Organization and
Management of U.S. Foreign
Policy, 1969-1972

The NSC System

1. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs-Designate (Kissinger) to
President-Elect Nixon'

December 27, 1968.

SUBJECT

Memorandum on a New NSC System

The attached memo (Tab A) outlines my ideas for organizing the
NSC and my own staff. It is based on extensive conversations with a
number of people—particularly General Goodpaster, who agrees with
my recommendations.

I apologize for its length, but the decisions you make on the is-
sues raised here will have an important effect on how we function in
the field of foreign affairs in the years ahead. I thought, therefore, that

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central
Files, Subject Files, Executive FG 6-6. No classification marking. A handwritten annota-
tion on page one of the memorandum reads: “12-27-68 (Taken by HAK to Florida for
12/30 meeting with RMN), approved by RMN 12/30/68.” In White House Years, pp.
41-47, Kissinger recounted the formulation of this memorandum, the subsequent debate
over its merits, and Nixon’s hesitation at implementing it. Kissinger stated that Nixon
approved the memorandum on December 27, before meeting with Rogers, Laird, and
Kissinger to discuss it on December 28 at Key Biscayne. (Ibid., p. 44) Roger Morris, an
NSC staff member from 1967 to 1970, discussed how the memorandum took shape in
Uncertain Greatness: Henry Kissinger and American Foreign Policy (New York: Harper &
Row, 1977), pp. 77-90. Morris credited Morton Halperin with drafting the plan proposed
in the memorandum. The Department of State drafted revisions in the memorandum
which, in addition to Document 4, are in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Deci-
sion Memoranda, NSDM 1; and in the National Archives, RG 59, Pedersen Files: Lot 75
D 229, NSC.

% Four memoranda on national security organization prepared by Goodpaster and
forwarded to Kissinger on December 15 are ibid., Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 1, Gen Goodpaster.
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it would be best for you to have as full a description as possible of
what General Goodpaster and I have in mind.

We would like a chance to discuss the memo with you after you
have gone over it.

At Tab B are outline summaries, plus action recommendations,
covering each of the subsections of the basic paper.®

Tab A

Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs-Designate (Kissinger) to
President-Elect Nixon

SUBJECT

Proposal for a New National Security Council System
This memorandum:

—examines current procedures for making national security deci-
sions, and contrasts them with those of the Eisenhower Administration;

—recommends new NSC procedures to insure orderly decision
making;

—makes proposals regarding my own staff;

—lists the major issues which will require early consideration by
the National Security Council, and suggests the focus and timing for
papers on these.

Current Practice

The Johnson Administration’s key decision-making body is the so-
called “Tuesday Lunch” of the President and his principal advisers.*
The lunch group meets without a formal agenda and without any for-
mal followup. Decisions are conveyed orally to the Departments, with
frequent uncertainty about precisely what was decided.

A National Security Action Memorandum (NSAM) is sometimes
issued by the President or his Special Assistant informing the bureau-
cracy of a Presidential decision, but the NSAM almost never provides

3 Attached but not printed. Nixon indicated his approval of each of the action rec-
ommendations, but he crossed out the listing of the DCI as member of the NSC Review
Group and wrote “no” next to it. In White House Years, p. 44, Kissinger stated that Nixon's
only change was to remove the DCI from the National Security Council. The original ac-
tion recommendations with Nixon’s markings and initials in blue ink are in the National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H-209, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 1.

4 Attendance has varied, but recently the membership has included the Secretary
of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Director of Central Intelligence, the Chairman, Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and the Special Assistant for National Security Affairs. [Footnote in the
source text.]
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any rationale for the decision. While the National Security Council
meets from time to time, its principal function is an educational one,
i.e., general review of a major issue. In recent years the NSC has not
been used as a decision-making instrument.

The major strength of the existing system is its flexibility and the
speed with which decisions can be made. The absence of formal staffing
for the Tuesday lunch, for example, permits a free and frank discus-
sion unencumbered by a large group of second-level staff, but the dis-
cussants are frequently inadequately briefed and often unfamiliar with
the nuances of the issue before them. Because the principals meet with-
out the benefit of staff or previous staff study, there is no guarantee
that all the relevant alternatives are considered, or that all the inter-
ested parties within the government have a chance to state their views.
Since there is no systematic follow-up, it is often unclear exactly what
has been decided or why. Nor is there any formal method for assuring
that decisions are adequately implemented.’

Eisenhower Procedures

The NSC met frequently during the Eisenhower Administration.
Participants had the benefit of fully staffed papers, and a systematic
effort was made to give all interested parties a hearing.

A Planning Board (chaired by the Special Assistant to the Presi-
dent, and with representatives from the agencies represented on the
NSC) met frequently to review all papers going to the NSC. The Spe-
cial Assistant for NSC Affairs prepared the agenda for the NSC meet-
ing, summed up the positions taken by the participants, and presented
a decision document to the President for approval after the meeting.
Implementation of NSC based decisions was the responsibility of the
Operations Coordinating Board.

If there is any criticism to make of this system it is that its very
formality tended to demand too much of the principals” time, while
giving insufficient priority to issues of primary Presidential concern.

The present task is to combine the best features of the two sys-
tems; to develop a structure, using the NSC, which will provide the
President and his top advisers with:

—all the realistic alternatives;
—the costs and benefits of each;
—the views and recommendations of all interested agencies.

5In a conversation with three journalists on July 29, 1971, Kissinger commented
that the Johnson administration “had a different style from ours. They were a raucous
group: fighting, lively, quite a contrast to the order in our Administration. Their Tues-
day lunches were chaos.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Box 1025, President/HAK Memcons, Memcon—Henry Kissinger, Henry Grunwald,
Hugh Sidney, and Jerry Schecter, Jul. 29, 1971)
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The procedures outlined below will, I believe, permit us to reach
these goals, while avoiding the dangers of compromise and indecision
which can result from an excessively formal system.

I. NATIONAL SECURITY STRUCTURE

A. The National Security Council. The National Security Council
should be the principal forum for issues requiring interagency coordi-
nation, especially where Presidential decisions of a middle and long-
range nature are involved. It should meet regularly, and discussion
should be limited to agenda subjects. The Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs—at the direction of the President and in con-
sultation with the Secretary of State—should be responsible for deter-
mining the agenda and ensuring that the necessary papers are pre-
pared—normally by the responsible departments. The NSC staff should
assist by synthesizing and sharply defining the options, and occasion-
ally by providing an independent staff study. To keep the meetings
small, only principals should attend (with the possible exception of the
Under Secretary of State).

The NSC should consider middle and long-range policy issues as
well as current crises and immediate operational problems. By pro-
viding a forum for high-level discussion of planning papers, the NSC
can insure that senior officials consider the long-range implications of
policy choices.

NSC agenda papers should present a wide range of alternative
policy options that are politically and administratively feasible, and
should avoid the all-too-frequent practice of setting up extreme alter-
natives as straw men to the one course of action being urged.

The NSC should not be considered the sole forum for Presidential
discussion in the National Security field. The President will reserve the
option of constituting subcommittees for the expeditious handling of
operational matters (with membership especially adapted to the par-
ticular issue).

B. National Security Council Review Group. An NSC Review Group
would examine papers prior to their consideration by the NSC, unless
the Secretary of State and the Assistant to the President deem it un-
necessary. Its role would be to frame the issues to be decided by the
NSC, not to achieve a compromise or consensus which hides alterna-
tives. The Group will also assign action to Regional or Ad Hoc groups,
as appropriate.

Membership in the Group would vary depending on the issue, but
would include:

—the Assistant to the President (Chairman);
—the senior State Department and Defense Department official be-
low the Secretary actively concerned with NSC matters;



The NSC System 5

—the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff or his representative;

—the Director of the CIA or his representative;

—the Directors (or their representatives) of other agencies such as
AID, USIA or ACDA when appropriate.

The Review Group would examine papers prepared for the NSC
to be sure that: (1) they are worthy of NSC attention; (2) all the rele-
vant alternatives are included; (3) the facts are accurately presented.

Issues that do not require Cabinet level discussion or Presidential
decision will be referred by the NSC Review Committee to the NSC
Under Secretary’s Committee.

C. NSC Ad Hoc Under Secretary’s Committee. This Committee would
be composed of the Under Secretary of State (Chairman), the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, and the Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence (and other agencies where appropriate). It
would deal with matters referred to it by the NSC Review Group, in-
cluding matters on which the IRG’s have not been able to agree but
which do not involve issues requiring Presidential decision or Cabinet-
level discussion.

D. Inter-Agency Regional Groups. The currently existing inter-agency
regional groups (IRG’s), chaired by the relevant Assistant Secretary of
State, should be reconstituted as sub-organs of the NSC. Membership
should generally include the agencies represented on the Review Group,
depending on the subject being considered. The IRG’s should perform
three functions: (1) discussion and decision on issues which can be set-
tled at the Assistant Secretary level, including issues arising out of the
implementation of NSC decisions; (2) preparation of policy papers for
consideration by the NSC, stating alternatives, their costs, and conse-
quences; (3) preparation of potential crises contingency papers for re-
view by the NSC. These papers should discuss what steps can be taken
to avoid the crisis, as well as actions planned during the crisis.

Note: The elaborated NSC machinery makes the continued func-
tioning of the existing Senior Inter-Departmental Group unnecessary.

E. Ad Hoc Working Groups. Where the problem is not geographic—
or is too important to be dealt with from a regional perspective—ad
hoc working groups should be used to develop policy alternatives for
consideration by the NSC. The make-up of the working group would
depend on the subject being studied. In cases where implementation
of policy is complicated or controversial, and inter-agency cooperation
is required, ad hoc groups might be charged with coordinating opera-
tions in support of policy.

E. Outside Consultants. The Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs should establish a roster of consultants who are ex-
perts on major issues. When appropriate, these consultants should par-
ticipate in groups preparing papers for NSC consideration.
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II. NATIONAL SECURITY PROCEDURE

A. NSC Memoranda. Two memoranda series should be established
to inform the departments and agencies of Presidential actions. In or-
der to avoid confusion, the current series of National Security Action
Memoranda (NSAMs) should be abolished and replaced by:

—National Security Decision Memoranda (NSDMs). NSDMs would
be used to report Presidential decisions (whether or not the result
of NSC meetings) when the President wants the agencies con-
cerned clearly to understand what he desires, and the reasons for his
decisions.

—National Security Study Memoranda (NSSMs). This series would
be used to direct that studies be undertaken of particular problems
(normally for NSC consideration).

Existing NSAMs should be examined prior to January 20 and di-
vided into three categories: (1) those which are out of date and should
be rescinded; (2) those which should continue in force; (3) those which
should be re-examined to determine whether they should be contin-
ued. NSAMs in the second category would be primarily annual deci-
sion documents which the President would review as a matter of course
during his first year. Those in the third category should continue in ef-
fect pending completion of the review. A NSDM should be issued on
January 21 indicating the status of all existing NSAMs.

B. Annual Review of the International Situation. The National Secu-
rity Council Staff, together with the relevant agencies, should prepare
for the President an annual review of the international situation simi-
lar to the annual economic message. This report, which would be sub-
mitted to the Congress, would permit a more extended discussion of
the President’s view of the international situation than is possible in
the State of the Union Message. The Review would:

—provide a regular framework for defining U.S. security interests
and programs to meet those interests;

—give the agencies an opportunity to assure high-level attention
to fundamental issues within an overaﬁ framework.

The Review would focus on world events over the past year and
set forth the President’s view of these events and our future goals. The
statement would include some of the material which over the past eight
years the Secretary of Defense has presented in his Annual Posture
Statement to the Congress, but it would not give the details of Defense
or other foreign policy budgets. The statement should normally be is-
sued in January.

III. NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL STAFF

The NSC Staff of the Assistant to the President would be divided
into three categories: (1) Assistants for Programs; (2) Operations Staff;
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(3) Planning Staff. The role of the Staff would be to provide a Presi-
dential perspective in programs, planning and operations. The Staff’s
job would be to see that the agencies do the initial work, using exist-
ing inter-agency mechanisms. Only in exceptional circumstances
would the NSC Staff prepare its own papers. The functions of each part
of the NSC Staff are described below.

A. Assistants for Programs would be responsible for the prepara-
tion of studies on the long-range implications of major policy issues
(e.g., Vietham, Middle East settlements, and alternative NATO strate-
gies). They would work with the appropriate Departments to provide
the President and the NSC with the relevant information and policy
options. After it has been decided that a problem will require one or a
series of Presidential decisions, responsibility would be assigned to one
of the Assistants for Programs. They would develop a strategy for get-
ting the necessary staff work done, and for bringing the issue to the
National Security Council in a timely and orderly fashion.

The Assistants for Programs would be charged with developing a
five-year perspective by helping the agencies to: (1) define middle-
range goals; (2) propose specific measures to achieve these goals. The
responsible Assistant would work with the group considering the is-
sue to insure that all relevant options were kept open. They would also
need to work closely with the NSC Operations Staff and Planning Staff
if the link between planning and operations is to be maintained.

B. The Operations Staff would consist of approximately five Senior
Members and a small number of Staff Assistants. Each Senior Staff
Member would be responsible for certain geographic regions and/or
functional activities. They would follow the day-to-day business of the
Departments, and would be responsible for bringing to the attention
of the Assistant to the President those matters which are of Presiden-
tial concern.

C. The Planning Staff would prepare the NSC agenda papers, syn-
thesizing agency papers and necessary back-up and follow-up papers.
It would undertake specific studies only when inter-agency studies
were unsatisfactory or undesirable. Consultants would be drawn upon
to work with the Planning Staff in developing options beyond those
developed in the Departments. The Planning Staff would also provide
back-up expertise for the Assistants for Programs.

Members of the Planning Staff would also be available to serve
as members of inter-agency study groups. Some of the members
of the Staff should be experts with particular skills; others should be
generalists.

The existence of this Staff and its access to consultants would en-
able the Assistant to the President and the President to receive pre-
liminary studies on complicated and controversial subjects without
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arousing concern within the Departments before the President had de-
cided what options he wanted to explore seriously.

D. The Military Assistant would help the Assistant to the President
in the development of Staff papers on the full range of military issues,
and would be available to provide him with judgments on military
questions. He would also assist in monitoring and assembling intelli-
gence materials.

IV. MAJOR POLICY ISSUES

This section lists issues which will require early attention by the
NSC, and suggests procedures to be used in developing alternatives.

A. High Priority Major Policy Issues. (These are the subjects which
will require early, high-level attention and for which alternative policy
papers should be available for prompt consideration by the NSC.)

1. Vietnam. The NSC Staff should prepare a paper (prior to Janu-
ary 20) listing alternative strategies, both in Vietnam and at Paris. The
alternatives should include diplomatic moves and military actions
which are mutually supporting. The paper should be sent to the rele-
vant Departments for their examination within two weeks after Janu-
ary 20 to insure that all the relevant alternatives are listed and that the
factual assertions are correct.

2. Middle East. An ad hoc working group should be asked to de-
velop a paper examining alternative approaches to the Arab-Israeli
problem. It should complete its report within one month.

3. Europe. European policy will require early consideration for sev-
eral reasons:

—A number of West European heads of government are almost
certain to request early meetings with the President (basic policy should
not be made by preparing talking papers for such meetings);

—Negotiations with the Germans on an arrangement to offset the
balance of payments costs of our troops in Germany are currently un-
derway. A decision will have to be made at an early date on whether
the talks should be continued, and, if so, on what position we should
take (these decisions should be taken in the context of an overall pol-
icy toward NATO);

—The French have been dropping hints of an interest in improv-
ing relations (our reaction to these probes should also be in the con-
text of an overall European policy).

A paper examining these and other problems of European policy
should be prepared by the NSC Staff, or by an Ad Hoc Working Group.

4. International Monetary Policy. An Ad Hoc Working Group,
chaired by the Under Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary Policy,
and including the Under Secretary or Assistant Secretary of State for
Economic Affairs, a representative of the Council of Economic Advi-
sors, and the responsible Assistant for Programs, should be asked to
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report to the NSC within two months on the basic issues and alterna-
tives of international monetary reform. The Group should also be
charged with overseeing on-going operational matters relating to in-
ternational monetary affairs.

5. Strategic Forces. As discussed with Secretary-designate Laird, the
NSC Staff will prepare—prior to January 20—a paper outlining issues
and alternative policies regarding strategic forces. The paper should be
sent to the relevant agencies for comment prior to review by the NSC.

6. Ad Hoc Working Group on U.S. Security Policy. A high-level inter-
agency group should examine the entire range of U.S. security policy.
(Since this issue relates intimately to our worldwide posture, it is too
crucial to be handled entirely as a Defense Department matter.) The ex-
amination should consider U.S. interests, threats to those interests,
and alternative security policies. The Working Group should be staffed
by the NSC staff, augmented by personnel from relevant agencies.
The Group should report to the NSC within six months following the
inauguration.

7. Contingency Planning. An Ad Hoc Working Group should be es-
tablished after January 20 to review existing inter-agency plans and
procedures for contingency planning on possible major trouble spots
(Berlin and the Middle East are especially crucial). The Group should
pay particular attention to the political impact of proposed military
moves, and the orchestration of political and military measures.

8. Japan. A number of issues in U.S.-Japanese relations will arise
during the next twelve months, and the Japanese Prime Minister is
likely to request a meeting in the fall. Therefore, an Ad Hoc Working
Group should be set up to examine the full range of U.S.-Japanese re-
lations (including the issue of the reversion of Okinawa, the future of
the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, U.S. bases in Japan, and U.S.-Japanese
economic relations).

9. AID Review. What is needed at this time is not a major research
effort,® but rather a concise, hard-headed consideration of issues (par-
ticularly the relationship between economic and political development)
and options. The task could be assigned to a small nongovernmental
group, or to an interagency Ad Hoc Working Group.

V. PROGRAM BUDGETING

Today, decisions on U.S. economic assistance, military assistance,
and U.S. troop levels in a given country are made separately—often in

© A Presidential Commission, chaired by James Perkins, has just completed a re-
port based on a year’s study. [Footnote in source text. Regarding this report, see Foreign
Relations, 1964-1968, volume IX, International Development and Economic Defense Pol-
icy; Commodities, Documents 79 and 145.]
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ignorance of what other agencies are doing in the country, and with-
out regard to their impact on our political and diplomatic posture. This
makes it impossible to relate budget choices to policy issues.

A series of program budgeting studies should be prepared on ma-
jor countries where important policy differences exist and we have pro-
grams involving large resource transfers. These studies will permit the
NSC to examine at one time our overall policy objectives and our
budget choices as they relate to key countries or regions.

A small, permanent inter-agency staff, manned by personnel sec-
onded from the relevant agencies but under the NSC, should be cre-
ated to do these studies. The staff should have overall responsibility
for their preparation and should provide technical advice on each. The
studies should be performed by Ad Hoc Groups made up of program
budgeting experts from the permanent staff and country specialists
from the relevant agencies. The results of the studies should provide a
basis for policy judgments, as well as for possible reallocation of funds
within the proposed FY-70 Budget and/or requests for supplemental
funds.

(A country program budget study on Korea is currently being pro-
duced by an inter-agency committee. The NSC should consider this
study at an early date as a pilot project. Program budgeting studies
might be requested, in addition, for Taiwan, Thailand, Greece, Brazil
and Ethiopia. This will get at least one study underway in each geo-
graphic region. Other countries can be added to the list at a later date.)

Henry A. Kissinger

2. Editorial Note

In his memoir, The Right Hand of Power, pages 513-514, U. Alexis
Johnson, who stepped down as Ambassador to Japan in mid-January
1969 to become Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs under Pres-
ident Nixon, recalled meeting Henry Kissinger at the Hotel Pierre in
New York City on the evening of January 5, 1969. Although the meet-
ing lasted only about 15 minutes, “that was long enough for me to see
that some rough roads lay ahead. Henry outlined his thoughts for wip-
ing out the SIG-IRG interdepartmental system General Taylor and I
had developed in 1966 that gave State broad responsibility for direct-
ing the interdepartmental work of the government in foreign affairs.
Henry intended to establish a system centered on the National Secu-
rity Council staff with himself as head. I had only two minutes to ex-
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postulate with Henry. As I was going down the elevator to get a cab
to the airport, I tried to brief Rogers and Richardson on the important
bureaucratic theology involved in the SIG-IRG as far as State was con-
cerned—an area with which, of course, they were entirely unfamiliar.
I brooded about this on my flight back, and as soon as I arrived in
Tokyo I sent a long back channel message to Richardson trying to ex-
plicate the issues involved and urging that he and the Secretary mount
the ramparts before January 20 against the Kissinger/NSC takeover of
State’s interdepartmental functions.” Johnson’s back channel message
to Richardson has not been found. The establishment of the SIG-IRG
system in 1966 and its operation through the close of 1968 are docu-
mented in Foreign Relations, 1964-1968, volume XXXIII, Organization
and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy; United Nations. For Johnson'’s
role in establishing the system, see Document 48.

3. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs-Designate (Kissinger) to
President-Elect Nixon'

January 7, 1969.

SUBJECT
NSC Procedures

The State Department has now begun to object to the NSC proce-
dures which you approved in Florida. (Bill Rogers had agreed to the
general outline in Key Biscayne, but now—in light of the objections of
his Foreign Service subordinates—wants to reserve judgment. Mel
Laird agrees with the memo I showed you—with one minor caveat.)

General Goodpaster and I will be discussing State’s objections with
you, but I thought you might want a brief summary of the arguments
for a State-centered system (Tab A) and the counter-arguments which
led Andy and me to recommend the system which you approved
(Tab B).

A delay in establishing the new NSC structure will mean a con-
comitant delay in getting down to business on the many serious for-
eign policy issues you will have to face in the opening months of your

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 1. Secret.
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administration. It would not be helpful to begin the Administration
with a bureaucratic disagreement—particularly since it would be over
an issue you had already decided at Key Biscayne.

Tab A

The Case for a State-Centered System

The Foreign Service arguments are as follows:

—The existing SIG/IRG mechanism makes the State Department
the executive agent of the President for the conduct of foreign policy.
This would be destroyed by instituting an NSC system such as you
approved.

