. All of this has been evident for all to see. These troubles are not the
creation of one man. They will not end with his removal.

When Lenin died in 1924, Stalin took 4 years to consolidate his power. When Stalin died in 1953, it
was not Mr. Khrushchev who first emerged.

But two men now share top responsibility in the Soviet Union, and their exact relation to each other and
to their colleagues is not yet very clear. They are experienced, but younger men, and perhaps less
rooted in the past. They are said to be realistic. We can hope that they will share with us our great
objective--the prevention of nuclear war.

But what does all this mean for us in America? It means at least four things:

First, we must never forget that the men in the Kremlin remain dedicated, dangerous Communists. A
time of trouble among Communists requires steady vigilance among free men--and most of all among
Americans. For it is the strength of the United States that holds the balance firm against danger.

Second, there will be turmoil in the Communist world. It is likely that the men in the Kremlin will be
concerned primarily with problems of communism. This would not be all good, because there are
problems and issues that need attention between our world and theirs. But it is not all bad, because
men who are busy with internal problems may not be tempted to reckless external acts.

Third, this great change will not stop the forces in Eastern Europe that are working for greater
independence. Those forces will continue to have our sympathy. We will not give up our hope of
building new bridges to these peoples.

Fourth, our own course must continue to prove that we on our side are ready to get on with the work of
peace.

The new Soviet Government has officially informed me, through Ambassador Dobrynin, day before
yesterday, that it plans no change in basic foreign policy. I spoke frankly, as always, to the Soviet
Ambassador. I told him that the quest for peace in America had never been more determined than it is
now. I told him that we intend to bury no one, and we do not intend to be buried. I reminded the
Ambassador of the danger that we all faced 2 years ago in Cuba. I told him that any Soviet
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Government which is ready to work for peace will find us ready in America. I said to the Ambassador
that I would be ready to talk to anyone, when it would help the cause of peace.

I believe that this was a good beginning, on both sides.

            That same day the Chinese nuclear device was exploded at a test site near a lake called Lop
Nor, in the Takla Makan desert of the remote Central Asian province of Sinkiang. The building of this
test site had been known to our American intelligence for several years. In recent weeks the rapid pace
of work there gave us a quite clear signal that the long and bitter efforts of this regime were leading at
last to a nuclear test.

At first, in the 1950's, Russia helped the Chinese. This assistance in the spread of nuclear weapons
may now be regarded with some dismay in Moscow. We believe that this help was ended in 1960 as
the quarrel among the Communists grew sharper. Soviet technicians left suddenly, with their blueprints
under their arms. And the unfinished facilities were just left there standing, and the expected supplies
were cut off.

But the Red Chinese kept to their chosen purpose, even as their economic plans collapsed and the
suffering of their people increased.

Our own distinguished Secretary of State, Mr. Rusk, gave timely warning as the preparations at Lop
Nor advanced. And when the test occurred, I at once told the world that this explosion will not turn
Americans and other free peoples from their steady purpose.

No American should treat this matter lightly. Until this week, only four powers had entered the
dangerous world of nuclear explosions. Whatever their differences, all four are sober and serious
states, with long experience as major powers in the modern world.

Communist China has no such experience. Its nuclear pretensions are both expensive and cruel to its
people. It fools no one when it offers to trade away its first small accumulation of nuclear power against
the mighty arsenals of those who limit Communist Chinese ambitions. It shocks us by its readiness to
pollute the atmosphere with fallout.

But this explosion remains a fact, sad and serious. We must not, we have not, and we will not ignore it.

I discussed the limited meaning of this event in a statement on last Friday. The world already knows

            --that we were not surprised,

            --that our defense plans take full account of this development,

--that we reaffirm our defense commitments in Asia,
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            --that it is a long, hard road from a first nuclear device to an effective weapons system, and

--that our strength is overwhelming now and will be kept that way.

But what I have in my mind tonight is a different part of the meaning of this explosion at Lop Nor.

Communist China's expensive and demanding effort tempts other states to equal folly. Nuclear
spread is dangerous to all mankind.

What if there should come to be 10 nuclear powers, or maybe 20 nuclear powers?

What if we must learn to look everywhere for the restraint which our own example now sets for
a few?

            Will the human race be safe in such a day?

The lesson of Lop Nor is that we are right to recognize the danger of nuclear spread; that we
must continue to work against it, and we will.

First, we will continue to support the limited test ban treaty, which has made the air cleaner. We call on
the world"especially Red China--to join the nations which have signed that treaty.

Second, we will continue to work for an ending of all nuclear tests of every kind, by solid and verified
agreement.

Third, we continue to believe that the struggle against nuclear spread is as much in the Soviet
interest as in our own. We will be ready to join with them and all the world--in working to avoid
it.

Fourth, the nations that do not seek national nuclear weapons can be sure that if they need our strong
support against some threat of nuclear blackmail, then they will have it.

The two events I have discussed are large and full of meaning, and I will discuss them at some length
tomorrow with the legislative leaders of both parties. They are coming here to the White House for a
full and complete briefing tomorrow afternoon. Yet they do not change our basic policy. They just
reinforce it.

Now let me take a minute to say that the same thing is true about another important event this week. It
is the victory of another party with another leader in Great Britain.
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The British Labor Party is the same party that held power when the Atlantic Alliance was founded;
when British and American pilots flew the Berlin Airlift together; when Englishmen joined us in Korea.

It is a party of freedom, of democracy, and of good faith. Today it has the confidence of the British
people. It also has ours.

They are our friends--as the Conservatives before them are our friends--and as governments of both
parties have been friends for generations.

We congratulate the winners. We send warm regards to the losers. The friendship of our two nations
goes on. This is our way with all our trusted allies.

This has been an eventful week in the affairs of the world. It is not the first such week, nor will it be the
last. For the world has changed many times in the last 20 years. Great leaders have come and gone.
Old enemies have become new friends. Danger has taken the place of danger.

Through this period we have steadily moved toward a more hopeful world. We have moved toward
widening freedom and toward securing a more lasting peace. We will continue in this direction.

What happens in other countries is important.

            But the key to peace is to be found in the strength and the good sense of the United States of
America. Tonight we are the strongest nation in all the world, and the world knows it. We love freedom
and we will protect it and we will preserve it. Tonight, as always, America's purpose is peace for all
men.

Almost 11 months ago, at a still more fateful hour, just after I had assumed the Presidency, I spoke to
all of the Congress and to our people of the purpose of America. Let me close tonight by repeating
what I said then:

"We must be ready to defend the national interest and to negotiate the common interest. This is the
path that we shall continue to pursue. Those who test our courage will find it strong, and those who
seek our friendship will find it honorable. We will demonstrate anew that the strong can be just in the
use of strength; and the just can be strong in the defense of justice."

            Thank you--and good night to all of you. 
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Address of Dwight D. Eisenhower 
before the General Assembly of the 
United Nations on Peaceful Uses of 
Atomic Energy, New York City, 
December 8, 1953. Source : Dwight D. 
Eisenhower Library. 

 

Atoms for Peace 

 

This address was given by Dwight D. Eisenhower before the General Assembly of 
the United Nations on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy, New York City, December 8, 
1953.  

 

Madame President, Members of the General Assembly:  

When Secretary General Hammarskjold's invitation to address this General 

Assembly reached me in Bermuda, I was just beginning a series of conferences with 

the Prime Ministers and Foreign Ministers of Great Britain and of France. Our subject 

was some of the problems that beset our world.  

During the remainder of the Bermuda Conference, I had constantly in mind that 

ahead of me lay a great honor. That honor is mine today as I stand here, Privileged 

to address the General Assembly of the United Nations.  
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At the same time that I appreciate the distinction of addressing you, I have a sense of 

exhilaration as I look upon this Assembly.  

Never before in history has so much hope for so many people been gathered 

together in a single organization. Your deliberations and decisions during these 

somber years have already realized part of those hopes.  

But the great test and the great accomplishments still lie ahead. And in the confident 

expectation of those accomplishments, I would use the office which, for the time 

being, I hold, to assure you that the Government of the United States will remain 

steadfast in its support of this body. This we shall do in the conviction that you will 

provide a great share of the wisdom, the courage, and the faith which can bring to 

this world lasting peace for all nations, and happiness and well-being for all men.  

Clearly, it would not be fitting for me to take this occasion to present to you a 

unilateral American report on Bermuda. Nevertheless, I assure you that in our 

deliberations on that lovely island we sought to invoke those same great concepts of 

universal peace and human dignity which are so clearly etched in your Charter.  

Neither would it be a measure of this great opportunity merely to recite, however 

hopefully, pious platitudes.  

I therefore decided that this occasion warranted my saying to you some of the things 

that have been on the minds and hearts of my legislative and executive associates 

and on mine for a great many months-thoughts I had originally planned to say 

primarily to the American people.  

I know that the American people share my deep belief that if a danger exists in the 

world, it is a danger shared by all--and equally, that if hope exists in the mind of one 

nation, that hope should be shared by all.  

Finally, if there is to be advanced any proposal designed to ease even by the 

smallest measure the tensions of today's world, what more appropriate audience 

could there be than the members of the General Assembly of the United Nations?  
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I feel impelled to speak today in a language that in a sense is new--one which I, who 

have spent so much of my life in the military profession, would have preferred never 

to use.  

That new language is the language of atomic warfare.  

The atomic age has moved forward at such a pace that every citizen of the world 

should have some comprehension, at least incomparative terms, of the extent of this 

development of the utmost significance to every one of us. Clearly, if the people of 

the world are to conduct an intelligent search for peace, they must be armed with the 

significant facts of today's existence.  

My recital of atomic danger and power is necessarily stated in United States terms, 

for these are the only in controvertible facts that I know. I need hardly point out to this 

Assembly, however, that this subject is global, not merely national in character.  

On July 16, 1945, the United States set off the world's first atomic explosion. Since 

that date in 1945, the United States of America has conducted 42 test explosions.  

Atomic bombs today are more than 25 times as powerful as the weapons with which 

the atomic age dawned, while hydrogen weapons are in the ranges of millions of tons 

of TNT equivalent.  

Today, the United States' stockpile of atomic weapons, which, of course, increases 

daily, exceeds by many times the explosive equivalent of the total of all bombs and 

all shells that came from every plane and every gun in every theatre of war in all of 

the years of World War II.  

A single air group, whether afloat or land-based, can now deliver to any reachable 

target a destructive cargo exceeding in power all the bombs that fell on Britain in all 

of World War II.  

In size and variety, the development of atomic weapons has been no less 

remarkable. The development has been such that atomic weapons have virtually 

achieved conventional status within our armed services. In the United States, the 
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Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the Marine Corps are all capable of putting this 

weapon to military use.  

But the dread secret, and the fearful engines of atomic might, are not ours alone.  

In the first place, the secret is possessed by our friends and allies, Great Britain and 

Canada, whose scientific genius made a tremendous contribution to our original 

discoveries, and the designs of atomic bombs.  

The secret is also known by the Soviet Union.  

The Soviet Union has informed us that, over recent years, it has devoted extensive 

resources to atomic weapons. During this period, the Soviet Union has exploded a 

series of atomic devices, including at least one involving thermo-nuclear reactions.  

If at one time the United States possessed what might have been called a monopoly 

of atomic power, that monopoly ceased to exist several years ago. Therefore, 

although our earlier start has permitted us to accumulate what is today a great 

quantitative advantage, the atomic realities of today comprehend two facts of even 

greater significance.  

First, the knowledge now possessed by several nations will eventually be shared by 

others--possibly all others.  

Second, even a vast superiority in numbers of weapons, and a consequent capability 

of devastating retaliation, is no preventive, of itself, against the fearful material 

damage and toll of human lives that would be inflicted by surprise aggression.  

The free world, at least dimly aware of these facts, has naturally embarked on a large 

program of warning and defense systems. That program will be accelerated and 

expanded.  

But let no one think that the expenditure of vast sums for weapons and systems of 

defense can guarantee absolute safety for the cities and citizens of any nation. The 

awful arithmetic of the atomic bomb does not permit any such easy solution. Even 

against the most powerful defense, an aggressor in possession of the effective 
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minimum number of atomic bombs for a surprise attack could probably place a 

sufficient number of his bombs on the chosen targets to cause hideous damage.  

Should such an atomic attack be launched against the United States, our reactions 

would be swift and resolute. But for me to say that the defense capabilities of the 

United States are such that they could inflict terrible losses upon an aggressor--for 

me to say that the retaliation capabilities of the United States are so great that such 

an aggressor's land would be laid waste--all this, while fact, is not the true expression 

of the purpose and the hope of the United States.  

To pause there would be to confirm the hopeless finality of a belief that two atomic 

colossi are doomed malevolently to eye each other indefinitely across a trembling 

world. To stop there would be to accept helplessly the probability of civilization 

destroyed--the annihilation of the irreplaceable heritage of mankind handed down to 

us generation from generation--and the condemnation of mankind to begin all over 

again the age-old struggle upward from savagery toward decency, and right, and 

justice.  

Surely no sane member of the human race could discover victory in such desolation. 

Could anyone wish his name to be coupled by history with such human degradation 

and destruction.  

Occasional pages of history do record the faces of the "Great Destroyers" but the 

whole book of history reveals mankind's never-ending quest for peace, and 

mankind's God-given capacity to build.  

It is with the book of history, and not with isolated pages, that the United States will 

ever wish to be identified. My country wants to be constructive, not destructive. It 

wants agreement, not wars, among nations. It wants itself to live in freedom, and in 

the confidence that the people of every other nation enjoy equally the right of 

choosing their own way of life.  

So my country's purpose is to help us move out of the dark chamber of horrors into 

the light, to find a way by which the minds of men, the hopes of men, the souls of 

men every where, can move forward toward peace and happiness and well being.  
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In this quest, I know that we must not lack patience.  

I know that in a world divided, such as our today, salvation cannot be attained by one 

dramatic act.  

I know that many steps will have to be taken over many months before the world can 

look at itself one day and truly realize that a new climate of mutually peaceful 

confidence is abroad in the world.  

But I know, above all else, that we much start to take these steps--now.  

The United States and its allies, Great Britain and France, have over the past months 

tried to take some of these steps. Let no one say that we shun the conference table.  

On the record has long stood the request of the United States, Great Britain, and 

France to negotiate with the Soviet Union the problems of a divided Germany.  

On that record has long stood the request of the same three nations to negotiate the 

problems of Korea.  

Most recently, we have received from the Soviet Union what is in effect an 

expression of willingness to hold a Four Power meeting. Along with our allies, Great 

Britain and France, we were pleased to see that this note did not contain the 

unacceptable preconditions previously put forward.  

As you already know from our joint Bermuda communique, the United States, Great 

Britain, and France have agreed promptly to meet with the Soviet Union.  

The Government of the United States approaches this conference with hopeful 

sincerity. We will bend every effort of our minds to the single purpose of emerging 

from that conference with tangible results toward peace--the only true way of 

lessening international tension.  

We never have, we never will, propose or suggest that the Soviet Union surrender 

what is rightfully theirs.  
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We will never say that the people of Russia are an enemy with whom we have no 

desire ever to deal or mingle in friendly and fruitful relationship.  

On the contrary, we hope that this coming Conference may initiate a relationship with 

the Soviet Union which will eventually bring about a free inter mingling of the peoples 

of the east and of the west--the one sure, human way of developing the 

understanding required for confident and peaceful relations.  

Instead of the discontent which is now settling upon Eastern Germany, occupied 

Austria, and countries of Eastern Europe, we seek a harmonious family of free 

European nations, with none a threat to the other, and least of all a threat to the 

peoples of Russia.  

Beyond the turmoil and strife and misery of Asia, we seek peaceful opportunity for 

these peoples to develop their natural resources and to elevate their lives.  

These are not idle works or shallow visions. Behind them lies a story of nations lately 

come to independence, not as a result of war, but through free grant or peaceful 

negotiation. There is a record, already written, of assistance gladly given by nations 

of the west to needy peoples, and to those suffering the temporary effects of famine, 

drought, and natural disaster.  

These are deeds of peace. They speak more loudly than promises or protestations of 

peaceful intent.  

But I do not wish to rest either upon the reiteration of past proposals or the 

restatement of past deeds. The gravity of the time is such that every new avenue of 

peace, no matter how dimly discernible, should be explored.  

These is at least one new avenue of peace which has not yet been well explored--an 

avenue now laid out by the General Assembly of the United Nations.  

In its resolution of November 18th, 1953 this General Assembly suggested--and I 

quote--"that the Disarmament Commission study the desirability of establishing a 

sub-committee consisting of representatives of the Powers principally involved, which 
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should seek in private an acceptable solution . . . and report on such a solution to the 

General Assembly and to the Security Council not later than 1 September 1954."  

The United States, heeding the suggestion of the General Assembly of the United 

Nations, is instantly prepared to meet privately with such other countries as may be 

"principally involved," to seek "an acceptable solution" to the atomic armaments race 

which over shadows not only the peace, but the very life, of the world.  

We shall carry into these private or diplomatic talks a new conception.  

The United States would seek more than the mere reduction or elimination of atomic 

materials for military purposes.  

It is not enough to take this weapon out of the hands of the soldiers. It must be put 

into the hands of those who will know how to strip its military casing and adapt it to 

the arts of peace.  

The United States knows that if the fearful trend of atomic military build up can be 

reversed, this greatest of destructive forces can be developed into a great boon, for 

the benefit of all mankind.  

The United States knows that peaceful power from atomic energy is no dream of the 

future. That capability, already proved, is here--now--today. Who can doubt, if the 

entire body of the world's scientists and engineers had adequate amounts of 

fissionable material with which to test and develop their ideas, that this capability 

would rapidly be transformed into universal, efficient, and economic usage.  

To hasten the day when fear of the atom will begin to disappear from the minds of 

people, and the governments of the East and West, there are certain steps that can 

be taken now.  

I therefore make the following proposals:  

The Governments principally involved, to the extent permitted by elementary 

prudence, to begin now and continue to make joint contributions from their stockpiles 

of normal uranium and fissionable materials to an international Atomic Energy 
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Agency. We would expect that such an agency would be set up under the aegis of 

the United Nations.  

The ratios of contributions, the procedures and other details would properly be within 

the scope of the "private conversations"I have referred to earlier.  

The United states is prepared to under take these explorations in good faith. Any 

partner of the United States acting in the same good faith will find the United States a 

not unreasonable or ungenerous associate.  

Undoubtedly initial and early contributions to this plan would be small in quantity. 

However, the proposal has the great virtue that it can be under taken without the 

irritations and mutual suspicions incident to any attempt to set up a completely 

acceptable system of world-wide inspection and control.  

The Atomic Energy Agency could be made responsible for the impounding, storage, 

and protection of the contributed fissionable and other materials. The ingenuity of our 

scientists will provide special safe conditions under which such a bank of fissionable 

material can be made essentially immune to surprise seizure.  