—The interdepartmental machinery should be staffed by the State
Department. The leadership in defining the issues, formulating them,
and bringing them to the attention of the President should be taken by
the State Department. The committees do not vote; the State Depart-
ment decides, with other departments having the right to take dis-
agreements to the NSC.

—There is an organization in being (the Department of State)
staffed with experienced personnel, with geographical and functional
structures established to cover the various areas and issues which arise
in the conduct of foreign relations.

—If the Secretary is to pull together foreign policy positions, he
must have authority not only over the State Department, but over other
Departments as well. He, through the Under Secretary, and the other
Departments through their Under Secretaries, must review papers on
their way to the NSC to see that all options are adequately examined.
The NSC should act primarily as an appeal board when Departments
disagree.

—To the extent that there are limits to State’s ability to provide a
Presidential perspective, NSC staff members can participate in
SIG/IRG mechanisms without prejudice to the State Department’s
power of decision.

—Our Ambassadors are expected to coordinate policy and opera-
tions abroad. (Indeed, there is no realistic way to create another system
overseas.) Since the Ambassadors usually report directly to the State De-
partment, it is essential that the Department be similarly organized.

—The Foreign Service does not serve the State Department, but
the United States and is, in a real sense, the President’s staff—avoid-
ing the parochialism often seen elsewhere. To the degree that State is
parochial, this can be overcome as Department officers are forced to
work with other Departments in the SIG and IRGs.
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Tab B

Counter-Arguments

I. The State Department is unable to take the lead in managing in-
teragency affairs because:

—The staff is inadequate to the task of planning or of management.

—The Foreign Service, by training and background, is not capa-
ble of the planning you want. Their forte is in compromising differ-
ences, and avoiding a confrontation of conflicting points of view.

—Evidence of this is the Department’s consistent failure to utilize
its own Policy Planning Council adequately. Studies have been unre-
lated to real problems, have had no effect on policy, and have obfus-
cated rather than clarified alternatives.

—An attempt by State to dominate the other agencies would, over
time, make it the direct focus of Congressional attack, thus weakening
its position on the Hill.

—Senior officers within the Department must, to some degree, be-
come the advocates of their subordinates. As they do so, they repre-
sent parochial interests.

—The parochial interests of State and the Foreign Service are not
removed by simply describing themselves as the President’s men.

—When the State Department has attempted to manage operations—
as in Vietham—it has not worked and has had to be changed.

II. Protecting the President’s interests.

—The only way the President can ensure that all options are ex-
amined, and all the arguments fairly presented, is to have his own
people—responsive to him, accustomed to his style, and with a Presi-
dential rather than departmental perspective—oversee the preparation
of papers.

—If the President wants to control policy, he must control the pol-
icy making machinery.

III. The present system permits an adequate role for the State
Department.

—Issues may be raised in the interdepartmental groups, under the
chairmanship of the relevant Assistant Secretary.

—State is represented on the NSC Review Group.

—Issues may be sent from the Review Group to the Under Secre-
tary’s committee (chaired by the Under Secretary of State) when they
do not involve Presidential decision or Cabinet-level discussion.

—The proposed system gives State a larger role than it had under
John Foster Dulles. It can make of the system what it wants.
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Attachment?

January 6, 1969.

NSAM 341

Following are highlights of NSAM 341:°

—Reaffirms the Secretary of State’s “authority and responsibility
to the full extent permitted by law for the overall direction, coordina-
tion and supervision of interdepartmental activities of the United States
Government overseas.” (Military forces operating in the field are specif-
ically excluded from such activities.)

—Creates the Senior Interdepartmental Group (SIG), chaired by
the Under Secretary of State, “to assist the Secretary of State in dis-
charging his authority and responsibility for interdepartmental mat-
ters which cannot be dealt with adequately at lower levels . . .”*

—Creates Interdepartmental Regional Groups (IRG) for each geo-
graphical region of the Department of State, under the chairmanship
of the relevant Assistant Secretary of State.”

—The SIG and the IRGs are given “full powers of decision on all
matters within their purview, unless a member who does not concur
requests the referral of a matter to the decision of the next higher
authority.”

From the point of view of the Department of State, the most im-
portant aspect of NSAM 341 is its reaffirmation of the Secretary of
State’s position as primus inter pares on matters relating to the con-
duct of foreign affairs. The SIG/IRG system is looked upon as an im-
portant tool in carrying out this responsibility, but the delegation of re-
sponsibility itself is the essential ingredient of NSAM 341.

2 No classification marking.

3 For text of NSAM No. 341, see Foreign Relations, 1964-1968, volume XXXIII, Or-
ganization and Management of U.S. Foreign Policy; United Nations, Document 56.

4 Membership: Under Secretary of State, Executive Chairman; Deputy Secretary of
Defense; Administrator of the Agency for International Development; Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency; Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; Director of the US
Information Agency; and the Special Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs. (Other agencies may be invited by the Chairman.) [Footnote and ellipses in the
source text.]

® Membership: the regional Assistant Secretary of State, Executive Chairman; and
a designated representative from Defense, AID, CIA, JCS, USIA and the White House or
NSC staff. (Other agencies may be invited by the Chairman.) [Footnote in the source
text.]
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4. Paper Prepared by the Under Secretary of State-Designate
(Richardson)’

Undated.

The suggested changes incorporated in the attached revisions of
the Proposal for a New National Security Council System? are predi-
cated upon the following considerations:

1. That the Special Assistant for National Security Affairs and the
NSC perform an indispensable function on behalf of the President of
the United States in assuring that those national security policy issues
which require his attention and decision are identified and brought up
for action;

2. That the Secretary of State is the primary adviser to the Presi-
dent on foreign affairs and is responsible to him for the overall direc-
tion, coordination and supervision of interdepartmental activities of
the U.S. Government overseas;

3. That there is no inherent incompatibility between the function
of the Special Assistant and the NSC in policy development and con-
trol and the Secretary of State’s responsibilities in the field of foreign
policy;

4. That the arrangements described in the attached Proposal,
which will in due course become embodied in a new restatement of
NSC-State Department relationships, must be viewed against the back-
ground of a long history of efforts to define these relationships effec-
tively; and

5. That the necessarily wide dissemination of any such restate-
ment must therefore be considered in the context of its impact on
institutional attitudes and morale as well as public comment and
interpretation.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 2. No
classification marking. The paper is not typed on letterhead and includes no informa-
tion about authorship other than the following handwritten note at the top of the first
page by Kissinger: “Richardson—memao.” The first page of the paper, which ends with
paragraph 5, was typed in black ink and double-spaced, while the attachment was typed
in blue ink and single-spaced. The 4 pages of the attachment are numbered 3 through
6; pages 1 and 2 in the same format have not been found but they presumably consisted
of the opening sections of Kissinger’s December 27 memorandum (attachment to Doc-
ument 1) up to the last paragraph of “Eisenhower Procedures.” For Nixon’s reaction to
Richardson’s paper see Document 8.

2 Document 1.
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Attachment®

Undated.

The procedures outlined below will, I believe, permit us to reach
these goals, while avoiding the dangers of compromise and indecision
which can result from an excessively formal system.

I. NATIONAL SECURITY STRUCTURE

A. The National Security Council. The National Security Council
should be the principal forum for national security policy issues requir-
ing inter-agency coordination where Presidential decisions are involved.
It should meet regularly, and discussion should be limited to agenda
subjects. The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs—at
the direction of the President and in consultation with the Secretary of
State—should be responsible for determining the agenda and ensuring
that the necessary papers are prepared—normally by the responsible de-
partments. The NSC staff should assist by synthesizing and sharply
defining the options, and occasionally by providing an independent staff
study. To keep the meetings small, only principals should attend (with
the possible exception of the Under Secretary of State).

The NSC should consider middle and long-range policy issues as
well as aspects of current crises and immediate operational problems
involving the national security. By providing a forum for high-level
discussion of planning papers, the NSC can insure that senior officials
consider the long-range implications of policy choices.

NSC agenda papers should present a wide range of alternative
policy options that are politically and administratively feasible, and
should avoid the all-too-frequent practice of setting up extreme alter-
natives as straw men to the one course of action being urged.

The NSC should not be considered the sole forum for Presidential
discussion in the National Security field. The President will reserve the
option of constituting subcommittees for the expeditious handling of
operational matters (with membership especially adapted to the par-
ticular issue).

B. Department of State. The Secretary of State should be the prin-
cipal adviser to the President in the conduct of foreign policy. The De-
partment of State has principal responsibility for the overall direction,
coordination and supervision of interdepartmental activities of the U.S.
Government overseas.

% Secret; Eyes only.
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C. National Security Council Agenda. The Secretary of State and the
Assistant to the President should, in advance of NSC meetings, discuss
subjects proposed for NSC discussion to be sure that they are appro-
priate for NSC consideration and, if so, that they are so framed as to
sharpen the issues to be decided, not to achieve a compromise or con-
sensus which hides alternatives. In the case of an issue not regarded
by the Secretary of State and the Assistant to the President as requir-
ing Presidential decision, they could indicate the agency or forum ap-
propriate for its consideration.

Papers prepared for the NSC would be reviewed by NSC staff to
be sure that: (1) they are worthy of NSC attention; (2) all the relevant
alternatives are included; (3) the facts are accurately presented. They
should also be made available in advance of NSC meetings to agen-
cies represented on the NSC.

D. Under Secretary’s Committee. The Committee would be com-
posed of the Under Secretary of State (Chairman), the Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense, the Under Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of the
Joint Staff, and the Assistant to the President for National Security Af-
fairs (and other agencies where appropriate). It would deal with mat-
ters on which the Interagency Regional Groups (see below) have not
been able to agree but which do not require Presidential decision or
Cabinet-level discussion as well as with matters referred to it by the
Secretary of State and the Assistant to the President.

E. Inter-Agency Regional Groups. The currently existing interagency
regional groups (IRG’s), chaired by the relevant Assistant Secretary of
State, should perform three functions: (1) discussion and decision on
issues which appear capable of settlement at the Assistant Secretary
level, including issues arising out of the implementation of NSC deci-
sions; (2) preparation at the direction of the Secretary of State and the
Assistant to the President of policy papers for consideration by the
NSC, stating alternatives, their costs, and consequences; (3) prepara-
tion, also as so directed, of potential crises contingency papers for re-
view by the NSC. These papers should discuss what steps can be taken
to avoid the crisis, as well as actions planned during the crisis.

F. Ad Hoc Working Groups. Where the problem is not geographic—
or is too important to be dealt with from a regional perspective—ad
hoc working groups should, consistently with paragraphs B and C
above, be used to develop policy alternatives for consideration by the
NSC. The make-up of the working group would depend on the sub-
ject being studied.

G. Outside Consultants. The Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs should establish a roster of consultants who are ex-
perts on major issues. When appropriate, these consultants should par-
ticipate in groups preparing papers for NSC consideration.
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II. NATIONAL SECURITY PROCEDURE

A. NSC Memoranda. Two memoranda series should be established
to inform the departments and agencies of Presidential actions. In order
to avoid confusion, the current series of National Security Action Mem-
oranda (NSAMs) should be abolished and replaced by:

—National Security Decision Memoranda (NSDMs). NSDMs would
be used to report Presidential decisions (whether or not the result of
NSC meetings) when the President wants the agencies concerned
clearly to understand what he desires, and the reasons for his decision.

—National Security Study Memoranda (NSSMs). This series would
be used to direct that studies be undertaken of particular problems
(normally for NSC consideration).

Existing NSAMs should be examined prior to January 20 and di-
vided into three categories: (1) those which are out of date and should
be rescinded; (2) those which should continue in force; (3) those which
should be re-examined to determine whether they should be contin-
ued. NSAMs in the second category would be primarily annual deci-
sion documents which the President would review as a matter of course
during his first year. Those in the third category should continue in ef-
fect pending completion of the review. A NSDM should be issued as
soon as possible after January 20, following review by the NSC, indi-
cating the status of all existing NSAMs.

B. Annual Review of the International Situation. The National Secu-
rity Council Staff, together with the relevant agencies, should prepare
for the President an annual review of the international situation simi-
lar to the annual economic message. This report, which would be sub-
mitted to the Congress, would permit a more extended discussion of
the President’s view of the international situation than is possible in
the State of the Union Message. The Review would:

—provide a regular framework for defining U.S. security interests
and programs to meet those interests;

—give the agencies an opportunity to assure high-level attention
to fun(famental issues within an overaﬁ framework.

The Review would focus on world events over the past year and
set forth the President’s view of these events and our future goals. The
statement would include some of the material which over the past eight
years the Secretary of Defense has presented in his Annual Posture
Statement to the Congress, but it would not give the details of Defense
or other foreign policy budgets. The statement should normally be is-
sued in January.
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5.  Memorandum From the Military Assistant-Designate (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs-Designate (Kissinger)'

January 8, 1969.

SUBJECT

Processing of Information and Intelligence for the President-Elect

Within the limited time available and the restrictions imposed by
a temporary lack of access, I have reviewed the information system
currently employed to keep the President and the Special Assistant
abreast of the current worldwide situation.” Summarized below are the
principal impressions gained from this review:

—Information and intelligence are now fed to the Special Assist-
ant and the President on an “as available” basis, depending on the de-
gree of urgency of the information and the time at which it arrives at
the White House Situation Room. Under the current system, the Pres-
ident receives his initial daily briefing in writing. At 6:30 a.m. each
morning, he receives the printed CIA Daily Brief, the CIA printed up-
date on the situation in North Viet-Nam, the printed Morning Staff
Summary and the printed Joint NMCC-DIA Operational Intelligence
Brief. There has been no formal briefing as such. The President also re-
ceives each evening the printed State Evening Summary and, when
prepared, the State Department Daily Activities Report. All other in-
formational material is furnished during the day as required and as
dictated by its degree of urgency. Normally, information is provided
by Mr. McCafferty to the Special Assistant with or without covering
memo. The Special Assistant in turn forwards it to the President. The
nature of the information provided through this system is varied and
is both refined and raw. Material received in the White House Situa-
tion Room includes (a) cables from all sources (6-700 per day), (b) hard
copies of Departmental messages (12-1500 per day), and (c) an aver-
age of 5 NODIS messages and 25 EXDIS messages per day. A variety
of other informational data including press reports written with each
memoranda and reports are also forwarded. Mr. McCafferty and his
staff sort out all source material for the Special Assistant which they

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1319,
NSC Unfiled Material, 1969. Confidential; Eyes Only.

% Haig recounted his hiring and first months as Kissinger’s Military Assistant in
his memoir, Inner Circles, pp. 189-202. Roger Morris, an NSC staff member at the time,
discussed the same subjects at greater length in his biography, Haig: The General’s Progress
(New York: Playboy Press, 1982), pp. 97-105 and 112-117.
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feel would be of interest to either the President or the Special Assistant.
Where additional information is required, Mr. McCafferty’s staff initiates
the action to obtain this from the reporting agency. When required, cov-
ering memoranda are prepared. During crisis situations information is
channeled directly to the President with copies to the Special Assistant.
Specifically, the White House Situation Room and its staff function to
support the Special Assistant and the President. (I have been informed
that on occasion data required by substantive NSC staff officers has not
been available and some refinements may be called for in this area.)

—The system employed by the President-Elect should be totally
responsive to his personal requirements and tailored to his personal
schedule. Due to the heavy flow of vital information, I believe the Pres-
ident should receive both written and, at least initially, oral informa-
tion and briefings. I also believe that where possible, all information
provided to the President should be channeled through the Assistant
to the President except during non-business hours when anything pro-
vided to the President should be provided simultaneously to the As-
sistant to the President. (You may wish to insist that clearance be ob-
tained from you prior to the relay of off duty emergency information
to the President. This is a problem which should be discussed with the
President’s Military Aide and the President.) Because reading is an es-
sential part of his informational flow, I would recommend that we re-
tain a reading package to be made available to the President as he de-
sires at the earliest time each morning. This should be followed later
in the morning by a briefing presented by you which would be de-
signed primarily to comment on and interpret the reports which he has
received, supplemented by any other informational data which has
crystallized over the period. Obviously, this briefing will be both in-
formational and operational in the sense that you should comment on
key events over the preceding period but also discuss actions which
have or should be triggered by these events. In sum, your briefing will
undoubtedly become a business session introduced by a summary of
key events. I would anticipate preparing notes for your use at these
daily meetings. Also on occasion you may wish to be accompanied by
Mr. McCafferty or other experts together with illustrative material
when the situation dictates.

—It is apparent that the system devised for the President-Elect
should include consideration of the role that the Military Aide will play
in the processing of information. Under President Johnson, Military
Aides have been isolated from substantive information and emergency
notification to a large extent. I do not believe that Mr. Nixon will con-
tinue with this system and will expect Colonel Hughes to be generally
cognizant of the run of current information. Consequently, I would
suggest that the system adopted be coordinated with the Military Aide
to insure that his needs will be met at the outset so as to preclude ad
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hoc adjustments which might work to our disadvantage. Hopefully, his
access to certain written information will suffice.

—I would propose few changes in the White House Situation
Room initially and would continue to exercise Mr. McCafferty’s cur-
rent system. Except as noted above, I should be included in the infor-
mation distribution system prior to the time that it reaches your desk
with the assurance that delays will not occur and with the assurance
that in my absence, the material will go straight to your desk or in an
emergency situation directly to the President. In order to make this sys-
tem most effective, I should be located in the West Wing, either through
the construction of a small office in the main reception room or the oc-
cupation of the room which is now occupied by Mr. Schwartz.

—Keeping the President informed will be one of the most press-
ing responsibilities of the Assistant to the President, and the system es-
tablished initially will unquestionably be modified with experience and
as the President’s wishes and modus operandi become clearer. Of ma-
jor concern in this area is the requirement to prevent being “scooped”
by the Departments and members of the Cabinet. Timely information
invariably results in substantive reactions and the Assistant to the Pres-
ident must be the primary point of contact with the President. Since,
in this sense, information is power, the Departments will undoubtedly
attempt to hold back information and intelligence from the Situation
Room in an effort to strengthen the hand of their Secretary. Movement
in this direction will take the form of legitimate efforts to “restore the
authority of the Departments in the interest of required decentraliza-
tion.” These efforts cannot be tolerated and will require firm handling
at the outset of this Administration. Related to this phenomena will be
efforts to screen out at Departmental level so called “raw” information
and intelligence. This can be expected from CIA and the intelligence
community at large. It is essential that multisource reports and esti-
mates continue to be furnished to the NSC so that you will be fully
aware of divergencies in this critical area and so that you can be the
President’s broker when conflicting estimates exist.

A.M. Haig, Jr.?

3 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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6. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense-Designate Laird
to the President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs-Designate (Kissinger)'

January 9, 1969.

SUBJECT
Your Memorandum dated January 3, 1969 concerning a New NSC System2

I have read and re-read your proposal many times and have tried
to relate it to the discussions we had in Key Biscayne on proposed
changes in the National Security Council System.® After much study
and considerable reflection on the draft proposal, I am forced reluc-
tantly to conclude that as Secretary of Defense-designate, I cannot fully
approve the proposal in its present form.

This decision was reached for several major reasons, among which
I would list the following;:

First, it would institute as presently drafted, a “closed loop” in
which all intelligence inputs would be channeled through a single
source, the Assistant and his NSC staff. Such an arrangement in effect
would or could isolate not only the President from direct access to
intelligence community outputs but also the Secretary of State, the
Secretary of Defense, and other top-level members of the President’s
team.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 1, Sec. Laird. Secret. A draft of the memorandum that has extensive hand-
written notations, most of them additions in Laird’s hand that were incorporated in the
final version, is in the Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD Files: FRC 330
75 104, Secretary Laird’s “Organization Papers.” Several pages of handwritten notes in
an unidentified hand are ibid. One note states: “Two Choices: 1) Send memo to Henry
outlining in detail why this is totally unacceptable. 2) No memo—instead go to Bill Rogers
& explain situation—I go to Bryce [Harlow] at same time—then you & Bill & Bryce see
Pres., suggest he call in Asst & tell him that NSC staff is independent, to be used & re-
sponsive to State, Def, & Asst—not solely to Asst. 2) that Asst be responsive to Pres &
his Bd of Directors, not a substitute for or a buffer between them & him.”

% Kissinger sent Laird a copy, with one revision, of his December 27 memorandum
to Nixon (Document 1), under cover of a January 3 memorandum in which he indicated
that it had been discussed with Rogers and Goodpaster and approved by Nixon. The
one revision was in the membership of the Under Secretary’s Committee, adding the As-
sistant to the President and omitting the Director of Central Intelligence. (Washington
National Records Center, RG 330, FRC 330 75 104, Secretary Laird’s “Organization Pa-
pers”) Another copy of Kissinger’s December 27 memorandum with marginal notations
in an unidentified hand is ibid.

3 See footnote 1, Document 1.
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I have found in my past dealings with the intelligence community
and DOD officials, for example, that it is not a good practice to inter-
pose a third party, no matter how capable and objective, between the
man responsible for intelligence information and those who must take
responsibility for acting upon it. A method must be provided to cor-
rect this deficiency.

Second, it would place in the hands of the Assistant and his NSC
staff the primary right of initiating studies and directing where they
will be performed as well as determining which policy issues should
be placed on the agenda for NSC meetings. There should be some con-
sultation provided for with the principals in establishing the priorities
of these studies. It would also give the Assistant both the power and
the responsibility for implementing NSC policy as well as the right of
determination of issues arising from the implementation of those poli-
cies without requiring consultation or even notification of NSC princi-
pals. This could very well result in principals going around the NSC
and directly to the President as a regular practice. This would negate
what I believe the President-elect is trying to accomplish.* The princi-
pals who make up the National Security Council, including the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs, should be able to place policy issues on the
agenda subject only to the veto of the President.

Third, it is my desire, as I know it is yours, to strengthen and re-
vitalize the National Security Council as a major Presidential tool in
determining National Security policy. But in my view, this cannot be
accomplished by aggregating to the NSC and through it to the Assist-
ant to the President the major tools that have always been intended to
be utilized equally by all of the President’s top-level board of advisers
in the National Security field.

These three points constitute several of the major reasons why I
find it necessary to raise these serious questions about the proposed
New NSC System, as outlined in your draft of January 3rd. In our con-
versation today and in my conversation yesterday with General Good-
paster it was made clear that the above comments were in line with
your understanding of how the NSC would operate. I do feel, how-
ever, that the memo creating the new system should formally spell out
these important points.