The more important responsibility of this Atomic Energy Agency would be to devise 

methods where by this fissionable material would be allocated to serve the peaceful 

pursuits of mankind. Experts would be mobilized to apply atomic energy to the needs 

of agriculture, medicine, and other peaceful activities. A special purpose would be to 

provide abundant electrical energy in the power-starved areas of the world. Thus the 

contributing powers would be dedicating some of their strength to serve the needs 

rather than the fears of mankind.  

The United States would be more than willing--it would be proud to take up with 

others "principally involved: the development of plans where by such peaceful use of 

atomic energy would be expedited.  

Of those "principally involved" the Soviet Union must, of course, be one.  

I would be prepared to submit to the Congress of the United States, and with every 

expectation of approval, any such plan that would:  
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First--encourage world-wide investigation into the most effective peace time uses of 

fissionable material, and with the certainty that they had all the material needed for 

the conduct of all experiments that were appropriate;  

Second--begin to diminish the potential destructive power of the world's atomic 

stockpiles;  

Third--allow all peoples of all nations to see that, in this enlightened age, the great 

powers of the earth, both of the East and of the West, are interested in human 

aspirations first, rather than in building up the armaments of war;  

Fourth--open up a new channel for peaceful discussion, and initiate at least a new 

approach to the many difficult problems that must be solved in both private and public 

conversations, if the world is to shake off the inertia imposed by fear, and is to make 

positive progress toward peace.  

Against the dark background of the atomic bomb, the United Stats does not wish 

merely to present strength, but also the desire and the hope for peace.  

The coming months will be fraught with fateful decisions. In this Assembly; in the 

capitals and military headquarters of the world; in the hearts of men every where, be 

they governors, or governed, may they be decisions which will lead this work out of 

fear and into peace.  

To the making of these fateful decisions, the United States pledges before you--and 

therefore before the world--its determination to help solve the fearful atomic dilemma-

-to devote its entire heart and mind to find the way by which the miraculous 

inventiveness of man shall not be dedicated to his death, but consecrated to his life.  

I again thank the delegates for the great honor they have done me, in inviting me to 

appear before them, and in listening to me so courteously. Thank you. 
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Message to Prime Minister Ben-Gurion Urging Withdrawal of   Israeli   Forces 
in  Egypt  

November 8, 1956  

[ Released November 8, 1956. Dated November 7, 1956 ] 

 

Dear Mr. Prime Minister: 

            As you know, the General Assembly of the United Nations has arranged a cease-fire in Egypt 
to which Egypt, France, the United Kingdom and Israel have agreed. There is being dispatched to 
Egypt a United Nations force in accordance with pertinent resolutions of the General Assembly. That 
body has urged that all other foreign forces be withdrawn from Egyptian territory, and specifically, that 
Israeli forces be withdrawn to the General Armistice line. The resolution covering the cease-fire and 
withdrawal was introduced by the United States and received the overwhelming vote of the Assembly. 

Statements attributed to your Government to the effect that Israel does not intend to withdraw from 
Egyptian territory, as requested by the United Nations, have been called to my attention. I must say 
frankly, Mr. Prime Minister, that the United States views these reports, if true, with deep concern. Any 
such decision by the Government of Israel would seriously undermine the urgent efforts being made 
by the United Nations to restore peace in the Middle East, and could not but bring about the 
condemnation of Israel as a violator of the principles as well as the directives of the United Nations. 

It is our belief that as a matter of highest priority peace should be restored and foreign troops, except 
for United Nations forces, withdrawn from Egypt, after which new and energetic steps should be 
undertaken within the framework of the United Nations to solve the basic problems which have given 
rise to the present difficulty. The United States has tabled in the General Assembly two resolutions 
designed to accomplish the latter purposes, and hopes that they will be acted upon favorably as soon 
as the present emergency has been dealt with. 

I need not assure you of the deep interest which the United States has in your country, nor recall the 
various elements of our policy of support to Israel in so many ways. It is in this context that I urge you 
to comply with the resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly dealing with the current crisis 
and to make your decision known immediately. It would be a matter of the greatest regret to all my 
countrymen if Israeli policy on a matter of such grave concern to the world should in any way impair 
the friendly cooperation between our two countries. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely, 
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER 

NOTE: In replying to the President, Prime Minister Ben-Gurion stated, "In view of the United Nations 
Resolutions regarding the withdrawal of foreign troops from Egypt and the creation of an international 
force, we will, upon conclusion of satisfactory arrangements with the United Nations in connection with 
this international force entering the Suez Canal area, willingly withdraw our forces." 

The full text of the Prime Minister's reply, released with the President's message, is published in the 
State Department Bulletin (vol. 35, p. 798). 
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FOREIGN RELATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES 
1964-1968, Volume XVIII 

Arab-Israeli Dispute, 1964-67  

Department of State 

Washington, DC 

 

 

289. Memorandum From the Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency (Carroll) to 

Secretary of Defense McNamara/1/  

S-984/ST-2  

Washington, May 4, 1966.  

/1/Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files: FRC 70 A 

4443, Israel 463.2. Secret; Limited Distribution; No Foreign Dissem. A copy was sent 

to the Deputy Secretary of Defense.  

SUBJECT 

Preliminary Report on Visit to Israeli Atomic Energy Sites (S/NFD)  

1. (S/NFD) A three-man team of U.S. nuclear experts visited Israeli atomic energy 

sites during the period 31 March to 4 April 1966, and the Atomic Energy Commission 

(AEC) has submitted a preliminary report on the visit to the U.S. Intelligence Board. 

The team's observations and conclusions, as stated in the report, are summarized in 

this memorandum.  

2. (S/NFD) In view of Israeli sensitivities associated with the visit and report, the AEC 

has requested that distribution be limited to those who have specific requirements for 

the information and that recipients of the report be cautioned of the need to hold the 

information and even the fact of the visit very closely.  
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3. (S/NFD) It is the unanimous conclusion of the three-man team that there is no 

evidence that Israel is producing or intends to produce nuclear weapons material. 

The principal observations supporting this judgment are as follows: The Dimona 

reactor, Israel's only potential source of plutonium for an indigenous nuclear weapons 

program during the next several years, is being utilized for nuclear research activities 

and the site has been opened to scientists from the Weizmann Institute at Rehovot 

and the nuclear research center at Nahal Soreq. Some of the research projects are 

supported by funds from U.S. Government agencies. The reactor has been operated 

at significantly reduced power, which is not consistent with a plutonium production 

effort, and the high irradiation levels at which fuel apparently is to be removed from 

the reactor would not result in plutonium well suited for use in nuclear weapons. In 

addition, there is no chemical processing facility at Dimona for the extraction of 

plutonium from irradiated reactor fuel. Finally, there is no evidence that diversion of 

the uranium inventory at Dimona has occurred, which supports the judgment that the 

reactor has been operated at low power and that no unreported fuel has been 

irradiated and removed from the reactor between U.S. visits.  

4. (S/NFD) There is a possibility that the team may have been deliberately deceived 

by the Israelis, but the members of the team believe that this is unlikely. They felt it 

would be prudent, however, to note the following reservations: The team could learn 

nothing about the 80 to 100 tons of uranium concentrate purchased from Argentina. 

Although the team members are convinced that this uranium has not been delivered 

to the Dimona site and that the personnel there know nothing about it, this material 

could have been (or could in the future be) run through the reactor between U.S. 

visits without being detected as long as the indicated reactor utilization is low. For this 

reason, there would be some basis for concern if the reactor continues for another 

year to have a lower operating efficiency. If this is the case next year, the survey 

team should demand very concrete evidence to explain the failure of the reactor to 

operate at design power.  

5. (S/NFD) The report also points out that the members of the team are not in a 

position to determine whether a reactor or chemical separation plant exists elsewhere 

in Israel. With regard to this point, it is highly unlikely that a reactor capable of 

producing significant quantities of plutonium could be built without being detected. It 
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is possible, however, that a chemical processing plant capable of separating a few 

kilograms of plutonium annually could escape detection if a serious effort were made 

to hide it; such a plant would be very similar to other chemical facilities.  

6. (S/NFD) The report of the team of U.S. experts is the best source of information on 

the Israeli nuclear energy program and there is no convincing intelligence from other 

sources which is in disagreement with the team's observations and conclusions.  

Joseph F. Carroll 

Lieutenant General, USAF  
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       Foreign Relations, 1961-1963, Volume XVIII, Near East, 1962-1963 
                                                              Released by the Office of the Historian 
                                                                        Documents 257-283 N. 283 

 

       Telegram From the Embassy in the United Arab Republic to the Department of State/1/ 

                                                               Cairo, June 28, 1963, 3 p.m. 

/1/Source: Department of State, Central Files, POL 7 US/MCCLOY. Secret; Priority; Eyes Only-Cane. Received at 
11:27 a.m. and repeated to London for Talbot. 

2470. From McCloy. Part I. 

Accompanied by Ambassador Badeau, I met with Nasser at 7 p.m. Thursday and spent 2 hours with him. After a 
brief chat with President in which the Ambassador said he was fully acquainted with the substance of Mr. 
McCloy's visit, he left in order to give full freedom for a private exchange of views. 

Nasser was most affable recalling our previous meetings and the work which had been done in connection with 
the canal clearance,/2/ etc. After thanking him for conforming to my convenience in setting the time of 
my visit I stated that at the instance of the President and the Secretary of State I was calling upon him 
on a matter which deeply concerned them, namely the avoidance of an ascending nuclear and missile 
arms race between GUAR and Israel. What follows is the substance of my presentation: 

/2/Reference is to McCloy's role in helping to facilitate the clearance and reopening of the Suez Canal following 
the 1956 Arab-Israeli war. For documentation, see Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XVI, pp. 1175 ff. and vol. 
XVII, pp. 467 ff. 

I stated that the President was deeply interested in the stability of the Middle East so that economic progress 
could continue there free of the diversions which an arms race involved. The United States had many important 
interests in the area and was most anxious to preserve Middle East stability and its own good relations with the 
UAR as well as with the other countries of the area. An intensive arms race particularly in the field of nuclear and 
missile development was contrary to the interests of both the US and the whole Middle East area. I stated that the 
President felt that in this respect there was a clear common interest which could serve as a basis for a sound 
program from which both the UAR and Israel could benefit. 

These weapons were fantastically expensive and their continued development would certainly diminish the 
resources which could otherwise be employed in the economic development of the countries concerned. 
Moreover, an arms race of this character would be bound to create instability, an increase in tensions with the 
constant menace of a nuclear catastrophe which could produce destruction of a character which would destroy all 
Nasser had been seeking to accomplish and with consequences no one could accurately appraise. The outbreak 
of nuclear weapons here would certainly greatly increase the chances of US involvement and this consideration 
gave the US added cause for seeking the means by which the threat could be removed. As a consequence I had 
been asked to present to him a proposal by which the UAR would renounce the manufacture and use of nuclear 
weapons and check the further development or use of offensive missiles. This would constitute an act of 
statesmanship on his part which might have a greatly beneficial effect not only in this area but on the whole world. 
In this connection the President would be prepared to consider what safeguards could be appropriately erected to 
protect the UAR in the event of such renunciation. The proposal would not encompass any agreement or deal 
with Israel; would not compel the discounting of any present capacity in this field and could take the form of either 
a public or private undertaking as the circumstances warranted. The President was fully aware that any such 
renunciation would require a compensatory commitment on the part of Israel. 

Furthermore, the US would make its services available to assist in the observance and inspection of the critical 
sites so as to give assurance to both sides that no breach of the commitments was being committed. If US 
inspection or observance was not acceptable, perhaps an adequate form of UN observance could be instituted 
with the support of the US. Israel as he knew had a sizable reactor which when completed could be used for the 
purpose of manufacturing material for use in weapons though we had no information that the reactor was 
presently being used for such a purpose. This would involve adequate observance of the operations of reactors 
and observance of the missile development in both countries to see that no extension of present capacities was 
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taking place in the missile field. We know that the UAR is making real efforts in the missile field and Israel knows 
it. This with the employment of German experts has induced a vigorous reaction in Israel and if further efforts 
were made in this direction it could bring about a condition in Israel where the temptation to manufacture material 
for nuclear weapons would be very great. We have viewed this primarily from the point of view of our common 
interests. Nasser's desire to increase the well being of his people coincides with our interest in avoiding 
proliferation of these weapons and the consequent tensions it would induce. If you are generally skeptical of our 
objectivity where matters affecting Israel are concerned, I urge you to consider carefully our deep concern over 
the introduction of nuclear and offensive missile weapons in the Middle East area whether they be in Israeli or 
Arab hands. 

I am not here to discuss the specific modalities with you but for the moment we would like to have you weigh 
carefully the proposal in its general form. We are anxious to have your reactions and any suggestions or comment 
you may have in regard to it. We can discuss the modalities later if you express an interest. I am prepared to 
discuss while I am here any suggestions or comments you may have and if I am not in a position to make definite 
proposals in response to them I feel that I or Ambassador Badeau are in a position to obtain prompt and clear 
statement from my government in this respect. 

I propose to leave not later than July 1 for Athens. In the meantime I am at your service and I suggest we meet 
again on Saturday at the same time after you have had an opportunity to weigh the proposal. I stated that we had 
not discussed this matter with the Israeli government but we would contemplate an independent approach to them 
along the same lines if the circumstances warranted it. 

We would hope the matter could be kept confidential so that our respective consideration of the matter could 
continue unimpeded by premature disclosures. I am prepared to do what I can to bring the matter to a point where 
the appropriate officials of the governments could take over. Though the matter is not one which must be 
concluded immediately there are conditions such as the likelihood of a Chinese nuclear explosion, the potentiality 
of Israel's nuclear development, and the increased tensions resulting from the missile development in the UAR 
which all point to the need of a timely consideration of the problem. 

I then stated my plans for a visit to Greece and the islands and suggested that Ambassador Badeau and Mr. Eilts 
accompany me on my next visit to him on Saturday. 

Part II. 

Nasser listened attentively to my presentation throughout and then stated that he felt this required careful 
consideration and consultation with his advisers, particularly with his Chief of Staff, Marshal Abdul Hakim Amer, 
who was now in Yemen and who would not return to Cairo until July 4 or 5; that one day's interval was scarcely 
sufficient for him to give the matter the attention it demanded particularly in the absence of the Chief of Staff 
whose judgment he must obtain. 

In the meantime, he would give me his immediate reactions for what they were worth: 

First he repeated to me accurately the high points of the proposal as he understood them and he then said he 
would like to ask me one preliminary question. Why was I asked to come to him with this proposal at this 
particular time? What in my judgment had prompted the President to bring this matter up now? I told him that it 
was a matter which the President had in his mind for some time; that I presumed the pending discussions with the 
Soviet Union had something to do with it as well as the danger of escalating Middle East tensions which I had 
previously outlined but that I thought my own convenience had much to do with the particular date of my arrival. I 
pointed out that I had told the President and the Secretary that I was going to Greece with my daughter in 
accordance with a long standing plan; that I had engagements at home in July which I felt I had to meet and that I 
had suggested I could come to Cairo prior to my Aegean trip if they wished me to and that this as much as 
anything had fixed the date of my visit to Cairo. He seemed to accept this though it was evident he was puzzled 
as to the reason for the timing. (Badeau seems to feel that the pending unification discussions may make the 
consideration of the question at this time somewhat awkward for him and that he is suspicious of the stepped-up 
pressure at home for a security guaranty by Israel.) 

Next he said he saw several difficulties offhand that he would tentatively express now. The first was that he might 
find difficulty in explaining why the UAR should at this time be singled out from all the non-nuclear powers to 
make this commitment and the second was the problem of inspection or observance. 

The UAR had traditionally taken a very firm view against any form of inspection. They had always refused it in any 
form and for him to reverse his position presented real difficulties. He referred to the refusal of Egypt to yield 
inspection rights even to arms which had at one time been offered under the mutual aid program. I pointed out 
that Israel would be expected to make the same or a similar commitment. Moreover, it was conceivable that other 
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middle East countries might join him even though they had neither nuclear or missile capacity. He interposed the 
suggestion that all the non-nuclear powers in the UN might make the same commitment to which I replied that this 
was impractical in view of the time element as it would result in an interminable debate and delay. He said he 
could understand this. He then added that even though the US stood as the intermediary, it would still appear as 
an Israel-UAR arrangement and this might have difficulties for him. I pointed out that the UN might be the 
intermediary and that his own pronouncements at Belgrade and elsewhere were in keeping with any such 
undertakings on his part. Thinking out loud, he suggested that perhaps it could be arranged that in response to a 
written inquiry by the President to him regarding his intentions he could give a written reply: 1) He had no intention 
whatsoever of engaging in nuclear weapons and 2) he had no intention of attacking Israel. This he might be 
willing to do and he might not object to the full publicity of any such correspondence. His strategy was purely 
defensive. It was counter strategy rather than attack strategy, as he put it. At this point he narrated a full history of 
Israeli attacks beginning in 1952 through 1956, his request for weapons, the refusal by Britain, France and the US 
to give him weapons after these attacks and his final appeal to the Russians. In the course of this he spoke of the 
action taken by the US at the time of the Suez crisis and he again repeated his appreciation of that action. He 
also referred to what he felt was generally improved relations with the US. He stated he had to have planes to 
offset the Israeli strength in the air, particularly due to the French sale of Mirages to the Israelis and he had to 
have missile strength to offset the surface to air weapons which the Israelis had. Without these he would have no 
counter threat. 

He said he was developing his own armament industry so that he would not be dependent on a foreign power for 
ammunition and planes. He said his missiles were designed only for high explosives. He had sought 
without success to find something more powerful than TNT but he could not find anything between TNT 
and a nuclear warhead. His missiles could carry from one to two tons of TNT: his guidance system was a 
very simple one, non-electronic with a margin of error from one percent to five percent and the largest 
missiles had a range of six hundred kilometers. They were comparable to an improved Victor 2, much less 
complicated and less expensive than the Redstone or the Honest John which he mentioned by name. 

The Soviets had given him a small experimental research reactor and a small electronic plant for the 
manufacture of devices which could be used as a means of supply for his military requirements. He had 
no electronic industry as such. I gathered the electronic plant was not yet operational. 

He then asked me how I envisaged the inspection system. I told him that I thought it would be a very simple 
unobtrusive plan whereby a few experts could make visits to the critical sites, say three or four people with no on-
site installations such as we were talking about with the Russians. He replied that there would be nothing to 
inspect in the way of nuclear reactors in Egypt as he had none capable of producing nuclear war material. How 
did I envisage an inspection of the missiles? I told him I thought there would be some means of checking 
launchings both in Israel and the UAR with occasional visits to the launching areas but this was a matter for 
technical discussions. He repeated several times that I could report to the President that he had no intent or 
desire to manufacture nuclear material and he had no intention of attacking Israel. 