Needless to say, I look forward to a period of sustained mutual
cooperation between the Assistant to the President for National Secu-
rity Affairs and the principal advisers to the President in this vital
area. I am sure that in further consultations among all of the principal

4 Written in hand in the margin beside the previous three sentences is “How?”
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advisers, we will arrive at a mutually satisfactory New NSC System.
This, I think, is most important.5

Melvin R. Laird

® Kissinger discussed Laird’s memorandum in White House Years, pp. 44-45, com-
menting that while Laird threw up a smoke screen of major objections, as was his style,
“it turned out that he sought no more than the participation of the CIA Director at NSC
meetings and the right to propose the initiation of studies. These requests were easily
accommodated.”

7. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs-Designate (Kissinger) to
President-Elect Nixon'

January 10, 1969.

SUBJECT

Additional Provisions Concerning the Conduct of National Security Affairs

1. Through further discussions on organization and procedures
for National Security Affairs, Secretary-designate Rogers and I have
worked out the proposed provisions which follow. I believe they are
consistent with your determination to restore and revitalize the NSC
structure, and with the overall plan of organization and method of op-
erating you wish to employ. I recommend that you approve them.

2. In general, the arrangements seek to provide a means by which
Presidential leadership and broad perspective will be applied in the
guiding, shaping, and policy direction of security affairs, while a max-
imum of operating responsibility for operational activities—responsive
to policy and conforming to its guidelines—will be exercised at de-
partmental and interdepartmental levels.

3. The Secretary of State is the President’s principal foreign pol-
icy adviser. He is responsible, in accordance with approved policy, for
the execution of foreign policy, for foreign policy decisions not requir-
ing specific Presidential supervision, to the full extent permitted by

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 2, Memo for President-Elect. Secret. The memorandum is marked in hand
at the top: “Never sent.”
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law, of interdepartmental activities of the US Government overseas.
(Military forces operating in the field are specifically excluded from
such activities.)

4. The determination whether to treat a security matter as a “pol-
icy” question or an “operational” question should be made by the As-
sistant to the President for National Security Affairs and the Secretary
of State in consultation, insofar as interdepartmental activities of the
US Government overseas are concerned.

5. The Secretary of State should have authority and responsibility
to refer operational questions involving interdepartmental activities of
the US Government overseas, not settled through discussion and de-
cision in the IRGs, for timely consideration by the Under Secretaries
Committee.

6. The NSC Review Group will function as a planning board in
the final preparation of policy papers to be considered by the NSC. The
Group will receive papers directly from the IRGs, from Departments,
from ad hoc groups, or, on occasion, from other sources.

8. Memorandum From President-Elect Nixon to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs-Designate (Kissinger)'

January 13, 1969.

I have considered the paper furnished by Elliott Richardson,” as
well as the documents you have provided me at Key Biscayne and
here® to implement my plan for national security organization and
operations.

I do not accept the changes proposed in the paper of Elliott
Richardson, other than those reflected in the implementating
documents you have submitted, which I have today approved and
initialed.*

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 1. Con-
fidential.

2 Document 4.

8 See Document 1.

4 Attached but not printed are NSDMs 1, 2, 3, and 4, all dated January 11 and ini-
tialed by Nixon. All four were issued on January 20 (Documents 10, 11, 12, and 13).
NSDM 1 was issued with identical wording while NSDMs 2—4 were issued with revi-
sions. The revisions made in NSDMs 2 and 3 are noted on the attached NSDMs.
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Please inform all concerned that I adhere to my plan as previously
provided and as set forth in the implementing documents; that this is
my firm and definite decision and that I want all necessary prepara-
tory action taken immediately to put this organization and system into
effect on January 20.

9. Memorandum From Colonel Robert E. Pursley to Secretary
of Defense Designate Laird'

January 20, 1969.

SUBJECT

Proposal for a New National Security Council System

I delivered a set of the papers on the New National Security Coun-
cil System? to General Wheeler this morning, Monday, January 20. I in-
dicated discussions on the papers could be held as early as Tuesday
morning, January 21. If I may, I should like to offer a few observations.
My notes are keyed to the outline of Mr. Kissinger’s memorandum.?

Current Practice. The procedures which have been followed dur-
ing the past three years (as long as I have been with the Secretary of
Defense) are accurately described. I would emphasize, though, the
drawbacks inherent in not being able to prepare adequately for the top-
level discussions. Sometimes the Secretary of Defense was provided
3—4 hours before the Tuesday Luncheon meeting with a list of topics
proposed for discussion. While that interval allowed some time for staff
work and consultations inside the Department, it almost invariably al-
lowed too little time for thorough staff work and frequently allowed no
time for the Secretary to review papers or to consult his staff prior to
leaving for the meeting. The impact of such procedures on the quality
of discussions is obvious.

The lack of systematic follow-up to the Tuesday Luncheon meet-
ings is also accurately described in Mr. Kissinger’s paper. The hazards
in this regard went beyond just keeping the various Departments and
staffs informed on any single action or issue. All too frequently, actions

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, FRC 330 75 104, Secretary
Laird’s “Organization Papers.” Secret; Eyes Only.

2 Not further identified.
% Document 1.



The NSC System 27

on one issue carried potential impacts on other issues. The absence of
formal decision documents made it easy (or convenient) to forget ear-
lier actions approval. Conflicting guidance or policies could—and, in
my judgment, did—result.

Eisenhower Procedures. The Kissinger memorandum appropriately
suggests the present task is to institute procedures which will provide
the President and his top advisers with:

—ull the realistic alternatives (emphasis supplied).

—the costs and benefits of each.

—the views and recommendations of all interested agencies (em-
phasis supplied).

These goals are sound. However, as you suggest in your memo-
randum,* the procedures Mr. Kissinger outlines, allowing his planning
staff to prepare and synthesize NSC papers, seem to contradict—or po-
tentially conflict with—the stated goals. A more “open” system allow-
ing for inputs and review by the Cabinet staffs concerned with national
security issues is desirable.

National Security Structure. The proposed agenda for the NSC meet-
ings should be subject to the review of the Secretary of Defense, as well
as the Secretary of State. The Secretary of Defense could, and should,
incorporate the inputs from the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff. The lat-
ter point may seem obvious and trivial, but it is important. It has been
customary in the past for the Joint Staff and the Assistant to the Pres-
ident for National Security Affairs to have direct lines of communica-
tion on some important matters. It is preferable, in my judgment, to
establish at the outset that Mr. Kissinger’s channels—and his staff’s
channels to any and all DoD components—will be through the Secre-
tary of Defense.

It is not clear to me why it would be necessary to have both
(1) the National Security Council Review Group and (2) the NSC Ad Hoc
Under Secretary’s Committee. To preclude a “closed loop,” as you call it,
under the direction of the Assistant to the President—a system which
could find the White House staff directing, or working at cross-
purposes with the Cabinet level staffs (State and Defense)—it might be
advisable to combine the National Security Council Review Group
and the Ad Hoc Under Secretary’s Committee into one Committee
(the membership appears to be about the same, anyway). This one
committee could operate under the chairmanship of the Under Secre-
tary of State, much as the “Non Group” has operated in the Johnson
Administration.

4 Document 6.
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Membership on this committee could usefully include the top
member of the White House, State Department, and Defense Depart-
ment Public Affairs staffs. In the more formal system proposed for deal-
ing with national security affairs, more papers will be prepared, more
people will be informed (and rightly so)—but the chances of “leaks”
will increase exponentially. It will be important, I believe, to have a po-
sition prepared for public presentation to forestall the potentially ad-
verse impact of such leaks. Even aside from the “leaks” problem, there
is much to be gained from having a well-developed, coordinated, and
forthright public affairs posture. The alternative is the possible reinsti-
tution of credibility gap charges. Including the key public affairs offi-
cials at the working level below the NSC could make a positive con-
tribution in effecting policy decisions, as well as serving as insurance
against the deleterious effects of wrong or slanted information.

National Security Procedure. The proposed institution of (1) National
Security Decision Memoranda (NSDMSs) and (2) National Security Study
Memoranda (NSSMs) is sound. I would suggest the addition of a varia-
tion in each case, however. To insure continuity in the decision process
and to avoid conflicting policy decisions, I believe a periodic Summary
of NSDMs would be useful. The summaries, or inventory, could be
done by functional areas. Also, I believe a periodic Status Memoran-
dum of NSSMs, something akin to a “tickler file,” would be useful. The
latter would call attention to areas in which action was lagging or in
which the opportunity for new direction might be advisable.

National Security Council Staff. The organizational planning for the
NSC staff infers uncertainty about (1) whether the main idea will be to
use the existing State and Defense staffs to prepare studies and follow
the day-to-day actions required to implement policies or (2) whether
the White House staff will attempt to duplicate the Cabinet level staff
work. There appears to be a tendency to the latter. I would see sub-
stantial room for confusion, suspicion, and disorder with a system of
coordinate staffs along such lines. I believe the preferred system is one
of a small White House staff which leaves the State and Defense staffs
the detailed and substantive work.

Major Policy Issues. In addition to the Major Policy issues listed for
early attention by the NSC, the following might deserve consideration:

—Strategic Arms Limitation Talks with the Soviet Union—or even
talks ranging beyond the strategic arms area.

—Non-Proliferation Treaty—whether we press for immediate U.S.
ratification and what pressures, if any, we use on reluctant allies and
friends to sign the treaty.

—Latin America—what our arms policy and role vis-a-vis insur-
gencies should be.

—Selective Service Reform—what changes should be made in the
draft system now and/or after the Southeast Asia conflict is resolved.
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—Termination Day (T-Day) Planning—what military, political, and
economic plans should we be making for phasing down the Southeast
Asia conflict.

A Final—and Minor—Point. In numbering NSDMs, it would seem
more logical to me to have the NSDM, which establishes the NSC De-
cision and Study Memoranda Series, numbered 1. It presently carries
the number 3.

Robert E. Pursley’
Colonel, USAF

5 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

10. National Security Decision Memorandum 1"

Washington, January 20, 1969.

TO

The Vice President

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Secretary of the Treasury

The Administrator of the Agency for International Development
The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Director of the US Information Agency

The Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget

SUBJECT
Establishment of NSC Decision and Study Memoranda Series

At the direction of the President, the following two memoranda
series are hereby established to inform the Departments and Agencies
of Presidential action:

—National Security Decision Memoranda (NSDM). This series shall
be used to report Presidential decisions (whether the result of NSC

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Insti-
tutional Files (H-Files), Box H-208, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 1.
Confidential.
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meetings or appropriate consultation with the Department head
concerned).?

—National Security Study Memoranda (NSSM). This series shall
be used to direct that studies be undertaken (normally for NSC
consideration).?

The National Security Action Memoranda (NSAM) series is hereby
abolished. An NSDM to be issued shortly will describe the status of
existing NSAMs.*

Henry A. Kissinger

2 Copies of NSDM 1 through NSDM 264 (August 6, 1974) are ibid., Boxes H-208-
H-248. Copies of NSDM 1 through NSDM 348 (January 20, 1977) are ibid., RG 59, S/S-
NSDM Files: Lot 83D305.

% Copies of NSSM 1 through NSSM 206 (July 29, 1974) are in the National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 365, Subject Files, National Security Study
Memoranda. Copies of NSSM 1 through NSSM 248 (November 13, 1976) and follow-up
studies, organized by NSSM number, are in ibid., RG 59, S/S-NSDM Files: Lot 83D212,
and copies of NSSM 1 through NSSM 200 are also in ibid., Nixon Presidential Materi-
als, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Boxes H-122-H-207, National Security
Study Memoranda.

4In NSDM 5, February 3, the President listed 30 NSAMs that would continue in
force until further notice, specified a review process for 40 other NSAMs, and directed
that all other NSAMs “be considered inactive as of this date.” (Ibid., Box H-209)

11. National Security Decision Memorandum 2!

Washington, January 20, 1969.

TO

The Vice President

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Director of the US Information Agency

The Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject Files,
Box 363, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 2. Confidential. A January 13
memorandum from Pedersen to Rogers proposing revisions in NSDMs 2 and 3, together
with typed drafts of the NSDMs with handwritten revisions, are ibid., RG 59, Pedersen
Files: Lot 75 D 229, NSC.
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SUBJECT

Reorganization of the National Security Council System

To assist me in carrying out my responsibilities for the conduct of
national security affairs, I hereby direct that the National Security
Council system be reorganized as follows:

A. The National Security Council (NSC)

The functions, membership and responsibilities of the National Se-
curity Council shall be as set forth in the National Security Act of 1947,
as amended.

The National Security Council shall be the® principal forum for
consideration of policy issues requiring Presidential determination.
The nature of the issues to be considered may range from current
crises and immediate operational problems to middle and long-range
planning.

The Council shall meet regularly, and discussion will—except in
unusual circumstances—be limited to agenda subjects.” The Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs, at my direction and in
consultation with the Secretaries of State and Defense, shall be re-
sponsible for determining the agenda and ensuring that the necessary
papers are prepared. Other members of the NSC may propose items
for inclusion on the agenda. The Assistant to the President shall be as-
sisted by a National Security Council Staff, as provided by law.

B. The National Security Council Review Group

An NSC Review Group is hereby established to examine papers
prior to their submission to the NSC. These papers may be received
from NSC Interdepartmental Groups,4 from NSC Ad Hoc Groups,5 or
from Departments (at their discretion).

The role of the Review Group shall be to review papers to be dis-
cussed by the NSC to assure that: 1) the issue under consideration
is worthy of NSC attention; 2) all realistic alternatives are presented;
3) the facts, including cost implications, and all department and agency
views are fairly and adequately set out. The Review Group shall also
be empowered to assign action to the NSC Interdepartmental Groups
or NSC Ad Hoc Groups, as appropriate.

2 NSDM 2 as approved by Nixon on January 11 (see Document 8) stated that the
NSC shall be “a” principal forum, not “the” principal forum.

3 The Director of Central Intelligence will brief the NSC on each agenda item prior
to its consideration. [Footnote in the source text.]

4 Discussed below. [Footnote in the source text.]
5 Discussed below. [Footnote in the source text.]
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The membership of the Review Group shall include:*

—The Ambassador to the President for National Security Affairs
(Chairman);

—The representative of the Secretary of State;

—The representative of the Secretary of Defense;

—The representative of the Director of Central Intelligence;

—The representative of the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Depending on the issue under consideration, other agencies shall
be represented at the discretion of the Chairman.

C. The National Security Council Under Secretaries Committee

The NSC Under Secretaries Committee shall consider:
1. Issues which are referred to it by the NSC Review Group.

2. Matters pertaining to interdepartmental activities of the US
Government overseas:

—which are of an operational nature” (in distinction to matters in-
volving a substantial security policy question); and

—on which NSC Interdepartmental Groups have been unable to
reach agreement, or which are of a broader nature than is suitable to
any such groups; and

—which do not require consideration at Presidential or NSC level;
and

—which are then referred to it by the Secretary of State.

The results of NSC Under Secretaries Committee consideration of
the matters listed in 2. above, will be submitted to the Secretary of State.

3. Other operational matters referred to it jointly by the Under Sec-
retary of State and the Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs.

The membership of the Under Secretaries Committee shall include:

—The Under Secretary of State (Chairman);

—The Deputy Secretary of Defense;

—The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs;
—The Director of Central Intelligence;

—The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Depending on the issue under consideration, other agencies shall
be represented at the discretion of the Chairman.

¢ NSDM 2 as approved by Nixon on January 11 (see Document 8) did not include
the words “The representative of” for any members.

7 Determination shall be made jointly by the Secretary of State and the Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs. [Footnote in the source text.]
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D. National Security Council Interdepartmental Groups

Existing Interdepartmental Regional Groups and the existing
Political-Military Interdepartmental Group, chaired by the appropriate
Assistant Secretary of State, are hereby reconstituted as part of the Na-
tional Security Council structure. The Interdepartmental Groups shall
perform the following functions: 1) discussion and decision on inter-
departmental issues which can be settled at the Assistant Secretary
level, including issues arising out of the implementation of NSC deci-
sions; 2) preparation of policy papers for consideration by the NSC;
3) preparation of contingency papers on potential crisis areas for re-
view by the NSC.

The membership of the interdepartmental regional groups shall
include the agencies represented on the NSC Review Group. Depend-
ing on the issue under consideration, other agencies shall be repre-
sented at the discretion of the Chairman.®

E. National Security Council Ad Hoc Groups

When appropriate, I intend to appoint NSC Ad Hoc Groups to
deal with particular problems, including those which transcend re-
gional boundaries.

The operational responsibility or authority of a Secretary over per-
sonnel from his Department serving on interdepartmental commit-
tees—including the authority to give necessary guidance to his repre-
sentatives in the performance of interdepartmental group duties—is
not limited by this NSDM. Nor does this NSDM limit the authority and
responsibility of the Secretary of State for those interdepartmental mat-
ters assigned to him by NSDM 3.°

Copies of reports of the interdepartmental groups shall be trans-
mitted to the heads of Departments and Agencies simultaneously with
their submission to the NSC Review Group.

NSAM 341 is hereby rescinded.'
Richard Nixon

8 Committee Data Sheets, prepared annually for each IG, which provide informa-
tion on membership and meeting frequency, are in the National Archives, RG 59, Office
of the Deputy Under Secretary for Management, Interagency Committee Files: Lot 76 D
185, Committee Lists.

° Document 12.

10 See Document 3 and footnote 3 thereto.
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12. National Security Decision Memorandum 3'

Washington, January 20, 1969.

TO

The Vice President

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

The Administrator of the Agency for International Development
The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Director of the US Information Agency

The Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness

SUBJECT

The Direction, Coordination and Supervision of Interdepartmental Activities
Overseas

The Secretary of State is my principal foreign policy adviser. He is
also responsible, in accordance with approved policy, for the execution
of foreign policy. I have assigned to the Secretary of State authority and
responsibility to the full extent permitted by law? for the overall di-
rection, coordination and supervision of interdepartmental activities of
the United States Government overseas. Such activities do not include
those of the United States military forces operating in the field where
such forces are under the command of a United States area military
commander, such other military activities as I elect as Commander-in-
Chief to conduct through military channels, and activities which are
internal to the execution and administration of the approved programs
of a single department or agency and which are not of such a nature
as to affect significantly the overall US overseas program in a country
or region.

In discharging this authority and responsibility, the Secretary of
State will be assisted by the NSC Interdepartmental Groups and the
NSC Under Secretaries Committee, as constituted in NSDM 2% and in
accordance with the procedures set forth therein.

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Insti-
tutional Files (H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 3.
Confidential.

% Including continuous supervision and general direction of economic assistance,
military assistance and sales programs, as provided in the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended. [Footnote in the source text.]

3 Document 11.
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Within the purview of this NSDM, the Secretary of State may del-
egate full powers of decision to the Under Secretary of State, as Exec-
utive Chairman of the NSC Under Secretaries Committee, subject to
the right of a member who does not concur to request the referral of a
matter to the NSC Review Committee or to the NSC.*

Richard Nixon

4 NSDM 2 as approved by Nixon on January 11 (see Document 8) did not include
this paragraph. On January 28, following a telephone conversation between Rogers and
Kissinger regarding the paragraph, Pedersen sent Kissinger substitute wording which
Pedersen anticipated would be issued to recipients of NSDM 3 under a covering mem-
orandum explaining that it replaced “incorrect text” that was “inadvertently issued.”
(National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 3) Instead the sub-
stitute wording was issued, with revisions, as NSDM 7, which reads: “The authority of
the Secretary of State under NSDM 3 includes the right to delegate full powers of deci-
sion to the Chairman of the Interdepartmental Groups on all matters within the purview
of NSDM 3 subject to the right of a member who does not agree to request the referral
of a matter to a higher level of authority.” (Ibid., NSDM 7)

13. National Security Decision Memorandum 4'

Washington, January 20, 1969.

TO

The Vice President

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of the Treasury

The Secretary of Defense

The Secretary of Agriculture

The Secretary of Commerce

The Administrator of the Agency for International Development
The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Director of the U.S. Information Agency

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget

The Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness

SUBJECT

Program Analyses

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 4. No
classification marking.
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The President has directed the preparation of a series of program
analyses for designated countries and regions. These analyses will be
used as the basis for National Security Council discussion and deci-
sion on policy and program issues and, where appropriate, will be re-
lated to existing programming activities.

These studies shall be performed under the supervision of a per-
manent program analysis staff under the National Security Council.
The staff shall consist primarily of personnel on assignment from the
relevant agencies and responsible to the Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs. It shall work in close cooperation with sim-
ilar staffs within the various departments and agencies and the Bureau
of the Budget.

Each study shall be performed by an ad hoc group made up of
(1) personnel on temporary assignment from the relevant agencies; and
(2) members of the program analysis staff. The chairman of each group
shall be appointed by the Assistant to the President for National Se-
curity Affairs in consultation with the Secretary of State. Studies will
be made available to the departments concerned for their information
and for comment prior to National Security Council consideration.

Henry A. Kissinger

14. Editorial Note

At the first meeting of the National Security Council, held on Jan-
uary 21, 1969, the President directed that regular attendance at NSC
meetings be limited to statutory members, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Under Secretary of State, and, on an ad hoc basis,
the Secretary of the Treasury (see Document 15). In a February 3 letter
to Nixon, the U.S. Advisory Commission on Information requested that
U.S. Information Agency Director Frank Shakespeare be included on a
regular basis at NSC meetings. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, White House Central Files, Subject Files, FG 6-6) In his Feb-
ruary 23 reply, Nixon stated that Shakespeare would be invited to “all
meetings in which matters of particular concern to USIA are under dis-
cussion” but that to use the NSC forum effectively he must limit reg-
ular attendance to statutory members. (Ibid.)

In a telephone conversation between Kissinger and Attorney Gen-
eral John Mitchell, January 23 at 2:35 p.m.:

“Mr. Mitchell noted his exclusion from NSC meetings, ‘which was
wonderful for him.” HAK said it is the President’s intention to bring
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him in gradually, and wants him to be fully briefed, but reason he
hasn’t been at the meetings up to now is that the Pres wants to exclude
some of the Cabinet members who are not statutory members, and in
order to have a basis to do that, he has confined the list to statutory
members. HAK will make sure Mr. Mitchell is kept informed—for ex-
ample, there is some by-play in Paris which doesn’t appear in reports
and when it jells he will be in touch.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript
Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 359, Telephone Conversations, Chrono-
logical File)

On April 28, however, H.R. Haldeman notified Henry Kissinger
that the President had directed that henceforth Attorney General John
Mitchell be automatically included in all Council meetings. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional
Files (H-Files), Box H-299, NSC System, National Security Council Vol.
II,4/1/69-5/30/69)

Secretary of the Treasury David Kennedy expressed dismay over
his limited participation in NSC meetings in a January 20, 1970, letter
to Kissinger, and Kissinger admitted in response that at times they may
have been overzealous in restricting attendance. (See Document 94 and
footnote 3 thereto) A year and a half later, in National Security Deci-
sion Memorandum 123, July 27, 1971, the President directed that the
Secretary of the Treasury (John Connally, who had replaced Kennedy
in February 1971) as well as the Attorney General participate in all reg-
ular NSC meetings. Upon Attorney General Mitchell’s resignation in
February 1972, however, it was determined that his successor, Richard
Kleindienst, would be not be invited to NSC meetings. (Memorandum
from Davis to Haig, March 2, 1972; National Archives, Nixon Presi-
dential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H-299, NSC System, National Security Council Vol. I, 1/20/69-3/31/69)
On the other hand, it was decided to invite Connally’s successor at
Treasury, George Shultz, to NSC meetings, but Connally’s proposal in
May 1972, on the eve of his departure, that the Secretary of the Trea-
sury be made a statutory NSC member was ignored. (Memorandum
from Davis to Kissinger, June 4, 1972; ibid., Vol. III, 6/1/69-12/31/69)
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15. Minutes of the First Meeting of the National Security
Council

Washington, January 21, 1969, 2 p.m.

Meeting was opened by the President and in attendance were:

The President

The Vice President

Secretary of State

Under Secretary of State

Secretary of Defense

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Director, CIA

Secretary of the Treasurfy2

Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness
General Andrew J. Goodpaster

Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

The inaugural meeting commenced with a 7-minute still and mo-
tion picture photography session, after which the President announced
that he would discuss briefly at this inaugural meeting the staff of pro-
cedural problems which the National Security Council will be con-
cerned with, making the following points:

Number of meetings will generally follow a scenario which calls
for two meetings per week up to the 1st of March, followed by a meet-
ing every Thursday at 10:00 a.m. which should be finished by 2:00 p.m.
and which should last for another month, after which he anticipates
meetings will be held bimonthly.?

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 82,
NSC Meetings, Jan-Mar 1969. Top Secret; Sensitive. The time of the meeting is from the
President’s Daily Diary. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House
Central Files) The Diary indicates that Haig also attended the meeting, and presumably
he prepared the minutes. The Record of Actions prepared by Haig is ibid., NSC Files,
Haig Chronological File, Box 955, Chron—Col. Haig-January 1969.

2 During a telephone conversation on the morning of January 21, Secretary Kennedy
told Kissinger that he thought he should attend the NSC meeting. Kissinger said he
would check with Nixon and get back to him. Kennedy stated further that Nixon had
told him he would be sent an agenda for every meeting and he would decide whether
he wanted to attend. Kissinger said his understanding was that Kennedy would attend
if there were issues such as international monetary policy on the agenda. (Note from
Eagleburger to Joan McCarthy, January 21; Library of Congress, Manuscript Division,
Kissinger Papers, Box CL 1, Chronological File)

% According to a list of NSC meetings compiled by the NSC Staff in 1974, the NSC
met 36 times in 1969 (averaging four times a month from January through June and twice
a month from July through December), 21 times in 1970, 11 times in 1971, and 3 times
in 1972. (Records of NSC and Related Meetings, January 20, 1969-December 31, 1972;
ibid., Box CL 311, Listings of NSC and Related Committees” Meetings, 1969-75) See also
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The President desires that members of the National Security Coun-
cil appoint their most qualified planners to sit on the NSC Review
Group and urged the attendees to select their best brains at the second
level in their respective departments.

The President stated that he wished to have a review of the inter-
national situation and that this review should be subject to the scrutiny
of the best brains available each year.

Membership of the National Security Council must be tightly lim-
ited and the President prefers to have the statutory members always
in attendance, as well as the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Under Secretary of State. Beyond this, the Secretary of the Treasury
should participate on an ad hoc basis during sessions in which budg-
etary or commercial considerations must be treated.

The President emphasized that the Secretary of the Treasury is the
only other non-statutory Cabinet Member who will participate on a
regular basis.*

The President discussed the role of the Director, CIA, at NSC meet-
ings, emphasizing that he anticipates that the Director will normally
give a briefing to update the membership on the intelligence aspects
of the agenda items but the Director will not sit in on the substantive
portions of the meetings.

The President pointed out that he wished the Director’s role to be
distinct in this regard and that he is basically an expert on intelligence
rather than a policy formulator but that when the agenda item so dic-
tates, he would, of course, be included in the substantive discussion.

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget and the Attorney Gen-
eral would not be included in council meetings at the present time. The
President emphasized the importance he places upon the maintenance
of security with respect to deliberations of the council, adding that Pres-
ident Johnson had warned him that leaks throughout government had
been one of his primary concerns.

The President added that he had no personal problem such as Pres-
ident Johnson manifested on leaks but that the system and organiza-
tion itself must be disciplined in order to prevent wholesale disclosures
which have characterized the style of government recently.

The President emphasized that he wanted the deliberations of the
group to be open and free and to assure each member that they should
feel completely free to speak their piece.

footnote 2, Document 178. Minutes for many of the meetings are in the National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Boxes H-109
and H-110, NSC Minutes. Folders on each meeting containing talking points, briefing
memoranda, analytical summaries, and background papers are ibid., Boxes 83-89.

4 See Document 14.
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The President emphasized that he did not want detailed debrief-
ings in the respective departments following an NSC meeting, adding
that he was conscious of the struggles for power within and among
agencies and that leaks to the press had become an habitual vehicle for
this in-fighting. He urged each statutory member to emphasize to their
respective departments that their views would be heard at the NSC
level, that they will not be watered down and that there could be no
excuse for bringing their frustrations to the press.

The President then emphasized the careful selection process that
had gone into the formulation of the membership of the Security Coun-
cil, expressing his confidence that the very best men available had been
chosen and that he had the utmost confidence in this body. Discussing
the style and procedural approach that would be followed, the Presi-
dent stated that the NSC was not a decision-making body, that he
would not call for votes on a particular issue and that he did not want
them to feel obliged to hammer out a consensus.

The President stated, “I will make the decisions. To do this, I will
need all points of view. I will then deliberate in private and make the
decision. In this process, I might talk to individuals prior to finalizing
my decision.”

[Omitted here is discussion of the Middle East, Japan, Korea, Nige-
ria, and Peru.]

The President asked Mr. Kissinger to discuss with him the fol-
lowing day the scheduling of a worldwide intelligence briefing. He
then turned the meeting over to Mr. Kissinger who outlined the fol-
lowing procedural points to the group:

a. Agenda items would be furnished to the membership in writing.

b. The NSC Review Group would meet prior to the Council, care-
fully consider the substantive issues, to include the costs of the vari-
ous options to be presented.

The President then stated that he wanted the Director of OEP to
serve on the Review Group. At this point, the Secretary of Defense
asked if the President wished to have the same individuals sitting on
the Review Group and the Under Secretaries’ Committee. Mr. Kissinger
stated that the Under Secretaries” Group should primarily be involved
in operational matters, much like the old OCB while the Review Group
would focus primarily on policy matters. The Under Secretary Group
has much of the same character as the old OCB and would be chaired
by the Under Secretary of State while the Review Group would have
much of the character of the old Planning Group.

General Lincoln stated he had no planner available to participate
on the Review Group and the President told him to get one as soon as
possible.

[Omitted here is discussion of Vietnam.]
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Turning next to procedural matters, Mr. Kissinger stated that while
some papers were prepared initially by the NSC staff, normal proce-
dure in the future would be that these papers would be prepared by
the interdepartmental groups, regional or functional, or by special ad
hoc groups, that they would then be presented to the Review Group
the week preceding consideration by the Security Council.

Mr. Kissinger stated that there were two issues that he would have
to discuss with the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman, JCS, which
involved (a) contingency planning and (b) studies to be conducted
which involved the technical characteristics of weapons.

Mr. Kissinger stated that gaps had been left in the initial NSC agen-
das to provide for ad hoc problem areas which might arise from time
to time. He stated that the published schedule would be revised at the
President’s direction to move the Middle East item to the 1st of Feb-
ruary and slip the SIOP briefing to February 5.

Mr. Kissinger emphasized that the President wanted alternatives
presented to the NSC, not a single answer waffle.

The President interjected that he felt strongly about this point and
if minority views existed that he wanted to see them clearly stated.

Secretary Kennedy asked how the President wished to have the
facts presented to the Council. Secretary Rogers replied that we should
get people such as the Director of CIA or interdepartmental briefings
to accomplish this.

The President stated that that was the system that should be used
rather than through papers alone, that he would like to get the facts
through briefings.

Secretary of State stated, “I don’t want to read papers, I want to
hear facts and be brought up to date.”

The President then asked how regularly we were in contact with Am-
bassador Lodge, to which Secretary of State replied, “several times a day.”

The President asked if we could not simplify our communication
procedures with Lodge.

The President expressed his confidence in the Paris negotiating
team and emphasized the importance that they moved in tandem with
Washington.

As the meeting adjourned, the Vice President asked how he should
handle confidential papers which he was receiving. Mr. Rogers said he
would have him briefed on this problem.

Meeting was adjourned at 11:35 a.m.”

5 This time is in error. The President’s Daily Diary indicates that the meeting, which
began at 2 p.m., adjourned by 3:30 p.m., when Nixon met alone with Kissinger and
Wheeler. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central Files)
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16. Editorial Note

In a January 22, 1969, memorandum to Henry Kissinger, Secretary
of Defense Melvin Laird raised the issue of “communication channels
between the Department of Defense (DoD) and your office. It would
be exceedingly valuable to me—and I believe a useful practice for the
NSC system—if all official communications between DoD and your of-
fice were to come through the Secretary of Defense. In that way I could
better keep abreast of developments, both within the Department (a
task which may be rigorous under the best of circumstances) and be-
tween the Department and its principal outside contacts. I shall ask the
DoD elements which will be involved in NSC matters to forward their
official communications through the Secretary’s office.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1347, NSC
Nixon Files—1969) Laird made the same points in a January 22 mem-
orandum to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs. (Washington
National Records Center, RG 330, FRC 330 75-89, 334 NSC Jan 1969)
Kissinger responded to Laird in a January 25 memorandum that in the
future “all official National Security Council communications will be
routed through you” with courtesy copies provided to the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This routing, however, was “not intended
to affect the direct access between the President (and the NSC) and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, nor their statutory role as the principal military
advisers to the President and the NSC.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1347, NSC Nixon Files—1969)

Both President Nixon (for the White House) and Laird (for the De-
fense Department) issued guidelines for liaison between the two agen-
cies. Both specified that on issues involving national security or de-
fense policy communication would be between Nixon or Kissinger on
the one hand and Laird on the other. On other issues communication
would be channeled through Nixon’s Military Assistant and Laird’s
Special Assistant. (Memorandum from Laird to Nixon, March 15, 1971,
and memorandum from Nixon to Laird, April 8, 1971; ibid., Agency
Files, Box 226, Dept of Defense, Vol. XI, 24 Feb 71-15 May 71 and mem-
orandum from Laird, January 24, 1972, attached to Staff Meeting Min-
utes for January 24; Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OSD
Files: FRC 330 7628, OSD Office Chronological Files) Laird expressed
his concern over breakdowns in White House-DoD channels of com-
munication with some frequency. For example, he raised the issue di-
rectly with President Nixon in 1971 and at a number of his own staff
meetings, including those on August 24 and 31, 1970; April 12, 1971;
January 10 and 24, June 5, June 19, and October 16, 1972. (Staff Meet-
ing Minutes; ibid.) Following the White House’s discovery in Decem-
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ber 1971 that the JCS had been receiving copies of NSC documents by
illicit means (see Document 164) Laird sent copies of his two January
22, 1969, memoranda to Attorney General Mitchell under cover of a
January 5, 1972, memorandum in which he stated, “As you will see,
on January 22, 1969—my first day as Secretary of Defense—I counseled
both the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs and
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff against a private NSC-JCS
channel. As you know, I have since repeated that admonition numer-
ous times.” (Washington National Records Center, RG 330, FRC 330
7445, Signer’s Copies, January 1972)

17. Memorandum for the Record’

Washington, January 23, 1969.

SUBJECT
NSC Review Group Meeting, 23 January 1969

1. The first meeting of the NSC Review Group was held in the
White House Situation Room on 23 January under the chairmanship
of Henry Kissinger.” Others in attendance as regular members of the
Review Group were Dick Pederson, Department of State; Paul Warnke,
Department of Defense; Lt. General William Rosson, Joint Staff; and
Haakon Lindjord, Office of Emergency Preparedness. In addition, Mor-
ton Halperin, Helmut Sonnenfeldt and Spurgeon Keeny—all members
of the White House Staff; General Andrew Goodpaster, temporary ad-
visor to Kissinger; Hugh Ryan, U.S. Information Agency; and Samuel
DePalma, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

2. The first part of the meeting was devoted to a description by
Kissinger of the functions of the NSC Review Group. He described it
as being essentially like the NSC Planning Board of the Eisenhower

! Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Job 80-B01086A, Executive Registry, Box 7,
Folder 223, NSC Review Group Meeting. Secret. Drafted by Smith on January 25.

% According to the Record of Decisions at the meeting, it was decided that the Re-
view Group would meet weekly. (Johnson Library, Halperin Papers, Chronological File)
According to a list compiled by the NSC Staff in 1974, the NSC Review Group and its
successor the Senior Review Group met 140 times from 1969 through 1972. (Records of
NSC and Related Meetings, January 20, 1969-December 31, 1972; Library of Congress,
Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 311, Listings of NSC and Related Com-
mittees” Meetings, 1969-75) Other records indicate, however, that there were additional
meetings not included on the list. See also footnote 2, Document 178.
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administration but with the primary task of presenting papers on ma-
jor policy issues to the NSC in such form that choices could be made
among feasible alternatives. He made a sharp distinction between pol-
icy exploration and operational decisions. He said the Review Group
would deal only with the policy issues and leave operational decisions
to the appropriate departments. The fundamental role of the Review
Group is to select, on the basis of the best information and judgment
available, those issues appropriate for NSC decision and to present
those issues in a format which would facilitate choices among options.®

3. Kissinger placed considerable emphasis on the President’s de-
sire for secrecy regarding all NSC discussions. The President wishes to
have a free give-and-take during NSC meetings and wishes not to be
restrained by fear of leaks or public discussions of views expressed. He
wishes to keep secret even the subjects under discussion. Regarding
Review Group meetings, Kissinger at first urged that the information
be handled as NoDis is now handled. In the subsequent discussion he
was made aware that the various agencies could not perform their tasks
without providing dissemination to IRG representatives as well as
heads of key offices. At this point Kissinger invited each member to
present at the next meeting his needs for communicating within his
own agency the actions of the Review Group. It was also agreed that
the Secretary of the Review Group, presently Morton Halperin, would
distribute minutes of the meetings which could be used as a basis for
briefing within the separate agencies.

% In reporting on the Review Group meeting at the DCI’s morning meeting on Jan-
uary 24, R. Jack Smith, Deputy Director for Intelligence, emphasized that the group “will
make no decisions but will identify choices and options.” (Memorandum for the Record
by R. J. Smith, January 24; Central Intelligence Agency, Job 80-B01086A, Executive Reg-
istry, Box 7, folder 223, NSC Review Group Meeting) Kissinger reported at the Review
Group’s March 6 meeting that the President had told him “he likes the options format
for NSC papers. He wishes, however, that obviously absurd options be removed and
wants the Review Group to indicate which options appear to be the more logical or ‘re-
spectable.”” (Memorandum for the Record by R. J. Smith, March 7; ibid.)

4 According to the Record of Decisions at the January 23 meeting, no record was
to be made of the group’s discussions but instead the NSC staff would distribute a record
of decisions that would provide the basis for de-briefings of decisions according to a
procedure to be determined at the group’s next meeting. (Johnson Library, Halperin Pa-
pers, Chronological File) However, beginning in June 1969 and continuing into 1973 min-
utes for most meetings are in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC
Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Boxes H-111-H-113, SRG Meeting Minutes, Orig-
inals. Talking points, papers for discussion, and other briefing and background material
for individual meetings from January 1969 to December 1976 are ibid., Boxes 90-103.
Briefing and background material for meetings from January 1969 to January 1977 along
with minutes for many meetings are also at the Library of Congress, Manuscript Divi-
sion, Kissinger Papers, Boxes CL 302-307. R.J. Smith’s records of discussion at a num-
ber of meetings between January 1969 and June 1970, including meetings for which there
are no minutes at the NSC, are in the Central Intelligence Agency, Job 80-B01086A,
Executive Registry, Box 7, Folder 223, NSC Review Group Meeting.
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4. This organizational discussion was followed by a discussion of
the paper on [the] Non-Proliferation Treaty. This was a crisp substan-
tive discussion during the course of which a number of descriptions of
pros and cons underlying key issues were modified. A revised draft
was to be circulated to the members on the following day for coordi-
nation. Early in the following week the paper is to be distributed to
the NSC members as a basis for discussion at the next meeting.

R.J. Smith
Deputy Director for Intelligence

18. Editorial Note

The National Security Council’s 303 Committee and its successor,
the 40 Committee, reviewed proposals for major and /or politically sen-
sitive covert action programs. For documentation on the 303 Commit-
tee and the 40 Committee, as well as on the NSC Intelligence Com-
mittee and the Net Assessment Group within the NSC Staff, both of
which were established on November 5, 1971, see Documents 92, 182,
184, 185, 189, 195, 203, 218, 228, 239, 242-47, 250, 251, 256, 265, 266, 268,
270, 278, 279, 286, and 287.

19. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
East Asian and Pacific Affairs (Bundy) to Secretary of
State Rogers'

Washington, January 29, 1969.

SUBJECT
Contact Between the White House Staff and Foreign Diplomats

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office Files of William P. Rogers: Lot 73 D 443,
Box 1, Miscellaneous Hold. Confidential; Literally Personal and Eyes Only.
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Henry Kissinger has sent you a careful memcon of his talk with
Bui Diem on January 24, which I attach simply for reference.” You will
note that the last paragraph contains Henry’s invitation to the Am-
bassador to come in any time he wants.

I have very strong feelings on this broad subject of contact between
White House staff members and foreign diplomats, and I think they
are based on considerations of orderliness and historical experience
which go far beyond any parochial feeling—or any sense that John
Burke and I have some clue on how to find out what is really on Bui
Diem’s mind.

In a nutshell, I think the annual practice of members of the White
House staff receiving foreign ambassadors personally is an immense
mistake. To my recollection, it did not exist at all under Bobby Cutler,
Dillon Anderson, or Gordon Gray in the Eisenhower Administration—
and if it had been attempted in the Truman Administration I venture
that there would have been additions to the lines of the unemployed.

However, the strong and personal White House staff installed by
President Kennedy—led by another relative of mine—produced a grad-
ual and important change in practice which has now come to be ac-
cepted—and which Henry obviously deems himself to be following.
Not only Mac and Walt Rostow, but a great many others made a prac-
tice of not only being available to foreign ambassadors or seeing them
a great deal in a social way, but of actively seeking them out. Some-
times this was coordinated with the Department and the results were
[a] plus, sometimes it was done on the express orders of the President
and as a way of giving extra force to representations—a notable ex-
ample being both Mac’s and Walt’s contacts with Dobrynin. It is not
by any means all bad or to be ruled out—but it would be my own con-
sidered view that it should be cut to the absolute minimum and in no
circumstances engaged in except on the express orders of the President
or yourself, and with the understanding of both the President and
yourself.

To state the substantive arguments briefly, the advantages of au-
thorized and directed formal contact by the White House staff are
(a) to convey direct messages from the President where it would be
embarrassing, insecure, or excessively formal to summon the ambas-
sador to the Oval Room; (b) to get exploratory discussion of key top-
ics on a very relaxed basis and without the formality that some am-
bassadors feel about their regular points of contact in the Department.
I accept the validity of (a) in rare cases. But I submit that (b) should
not be the case if the Department and specifically the assistant secre-

2 Not printed.
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tary are doing the job you are entitled to expect of them. (I leave out
of account the authorized use of CAS contacts in Washington, which
again is a very rare hole card and can be occasionally put on a real
“cut-out” basis to good effect and with good reason.)

On the other hand, the disadvantages seem to me enormous and
normally overriding. You can judge for yourself whether Henry’s third
point goes beyond what you said to the Ambassador the other day. Ob-
viously, in this instance, no harm has been done and the report is
scrupulous. But the cases have been legion—and in numerous cases
documented to us through Tom Hughes’ best sources—where mem-
bers of the White House staff have given a significantly different slant
to a problem and to the US position on it, from the position that we in
the Department were conveying on the express authority of the Secre-
tary. Apart from questions of misinterpretation, the chances of being
whipsawed are just terribly great, and I would reckon that there are
many embassies in town that have now established, or are at this mo-
ment seeking to establish, dual lines of contact to the White House and
to the Department on the whole range of foreign policy issues. (I might
add that the danger extends to the Pentagon, but has never been in the
slightest degree significant in recent years with the caliber of men that
we have had in the crucial ISA positions.)

In short, my personal suggestion to you would be to develop
very clear and strict ground rules on this matter in whatever way you
see fit.

I might add that the question of course washes over into contacts
at social gatherings. I do not sense that Henry and his men have any
great appetite for such gatherings, but they will be sorely tempted by
the ingenious Diplomatic Corps. Obviously, they cannot be put on a
freeze, but very strict rules of discretion and an absolute requirement
of reporting the significant seem to me a minimum solution.

This is a question not of executive suite politics, but of your per-
sonal and institutional position and above all of the orderly and pre-
cise conduct of our foreign affairs. I say this with the utmost respect,
with nothing but healed scar tissue from the past, and with only the
warmest and most admiring feelings for Henry and for all of his staff
whom I know.