I told him that I thought we would consider in return for his renunciation of the modern offensive weapons some 
assistance to him in the development of nuclear energy for non-military purposes and perhaps if he were 
interested, some assistance in space experiments but he seemed to show little interest in the latter. He said he 
thought his offhand reactions would be the same on Saturday as they were now but indicated that he would be 
glad to see me together with Badeau and Eilts on Saturday in case he or we had any further intermediate 
thoughts but that he would have to have more time than this for a more thoughtful reply. He indicated that he 
would prefer a visit after my Athens trip and if this were inconvenient for me he could communicate through 
Badeau after he had a chance to consult his advisers and give the matter his full consideration. 

I intend to leave Monday morning, July 1, for Athens and can be reached through the Embassy there. After 
Saturday meeting I will give thought to advisability of next steps. 

Badeau 
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Foreign Relations, 1964-1968, Volume X, National Security Policy 
                                                       Released by the Office of the Historian 

                                                                                 Documents 123-138 

 

124. Report by the Anti-Submarine Warfare Panel of the President's Science Advisory Committee/1/ 

Washington, April 28, 1966. 

/1/Source: Johnson Library, National Security File, Agency File, Office of Science and Technology, Vol. 1 [1966], 
Box 42. Top Secret. A title page is not printed. 

I. PREFACE 

A. Charge to the Panel 

The Panel (membership attached as Appendix A)/2/ was formed in May 1964 by the Special Assistant to the 
President for Science and Technology and asked to review our Nation's present and planned capability in Anti-
submarine Warfare (ASW). 

/2/Not printed. 

The ASW Panel was to assess for the President: 

1) the extent and nature of the submarine threat, 

2) the technical possibilities for coping with this threat, 

3) the extent to which the programs we are undertaking or are projecting will take advantage of the available 
technical opportunities for coping with the submarine threat, and 

4) the organization for developing and applying the technical means for solving ASW problems. 

The PSAC ASW Panel examined the Navy's ASW program during the period May 1964-July 1965. This report 
was completed in August 1965./3/ Time has not stood still since that date, and in particular the Navy has 
accelerated or undertaken many important efforts that implement in part certain of the Panel's recommendations. 
For example, the Navy has expanded its exercise program and continued to develop an improved analytical 
capability; the Captor program has been accelerated; much greater coherence is seen in the torpedo-
countermeasures program; greater emphasis has been given to anti-ship torpedoes; etc. The Panel is aware of 
these developments, in broad outline, but for the most part it has not investigated these matters in sufficient detail 
to attempt to revise the report to take into account new progress. The Panel believes that its assessment of the 
total ASW program remains valid and that its recommendations require further action. 

/3/See Document 99. 

B. Panel Activities 

In carrying out its mission, the Panel undertook to examine all relevant technical areas, recognizing that this 
involved many aspects of technology and a wide variety of naval programs. We also sought to take full advantage 
of the wealth of experience accumulated by our naval personnel and by other technical groups, both through an 
examination of their writings and through personal contacts and discussions. Finally, we sought to gain as much 
first hand experience as our schedules would allow with the current operational and R&D ASW equipment and 
with our ASW forces. 

In so doing, the Panel has considered the present families of ASW platforms: 1) submarines, 2) surface ships 
(destroyers), 3) fixed-wing aircraft, and 4) helicopters; ASW sensors: 1) fixed acoustic surveillance systems, 2) 
submarine-borne active and passive sonar, 3) ship-borne active and passive sonar, 4) variable-depth sonar 
(VDS) either towed or free-swimming, 5) helicopter-dipped sonar, 6) sonobuoys, 7) airborne magnetic anomaly 
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detection (MAD), and 8) radar; ASW weapons: 1) MK-37, MK-44 and MK-46 acoustic homing torpedoes, 2) 
mines, and 3) nuclear armed torpedoes or depth charges, including such delivery methods as anti-submarine 
surface launched rockets (ASROC), submarine launched rockets (SUBROC), and drone anti-submarine 
helicopters (DASH); and ASW fire-control and data-processing techniques and equipment. 

In addition to these primary technical areas, the Panel has examined in some depth the Naval organization for 
R&D in ASW, including in particular the Navy's programs and techniques for developing, testing and evaluating 
systems and equipment. The Panel has also been concerned with manning requirements and training, ship 
automation, reliability and serviceability, the methods by which ASW effectiveness is measured, and the rationale 
for force-level determination. The Panel explored deeply with the Navy the detailed nature of the intelligence 
available on the Soviet submarine threat, and some members of the Panel went more extensively into the total 
store of intelligence. 

Members of the Panel participated in ASW carrier task force exercises, visited shore-based sound surveillance 
systems, flew in shorebased and carrier-based fixed-wing aircraft and in helicopters, sailed on destroyers hunting 
submarines, spent several days on nuclear-powered killer-submarines (SSKN) of the most advanced types 
(Plunger-Thresher), and witnessed trial firings of Polaris missiles from nuclear powered ballistic missile 
submarines (SSBNs). The Panel also visited naval laboratories and facilities, as well as the headquarters of ASW, 
both Atlantic and Pacific. In addition, the Panel has had constant contact with the staffs of DDR&E and the 
Department of the Navy, as well as a joint meeting with a United Kingdom ASW panel under Dr. John Kendrew. 

Thus, we believe that we have examined the relevant technical areas. We have benefited greatly by our contacts 
with naval personnel and by the work of other technical groups. Although we were able to visit many naval 
establishments and to examine much equipment firsthand, we were not able to do so to the extent that we would 
have liked and have instead had to rely to a great extent on the available technical data. We believe that the 
available data have been provided by the Department of Defense and the Navy; as we received these data we 
were gradually led to the conclusion that one of the primary weaknesses in our ASW program was the scarcity of 
technical and scientific personnel in positions which carried real management responsibility and/or authority. 

In this report, the technical material and supporting arguments are to be found in Sections III through VII; 
conclusions and recommendations are contained in each of these sections; however, the major ones have been 
extracted and are to be found in the summary section (Part II). A first reading of the material should include at 
least Parts II and III. 

II. SUMMARY 

A. The Submarine Threat 

The submarine threat to the United States is very substantial and will remain so indefinitely. As a measure of its 
intensity, we can note that the Soviet Union has a fleet of approximately 350 long range submarines of which 40 
are nuclear and 310 conventional; that China has already built one and will probably build more copies of the 
Soviet diesel-electric G-class submarine which is capable of firing short range ballistic missiles while 
surfaced; and that such lesser powers as Indonesia and Egypt have been given Soviet submarines and 
can, therefore, pose a threat to elements of our naval forces in limited wars. Without question, 
submarines will with time become available to more and more nations perhaps including South American 
nations. 

We found it useful to classify the submarine threat in the following important categories: 

1. Submarines carrying nuclear weapons which can be used against CONUS by the Soviet Union now and by 
China in perhaps five years, as a deterrent force. 

2. USSR submarines which would be used against our Naval forces (i.e., carrier and amphibious landing force) 
and against merchant shipping which might be carrying out theater support in a limited war. 

3. Submarines of small powers which might be used as in para 2. Although we do not have detailed knowledge of 
the technical characteristics of the newer Soviet submarines, we have some quantitative data to support the 
conclusion that, with the possible exception of the most recent classes whose acoustic characteristics are not well 
known, current Soviet submarines are relatively noisy--except, of course, when they work on battery. In addition, 
nuclear submarines may possess a very small separate machinery plant to allow long endurance "creep" 
operation at reduced noise level. This does not mean that the Soviets may not now be developing relatively quiet 
nuclear subs, as we have done, or even fuel-cell powered quiet submarines. In fact, it is hard for us to assume 
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otherwise since the Soviets certainly have the technical capability to do so and they are surely aware of the fact 
that noise is a key weakness in their subs. 

B. Our Capability 

Our capability in ASW depends on a composite of sensors, ordnance, platforms to carry the sensors and 
ordnance, and tactics for their utilization. The sensors which are used for detection and classification, location, 
and tracking of submarines include active and passive sonar, MAD, radar, and even visual sighting. These 
sensors must work in the open ocean, which is a complex medium with poorly determined properties that vary 
with both time and location. The platforms in which the sensors are installed include surface ships, submarines, 
fixed-wing aircraft, helicopters, sonobuoys, as well as fixed platforms in our coastal water and other critical areas. 
The effectiveness of each element, or combination of elements, of course, also depends strongly on the technical 
characteristics and the tactics of the enemy submarines. 

No one device or tactic plays a predominant role in our capability to detect, classify, locate and kill enemy 
submarines, and our capability is indeed a result of the combined use of the elements which make up our ASW 
forces. We do not foresee at this time any single new invention, development, or discovery which would by itself 
drastically alter this interdependence. The Panel does recognize that if large surface-effect naval vessels such as 
the Captured Air Bubble (CAB) ship could be successfully developed, they would, because of their great speed, 
be substantially less vulnerable to submarines than present types of vessels. It also recognizes that a reduction in 
the noise output of USSR submarines would greatly reduce our over-all effectiveness, but would affect the 
elements of our ASW forces differentially to different degrees. 

Assessing our ASW capability for various threats is an extremely difficult task. It cannot be done convincingly by 
combining in a simple way the performance capability of each of the many elements that make up our ASW 
forces. It must depend in good part on empirical data from imaginatively and carefully designed naval tests and 
exercises. These are costly and difficult to design, execute and evaluate, but are nevertheless essential if we are 
to have any confidence in any assessment of our ASW capability. Although efforts to test and evaluate our ASW 
forces have been greatly expanded in the past two years, and the quality of the at-sea exercises shows 
continuing improvement, much still needs to be done in this very difficult aspect of ASW. As a result, we are now 
in the position that any such assessments are largely based on incomplete, inconsistent and fragmentary data; 
and any reliable quantitative assessments of our over-all capability is virtually impossible at this time. 

Quantitative evaluation is fundamental not only in assessing our over-all capability, but also in assessing the 
desirability of various courses of action at all levels in the ASW program, from exploratory development, to 
component selection, to force design and procurement, to the selection of tactics and ASW strategy. Unless the 
marked improvement in this area which we have observed over the past two years continues and is expanded, 
we shall be forced to continue to rely too heavily on judgment in areas in which the rapidity of technological 
advance has provided opportunities and problems well beyond the scope of past military experience. Although the 
design, execution and evaluation of appropriate analytical studies, naval tests and exercises are difficult, they 
must be pursued with increased vigor. 

In assessing our capabilities, we note that some of the individual components of our ASW forces, such as nuclear 
powered submarines (SSNs), are clearly qualitatively superior to their Soviet counterparts. We are impressed by 
the dedication and general quality of the officers in our ASW forces. These forces can clearly cope with the 
existing submarine threat from any of the smaller nations, although not without some losses. We note also that 
the Navy has carried out successfully numerous difficult intelligence missions, using components of the ASW 
forces, but the analysis of our ASW capabilities against the Soviet threat is still a complex problem. We can, 
however, say that our currently programmed (5 year) ASW forces would have extreme difficulty in denying to the 
Soviet Union a submarine-launched nuclear second strike capability which is a substantial augmentation of their 
land-based strategic nuclear forces./4/ Our active ASW is not good enough and our detection net is too soft do 
this. 

/4/We note that since the publication of the draft of this report, greater emphasis has been devoted to the concept 
of [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] and more emphasis to the question of coercing the USSR 
through blockades at sea; neither of these changes in emphasis is evaluated in this report. [Footnote in the 
source text.] 

By addressing ourselves to the specific threat, we may be able to acquire the capability of denying the Chinese a 
credible nuclear deterrent as long as the Chinese deterrent is based solely on a few G-class subs with short-
range missiles aimed at West Coast targets. A detailed study of this threat and of possible techniques to 
counteract it is clearly warranted. 
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Although we believe that being prepared for an all-out non-nuclear war in Europe in the style of World War II may 
be somewhat unrealistic, we emphasize that in most of the information provided to the Panel, a large fraction (1/2 
to 1/3) of currently programmed ASW forces was justified primarily for this purpose. Nevertheless, our capability is 
poor to protect against substantial loss in sustained conveying of groups of 50 to 150 slow merchant ships in the 
face of a concerted attack by a Soviet submarine force. The fact that the Navy was unable to present to the Panel 
a current carefully-thought-out and realistic convoy doctrine or policy (and probably has an insufficient number of 
torpedoes if the USSR uses countermeasures) is symptomatic of the uncertainty even the Navy has in this matter. 

Regarding the protection of carriers, amphibious forces and replenishment groups against the USSR submarine 
force, we appear to be placing a great deal of reliance on the effectiveness of the SQS-26 sonar used in bottom-
bounce and convergence zone modes. Our limited (and inadequate) collection of oceanographic data does not 
support confidence in the bottom-bounce and convergence zone operations over large areas of the oceans and 
this leads us to doubt that detection will be achieved with a consistency sufficient to permit effective escort 
protection in many of the situations postulated for its use. Moreover, we believe that the potential effectiveness of 
our SSN/SS barriers has been overestimated, principally because enemy attacks, variations in enemy tactics, and 
even simple torpedo countermeasures have not been realistically assessed. Thus, we conclude that our carriers, 
amphibious forces, and replenishment groups are likely to be much more vulnerable to submarine attack, either 
by the USSR or by the smaller nations possessing USSR submarines, than has been stated in Memoranda to the 
President and presentations to the Congress on the basis of the Official Navy Study Cyclops II. In the case of 
small nations, for which submarine effectiveness is alleged to be very poor because of the inexperience of native 
crews, we note in particular that identification of the nation to which a W-class submarine belongs poses difficult 
technical and political problems and that the operational readiness of these submarines could rapidly be 
enhanced through appropriate use of "volunteer" crews. 

C. ASW Expenditures 

Considering the total submarine threat to the U.S., the very costly, but, in our view, inefficient program we mount 
to counter the important categories of the threat, and considering the high cost and low effectiveness of adding to 
our force structure many of the platforms, devices, techniques, etc., now being considered by the Navy, we 
conclude that some portion of the budget originally planned for the further operation and acquisition of present 
types of systems should be re-allocated to improvement programs to increase those systems substantially in 
effectiveness from their present marginal levels. Many of these systems, in fact, have considerable potential for 
improvement. Further acquisition of larger numbers of marginal or ineffective systems would provide far less ASW 
defense for our dollar than will such improvement programs. 

D. ASW As A Systems Problem 

The structuring and utilization of the various elements in our ASW forces constitute a systems problem in its most 
challenging form. The interdependence of the elements with each other must be appreciated and accounted for. 
Major commitments either for development or deployment in any one area must be made in the light of an 
assessment of the net contribution of each element to the over-all system. We cannot afford to neglect systems 
analysis and management here, even though they are far more difficult than in the strategic military areas where 
they have been very effectively utilized. On the contrary, because of the greater complexities and the greater 
number of subtleties involved, it seems to us that an over-all systems approach to ASW would be more fruitful, 
would reduce unnecessary duplication and redundancy, and could provide more insight than it does in those 
areas where it is more easily applied. How else can we possibly measure the increase in effectiveness we get for 
each dollar spent in ASW, or even the relative value of investing in different elements of our ASW forces, or the 
priority which we should assign to different development projects? 

E. ASW Management 

The responsibility for ASW in the Navy now is diffused through the many bureaus, laboratories, etc., in the Navy, 
and we find little evidence of effective testing, analysis, evaluation or decision-making concerning our over-all 
ASW forces. Rather, we have the impression that our ASW posture is largely a residue of tradition, of history, and 
of considerations of "balanced forces" rather than response to the realities of the current and projected threat and 
the current and projected technology. It is quite natural that past history, tradition, and internal forces within the 
Navy would have strong influences, but they cannot be allowed to overwhelm whatever hard data, analysis, test 
results, etc., one can bring to bear on the problem. Clearly, the Navy recognizes its dilemma and has tried in the 
last year to focus much of the responsibility for ASW in two newly created positions: the Director of ASW 
Programs under the Chief of Naval Operations, and the Manager of ASW Systems Projects under the Chief of 
Naval Materiel. Although we support these actions as steps in the right direction, we consider them inadequate to 
cope with the problem in spite of the obvious competence, dedication, and serious intent of the individuals chosen 
to occupy these positions. The new offices do eliminate in part the excessively piecemeal approach of the old 
organization, but they seem to have inadequate technical staff and insufficient line authority and responsibility in 
ASW. 
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We conclude that the Navy is not yet organized to maximize its ASW capability, and that to do so would require a 
major reorganization which would recognize and treat ASW as a technical system and provide greater 
management focus for responsibility and authority. In order to achieve marked improvements in our ASW 
effectiveness per dollar spent, there must be a high-level organizational element within the Navy with a strong 
technical staff which would have the responsibility for examining all the elements of ASW and their 
interrelationship, and would also have the authority to control the major portion of the resources allocated to ASW. 
It would be only too easy simply to recommend a Polaris type management system for handling ASW. But we 
recognize that the ASW problem is characterized more by its differences than by its similarities to the Polaris 
system. We do, however, recommend that the Department of Defense develop a management system for ASW 
which will have the substance and authority that the Special Projects Office had; but this will evidently require 
more effort and more technically competent people to manage adequately this more complex and more varied 
field. 

F. Major Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. General. 

The Panel has heard the Navy on a number of occasions on matters relating to the rationale underlying force 
level development, threat and desired capabilities of Naval forces. The Panel was convinced that the information 
that was presented to it was inadequate and that the rationale underlying the development of forces has not been 
adequately developed. In its deliberations the Panel has arrived at a number of conclusions in this area that do 
not coincide with those of the Navy, and strongly believes that the Navy should devote much greater efforts to the 
development of a rationale for the employment of ASW forces and of justification for its development and 
procurement programs. 

Our primary general conclusion is that our over-all ASW capability is very poor in relation to what we should 
expect from a program which costs the nation approximately $3B per year. The principal reason seems to us to 
be an inability to take full advantage of technical opportunities available to us, which is directly traceable to 
management policy which in effect gives excessive emphasis to quantity, to the relative neglect of quality 
(technical performance, availability, reliability, ease of maintenance, etc.) in force development. This is reflected 
most clearly in a relative lack of effective operational tests and evaluation of components and systems, and hence 
in a lack of a realistic factual basis on which decisions might be based. This is further reflected in a collection of 
components that are not well matched, or capabilities for individual components that are clearly out of phase. 
(The mismatch between destroyer sonar detection ranges, fire control accuracy, and weapon acquisition range is 
one example. Another is the lack of balance between torpedo countermeasures capability, which is practically 
nonexistent, and other characteristics of torpedoes such as range, lock-on range, etc., which have been 
continually improved. Another is the lack of balance between sonobuoy detection capability, which utilizes narrow 
band spectral analysis (LOFAR) of low frequency line structures, but is not directional, and correlation analysis 
using sonobuoy (CODAR) localization which depends on broad band noise with average higher frequencies and 
hence much greater attenuation. A final example is the great emphasis placed on anti-submarine torpedoes and 
the relative lack of effort on anti-shipping or anti-surface ship torpedoes.) These deficiencies will not be corrected 
by further procurement of the present systems. Thus, the Panel does not endorse several major components of 
the present ASW procurement program, and instead, concludes that a major effort should be made to improve the 
quality of our ASW posture rather than increase the numbers of those components that are often inadequate to 
their mission./5/ An increase in the numbers of such components over the next five years at the proposed rate 
means only a modest increase in total numbers, but it is questionable whether this will correspond to an 
equivalent increase in over-all effectiveness. However, the institution of several major developmental programs 
over the next five years is almost certain to lead to a very major improvement in our ASW capabilities in the 
period five to fifteen years from now, provided that these programs are well executed. 