I am making no carbon of this memorandum, and only you and I
and my secretary will ever know it was written.

WPB
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20. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant (Haldeman) to
Secretary of State Rogers'

Washington, February 1, 1969.

The President has directed that all State Department matters con-
cerning the President’s personal schedule be cleared through my of-
fice. This will also apply to all details of the President’s schedule when
he is on foreign trips.>

Will you please take the necessary steps to insure that all such mat-
ters arising in the State Department are referred to my office—and that
I have the opportunity to review all incoming cable traffic regarding the
President’s schedule and all outgoing traffic before it is sent. This would
include any proposed turn-downs as well as acceptances or other sched-
ule details. No commitments, express or implicit, for the President’s
time should ever be made without prior approval from my office. As
you well recognize, this is essential to insure proper coordination.

This procedure should not, of course, in any way affect the nor-
mal clearance procedures already established with Henry Kissinger’s
office except in the specific areas of the President’s schedule.’

HR Haldeman

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, Office Files of William P. Rogers: Lot 73 D 443,
Box 3, Personal Papers of William P. Rogers. No classification marking. Copies were sent
to Kissinger and Ehrlichman. A blind copy was sent to Ken Cole.

% In his diary entry for January 31, Haldeman wrote the following: “Had long ses-
sion about schedule and [President] called K[issinger] and me in to meeting with Gen-
eral Goodpaster about K’s problems with State. P refused to tackle it head-on. Started
by shifting schedule and personnel responsibilities regarding State from K to me, to get
K out of trivia. Especially emphasized this about trip.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multime-
dia Edition)

5Ina February 3 memorandum to Rogers, Haldeman indicated that the President
had “somewhat revised” the procedure outlined in this memorandum: “I will continue
to have responsibility for schedule planning but the responsibility for personnel ap-
pointments has been assigned to John Ehrlichman.” (National Archives, RG 59, Lot 73
D 443, Box 3, Personal Papers of William P. Rogers) In another February 3 memorandum
to Rogers, Haldeman indicated that the President had directed him to assume respon-
sibility for overall planning of the President’s proposed European trip, and that he as-
sumed “that steps have been taken to insure that I receive copies of all incoming cable
traffic and all outgoing traffic before it is sent regarding all details and facets of the Pres-
ident’s trip.” (Ibid.)



The NSC System 49

21. Editorial Note

On February 6, 1969, the White House issued a press release an-
nouncing the steps that President Nixon had taken to “restore the Na-
tional Security Council to the role set for it in the National Security Act
of 1947.” The press release also announced that the President had “di-
rected the reorganization and strengthening of the NSC staff.” The sub-
stantive components of the staff now consisted of: 1) an Operations
Staff with seven subdivisions—for Latin America, Europe, East Asia,
Near East and South Asia, Africa, International Economic Affairs, and
Science, Disarmament and Atomic Energy; 2) Assistants for Programs;
3) a Planning Staff; and 4) the Office of the Assistant to the President
for National Security Affairs. For text of the press release, see Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, February 24, 1969, pages 163-164.

Also on February 6 the Department of State issued Foreign Affairs
Manual Circular No. 521 outlining the New National Security Council
System as well as the authority and responsibility of the Secretary of
State in the new system. In a message that same day to officers and
employees of the Department of State, Secretary Rogers apprised them
of the new system and assured them that it was the President’s inten-
tion that the Department “play a central and dynamic role” in the sys-
tem. For text, see ibid., pages 164-165. The Secretary’s message was
transmitted to all diplomatic and consular post in telegram 019246, Feb-
ruary 6. (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1967-69, ORG 1)

Earlier, in a January 25 memorandum, Secretary of Defense Laird
had established procedures for Department of Defense participation in
the National Security Council and its various components. He desig-
nated the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Af-
fairs as the central point of contact for NSC matters in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense and as advisor to the Secretary and the Deputy
Secretary for NSC matters. He also specified procedures to expedite
coordination between the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the
Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on agenda items prior to meetings of
the NSC, the NSC Review Group, and the NSC Under Secretaries Com-
mittee. (Johnson Library, Halperin Papers, Box 5, NSC/RG) In a Janu-
ary 28 memorandum, Paul Warnke, Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs, established basic responsibilities in ISA
for carrying out the functions assigned to him by Secretary Laird. (Ibid.)
In a January 29 memorandum, L.K. White, Executive Director Comp-
troller of the Central Intelligence Agency, outlined the new NSC sys-
tem and established institutions and procedures for providing the sys-
tem with CIA support. (Central Intelligence Agency, Executive Registry,
Job 80-B01086A, Box 7, Folder 220, National Security Council)
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22.  Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, February 7, 1969.

I have expressed to you on several occasions my concern that the
NSC staff is not properly organized and that the functions of the com-
ponents of the staff, i.e., the Operators, the Planners and the Program-
mers have not been sufficiently delineated and formalized to insure the
kind of smooth staff work that is essential. I am equally concerned that
the interface between the NSC staff and your personal staff, which
should be oriented primarily to support the White House and the Pres-
ident, is also ragged and requires some finite functional sorting.

I have no personal ambitions with respect to this problem and am
honored to serve in any capacity at this level, providing I have assured
myself that you are getting the kind of support which you must have.
It would be a tragedy if our failure to sort out organizational problems
and establish sound internal management were to detract from the kind
of service that I am sure you can provide to the President and to the
country.

You mentioned to me on several occasions the problem of estab-
lishing a Deputy’s billet. After careful reflection, I am convinced that
such a billet should be established, provided you are willing to dele-
gate to the incumbent of that billet the authority that is needed to per-
mit him to move promptly and decisively on organizational matters
and to enable him to relieve you of the mounting inconsequential pro-
cedural details with which you are currently being plagued by various
members of the NSC staff. As I suggested earlier, I think it is essential
that the following things be done as soon as possible:

a. A detailed organizational charter be promulgated among the
staff, outlining the specific responsibilities of each staff member which
provides for a finite interface between each staff section, and includes
a conceptual flow of work projects through these sections, as well as
appoints senior points of contact where appropriate, i.e., within plan-
ning and programming sections. It is equally important that the inter-
face between your urgent, one-time support requirements for the Pres-
ident and the long-term, more formalized development of NSC projects
be carefully outlined. I would foresee this as a primary responsibility
for your Deputy, who should deal directly with the staff and the pri-

1 Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing
Office Files, 1969-77, Box 40, Administrative File, National Security Council Organiza-
tion (2), 2/7/69-2/11/69. Eyes Only; Private.
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mary officers within the three sections of the staff to insure that the
frictions of the past two weeks are promptly eliminated.

b. Establish an Administrative Secretariat in the EOB under the su-
pervision of a non-substantive, yet highly qualified administrative officer.

c. Put Larry Eagleburger and your Deputy, or just the latter, in the
office next to you and move all NSC administrative business to the EOB.

d. Continue the preparation of Daily Presidential Briefs as cur-
rently set up but with a mandatory one hour coordinating period each
evening to insure that the business and intelligence details included in
the brief are carefully refined by you personally or by your Deputy and
also to insure that you are thoroughly prepared before your morning
meeting with the President.

e. Dependent on the seniority of the Deputy that you select, the
interface between Larry Eagleburger and the Deputy will require the
most careful coordination. In any case, it is essential that these two in-
dividuals work together on a give and take basis, that one can fill for
the other and that both are totally cognizant of each others’ responsi-
bilities and the current actions being handled by each. As I visualize
it, your Deputy’s principal focus would be on the flow of substantive
information between the NSC staff and you and the requirement to in-
sure that this information is provided on a timely basis and is sub-
stantively responsive to your guidance. I visualize that Larry Eagle-
burger will continue to provide you the broad personal attention in
every area of activity in which you are involved.

While I am not volunteering to assume the Deputy’s responsibil-
ities outlined above, I would be honored to serve you in this capacity
and believe I could do much to relieve the errors and confusion of our
first organizational days. In any event, I think it is essential that you
move promptly to establish the lines of responsibility which I have out-
lined so that the best energies of our staff can be channeled to support
you in an efficient manner.

If you approve this action, I am prepared to move, without delay,
this weekend, to sort out these details in coordination with the mem-
bers of the staff and in full recognition that there will be certain bruises
develop with which I am prepared to cope.”

% Haig was promoted to Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs in June 1970. In an April 15, 1969, letter to Laird in which he supported Haig’s
candidacy for promotion to Brigadier General, Kissinger praised Haig’s “superb” per-
formance. “He deals daily with a multitude of complicated and extremely sensitive sub-
jects with an ease and maturity I have seldom seen, including supervision of much of
the work my staff does for the National Security Council.” Kissinger concluded, “In
short, I could not operate without him. He is the finest officer I have known.” (Library
of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 1, Chronological File)
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23.  Memorandum by the Chairman of the NSC Under
Secretaries Committee (Richardson)'

NSC-U/DM 1 Washington, February 7, 1969.

TO

The Deputy Secretary of Defense

The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

SUBJECT

The Organization and Functioning of the NSC Under Secretaries Committee

NSDM No. 2 of January 207 established the NSC Under Secretaries
Committee under my chairmanship. In order to have time reserved on
our calendars for meetings of the Committee, I wish to confirm that we
will hold 4:00 p.m. Thursday each week. It is understood that the Com-
mittee will probably not meet each week and I will attempt to get word
to you on meetings as far in advance as possible. I think it important,
however, to hold this time so that operational problems can be sched-
uled for consideration by the Committee on fairly short notice.

I have discussed with Henry Kissinger the problem of assuring
closest coordination of all phases of NSC activity. In order to make our
procedures as consistent with the NSC and Review Group operations
as possible, my staff will use the following designations on documents:

—NSC-U/DM (Under Secretaries Committee Decision Memo-
randum)
—NSC-U/SM (Under Secretaries Committee Study Memorandum)®

In addition, the Committee will use two auxiliary series:

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-270, Under Secretaries Decision Memoranda, U/DM 1. In-
formation copies were sent to the Acting Director of AID, the Director of USIA, the Di-
rector of OEP, and the Under Secretary of the Treasury.

2 Document 11.

3 Copies of NSC U/SM 1 through NSC U/SM 150 are in the National Archives,
Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Boxes H-249
through H-269, Under Secretaries Study Memoranda and ibid., RG 59 S/S-U/SM Files:
Lot 81 D 309. Copies of NSC U/D 1 through NSC U/DM 126 are ibid., Nixon Presi-
dential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Boxes H-270 through
H-280 and ibid., RG 59, S/S-U/DM Files: Lot 83 D 276.
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TNSC—U/ N (Under Secretaries Committee Administrative No-
tices)

—NSC-U/M (Under Secretaries Committee Minutes)

I hope in the next few days to be able to indicate several subjects
and the date for consideration of these subjects in the Under Secretaries
Committee. I also hope that you will feel free to suggest to me matters
that you wish brought before this Committee. I would then discuss
these suggestions with Henry Kissinger in order to assure appropriate
coordination with other parts of the NSC structure.

Elliot

4 Copies of NSC U/N 1 through NSC U/N 149 are ibid, Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-281, U/N and ibid, RG 59,
S/S-U/N Files: Lot 83 D 277.

24. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, February 11, 1969.

SUBJECT

Organization of National Security Council Staff and White House Office of the
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs

In coordination with Mr. Eagleburger, I have completed an analy-
sis of the organizational structure of the National Security Council staff
and of your White House office and am submitting herewith our rec-
ommendations for the reorganization of both.

The plan provides recommendations in three broad areas:

a. Section I—The organization of your White House office.
b. Section II—The organization of the National Security Staff Sec-
retariat and,
ffC' Section III—The organization of the National Security Council
Staff.

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing
Office Files, 1969-77, Box 40, Administrative File, National Security Council Organiza-
tion (2), 2/7/69-2/11/69. No classification marking.
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Within each of these three areas, functional responsibilities are de-
lineated and the interface between all three are outlined.

Section I—Organization of the Office of the Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs

Executive Assistant
Duties

The Executive Assistant (Larry Eagleburger) would continue to
provide full range of personal staff assistance to you. He would main-
tain complete cognizance of your daily activities and serve as your fo-
cal point for the transmission of instructions to and from the Office of
the President through the designated Assistants to the President and
intergovernmentally at the Special Assistant level and above, and to
the NSC staff through the Military Assistant. Normally, the Executive
Assistant will delegate to the Military Assistant liaison at the Special
Assistant/Military Assistant level with the Department of Defense, Di-
rector, OEP, and Central Intelligence Agency. It is emphasized that con-
tacts with the NSC staff would be effected through the Military Assist-
ant or in coordination with him with the view toward relieving the
Executive Assistant of time consuming coordination with the NSC staff
so that he can be totally responsive to the rapid pace of your daily ac-
tivities, plan ahead to preclude short deadlines in your schedule and
foresee potential trouble spots.

In processing the flow of business related to the NSC, the Execu-
tive Assistant will, after clearance of NSC substantive papers by the
Military Assistant, present them to you with staff assistance as required
and in sufficient time to insure assimilation and/or modification prior
to consideration by the National Security Council and/or the Review
Group.

The Executive Assistant would be located in the office adjacent to
yours, with the desk against the window so that both of you would
have easy access to each other through the interconnecting door, thus
avoiding the risks associated with the reception room conduct of busi-
ness. Entry to your office through the front door would be limited to
scheduled visitors as controlled by your private secretary in coordina-
tion with you and the Executive Assistant.

Approve?
Disapprove
Other

2 Kissinger checked this option.
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Military Assistant
Duties

The Military Assistant, Colonel Haig, will maintain cognizance of
the full range of activities handled by the Executive Assistant and will
be specifically charged with coordination of and liaison with National
Security Council staff through the Staff Secretary or designated senior
geographic substantive officers and the designated senior representa-
tives of the Planning and Programming Sections as described in Sec-
tion IIL

The Military Assistant will insure that NSC and Review Group pa-
pers were available to you on a timely basis and are consistent with
substantive guidance which you have provided. In effect, the Military
Assistant would serve as the de facto Chief of Staff for substantive NSC
affairs and be the single point of contact to insure final review of NSC
papers prior to presentation through the Executive Assistant to you.

Military Assistant will be responsible for setting up thru the NSC
Secretary or the substantive officer concerned, staff briefings, special brief-
ings and meetings as may be required in the conduct of NSC business.

Military Assistant would exercise monitorship of the Daily Intel-
ligence Briefing for the President by conducting a daily coordinating
meeting with the substantive geographic officers and Mr. McCafferty
and an assistant to be designated as outlined below.

Military Assistant will monitor 303 Committee agendas and
activities working in close coordination with Mr. Frank Chapin and
insure you are briefed on this material in a timely manner and that
follow-up action is accomplished in timely fashion.

Military Assistant will be located with the Executive Assistant and
be the point of contact with the NSC staff and will be able, as required,
to fill in for the Executive Assistant in his absence.

Approve®

Disapprove

Other

Administrative Assistant

Duties

The Administrative Assistant, Bob Houdek, will be the point of re-
ceipt for all material forwarded to you from the NSC Staff Secretariat

3 Kissinger checked this option.
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to be relocated in EOB and described in Section III. He will sort this
material into categories such as “Information,” “Action” and “Signa-
ture.” He will also receive, for initial screening, material received from
the Office of the President or other members of the White House staff
and all out-of-house foreign affairs related material of a non-NSC op-
erational nature for your or Presidential action. He will insure that it
is properly logged and suspensed by the existing small White House
office Administrative Section, dispatch it to the Staff Secretary if ap-
propriate, or refer it to the Executive/Military Assistants. The Execu-
tive/Military Assistants will insure that priorities for your attention are
established and that the paper work is substantively responsive and
coordinated prior to delivery through the Executive Assistant to your
desk.

Mr. Houdek would continue to participate in daily press briefings
and provide liaison with the office of the Press Secretary.

The Administrative Assistant will continue to be located in the
small office to the left of the guard desk in the West Basement.

Approve*
Disapprove

Other

Information and Intelligence Operations

Mr. Art McCafferty and one qualified designated Assistant will
prepare, based on all source reports (including submissions by the sub-
stantive staff) and the daily draft intelligence summary for the Presi-
dent. It will be available by 1730 hours each day in time for the coor-
dinating meeting between you, the Military Assistant and appropriate
members of the NSC staff. The meeting will be held in the Situation
Room and should include, as necessary, participation by the CIA
briefer, Mr. [name not declassified].

(This meeting will enable NSC staff members to insure that items
presented to the President in the morning brief are accurate, have been
subjected to their analysis where required and contain the latest fac-
tual data available. Participation by Mr. [name not declassified] in this
meeting would also permit proper coordination of material contained
in the CIA Daily Brief with the basic memoranda prepared for the Pres-
ident. It will also go far toward improving the responsiveness of the
CIA Daily Brief by highlighting special items of Presidential interest.
Notwithstanding, there will be occasions when the CIA representative
will be excused.)

* Kissinger checked this option.
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If you are not available for this meeting, it should be conducted
by the Military Assistant to insure that the coordination is effected on
a timely basis and that a final coordinated draft will be available for
your subsequent review prior to your meeting with the President the
following morning. The morning update will be conducted for you by
the Military Assistant.

Approve

Disapprove

Other®

Organization of the White House Office Secretarial Staff

It is essential that the reception room be maintained as an orderly,
non-substantive administrative area which is occupied solely by re-
quired secretarial support. The following secretarial organization is
proposed:

Joan McCarthy—Personal secretary, responsible for the mainte-
nance of your daily calendar, in coordination with the Executive As-
sistant (a separate analysis of your gersonal schedule has been pre-
pared by Mr. Eagleburger as attached at Tab F).

Mildred Zayac—Mrs. McCarthy’s Deputy, responsive to your per-
sonal requirements, with the full capability of filling in for Mrs. Mc-
Carthy so that acceptable working hours can be established for both.

Sally Dahler—Perform confidential secretarial duties for you and
also fill in as required in general front office clerical work.

Secretary to be designated for the Executive Assistant.

Muriel Hartley—Secretary for the Military Assistant.

It is anticipated that the above secretarial staff would provide the
full time competence required to support you, your Executive Assist-
ant and your Military Assistant (each is capable of filling in for the
other). Additional late hour assistance can be provided by Mrs. Lora
Simkus to insure that the secretarial staff is not subjected to the exces-
sive workloads of recent weeks.

Approve®

Disapprove
Other

® Kissinger checked the “Approve” option and next to the “Other” option, wrote:
“except for [name not declassified] presence.”

¢ Kissinger checked this option.
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Section II—System for the Processing of Papers
Related to National Security

As soon as practicable, the point of receipt of all paper work re-
lated to the National Security Council affairs should be designated as
the NSC Staff Secretariat which will be set up under the supervision
of the NSC Staff Secretary, Mr. Moose, in the Executive Office Building
(Mr. Bromley Smith should serve as his adviser and be located with
him). It will be the function of this Staff Secretariat to receive, log and
establish suspenses for all NSC related paper work. Decision will be
made by the Secretariat as to the processing of this paper. Normally, it
will entail immediate dispatch to the responsible substantive officer, or
to the Planning or Programming Section and also provide for manda-
tory coordination between all affected staff members. Logging and sus-
penses will also be established for all correspondence referred to the
NSC for action from your White House office.

Approve’
Disapprove

Other

When an issue is urgent and demands your immediate attention,
it will be sent simultaneously to your office and to the substantive
officer or officers most concerned to minimize delay. Specifically, the
Secretariat itself should be organized under Mr. Moose to provide the
following:

a. Prompt servicing and central control of all NSC action papers
or papers referred to the NSC staff by the White House office.

b. A system for guaranteeing coordination between individual
members and staff sections of the NSC staff.

c. The provision of administrative support to the NSC Staff to in-
clude clerical assistance, transportation, personnel services, messenger
service and space control.

d. Maintenance of the budgetary, personnel and organization
framework of the NSC staff. (Mr. Moose has already recommended that
he be authorized to acquire the services of a budget specialist to pre-
pare a revised NSC budget. We recommend approval of this action so
that budgetary estimates can be promptly prepared.)

e. Maintenance of the NSC staff communications system which
will provide for the rapid distribution of cables, intelligence publica-
tions, and reports to the NSC staff.

7 Kissinger checked this option.
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f. Maintain liaison with the departments and agencies within the
national security structure at the Staff Secretariat level. As a rule, a Staff
Secretary would not deal with the Assistants to the principals of the
Departments and Agencies. This liaison should be effected through the
Executive Assistant or the Military Assistant as previously outlined.

g. The Staff Secretary will work in close coordination with the
Chief of the Planning Section and especially the Chief of the NSC Sup-
port Group, in the preparation and timely distribution of all NSC
agenda related papers. The Staff Secretary will insure that all NSC re-
lated papers, including NSSMs, NSDMs, are standardized as to format
and style and are properly numbered and distributed among the in-
terested agencies on a timely basis. Based on guidance from the Chief
of the Planning Section, the Staff Secretary will maintain suspense files,
a master calendar of NSC and Review Group work schedules and re-
lated calendar of NSC business. It is essential that the reproduction ca-
pability of the Secretariat provide for the rapid reproduction of multi-
ple copies of NSC documents so that timely distribution of material of
substantive interest to all staff personnel is promptly furnished these
officers for comment as required. The Staff Secretary’s Administrative
Assistant must be capable of insuring this action in coordination with
the Chief of the Planning section who must be equally conscious of this
responsibility.

h. Establish a messenger service responsive to the requirements
of your White House office and the interagency requirements of the
NSC staff.

i. Serve as the single point of contact between your office, for all
NSC matters, as well as matters referred by your office to the NSC staff.

j- Serve as the point of contact for the clearance of cables from
State, Defense, CIA or other agencies and departments as required.
Normal routine would provide for receipt of the cable initially at the
White House office and dispatch to the Secretariat through Mr. Houdek
who will log the message. Once staff clearance has been obtained, it
will be returned to Mr. Houdek for your clearance after which it will
be officially cleared by the Staff Secretary who will also maintain a log
and suspense on the messages.® Some messages which the staff officer
considers routine or totally consistent with your views should be
cleared by him thru the Secretary without further reference to you.
Through this system, a double suspense will insure no cable clearances
are missed. This system will also enable us to restrict highly classified
or personal traffic to the White House office if so determined by you
or your immediate staff.