/5/The Panel is aware that current budgeting procedures result in R&D and procurement programs being 
considered quite separately, but believes this to be unwise, especially for systems which are not normally 
replaced over an interval of from 15 to 20 years. [Footnote in the source text.] 

In adopting this conclusion, the Panel recognizes that over the next five years major improvements in our ASW 
posture can come about only as the result of improving the presently-existing components. In addition, the 
proposed developmental programs, if they are to be properly executed, will require a major reorganization in the 
management of ASW. 

In concluding that many of the proposed increases or replacements in present ASW forces are not justified, the 
Panel examined the threat, with the results which follow: 

a. General War with USSR. The Panel recognizes the capability of the USSR to use surface-launched ballistic 
missiles (SLBM) and surface-launched cruise missiles (SLCM) in an attack on the Continental United States 
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(CONUS). The limited size of such attacks, plus the possibility of early detection and warning, reduce the 
attractiveness to the USSR of this as a first strike alternative. The USSR SLBM and SLCM's could be used in a 
second strike as a follow-on to their first strike or in the event of a first strike by the U.S. Our present ASW forces 
might detect the build-up for a first strike, but have a limited capability for interdicting one. The U.S. capability 
would diminish and could become largely ineffective in the event the Soviets elected to use such submarine 
forces as a second strike. A numerical build-up of our SSN and DE-1052 destroyer forces over the next five years 
would lead to only minor improvements in both our capability to detect or interdict. 

b. Non-nuclear War with USSR. The Panel believes that the large number of Soviet submarines would lead to 
very large U.S. and allied shipping losses during the early months of such a war--perhaps sufficiently great to 
materially reduce the effectiveness of allied ground forces, though the Panel has not examined this point in detail. 
An increase in the number of ASW components could possibly produce a proportional decrease in shipping 
losses in convoys, but the Panel believes that alternative tactics to convoy operations could also decrease such 
losses. 

c. General War with Communist China. The Panel believes that the Chinese Communists could deploy in five 
years a small number of missile-carrying submarines which would pose a threat to West Coast cities and act as a 
deterrent against our use of nuclear weapons. While such a threat is not decisive, it does provide China with a 
negotiating tool. The Panel believes that development of [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] 
techniques may effectively neutralize this threat. The development of [less than 1 line of source text not 
declassified] tactics will require extensive operational tests. Success in these tests should lead to increased 
consideration of a forward Sound Surveillance System (SOSUS) and to the development of special [less than 1 
line of source text not declassified] aids. 

d. Limited War. The Panel concludes that there is a definite threat to carrier task forces and to amphibious forces 
in limited war situation. Such forces are vulnerable primarily because of inadequate sensors. 

In view of these considerations, the Panel recommends acceleration in certain development programs, changes 
in the organization of the R&D program, and reduction in several procurement (or replacement) programs. 

[Here follow Sections (or Parts) III-VII.) 

  

 

 

 

 

130. Memorandum From Spurgeon Keeny of the National Security Council Staff to the President's Special 
Assistant (Rostow)/1/ 

Washington, May 31, 1966. 

/1/Source: Johnson Library, National Security File, Intelligence File, TKH Jan.-July 1966, Box 1. Top Secret; 
[codeword not declassified]. An attached undated note from Bromley Smith to Rostow notes that this statement 
on Soviet ABMs also affected the ACDA proposal Rostow had spoken about that morning. Smith added that the 
President's attention should be directed to this data during the preparation of the military budget. 

SUBJECT 
CIA Intelligence Report on the Status of the Anti-Missile Defense System for Moscow 

Bromley Smith asked that I prepare a note for you commenting on the attached report which summarizes the 
current status of our knowledge of the anti-missile defense system in the Moscow area since he felt it might have 
considerable impact on our own military planning. 

This is not a new development. Information on this system has been accumulating for several years. There has 
been agreement in the intelligence community for over a year and a half that it was almost certainly intended for 
some sort of anti-ballistic missile defense and that it was probably based on the use of relatively high-yield 
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weapons for exoatmospheric defense. The principal new piece of information reported in the memorandum is that 
the Soviets are now beginning to construct missile launchers, probably for the Galosh missile, at several of the 
radar sites associated with this system. This move had been anticipated for several months since launchers were 
observed under construction at the prototype installation at the Sary Shagan anti-missile development center. 

The central question is how effective the Moscow ballistic missile defense would be against US strategic missiles 
in the late 1960s and early 1970s when it would presumably be fully operational. While it is impossible to give a 
precise answer to this question since we can only guess how the Moscow system would operate, I think it is 
possible to make some significant general observations on the system's capabilities that indicate quite 
persuasively that by itself the Moscow system would not be particularly effective even in the defense of Moscow 
and would have only a small perturbation on our over-all war plans. 

1. Physical Vulnerability. The Moscow system is extremely soft and hence highly vulnerable to a well-planned 
large-scale attack. It appears to depend for early warning and initial tracking on the Hen House radars located at 
Olenegorsk in northern Murmansk and Skrunda on the Baltic coast. Both of these radars are very soft and 
essentially undefended. The large Dog House radar at Moscow, which may be back-up early warning and 
tracking radars for the system, and the radars at the triads which probably do the final tracking of the incoming 
missile and the tracking of the defensive missiles are also extremely soft. Finally, the defensive missiles will fire 
from exposed above-ground launchers. 

2. Penetrability. By the 1969-70 period our programmed penetration aids for Minuteman-Polaris will probably be 
very effective against a Moscow-type system (high altitude intercept). By dispensing chaff and decoys, each 
missile will present the defense with some 7 to 21 separate re-entering targets even when very high-yield 
warheads are employed. Hence, a very small number of our offensive missiles would probably overwhelm the 
system. 

3. Fire Power. The Moscow system will not have a high rate of fire. So far, we see only some 64 missile launchers 
under construction. When the entire projected deployment of 8 double triads is completed (some of this is not yet 
really started), the total system would consist of only 128 launchers. This is very small compared to the 
requirements of a really effective ABM system and the Soviet threats McNamara has hypothesized in his US force 
level projections. For example, in his Memorandum for the President in connection with the FY-1967 budget for 
strategic offensive-defensive forces,/2/ McNamara examined a worst-possible Soviet threat in the early 70's in 
connection with the decision to initiate deployment of the Poseidon missile to increase the fire power of the 
Polaris submarine fleet. In this analysis he assumed that the Soviets put MIRVs (multiple independent re-entry 
vehicles) on enough of their ICBM force to completely eliminate our Minuteman force in a pre-emptive strike. (I 
would note that there is no evidence that the Soviets have done anything leading towards a MIRV capability.) 
McNamara also assumed that our penetration aids programs would all fail catastrophically and that aircraft would 
be unable to inflict any damage on the Soviet Union because of SAM defenses. He then assumed that the Soviets 
would deploy 4,500 exoatmospheric ABM interceptors which could effectively engage 3,000 separate incoming 
targets. Even in the face of this concatenation of extreme threat assumptions, he concluded that with the added 
fire power of Poseidon we would still be able to approximate the amount of damage required to meet his criteria of 
assured destruction. 

/2/For a draft, see Document 103. 

Although it is not discussed in the attached document, the big area of disagreement about Soviet ABM 
capabilities in the intelligence community is over the functional identity of the so-called Leningrad-Tallinn system 
which has been suspected, particularly by DIA, as being a possible ABM system. This system is now being 
deployed at a number of locations from the Baltic to the Urals. CIA is now almost certain that this system is in 
reality a long-range air defense system to supplement or replace the SA-2 system. DIA is now in the process of 
reevaluating their position on this system. I agree with CIA. 

In summary, there is nothing particularly new in the attached report. Although we are beginning to accumulate 
details that may indicate how the Soviet system actually works, we are fundamentally in the same position 
concerning Soviet capabilities and intentions in this area that we have been in for the last year or two. There is no 
question that the Soviets are interested in ABMs and are undertaking at least a limited deployment at Moscow. 
We have not, however, seen real evidence of a massive national deployment or of a really effective system at 
Moscow by the standards we are now considering. 

In line with Bromley's concern, I believe that this information will not have any special impact on the DOD since 
they have already assumed much worse threats in their military planning. I also do not believe the information on 
the Moscow system will have any special impact on Congress since McNamara has already briefed the Congress 
on an estimated Soviet ABM threat that is, if anything, more extensive than the current facts indicate. (See 
attached extract from McNamara's classified testimony.)/3/ I would emphasize that the above views are my own. 
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They are based on what I think we have seen and not what the Soviets might do in the future. There is no agreed-
upon or disagreed-upon net evaluation within the US Government of the effectiveness of the Soviet ABM system 
and our ability to penetrate it. To correct this situation, Bob McNamara has just (May 21) directed Johnny Foster 
(DDR&E) to prepare such a study,/4/ working with the Services and cooperating with CIA and Don Hornig's office. 
Although the organization of the study has not yet been worked out, Don Hornig and I together with some of our 
consultants, who are extremely well informed on this subject, will be involved in the review of the study. The study 
is now tentatively scheduled for completion on August 1, 1966. 