8 In the left margin next to this sentence, Kissinger wrote: “Within 48 hours.”
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k. Serve as the point of contact for the receipt of White House ini-
tiated requirements received by your White House office which should
be referred to the Staff Secretariat for logging, suspense and assign-
ment of action to the appropriate substantive officer or staff section. As
with cables, a double log and suspense system would be used, first in
your office and secondly, within the Staff Secretariat to insure a dou-
ble check and timely receipt of the response. High priority require-
ments of the President or his White House staff would be brought to
the attention of the Military Assistant or the Executive Assistant by Mr.
Houdek prior to or simultaneously with processing through the Staff
Secretariat so that you are aware of the requirement.

(Mr. Moose has recommended the acquisition of a highly quali-
fied administrative assistant from the Department of State to assist in
establishing the Administrative Section within the Staff Secretariat and
it is recommended that he be provided with this assistance.)’

Section III—Organization of the National Security Council Staff

There is an urgent need for a prompt and finite delineation of re-
sponsibilities within the substantive NSC staff. This delineation of re-
sponsibilities will unquestionably generate personal resentment on the
part of individuals who had been told or who have assumed that they
would play a role which would be greater or perhaps somewhat dif-
ferent from what sound organization dictates.

Recognizing this, we have spoken to several of the principal offi-
cers, with the view towards getting a cross section of attitudes on or-
ganizational arrangements, especially as they pertain to the interface
between the geographic officers and the Planning and the Program sec-
tions. Unfortunately, each visualizes a degree of authority and re-
sponsibility which could only be achieved at the expense of adjacent
staff section or substantive officer. Thus, hard decisions must be made
now which are based on the overall efficiency of the NSC staff and
more importantly, which provide the kind of balance, expertise and
judgment essential at this level.

—At Tab A is a proposed Organizational Chart of the NSC Staff."

—At Tab B is a proposed draft mission statement for the Opera-
tions Section.

—At Tab C is a proposed draft mission statement for the Planning
Section.

—At Tab D is a proposed draft mission statement for the Programs
Section.

? Beneath this paragraph (the bottom of page 8), Kissinger wrote: “OK HK.”
19 Tab A is not attached. Tabs B-F are not printed.
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—At Tab E is a Procedure Outline for the processing of papers for
Review Group and NSC Meetings prepared primarily by Mr. Halperin.
—At Tab F is a separate analysis of your personal schedule.

Recommendation

That you approve in principle the organizational concept outlined;

That you convene a meeting of the staff and furnish them with
copies of the attachments with the provision that functions are in draft
only and are subject to refinement in coordination with the Military
Assistant;

That, in the interim, the organization be set up as outlined effec-
tive February 13, to include execution of all physical moves by the close
of business February 13.

(Mr. Dave McManis (NSA) is prepared to serve as Intelligence
Assistant and can be here on February 13. He would remain on NSA
payroll.)"

' At the end of the text, Kissinger wrote (presumably referring to the entire mem-
orandum), “want to discuss minor changes—Role of Halperin etc.”

25.  Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, February 13, 1969.

SUBJECT

Formation of an Interagency Ad Hoc Group on Vietnam

At the present time, no formal link exists between the NSC and
the major policy planning group in Washington concerned with Viet-
nam. Policy planning on this subject has heretofore been handled by
an informal interagency group under Department of State auspices.
This deficiency has come into sharp focus in recent days as we at-
tempted to get a grasp on existing contingency plans for Vietham
preparatory to your departure for Europe. The attached NSSM (Tab A)*

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-136, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 21. Secret;
Sensitive.

2 Document 26.
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would formalize this interagency group and provide for the channel-
ing of its policy studies into the NSC Review Group and the NSC, when
desirable.

Creation of this Ad Hoc Group should have an immediately ben-
eficial impact in pulling together our politico military contingency
planning for U.S. reactions to a major new Communist offensive in
South Vietnam. This Ad Hoc Group can be tasked, as below, with this
responsibility. It can also oversee the implementation of your decisions
on reaction and should prove of particular value if the Vietnamese
Communists attempt a major offensive during the period of your up-
coming trip to Europe. Conversely, it will not preclude the type of plan-
ning we conducted on Tuesday with Mel Laird and General McConnell.
I will talk to Mel to insure that the special types of military operations
we discussed at the meeting are excluded from this interdepartmental
forum.

A study memorandum is enclosed (Tab B)® requesting the prepa-
ration of an integrated political and military scenario of possible U.S.
reactions to Communist attacks on the cities of South Vietnam and to
the assassination of President Thieu. Preparation of these papers has
been discussed with the Department of State and work is already un-
derway. We thus have reason to expect that the short deadline can be
met.

Approved*

Disapproved

3 Not found attached. It can be found in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential
Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-136, National Security
Study Memoranda, NSSM 22.

4 The President initialed this option.
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26. National Security Study Memorandum 21

Washington, February 13, 1969.

TO

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
The Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT

Vietnam

To facilitate the orderly planning and implementation of policy on
Vietnam within the framework of the National Security Council, the
President has directed the formation of an interdepartmental, Ad Hoc
Group on Vietnam.

This group shall be chaired by the representative of the Secretary
of State and shall include representatives of the Secretary of Defense,
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Director of Central Intelli-
gence.” Depending on the issue under consideration, other agencies
shall be represented at the discretion of the Chairman. The Group shall
perform the following functions:

1. Preparation of policy and contingency papers for consideration
by the NSC Review Group and the NSC. Copies of the papers shall be
transmitted to the heads of participating departments and agencies as
provided in NSDM 2.

2. Discussion of interdepartmental issues concerning Vietnam and
decision on issues which can be appropriately settled by the Ad Hoc
Group. This should include the planning and coordination, as appro-
priate, of the Government’s public information policy on Vietnam.

Henry A. Kissinger

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-207, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 21. Con-
fidential. Copies were sent to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director
of the U.S. Information Agency.

2In a February 17 memorandum to Assistant Secretary of State William Bundy,
Rogers designated Bundy Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group and delineated procedures
Bundy should follow in submitting papers to the NSC Review Group or the National
Security Council directly. (Ibid.) Following Bundy’s departure in May 1969, William Sul-
livan became chairman of the group.

3 Document 11.
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27.  Memorandum for the Record’

Washington, February 13, 1969.

SUBJECT
NSC Review Group Meeting on 13 February

1. The NSC Review Group met on 13 February on NSSM 10, “East-
West Relations.”?

2. This was a precedent-making meeting, marking the first time
that there has been a full-scale confrontation between Henry Kis-
singer—representing the new concepts of NSC procedures—and the
European Affairs Bureau of the Department of State—representing the
traditional procedures of policy formulation. The paper presented to
the Review Group was not a paper setting forth a range of options
which would enable the NSC principals to engage fundamental and
opposing issues and arrive at a new and more precise consensus. It
was instead an advocacy paper designed to advance only one basic
policy toward East-West relations. The paper contained some half-
hearted gestures toward meeting the options format which Kissinger
had requested, but these alternate options were patently straw men,
lacking both internal logic and conviction.

3. During the discussion that ensued the paper was attacked by a
majority of the Review Group and defended mildly by a minority. The
State Department view was that whatever faults the paper had could
be blamed on the overlay of “options” which had been forced on it by
the NSC Staff. In reality, it was said, there is only one view which “re-
sponsible people” can hold regarding policy toward East-West rela-
tions, and that view is set forth as Option 3, “Strong Deterrent with
Flexible Approach.” Gradually during the course of this discussion
agreement was reached that Option 3 as stated was so broad that it
needed to be articulated in a series of sub-options. As Kissinger put it,
“Surely there is divergence between the attitudes expressed by the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency on the one hand, and those
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the other. Somewhere between these two
outer wings are other defensible positions. The President and the NSC
should be given the opportunity to discuss this range.” Kissinger then

! Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Executive Registry Files, Job 80-B01086A, Box
7, Folder 223, NSC Review Group Meeting. Secret. Drafted by Smith on February 15.

2 Copies of NSSM 10, January 27, and the resulting paper are in the National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H-133, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 10.
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directed the NSC Staff to prepare a new draft of the paper to be ready
for consideration of the NSC at its scheduled 19 February meeting.

4. During this discussion, Henry Kissinger set forth some views
regarding the much discussed “linkage” proposition which I found use-
ful and may be illuminating to others. Linkage, he said, means to him
and to the President only that some political progress should take place
side by side with progress on arms control and related discussions.
This does not mean that one expects the Soviets to give up essential
positions to satisfy this linkage. One would not expect them to agree
to the unification of Germany in order to facilitate arms control and
discussions, but one can expect them not to exacerbate the Berlin prob-
lem or other such problems when it is within their power to refrain
from doing so.

5. The next meeting of the Review Group is scheduled for 18 Feb-
ruary. Presumably the revised draft on East-West relations will be the
principal, if not the sole, topic.

R. J. Smith
Deputy Director for Intelligence

28. Memorandum From the Chairman of the President’s Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board (Taylor) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, February 14, 1969.

SUBJECT

Comments on National Security Decision Memorandum 1, 2, 3, 4 and 72

I was very much interested in studying the text of the reference
NSDMs and in analyzing the national security procedures set forth in
them. They seem to me to describe quite clearly the procedures to be
followed in security policy formulation and, if carried out in accord-
ance with the intent of these memoranda, they should assure that the
National Security Council receives well staffed documents to serve as
the basis for Presidential decisions.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-300, NSC System, IFG (Institutional File General) 1969
through 1974. Confidential.

2 Documents 10, 11, 12, and 13. For NSDM 7, see footnote 4, Document 12.
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What I do not see is an assignment of responsibility for the func-
tions which must be carried out after Presidential approval of a policy
paper. The functions which I have in mind include:

a. The assignment of tasks to subordinate departments and agen-
cies to carry out a Presidential decision.

b. The preparation of departmental and agency programs to dis-
charge the assigned tasks.

c. The coordination of these programs to assure a properly ag-
gregated interdepartmental effort.

d. The manner of approval of these programs prior to implemen-
tation, and

e. The evaluation of performance during and following imple-
mentation.

The only reference which I find to these functions is in the as-
signment to the Secretary of State of responsibility “in accordance with
approved policy, for the execution of foreign policy” and “for the over-
all direction, coordination and supervision of interdepartmental activ-
ities of the United States Government overseas.”> Without further clar-
ification, I would interpret these references as giving the Secretary of
State full authority to assure the proper execution of approved de-
partmental programs in the field of national security, using either the
National Security Council machinery or the resources of the Depart-
ment of State to assist him.

If this reading is correct, this is a formidable responsibility and I
question the ability of the Secretary of State to discharge it without a
further clarification of what is expected of him. To discharge such a
task, he will need a more specific statement from the President setting
forth his authority over the other departments involved in national se-
curity and the way in which he is expected to use this authority. He
will also need an accepted procedure by which he can obtain adequate
staff support for his executive and supervisory functions. One might
look to the National Security Council Under Secretaries Committee for
such machinery to assist him but, in this case, the duties of the Under
Secretaries Committee would have to be broadened substantially be-
yond the text of NSDM 2.

Since the implementation of national security decisions and the
verification of performance of implementation have always been weak

3 I am not entirely confident of the accuracy of this interpretation because, as I have
learned to use the term, “foreign policy” includes all “interdepartmental activities of the
United States Government overseas” and something more, i.e., the limited amount of
interdepartmental overseas business, whereas the language of the NSDM seems to sug-
gest that “foreign policy” and “interdepartmental activities of the United States Gov-
ernment overseas” are two separate categories of activities to which the Secretary of State
stands in two differing and separate relationships.” [Footnote in the source text.]
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points in past procedures, I would suggest strongly the need for a very
clear statement at the start of this Administration, setting forth the func-
tions which must be performed in the course of implementation and
the responsibility for the execution of each of these functions. I would
think that the vehicle for such a clarification would be an additional
NSDM added to the series which has just been issued.

M.D.T.

29. Editorial Note

Early in the Nixon administration the President’s Assistant for Na-
tional Security Affairs Henry Kissinger began the practice of main-
taining special direct channels of communication with some foreign of-
ficials and U.S. Ambassadors, bypassing the Department of State. The
Kissinger-Dobrynin channel, for example, was arranged within a few
weeks of President Nixon’s inauguration. In his diary entry for Febru-
ary 15, 1969, the President’s Assistant, H.R. Haldeman, noted the fol-
lowing: “Big item was meeting planned for Monday with the Soviet
Ambassador. Problem arose because P[resident] wanted me to call
Rogers and tell him of meeting, but that Ambassador and P would be
alone. I did, Rogers objected, feeling P should never meet alone with
an Ambassador, urged a State Department reporter sit in. Back and
forth, Klissinger] disturbed because Ambassador has something of
great significance to tell P, but if done with State man there word will
get out and P will lose control. Decided I should sit in, Rogers said OK,
but ridiculous. Ended up State man and K will both sit in, but P will
see Ambassador alone for a few minutes first, and will get the dope in
written form. K determined P should get word on Soviet intentions di-
rect so he knows he can act on it.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia
Edition) The President met with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin on Feb-
ruary 17.

Two weeks later, on March 3, Kissinger met with Dobrynin and
reported on the meeting in a March 6 memorandum to the President:
Dobrynin “said that Moscow had noted his conversation with the Pres-
ident as well as the lunch with me with ‘much satisfaction.” Moscow
was ready to engage in a “strictly confidential exchange on delicate and
important matters” with the President using the Dobrynin-Kissinger
channel. The exchange will be kept very secret. Moscow ‘welcomes an
informal exchange.”” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Box 489, President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger 1969)
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From March through November 1969 Kissinger met six times alone
with Dobrynin and twice together with the President. Then, following
a meeting on December 22, Kissinger reported the following to Nixon
in a December 24 memorandum: “Dobrynin suggested that he and I
meet at regular intervals, discussing a particular topic at each meeting
to explore what possible solutions on various issues might look like. We
could decide after the discussion of each topic was completed and af-
ter it had been discussed with you whether any action was necessary—
whether instructions would be given or it should be taken to another
level. If you approve, I will agree to meet with him every three weeks
after our return from San Clemente on an agenda to be approved by
you.” Nixon gave his approval. (Ibid.) “Increasingly, the most sensitive
business in US-Soviet relations came to be handled between Dobrynin
and me,” Kissinger wrote in White House Years, page 138. Documenta-
tion on the channel from February 1969 through April 1973 is in the Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Boxes 489-96,
President’s Trip Files, Dobrynin/Kissinger. Included are lists of meet-
ings, memoranda of conversation, notes exchanged, and Kissinger’s
memoranda to the President. Documentation on the channel for the pe-
riod from May 1973 through August 1974 is ibid., Kissinger Office Files,
Country Files, Boxes 68-71.

Kissinger established special communication channels with other
foreign officials. In October 1969, for instance, he arranged a backchan-
nel with West German State Secretary Egon Bahr that also included
West German Chancellor Willy Brandt. Starting in early 1971 Kissinger
and Bahr exchanged messages through a covert Navy operation. For
more information, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XL, Germany
and Berlin, 1969-1972.

Kissinger communicated through backchannels that bypassed the
Department of State with a number of U.S. Ambassadors at their posts
abroad, among them Ambassador to Vietnam Ellsworth Bunker, Am-
bassador to Pakistan Joseph Farland, Ambassador to West Germany
Kenneth Rush, and Ambassador William Porter at the Paris peace talks.
President Nixon commented at a meeting with his closest advisers on
December 22, 1971, that “there have been more backchannel games
played in this administration than any in history because we couldn’t
trust the God damned State Department.” (Conversation 308-13;
National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Tapes)
David McManis, Director of the White House Situation Room, briefed
General Brent Scowcroft on the situation in a January 4, 1973, memo-
randum: “’Backchannel communications’ are used to provide an un-
usual degree of privacy to messages between HAK and selected am-
bassadors. [17% lines of source text not declassified]

“We have [less than 1 line of source text not declassified] set up several
communications links using key materials permitting access to the mes-
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sage only here and at the distant end—not at any headquarters or re-
lay point.” McManis briefly described procedures for communicating
with Ambassadors Bunker and Porter and Egon Bahr and noted that
“one alternative has always been the courier run.” (Ibid., NSC Files,
Box 1327, NSC Unfiled Material 1971) Later in 1973 Kissinger began
having some backchannel messages specially encrypted. (Memoran-
dum from Scowcroft to Kissinger, April 27, 1973; ibid. Box 1335) Copies
of many backchannel communications, including those with Ambas-
sadors Bunker and Farland, are ibid., Backchannel Files, Backchannel
Messages, Boxes 410—433.

Kissinger was concerned that the Department of State not become
party to his backchannel communications. In a January 12, 1971, mes-
sage to Bunker he observed that during a discussion with William Sul-
livan, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific
Affairs, Sullivan had “referred to fact that you would be returning to
Washington as a result of my backchannel request to you to do so. I
was surprised that Department was aware of my use of this channel
since I have been proceeding under the assumption that our commu-
nication through this channel are kept exclusively between us. I would
be grateful if you would reassure me in this respect.” (Ibid., Kissinger
Office Files, Box 148, State/WH Relationship, Vol. 4)

30. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, March 2, 1969.

SUBJECT
NSC Procedures
The attached memorandum prepared by Mort Halperin on NSC

procedures has been discussed by Mort in detail with both Dick Moose
and myself and we are in general agreement with its content.

! Source: Johnson Library, Halperin Papers, NSC/RG. No classification marking.
Kissinger wrote “OK, HK” at the top of the page.
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Tab C reflects some modifications with respect to follow-up action
which I suggested to Mort. I believe that the scheduling proposed by
Mort for NSC business matters and circulating of the agenda in the Re-
view Group is a very sound procedure which will do much to improve
the system and, hopefully, better shape NSC discussions. I believe the
tab which discusses the manner by which business will be assigned to
the NSC system will require a little further thought as it will hinge
upon your relationships with Secretary Rogers and the role of Depart-
ment of State policy. Most importantly, however, it will depend upon
the President’s own wishes in this matter and I think, therefore, it
should be handled very gingerly in any discussion you might have
with him.

Attachment

Memorandum From the Assistant for Programs, National
Security Council Staff (Halperin) to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT
NSC Procedures

This memorandum responds to your request for my thoughts on
how the system which has evolved so far can be improved so that you
and the President can stay ahead of problems. I take it our goal is to
identify issues far enough in advance of the time of Presidential deci-
sion so that:

(1) the bureaucracy can be asked to prepare a paper laying out the
options and providing the necessary background;

(2) the NSC staff can enlarge upon the options if necessary;

(3) the issue is brought to the President early enough for him to
make an unhurried decision which takes account of our long run ob-
jectives as well as the tactical concerns of the moment;

(4) there is a follow-through mechanism to insure that the Presi-
dent’s decisions are, in fact, implemented.

Changes in the system can be thought of in three categories, dis-
cussed in the three attachments:

(1) Improving the procedure for identifying items for NSC con-
sideration (Tab A);

(2) Improving NSC discussion (Tab B);

(3) Monitoring the implementation of Presidential tasks (Tab C).
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Tab A

Identifying Actions for NSC Consideration

Thus far, most of the items on the NSC agenda are broad discus-
sions of the major foreign policy issues facing the U.S. While a few spe-
cific issues, such as Biafra and Peru, have been put on the NSC agenda,
no clear pattern has yet emerged as to how the President will want to
deal with a variety of specific issues which will require his attention
and for which he should consider options and long run implications.

The choices appear to be:

(1) Wait until the State Department sends the issue to the
President.

This will almost certainly mean that the issue arrives very close to
the time that the President needs to decide and that he will be con-
fronted with a recommendation rather than options. The NSC staff
could add a cover memo stating alternatives, and the President could
decide based on the written material, but this does not seem to be com-
patible with the President’s desires.

(2) These matters could be handled on an ad hoc basis with State,
and other agencies involved informally asked to give their views in
writing to the President who could then convene a meeting of those
directly involved. For example, rather than waiting for the Visit Brief-
ing Book for Presidential visitors, the agencies concerned could be
asked to provide their views in writing on the main issues long enough
in advance to enable the NSC staff to put them together to give the
President a view of the issues and raise additional alternatives. The
President should then decide whether to hold a meeting of those con-
cerned. Similar procedures could also be used on issues like the FRG
offset or our position on the details of mutual withdrawal from SVN.
This approach can work and will certainly have to be used for some
issues.

(3) Schedule on the NSC Agenda issues for which the President
should review options and alternatives and use the existing NSC ma-
chinery to develop the necessary papers. This approach has been used
thus far to a remarkable degree. The specifics of our Middle East ne-
gotiating policy, the issue of Sentinel deployment and the question of
Biafran relief have all been handled through the regular NSC proce-
dures despite the temptation to handle them otherwise. (We are skip-
ping the Review Group on the Sentinel issue, but there is no great harm
in doing that when the laying out of alternatives is largely the job of a
single department. If time had permitted, it would have been useful to
circulate the Defense paper in advance and solicit written comments
from other agencies.) To continue to use this system for the growing
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number of issues that will come before the President requires two
things:

(a) A willingness on the part of the President to continue to hold
one, and in many cases two NSC meetings per week, and a willing-
ness on his I]?lart to schedule several items at a single meeting (in most
cases after there has been an initial NSC discussion of the basic issue).
These meetings will have to dispense with the formal procedures of
CIA and other briefings and focus rather sharply on the immediate is-
sues for decision. They will require the kind of brief agenda papers
suggested in the next attachment.

(b) Anintensive effort on the part of the NSC staff to identify these
issues far enough in advance to put the NSC machinery to work. It will
have to be made clear to the operations staff members that such issues
should be brought into the NSC system. The NSC planning group will
have to carefully monitor forthcoming meetings, visits, matters of Pres-
idential interest and concern, etc. and then work with the Assistants
for Operations to put the machinery into motion.

On balance, Option 3 would appear to most closely conform with
the President’s desires. Setting the machinery into motion on a partic-
ular issue does not commit the President to holding an NSC meeting.
Papers approved by the Review Group can go to the President for his
information and for decisions based on the written documents. Alter-
natively, the President could call in a subgroup of the NSC to discuss
a particular problem. Using the NSC machinery guarantees, in any case,
that the President will have put before him a discussion of all of the
relevant options as well as a careful analysis of the situation and the
long range implications of any decision that he makes.”

Tab B

Improving NSC Discussion

NSC discussion thus far has probably suffered because of a lack
of knowledge on the part of the NSC members as to what items the
President wished to focus on and what policy issues he wished to have
their advice on. This is particularly a problem for the kind of general
papers that have on the whole been discussed thus far but it will be
somewhat of a problem even for more narrowly focused issues.

The NSC discussion has also suffered from the fact that papers
have been distributed only a short time before the meetings.

2In a March 10 memorandum to Kissinger, written after Kissinger approved Tab
A, Halperin outlined steps to be taken to implement Tab A. (Ibid., Chronological File,
January-March 1969)
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The schedule is now set up so that beginning with the April 2 dis-
cussion of NATO we will have 13 days between the Review Group
meeting and the NSC meeting for regularly scheduled items. (We will,
of course, have to add on other items with shorter deadlines.) This
more extended period between the Review Group meeting and the
NSC meeting will have several advantages:

(1) It will permit a more careful rewriting of papers when the Re-
view Group decides that is necessary.

(2) It will permit us to circulate papers substantially in advance
of meetings—normally one week.
bel (3) It will permit the preparation of an agenda paper, discussed

elow.

(4) It will permit the President to receive his NSC book 48 hours

or more before the meeting.

This new time schedule would permit the preparation of an agenda
paper which might help to sharpen the focus for NSC discussion. This
paper, which would in effect be a combination of what has previously
been in the HAK talking points and in the Issues for Decision paper,
would indicate to the members of the NSC what areas they should
come prepared to discuss and on what specific decisions the President
will want their advice.

If agenda papers are to be used, they should be prepared as indi-
cated in the initial procedures memo approved by the President. A draft
of the agenda paper would be circulated and discussed at the Review
Group meeting and members of the Review Group would then be given
two additional days to provide comments on the draft. It would be un-
derstood, of course, that the draft was subject to review by the Presi-
dent and that, in any case, he would retain his prerogative to lead the
discussion in other directions if he decided to do so. Following the re-
vision of the paper based on Review Group comments, the paper could
be distributed to the agencies. Alternatively, and preferably, HAK could
discuss the paper with the President eight days before the NSC meet-
ing and secure his general approval for the paper. This would increase
the probability that over time there was a reasonably close overlap be-
tween the items raised in the agenda paper and those that the Presi-
dent would want to discuss. This will insure that the agenda paper is
taken seriously by the staffs and will mean that the NSC members are
better prepared to discuss the key issues and major decisions.

Attachment to Tab B

IMlustrative Cycle for NSC Meeting

1. Friday: Response to NSSM and/or other paper comes to NSC
staff.
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Tuesday PM: Pre-RG meeting.

Thursday: RG meeting. Reach consensus on agenda focus.
Monday: Revised draft agenda approved by HAK.
Tuesday: HAK checks agenda paper with RN.

o Ol N

. Wednesday: Agenda paper and IG paper circulated to NSC
one week in advance of meeting.

7. Friday: Pre-NSC meeting with HAK with RN and HAK books.
8. Monday: RN book forwarded.
9. Wednesday: NSC meeting.

10. Friday: NSDM sent out with record of decision (to appropri-
ate extent) and assignment of implementation action.

Tab C

Implementation of Decisions

The process for implementing the Presidential decisions which
take the form of general policy guidance has been less fully developed
than the other parts of the NSC system.

The intention of circulating a Decision Memorandum after each
NSC meeting, providing the President’s decisions and the rationale for
them, has been greatly limited by the President’s desire to restrict de-
cisions of NSC meetings to the principals only. Thus, most decisions
have passed by debriefs from the members of the NSC to their staffs
or from the NSC staff member to his agency counterparts. This process
has the drawback that the President’s intentions are nowhere clearly
stated. It is possible to have different interpretations of his decisions
passed on by different participants in the meeting. Where the dispute
concerns a particular single decision—should there be a Biafra relief
coordinator—the matter can if necessary be referred back to the Pres-
ident, but where the issue concerns style, tone and nuance—just what
is our attitude toward Four Power Middle East talks—the current pro-
cedure leaves much to be desired and is susceptible to both inadver-
tent ignoring of Presidential decisions or deliberate distortions.

There is much to be said for trying to return to the original notion
of a careful Decision Memorandum stating the President’s decision and
the reasons for it, while recognizing this cannot be done with some is-
sues. The Decision Memorandum could clearly be separated from the
NSC meeting. One need not refer in any way to the NSC deliberations
or attempt to include all of what the President said at the NSC meet-
ing. Rather, the Decision Memorandum would be a document carefully
written to tell those who will implement the policy what they need to



The NSC System 75

know about the President’s desires in order to do what he intends and
to provide enough explanation of why the President has decided as he
has to enable those implementing the policy to follow the spirit as well
as the letter of the Presidential decision. While such Decision Memo-
randa would normally be written soon after an NSC meeting, in other
cases they might be issued after some delay, when the President clearly
came down on position.

The Decision Memoranda should, in most cases, clearly assign re-
sponsibility for implementing the decision. This assignment should be
determined on a case-by-case basis. In some instances a Cabinet offi-
cer should be assigned responsibility (perhaps in consultation with
other officials); in other cases responsibility could be assigned to an in-
terdepartmental group: the Under Secretaries Committee, an IG, or an
ad hoc group. In other cases responsibility could be assigned to a par-
ticular individual. In the absence of a specific delegation it is much less
likely that a policy will be implemented and it is much harder to mon-
itor compliance.

There is a related question of long run monitoring of implemen-
tation of Presidential decisions. This should be the primary responsi-
bility of the operations officer. At some stage, we may want to consider
some system of periodic reporting on the implementation of deci-
sions—perhaps internally by the NSC staff member or formally by in-
teragency group, where it has been assigned responsibility for action.
The procedure to be adopted for follow-on will depend in large part
on the choice made on how to inform the bureaucracy initially of Pres-
idential decisions and should, therefore, be deferred until there is a
longer period of experimentation on the prior question.’

3 In a March 28 memorandum to Halperin, Lake discussed procedures for imple-
menting Presidential decisions. He commented that “the most efficient means of dis-
seminating NSC decisions would be by NSDM, as argued in your memorandum. It ap-
pears, however, that the President has ruled this out.” (Ibid., NSC/RG)
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31. National Security Decision Memorandum 8'

Washington, March 21, 1969.

TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT

Crisis Anticipation and Management

The President has directed that increased emphasis be placed on
the anticipation of potential crisis situations that may affect the inter-
ests of the United States. The National Security Council structure pro-
vides a means for the orderly review of world situations and of our
policies, the formulation of possible courses of action to deal with con-
tingency situations and the initiation of actions, when appropriate, to
remedy deteriorating situations.

The President has directed that the National Security Council In-
terdepartmental Groups shall prepare contingency studies on poten-
tial crisis areas for review by the NSC. The studies should include a
careful orchestration of political and military actions. It is recognized
that not all contingencies can be anticipated and that the specifics of a
particular anticipated contingency cannot be accurately predicted.
Nevertheless, there are important advantages which might accrue from
contingency planning, among which are:

—a clearer assessment of U.S. interests and possible need for U.S.
action in a particular situation;

—an increased likelihood that U.S. actions taken will be timely and
will minimize risks or losses;

—the possible discovery of actions which might resolve or head
off a crisis; and

—the familiarization of key officials with factual material and al-
ternative courses of action in event of a crisis.

The Review Group shall issue instructions for contingency plan-
ning and review contingency studies prepared in the Interdepartmen-
tal Groups. The Review Group shall forward contingency studies to

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 8. Con-
fidential. Copies were sent to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Director
of the U.S. Information Agency. Documentation on the implementation of NSDM 8 is
ibid., and in ibid., RG 59, S/S-NSDM Files: Lot 83 D 305, NSDM 8. Box H-209, National
Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 8. Confidential.
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the Under Secretaries Committee. When the study is to be submitted
to the National Security Council, the Under Secretaries Committee will
comment in light of its responsibilities for crisis management.

The Chairman of the Interdepartmental Groups shall have coor-
dinating authority for the management of crises in their areas when
these occur, subject to additional policy and operational guidance pro-
vided by higher authority.

The Under Secretaries Committee shall determine the organiza-
tion and procedures for crisis management.

Henry A. Kissinger

32. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant (Haldeman) to
the Director of Communication for the Executive Branch
(Klein)*

Washington, March 24, 1969.

Per your request, I talked with the President about the possibility
of having Henry Kissinger appear on shows like Meet the Press and
specifically about the April 30th date.

The President does not want Kissinger to make public television
appearances of this sort. He is perfectly willing to have Henry meet
with commentators, editors, etc. on a background basis in private ses-
sions but does not want him—or any other White House staff mem-
bers—to appear as Administration spokesmen in public.

H

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject Files,
Box 341, HAK/President Memoranda, 1969-1970. No classification marking. This source
text is a copy sent to Kissinger and is marked “HAK” at the top of the page.
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33. Memorandum From the Director of the Program Analysis
Staff, National Security Council (Lynn) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 11, 1969.

SUBJECT
Role of Program Analysis Office

On April 9 you signed a NSSM which directs a study of Post Viet-
nam Asian Policy.” The scope of this study includes every major U.S.
resource program in East Asia: military grant aids and sales, economic
assistance, U.S. bases and forces, and the implications on these pro-
grams for the U.S. budget and balance of payments.

I did not see this NSSM in any form until after it had been signed.
Now that a formal study of all U.S. resource programs in East Asia has
been directed, what does that leave for my Program Analysis Office in
the region? I am immediately exposed to the reasonable argument that
any study I attempt in the region “is already being done.” Over the
last few weeks, I have tried without success to obtain the cooperation
of your staff on studies in East Asia, in particular, to get a first rate
study of Thailand started. Now that I am confronted with this fait ac-
compli, I feel I need to have a better understanding of how you view
the role and purpose of my office.

Because I was not asked to comment on NSSM 38 before it went
out over your signature and because it can be interpreted (and will be
interpreted by the State Department) as pre-empting work which I have
underway on East Asian countries, I think it sets a dangerous prece-
dent. The NSSM says nothing about the need for in-depth analysis, and
it will be undertaken by operators, yet it can and will be used to sup-
press the kind of analytical work which is badly needed and which I
thought my office was designed to undertake.

The policy decisions that the study will bring forth will in effect
dictate a wide variety of program decisions which in my judgment
should not be made until we have undertaken the relevant program
budgeting studies.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Staff Files—
Staff Memos, Box 1050, Lynn, Laurence E., Jr. [Jan. 1969-Aug. 1970]. Secret; Eyes Only.
Haig wrote in hand at the top of the first page: “File—Lynn says no longer necessary.”

2 Reference to NSSM 38, April 10. (Ibid., Box 365, Subject Files, National Security
Study Memoranda, NSSM 38)
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For example, decisions are contemplated with respect to “SEATO,”
“new regional arrangements,” “military forces and deployments,”
“U.S. bases,” “military grant aids and sales,” “economic assistance,”
and “budget and balance of payments costs.” In nearly every case pro-
gram decisions are called for and I can see the results pouring concrete
around our policy in, for example, Thailand in a way which precludes
analysis. There is little doubt that SEATO and our bilateral ties with
Thailand will be reaffirmed, base decisions will be made affecting U.S.
forces in Thailand, planning decisions will be made which affect our
aid and military assistance programs to Thailand, etc. All this will be
accomplished without analysis of U.S. force effectiveness, of the pos-
sibilities of developing Thai forces, of the need and opportunities for
economic assistance to Thailand, of the costs of alternative commit-
ments, of the likelihood of the anticipated threats, etc.

The fact that the East Asia IG will conduct the study makes it in-
evitable that, as in the past, costly and possibly ineffective program
commitments will be made by operating agencies. NSSM 38 can lead
to a sterile product which serves up as policy recommendations the
operators’ preferences buttressed by nothing more than the conven-
tional wisdom. Meanwhile the possibility that the process of program
analysis will affect the thinking of the State Department or obtain the
necessary cooperation in Washington or in the field seem to me to have
been all but precluded.

I have put together a bright and experienced staff. We have ap-
proached our analyses in a deliberate manner, seeking to lay the foun-
dation for an analytical approach to program issues and related poli-
cies. Since this kind of work has never been done on a broad scale in
the government, careful preparation is necessary both to obtain suc-
cessful studies and to protect your interests with the agencies.

I have drafted a NSDM? which I think is necessary to place our
studies in the proper relationship with the results sought by NSSM 38
and other such NSSMs. I believe you should sign it. It is required to
give us the latitude necessary for our work.

Since this subject affects my “vital interests” I would like to dis-
cuss it with you.

3 Attached but not printed. The proposed NSDM was not issued.
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34. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, April 11, 1969.

SUBJECT

Improvements in Information Support and Communications

It is critically important to be able rapidly to obtain and display
in the White House information on national security matters. The fa-
cilities to do this should be designed to provide you with instant brief-
ings in critical situations and to support any group of advisers or task
force that you might assemble. The White House Situation Room and
the communications facilities which link it with the outside world
should be designed as an integral whole to meet this need, using the
most modern techniques and facilities available.

Realization of this goal requires coordinated action in five
areas:

design of an improved conference room
automation of information handling

more space

review of communications capabilities
development of substantive information files

G LN

Improved Conference Room

The Conference Room associated with the Situation Room should
be equipped to provide you with instant briefings and also should be
able to support any advisory group or task force that you might as-
semble in a crisis. To do this, the Conference Room should have the
following features:

1. It should have rapid access to sizeable central file of facts, as
well as to current messages and intelligence.

2. It should have the facilities to rapidly display selected fact
sheets, messages and intelligence reports to a group of up to twenty
people.

3. It should have facilities for preparing and updating large map
displays without interfering with other activities in the Conference
Room.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject Files,
Box 332, Improvements in Information Support and Communication. Sent for action. No
classification marking.
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4. It should have telephone facilities to support up to twenty peo-
ple in the Conference Room, with provisions for the Situation Room
staff to screen incoming calls if desired.

5. It should be designed and outfitted to minimize the physical
and psychological discomfort associated with any prolonged use of the
room by a single task group.

If undertaken in conjunction with the other projects described be-
low, the improved Conference Room can be available in 12 months,
and can be paid for out of funds available to the Defense Communi-
cations Agency (discussed under Space below).

Automated Information Handling

The principal means we have to keep continually abreast of fast-
moving developments is to read the messages addressed to the Secre-
taries of State and Defense and to the Joint Chiefs of Staff which are
routed to the White House for information, and to read the intelligence
reports and summaries which are prepared for us by the intelligence
community. This incoming information is now received by teletype,
manually transferred to the Situation Room, and screened and routed
within the White House. It is then manually transmitted to the Execu-
tive Office Building where it is further screened, routed and delivered
to members of my staff. Once seen, these messages are filed in various
places in accordance with a simple classification scheme. These proce-
dures frequently involve handling delays under normal time pressures;
in crisis periods such delays could have serious consequences. I would,
therefore, like to automate as much of this process as possible, in or-
der to increase the speed and reliability of both initial dissemination
and subsequent retrieval of information. A modest, computer-based
system, similar to systems now used by the State and Defense De-
partments, will permit us to do this.

The computer would:

1. display messages for screening and routing as soon as they are
received, with simultaneous presentation in the Situation Room and in
the NSC Secretariat. (Sensitive messages would be restricted to the
White House.)

2. receive indexing and routing instructions from the analysts who
screen the messages. (It may also be feasible to have the computer as-
sign index terms and routing instructions based on the contents of the
message, subject to verification by the analyst.)

3. automatically print out the required number of copies for im-
mediate distribution.

4. automatically create files accessible by originator, subject, and
date/time of receipt.

5. quickly find, display, and print out if desired, messages and
other indexed material retained in current files.
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It will take about two years to get a fully operational system, as-
suming a competitive procurement. The system will cost about $500,000
annually for leased equipment, operation and maintenance. This will
be partly offset by current communications center costs of $300,000 per
year. The White House Communications Agency is prepared to pay all
of the costs of this project except for the programming costs which may
be associated with the development of special files for the White
House/NSC. The development of such files would be part of the Sub-
stantive Information project described below.

Space

The most immediate limiting factor in achieving any improvement
is space. The present Situation Room conference area is too small for a
group of any size, and cannot effectively use modern techniques such
as rear projection displays. The communications center is in the bomb
shelter, far removed from the Situation Room, and it has no room to in-
stall modern message handling, storage and retrieval facilities.

The necessary additional space can be obtained by underground
construction immediately behind the Situation Room. The White House
Communications Agency has done some preliminary planning for a
new communications center there. These plans can be revised to in-
corporate the new conference room and automatic information han-
dling facilities discussed above. The cost for the entire facility should
not exceed $1.5 million, and WHCA can make that amount available
within its FY 1970 budget.

Planning, construction and equipment installation will require
about one year. Upon completion of the new Conference Room, the
existing Situation Room spaces will be reconfigured as necessary to
support the new Conference Room, and any excess space will be re-
leased for other use.

General Albright (WHCA) has assured me that the noise level as-
sociated with excavation will be minimal except when jackhammers
are needed to cut around existing manholes. The jackhammer work
will be scheduled at times when you are not in residence.

I recommend that you (1) approve the construction of a new Con-
ference Room and Communications Center adjacent to the present Sit-
uation Room, (2) approve the installation of improved information han-
dling and display facilities, and (3) authorize General Albright to
proceed with construction as soon as Mr. Haldeman and I have ap-
proved the detailed plans.

Approve
Disapprove
Other
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Review of Communications Capabilities

While facilities in the White House are being modernized, it is im-
portant to keep in mind the support you need when you are away from
the White House. Staff coordination procedures and information sup-
port which can be readily implemented in the White House are much
more difficult to achieve when you and part of your staff are else-
where, or enroute. To cope with these situations, it is important to as-
sure that:

1. Communications facilities are as reliable and responsive as pos-
sible, and

2. the limitations of facilities are recognized and staff procedures
are designed with these limitations in mind.

I feel that it is also important to review at this time your require-
ments for communications through the systems of the various Execu-
tive Departments, and the present ability of those systems to meet
your needs in various circumstances. The results of such a review
would be the development of better guidance for the agencies con-
cerned, as well as a better understanding of the procedures which
may be necessary to accommodate limitations in communications
performance.

I recommend that you authorize me, in consultation with
WHCA, to organize a review of the communications facilities and
systems which support the National Security functions of your
office.

Approve
Disapprove
Other

Substantive Information

The foregoing steps will speed the receipt, dissemination, storage,
retrieval and display of information in the White House. However, to
assure that accurate information is readily available when desired, it
is necessary to identify the specific substantive information desired, to
organize this information into accessible files, and to establish proce-
dures for updating the information to keep it current. Information
which does not change frequently can be maintained easily in a cen-
tral data bank. For information which changes frequently, there is a
choice which must be considered carefully between maintaining an ac-
curate file in the White House and delegating this responsibility to an
appropriate department or agency.

I proposed to have the RAND Corporation assist us in deter-
mining information needs, defining the contents of the central data
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bank, identifying useful data banks elsewhere to which we should
have access, and evaluating the choices between White House ver-
sus Agency maintenance of data files. The funds for this task can be
provided by the Advanced Research Projects Agency of the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Approve

Disapprove
Other?

2 There is no indication of approval or disapproval of any of the recommendations,
but Haldeman informed Ken Cole on April 23 that the President had approved all
Kissinger’s recommendations and Cole informed Kissinger of that fact in an April 29
memorandum. (Ibid.)

35. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, April 29, 1969.

SUBJECT

After-Action Report on the Korean Shootdown Incident®

Now that the Korean shootdown incident has come and gone,
I thought you might be interested in a brief appraisal of the manner
in which it was handled within the bureaucracy, with the view toward
drawing upon these experiences in the event of future contingencies.

In general, I believe the bureaucracy functioned well, especially
during the initial stages of the crisis. The following steps were
taken:

1. Establishment of a small working group from each of the
Departments/Agencies directly concerned (State, Defense, JCS, CIA,
White House).

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-070, Washington Special Actions Group Meetings, May
1969-1971. Secret. Sent for action.

2 AU.S. Navy EC-121 reconnaissance aircraft was shot down on April 14 by North
Korean MiG aircraft. See Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume XIX, Japan and Korea.
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2. This method made it possible to bring about a rapid and inti-
mate exchange of views and maximum security in the development of
highly sensitive options for your consideration. It is significant that
there has been no leak of the range of options you considered.

3. The result was the preparation of a master game plan which
meshed the political, diplomatic and military actions under each op-
tion and which could have been executed with minimum confusion.

The exercise revealed the following shortcomings:

1. Military planning proved generally unresponsive, pedantic and
slow. It took more than 72 hours for the JCS to develop a plan for an
attack on a single airfield. Part of the problem was interservice rivalry:
the Airforce and the Navy could never agree on whether to attack with
B-52s or A—6s.

2. We disbanded the Committee too early. As a result, the windup
of the operation produced some uncertainty expressed in the slow
restarting of reconnaissance operations and some confusion over what
force should be left behind in the Korean area. This was remedied by
reassembling the Committee.

3. The incident showed the degree to which Vietnam reduces
our military options. We would have had difficulty conducting ma-
jor operations without drawing on our Vietnam deployment. In fair-
ness, it must be pointed out that Vietham enabled us to envisage
a massive concentration of power that would have been unavailable
otherwise.

I have asked each agency represented to prepare a critique. Their
comments are attached (Tab A).>

Recommendations:

1. The emergency machinery should be institutionalized. Every
participant agreed that it worked well. It should have been started ear-
lier and kept in being longer.

3 Attached are a paper by U. Alexis Johnson, which is printed below, and three
memoranda to Kissinger, which are not printed, from Nels C. Johnson, Director of the
Joint Staff; Thomas Karamessines, CIA’s Deputy Director for Plans; and Warren Nutter,
Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs.
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2. Military contingency planning should be tightened up. This
would be accomplished by a series of Presidential directives which can
be prepared for you if you agree with the basic concept.

Approve®
Disapprove
Other

Tab A

Paper Prepared by the Under Secretary of State for Political
Affairs (Johnson)

Washington, April 28, 1969.