/3/Not printed; the excerpt is from McNamara's testimony on February 7 before the House Subcommittee on 
Defense Appropriations on the FY 1967-1971 Defense program and the FY 1967 Defense budget.  

/4/In this memorandum McNamara asked Foster to work with other Service Secretaries, the Director of Central 
Intelligence, and the President's Science Adviser in preparing an "authoritative report" on "the character, 
geographical deployment, and potential effectiveness, by year for each of the next five years, of the Soviet anti-
ballistic missile system" and "the capabilities of each of our major ballistic missile systems to penetrate the Soviet 
anti-ballistic missile system, by year for each of the next five years, and the level of confidence we can attach to 
these capability estimates." (Washington National Records Center, OSD Files: FRC 330 70 A 4662, 471.94 
Penetration 1966) 

Spurgeon  

  

Attachment 

Washington, May 18, 1966. 

INTELLIGENCE MEMORANDUM/5/ 

/5/Prepared by the Office of Current Intelligence and coordinated with OSI, OPR, and ONE. [Footnote in the 
source text.] 

USSR Pushing Ahead With Antimissile Defenses for Moscow 

Summary 

The Soviets are pushing ahead with deployment of antimissile defenses. Probable launch positions now are being 
constructed at one of the four ABM electronic sites which form an arc to the north and west of Moscow. The 
missile has not yet been identified. While there is no evidence of deployment elsewhere, the Soviets can be 
expected to extend ABM defenses to the same areas where the extensive deployment of new long-range surface-
to-air missile defenses is under way. 

  

131. National Intelligence Estimate/1/ 

NIE 11-4-66 

Washington, June 16, 1966. 

/1/Source: Johnson Library, National Security File, National Intelligence Estimates 11-65, USSR, Box 3. Secret; 
Controlled Dissem. A title page, prefatory note, and table of contents are not printed. According to the prefatory 
note, the CIA and the intelligence organizations of the Departments of State and Defense and the National 
Security Agency participated in the preparation of this estimate. Representatives of CIA, State Department, DIA, 
and NSA concurred; the AEC and FBI representatives abstained, the subject being outside their jurisdiction. 

MAIN TRENDS IN SOVIET MILITARY POLICY 

The Problem 
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To review significant developments in Soviet military thinking, policy, and programs, and to estimate main trends 
in Soviet military policies over the next five years or so. 

Scope 

This estimate assesses broad trends in Soviet military policy and doctrine. It does not attempt to recapitulate 
existing NIEs on Soviet strategic attack, strategic air and missile defense, and general purpose forces. Our most 
recent detailed estimates on the size, composition, and capabilities of these principal components and the 
supporting elements of the Soviet military forces are as follows: 

NIE 11-8-65: "Soviet Capabilities for Strategic Attack," dated 7 October 1965, Top Secret, Restricted Data 
(Limited Distribution). 

NIE 11-14-65: "Capabilities of Soviet General Purpose Forces," dated 21 October 1965, Secret. 

NIE 11-3-65: "Soviet Strategic Air and Missile Defenses," dated 18 November 1965, Top Secret./2/ 

/2/Documents 97, 98, and 106. 

Summary and Conclusions 

A. There has been no basic change in established Soviet military doctrine or force structure, but recent trends 
point to adjustments in Soviet defense policy. The present political leaders seem more attentive than was 
Khrushchev to professional military advice, and they have been willing to authorize increases in both defense 
expenditures and military manpower. Current military writings reveal a search for ways to broaden the options 
available to the USSR in the application of its military power. (Paras. l-5) 

B. The Soviets retain their belief in the primacy of strategic attack and defense forces, both for deterrence and for 
foreign policy support. In addition, however, they now show increasing interest in improving the capabilities of 
their general purpose forces to meet contingencies short of general nuclear war. We believe this interest is in part 
responsive to past developments in US and NATO capabilities and to US advocacy of flexible response. 
Additional factors include the tensions arising from the Vietnam war and the resulting US military buildup, as well 
as Chinese hostility towards the USSR. (Paras. 6, 7, 12-14) 

C. A sharp increase in Soviet defense expenditures is evidently to occur this year. We attribute it primarily to 
planned expansion in military R and D and to the cost of long lead-time deployment programs for strategic 
systems which were authorized in previous years. It probably also stems in part from some recent increase in 
operating costs, including military manpower. The Soviet leaders have probably authorized further growth in 
military and space expenditures during the 1966-1970 Five Year Plan period. We believe, however, that in the 
interests of their ambitious economic programs they will seek to limit the growth in defense spending to no more 
than the average rate of growth in GNP. (Paras. 3, 4, 17-22) 

D. The Soviet leaders probably expect to achieve a substantial improvement in their strategic position vis-a-vis 
the US during the next several years. Chief among their current strategic attack programs is the rapid deployment 
of ICBMs in dispersed and hardened silos, which will add substantially to the survivability and retaliatory capability 
of the force. Major current air and missile defense programs include improved means of warning and control, 
better defenses against aircraft and aerodynamic missiles, and what we believe to be ABM defenses under 
construction. Through these and other programs, we think the Soviets are working to alleviate their present 
strategic inferiority, and to gain greater assurance of deterring the US in the various crises and confrontations 
they must allow for as they contemplate possible developments in the world situation./3/ (Paras. 26, 30, 31, 36) 

/3/Colonel Harry O. Patteson, for the Assistant Chief of Staff Intelligence, USAF, would add the following 
sentence to this paragraph: 

The intensity with which the USSR is pursuing a massive military research and development program--the 
specific content and progress of which are not clearly known to the US--could portend far more than an intent 
merely to strengthen Soviet deterrent posture and could well be aimed at attainment of a strategic military position 
which the US would recognize as providing the USSR with a credible first strike damage limiting capability as well 
as an assured destruction force. [Footnote in the source text.] 

E. The past restructuring of Soviet theater forces for general nuclear war has resulted in certain characteristics 
which could be serious handicaps in non-nuclear warfare, particularly if at all prolonged. We estimate that the 
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Soviets will undertake gradual improvements in their general purpose forces which will make them somewhat 
better suited than at present for conventional operations. Ground units will probably be provided with greater 
tactical mobility and improved combat and logistic support, becoming more quickly responsive and better able to 
engage in sustained combat. The Soviets will also maintain a large and versatile tactical air component. They will 
continue to expand their naval presence in the open oceans, and will acquire greater capabilities to move 
unopposed military forces to distant areas. The Soviets may regard improved general purpose forces as having 
increased relevance as their strategic capabilities grow, but we do not think they expect alterations in the strategic 
situation so great as to permit them to undertake substantially more aggressive courses of action./4/ (Paras. 32-
35, 37) 

/4/Colonel Harry O. Patteson, for the Assistant Chief of Staff Intelligence, USAF, believes the Soviet longer term 
goal is a combination of capabilities which would yield a credible first strike capability against US forces and thus 
permit substantially more aggressive courses of action. [Footnote in the source text.] 

F. Soviet military policy will continue to be heavily influenced by external developments. In recent years Soviet 
forces in the Sino-Soviet border area have been strengthened in minor ways, and we expect a gradual increase in 
Soviet military strength confronting China. In Eastern Europe the USSR continues to develop the forces of its 
Warsaw Pact allies, despite their increasing tendency to assert their independence. The USSR is thus far 
disposed toward caution with respect to the present weakening of NATO, perhaps because of concern over the 
possible loosening of constraints on a revival of independent German power. But the Soviets weigh the adequacy 
of their military programs primarily against US capabilities, and they will continue to be sensitive to major new 
developments in US military policy and forces. (Paras. 8-11, 14) 

G. Within the USSR, a high level of effort in military R and D will almost certainly be continued, despite resource 
allocation problems. The Soviets probably regard such an effort as imperative in order to prevent the US from 
gaining a technological advantage and also to gain, if possible, some advantage for themselves, but in deciding to 
deploy any new weapon system they would have to weigh the prospective gain against the economic costs and 
the capabilities of the US to counter it. (Paras. 15, 23) 

H. We do not expect that Soviet military forces will come to be structured according to some quite new and clear-
cut strategic doctrine. This will almost certainly be prevented by such factors as the momentum of existing 
programs, the multiplicity of claims on resources, and the differing views of various groups as to priorities. (Para. 
5) 

[Here follows the Discussion section (pages 5-16).] 
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Department of State 

Washington, DC 

 

 

295. Intelligence Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency/1/  

No. 0830/66  

Washington, May 28, 1966.  

/1/Source: Johnson Library, National Security File, Country File, United Arab 

Republic, Vol. IV. Secret; No Foreign Dissem; No Dissem Abroad; Controlled 

Dissem/Background Use Only. A note in the source text states that the memorandum 

was prepared by the Office of Current Intelligence in the CIA Directorate of 

Intelligence and coordinated with ORR and ONE.  

EGYPTIAN-SOVIET RELATIONS  

Summary  

Egypt and the USSR may be moving toward a period of closer cooperation in the 

pursuit of their common objectives in the Arab world. Nasir's reviving antagonism 

toward conservative and moderate Arab leaders, his concurrent tendency to try to 

unify "progressive and revolutionary" Arab forces, and his renewed hostility toward 

US and British policy in the Middle East have almost certainly increased his 

readiness to collaborate with Moscow. Moscow's present leadership will be 

cautiously receptive to opportunities Nasir may offer for extending Soviet influence in 

the area. They already appear to be preparing to work somewhat more closely with 

him than in the past in espousing his kind of Arab nationalism, socialism, and 
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opposition to Western influence. There are, however, definite limitations on such 

cooperation well-recognized by both sides.  

[Here follow 17 paragraphs of more detailed discussion.]  
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