Reflections on EC-121 Incident®

From my viewpoint the substantive difficulty that we faced with
respect to this incident was that our freedom of choice was very lim-
ited by the absence of a military capability quickly to respond. Apart
from the other problems involved with retaliation, the passage of time
required to generate the capability made this a less and less feasible
course of action. The only flexible capability in a situation of this kind,
entirely subject to our own control, and involving the minimum of po-
litical complications with third countries, is a carrier. While recogniz-
ing the importance of carrier operations to the conflict in Viet-Nam, I
feel that we should balance the need in Viet-Nam against the impor-
tance of having some carrier capability available for contingency op-

* The President initialed the approval option. Written below in an unidentified hand
is the following: “Set up as Permanent Comm./HAK.” In a May 8 telephone conversa-
tion with John Getz, Johnson’s Special Assistant, Haig stated: “Just wanted to get mes-
sage to Amb. Johnson concerning the ‘Korean Group’ that functioned during the crisis.
The President has looked at all the after-action reports on this, including Amb. Johnson’s
& the ones from Defense, JCS, and CIA, and he told Kissinger he wants to institution-
alize this outfit, for better or for worse, but in so doing he wants also to maintain at the
State operational level a group dealing with the coordination of the problem at hand—
in other words, this ad hoc group would be ‘permanentized” for crises to deal with
broader issues, and State would orchestrate the implementation—cables, dispatches, etc.,
which is, he thought, consistent with what Amb Johnson had in mind.” (Notes of Tele-
phone Conversation; National Archives, RG 59, U. Alexis Johnson Files: Lot 96 D 695,
Telcons, Personal)

% Johnson also discussed the administration’s response to the shootdown and the
resulting formation of WSAG in his memoir, The Right Hand of Power, pp. 524-525.
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erations in critical areas, such as Korea has been during the past year
and now appears will continue to be for at least sometime to come.

Two problems inherent in any proposed military operation for
which full contingency plans do not already exist are the collegial na-
ture of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the inherent competition among
the Services to “get in on the action.” In this case, as in others, the first
problem results in a delay in obtaining authoritative military views and
recommendations except insofar as the Chairman of the JCS can, by
the force of personality, impose his views on the other chiefs. The sec-
ond problem results in a tendency to overstate capabilities and to min-
imize problems and difficulties. It is thus difficult to obtain entirely un-
prejudiced and thoroughly staff military advice, particularly in a
short-time frame.

These comments in no way reflect upon the individual competence
of our military leadership, but rather are inherent in the present sys-
tem. Under our present executive organization there is no answer to
this problem except that there be on the civilian staff of the Secretary
of Defense (ISA is the logical point) and in State a sufficient knowledge
of military affairs blended with political competence to ask the right
questions and obtain the answers. It is also only in this way that in-
ternational political considerations can be fed into the process at an
early enough stage to assure that military planning is blended with in-
ternational political considerations in such a way as to assure the op-
timum blend of each, and thus assure that the President, the Secretary
of State and the Secretary of Defense have the best possible and most
realistic alternative courses of action presented to them.

My observation in this case, as well as in other crises in which I
have participated, confirmed my conviction that in today’s world there
can be no purely military planning nor purely political planning but
that the two must be integrated right from the beginning. It is my ex-
perience that only when they are integrated and examined in detail in
the form of a single plan of action that the problem areas best emerge.
It is also my observation that presentation in such a succinct integrated
plan of action form is most useful for the decision makers as for the
operators when decisions are made.

In addition to such a plan of action, it is also my observation that
problem areas emerge and can best be dealt with when there is a de-
tailed examination and consideration of what is to be said publicly. Nor-
mally this will be a statement or a speech by the President. With these
two elements determined, that is the plan of action and the public state-
ment, all other actions readily flow therefrom. I feel that this was well
done in this case, and my only comment being that I think that it might
have been useful to have started this part of the process somewhat ear-
lier, preparing integrated plans and outlines of statements for various
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courses of action. The NSC staff should, of course, be deeply involved
in this planning process.

On the other hand, when the President has made decisions it is
important that there be an exceptional interdepartmental mechanism
for promptly coordinating and assuring their implementation and that
this be focused at a single point within the Executive Departments re-
sponsible for their execution. This will always involve State, DOD and
the JCS, and the CIA should also be involved. This can and should be
done by the establishment of what has in the past been called a “Task
Force” usually, and I believe logically, chaired by State with participa-
tion of the agencies concerned, including, of course, to the extent de-
sired, the NSC staff. Such a Task Force working out of the Operations
Center in State can provide to the decision makers a single point of in-
formation, a single channel for instructions and assure that decisions
are carried out in a coordinated and most effective manner. (This, of
course, does not preclude the President from issuing instructions to or
through anyone he may desire, it simply assures that when instruc-
tions are issued they are promptly disseminated and that there is a
common understanding on how they are being implemented.) Such a
Task Force should be involved in and expected also to make a major
contribution to the planning process.

UAJ

36. Memorandum From Helmut Sonnenfeldt of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 30, 1969.

You asked me yesterday to think about ways of “sub-contracting”
some of my functions to others on the Staff because (1) my area of
responsibilities was becoming increasingly active, (2) you were con-

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing
Office Files, 1969-77, Box 40, Administrative File, National Security Council Organiza-
tion (4), 5/3/69-6/12/69. No classification marking; Personal for Mr. Kissinger. In an
attached May 3 memorandum to Kissinger, Haig summarized the main points of Son-
nenfeldt’s memorandum. Then, in a long comment, Haig added among other things:
“Obviously, Hal assumes that U.S.-Soviet relationships are his exclusive responsibility
and since most world-wide issues impinge on this reality, ipso facto, he is responsible
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cerned that I was “killing myself” as a result, and (3) that you wanted
to be sure I could give my best efforts to those issues that would re-
main for me to handle. You were kind enough to speak well of my
work and to stress that what you were suggesting was not intended to
be critical.

You did not mention it, but I take it that your statements were re-
lated to Colonel Haig's recent request to me that I give thought to how
certain under-employed and consequently frustrated members of the
Staff could be more fully utilized.

I will address myself principally to your comments to me since the
problem mentioned by Colonel Haig is not one that I feel qualified to
deal with specifically. The recommendation I shall make at the end of
this memorandum is, however, germane to that problem and may be
of help to you in coping with it.

I must necessarily deal with the issue you raised in a somewhat
personal vein.

I begin by reminding you that I came here at your invitation to
take on these responsibilities fully conscious of their variety, extent,
and, in some instances, complexity. If anything is “killing me,” to use
your phrase, it is not the weight of the substantive problems with which
I deal but the impediments placed in the way of doing so effectively.
Confining myself only to matters pertinent to your comments, these
stem from the overlapping, fragmentation and inadequate definition
of responsibilities on this Staff in the area of my assignment. This sit-
uation undoubtedly diverts my energy and time from substantive work
more than is to be expected in any bureaucratic situation.

Large and significant segments of the issues relating to my area
are formally assigned to others on the staff: thus, the whole matter of
economic policy toward Europe, with its vital political implications, is
the concern of another officer; similarly, the important issue of East-
West trade, which encompasses the bulk of our formal relationship with
the Communist countries other than the USSR, is the responsibility of
another officer; again, the fundamental problems of military policy,
with their crucial role in the US-Soviet relationship and in NATO af-
fairs fall outside the scope of my assignment; large portions of the

for most of the globe.” He also endorsed Sonnenfeldt’s “excellent point” on planning
and his concern about the overextended bureaucracy involved in the NSSM process.
Haig indicated that “reports I have received from throughout the bureaucracy indicate
that those who do the work are increasingly hard pressed, beginning to lose enthusiasm
and becoming resentful of additional requirements, especially those which are demanded
on an urgent basis.” He concluded that he was also concerned about staff coordination
and supervision, though not so much Sonnenfeldt. In Sonnenfeldt’s case, Haig wrote
that “no system would be totally satisfactory.”
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disarmament area, a major aspect of our relations with the USSR, are
assigned elsewhere; our dealings with the USSR on such issues as the
Middle East, on Vietnam and Korea are principally within the purview
of other members of the Staff.

I have been encouraged that improved lateral communication
within the Staff has in some measure made the discharge of my own
responsibilities more effective in recent weeks and the working rela-
tionships among those of us who have these overlapping and interre-
lated assignments have become a good deal smoother over time. In this
connection, I should make special note of the highly satisfactory way
in which I have been able to share with Larry Lynn the work on the
preparations for the SALT talks. Yet much of the work on these sub-
jects remains fragmented, with wholly inadequate lateral contact, in-
sufficient exchange of information and knowledge, lack of coordina-
tion, frequent duplication and, worst of all, inadequate coherence of
approach. I do not, for example, have the impression that our dealings
with the Soviets on the major issues that make up the essence of our
present relations with them (e.g., Middle East, Vietnam, Korea, Central
Europe, arms control, trade) flow from some consistency of conception;
certainly, given the situation as I outlined it above, I have no way of
providing it.

I say this not, as you at one time implied, because I seek an accu-
mulation of responsibilities now assigned to others on the staff, but be-
cause I do not feel that I can fulfill the responsibility I have (or I thought
I had) and because the attempt to do so meets with almost insupera-
ble obstacles under the conditions in which we now function.

The frustrations of overlapping but badly coordinated functions
are compounded, at least for me but I think for others too (for whom
I do not in any sense purport to speak), by the ill-defined and roam-
ing assignments of certain staff members. These have resulted in sep-
arate and uncoordinated contacts with other Executive agencies, for-
eign embassies and the press on matters of European and Soviet policy
and have on several occasions greatly complicated my ability to do my
job. Moreover, the still fuzzy line between my responsibilities as the
NSC representative on the European IG and Mort Halperin’s respon-
sibilities in the NSC process has led to time-consuming and debilitat-
ing jurisdictional maneuvering, to confused signals to the agencies and
to unnecessary duplication of effort. It seems clear also that those
among us supposedly concerned with longer-range analysis and plan-
ning find themselves, presumably for lack of a market, irresistably
drawn to short-term and operational matters, complicating relations
with the agencies and generating irritation.

In a nutshell, a vast amount of organized and spontaneous “sub-
contracting” is already occurring in the area of my assignment which,
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I strongly believe, adversely affects my ability to do an effective and
professional job in serving you, and, through you, the President. I can-
not in all honesty see how further fragmentation or proliferation of as-
signments in my area will improve this situation; more likely it will
compound it.

What I do believe you should consider is a conscious effort to give
substance to your earlier hope of making this staff a focus of longer-
range planning in the Government. Indeed, our failure to do so so far
has led to an atrophying of the Government'’s activities in this respect.

In brief, my recommendation is that you do the following:

(1) Revise the present NSSM system by establishing two types of
NSC papers, one dealing with nearer term policy problems and the
other with real long term issues, including those that overlap geo-
éraphic and functional areas. The first type could be called National

ecurity Policy Study (NSPS), the second could remain “NSSM.”

(2) NSPSs would continue to come up through the IG-RG (or ad
hoc group-RG) route and would be handled by the NSC members
presently on IGs or other established groups; they would result in Pres-
1dential policy decisions, NSDMs and other specific measures.

(3) NSSMs would not come through IGs, which turn out by and
large to be poorly suited for longer-range and more reflective studies
or for papers that overlap established bureaus. Instead, NSSMs would
be developed in specially constituted groups, chaired from whatever
agency is principally relevant to the problem being considered. In some
cases an NSC planner could be the chairman or the first drafter. Pa-
pers might or might not go to the NSC through the RG (they normally
would) and would not necessarily require decisions by the President.
They might give rise to a follow-up NSPS. Their basic purpose would
be to identify trends, objectives, longer term strategies, and basic con-
ceptions of interests and policy.

The virtue of this proposal is

(1) to create a government community, guided by members of the
NSC staff, concerned full-time with thinking about the future;

(2) get the IGs out of a line of work in which they are not at their
best (though, obviously, they will retain an interest) and put them full-
time into a line of work for which they are best suited;

(3) give specified NSC staff members clear responsibility in the
area of longer term planning as distinct from other members respon-
sible for operational and short-to-medium term policy, but, obviously,
with communication between them.
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37. Memorandum From the Military Assistant (Haig) to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, May 2, 1969.

SUBJECT
Staff Mee’cir\g2

At the staff meeting on April 30, I discussed the following issues:

1. Requirement to think ahead on problem areas;

2. Requirement to keep close and intimate contact with what is
occurring in the departments and agencies and to flag difficult prob-
lems for Mr. Kissinger at an early date;

3. Format, content and responsiveness of staff papers; and

4. Improvement of coordination among the staff.

The following items were raised by the staff:

1. Difficulty in reaching Haig and Eagleburger on the telephone
due to limited lines.

2. General consensus that the bureaucracy was getting over-
loaded with NSC requirements.

3. Heavy press of work and short deadlines were precluding the
type of reflective planning which staff members felt was essential to
forecast the problem areas.

4. Complaint that response to NSSM's involved such heavy work
for operations officers that deadlines set by Osgood could not be met.

5. Halperin’s complaint that many of his memoranda are never
answered.

6. Uniform feeling of most of substantive staff that they need
more face-to-face contact with Mr. Kissinger.

7. Bob Osgood’s suggestion of periodic staff meetings to discuss
planning issues.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject Files,
Box 334, Items to Discuss with the President 2/5-7/14/1969. No classification marking.

2 Kissinger held his first NSC staff meeting on January 21. Talking points prepared
for the meeting are in the Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers,
Box 314, Staff Meetings. The same folder includes minutes of 44 NSC staff meetings from
November 1969 to February 1971, many of them meetings of the NSC Operations staff.
Minutes for three NSC staff meetings during September and October 1970 are in the Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special Files, Staff Member
and Office Files, Young Files, Chronological File, Box 1. Minutes for seven NSC staff
meetings during 1971, all but one of them titled Senior Staff Meeting, are ibid., NSC Files,
Saunders Files, Box 1272, NSC Operations Staff Meetings, 1971.
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8. Hal Sonnenfeldt’s recommendation that we forward more cor-
respondence to the Departments for preparation of replies for Presi-
dential signature.

9. Hal Sonnenfeldt’s belief that staff needs more feedback on
what happens to their papers.

10. Consensus of staff that they need more access to intelligence
reports and on a more timely basis.

11. Comment by several operations officers that they need more
time to prepare analyses for President’s Daily Report if substantive
analyses are required.

38. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, May 7, 1969.

SUBJECT
National Security Council (NSC) Procedures

Under your able leadership, an excellent organizational system has
been molded for considering national security matters. I am concerned,
however, about the pattern being established in NSC procedures, par-
ticularly with regard to sudden changes in NSC schedules and lateness
of papers to be considered by the NSC and the Review Group. In all
candor, we are not being provided the time or circumstances for an or-
derly and studied review of the issues coming before the NSC and the
Review Group.

It would seem important that the Review Group—charged as it is
with insuring that realistic alternatives are presented to the NSC and
that different views are fairly and adequately set out—should be able
to function in a reasoned, deliberate manner. For this purpose, its mem-
bers should have adequate lead time to thoroughly study papers sub-
mitted to them. A more important requirement is posed for NSC mem-
bers who must weigh the pros and cons of various alternatives and
recommend to the President policy positions on matters of the highest

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Nixon
Files—1969, Box 1347, Nixon Files—1969. Confidential; Eyes Only.
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national importance. In recent weeks, however, agenda have been un-
certain, and papers have been received too late for adequate review.

Ibelieve it would serve no useful purpose to document the full range
of problems we are having with the NSC processes. Rather, I would sug-
gest we strive for a more orderly arrangement, and particularly one that
allows the Review Group and National Security Council membership
more study and deliberation time before their respective meetings.

I understand the difficult position you are so ably discharging.
Please accept my comments as simply a desire to see the system work
more effectively, to our mutual benefit, to the benefit of the President,
and to the benefit of the nation.>

Mel Laird

2In a May 8 follow-up memorandum to Kissinger, Moose and Davis noted that
“all the other NSC participants have voiced similar complaints in various degrees. These
are legitimate complaints. The late arrival of papers appears to be more serious than the
schedule changes and possibly more susceptible of correction,” and “the biggest delay
is in the receipt of papers by the NSC Secretariat from the Interdepartmental Groups.”
(Ibid.) In his May 19 reply to Laird, Kissinger agreed completely with Laird’s concerns, in-
dicated that “we are stretching out the schedule to allow more time between all phases of
the NSC operation,” and noted that “our success, of course, depends on strict observ-
ance of the due dates for the papers on which the meeting schedules are pegged.”
(Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 1, Chronological File)

39. Memorandum From the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (Hoover)'

Washington, May 9, 1969, 10:35 a.m.

MEMORADUM FOR

Mr. Tolson
Mr. De Loach
Mr. Sullivan
Mr. Bishop

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, National Security Adviser to the President,
called from Key Biscayne, Florida. He advised that there is a story to-
day on the front page of the New York Times by William Beecher which

1 Source: National Archives, RG 460, Plumbers Task Force, Gray/Wiretap Investi-
gation, Box 8, FBI Wiretap Correspondence with WH. No classification marking.
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is extraordinarily damaging and uses secret information.” Dr. Kissinger
said they wondered whether I could make a major effort to find out
where that came from. I said I would. Dr. Kissinger said the article is
in the lower right hand corner of the front page and to put whatever
resources I need to find who did this. I told him I would take care of
it right away. Dr. Kissinger said to do it discreetly, of course, but they
would like to know where it came from because it is very damaging
and potentially very dangerous. I commented it is this kind of thing
that gives us headaches of where they come from; that if we can find
the source one time and make an example it would put a stop to it. Dr.
Kissinger agreed and said that is what they propose to do.’

Very truly yours,
J.E.H.

2A copy of the article, headlined “Raids in Cambodia by U.S. Unprotested,” is at-
tached. The article stated that “American B-52 bombers in recent weeks have raided sev-
eral Vietcong and North Vietnamese supply dumps and base camps in Cambodia for
the first time, according to Nixon Administration sources, but Cambodia has not made
any protest.”

® Hoover wrote beneath his signature: “What do you suggest?”

40. Memorandum by the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (Hoover)'

Washington, May 9, 1969, 11:05 a.m.

MEMORANDUM FOR

Mr. Tolson
Mr. De Loach
Mr. Sullivan
Mr. Bishop

Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, National Security Adviser to the President,
called from Key Biscayne, Florida, and referred to his earlier call to me
this morning” regarding an article on the front page of the New York
Times by William Beecher. He said there were two other stories by the

! Source: National Archives, RG 460, Plumbers Task Force, Gray/Wiretap Investi-
gation, Box 8, FBI Wiretap Correspondence with WH. No classification marking.

2 See Document 39.
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same man within the last ten days—one having to do with our Korean
decision and one with the National Security study on strategic forces.’?
He said what they would like is to tie all three together. I told him I
would look up the other articles and include them in the inquiry which
we have already started.

Dr. Kissinger asked that I call him as soon as we know something,
but even if we don't, that I call him sometime tomorrow morning to
bring him up to date because this is of most intense interest. I told him
I would. I also told him I had read the article this morning and there
are many facets where I see it would be embarrassing to the Adminis-
tration and harmful. Dr. Kissinger said they are disastrous because it
makes it hard to do this again. I said it also alerts the enemy right away
as to exactly what the plans have been.

I told Dr. Kissinger I would call him in the morning. He stated this
is of top priority to them. I told him I understood and have issued or-
ders accordingly. Dr. Kissinger said it was reassuring to know I have
taken a personal interest in it.

Very truly yours,
J.EH.

3 Reference is to two first-page stories in The New York Times by Beecher, one head-
lined: “Administration Gets Study Of Global Nuclear Strategy,” May 1, and the other
headlined “Hints of Reprisal Shield U.S. Planes,” May 4.

41. Memorandum by the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (Hoover)'

Washington, May 9, 1969, 5:05 p.m.

MEMORANDUM FOR

Mr. Tolson
Mr. De Loach
Mr. Sullivan
Mr. Bishop

1 Source: National Archives, RG 460, Plumbers Task Force, Gray/Wiretap Investi-
gation, Box 8, FBI Wiretap Correspondence with WH. No classification marking. Also a
typed note at the bottom of the page reads, “Original impounded by court order. See
memo in 63-16062-3.”
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I called Dr. Henry A. Kissinger, National Security Adviser to the
President, at Key Biscayne, Florida. I told him I had some information
which I thought he ought to know about so as to bring him up to date.

I told him that in regards to the background of William Beecher,
who wrote the article in the New York Times today,” he is formerly from
the St. Louis Globe Democrat and then went to the Wall Street Journal and
was later employed by the New York Times. He has been active in the
U.S. Army reserve program for a period of time and is described as
particularly astute as to military affairs. In 1966 at the request of Mar-
vin Watson, Assistant to the President at that time, we conducted an
investigation as to a leak of information concerning United States gov-
ernment policy in the anti-missile field in connection with an article
by Beecher in the New York Times of December 27, 1966. Our investi-
gation led to nothing very definite except the possibility that his story
was primarily on informed speculation as there had been made avail-
able publicly a lot of source material from which he could draw his
conclusions.

I stated that in regard to the current three articles,’ it is the con-
clusion of the contacts we have made that it could have come and prob-
ably did from a staff member of the National Security Council. I con-
tinued that Beecher while at undergraduate school at Harvard had a
roommate who is now a staff member of the National Security Coun-
cil. There is a strong possibility also that he may have gotten some of
his information from the Southeast Asian Desk, Public Affairs Office
of the Department of Defense, as the Public Affairs Office is constituted
of employees who are pronounced anti-Nixon. I continued that Beecher
frequents this office as well as the National Security Council, and the
employees freely furnish him information inasmuch as they are largely
Kennedy people and anti-Nixon. I said that also in the Systems Analy-
sis Agency in the Pentagon, there are at least 110 in the 124 employees
who are still McNamara people and express a very definite Kennedy
philosophy.*

I continued that this situation has made it very easy for Beecher
to obtain information; however, the source we have been working
through said it should not be ruled out that a staff member of the

2 Gee footnote 2, Document 39.
3 See Documents 39 and 40.

‘Ina May 13 letter to Kissinger, Hoover stated: “In regard to the current three ar-
ticles, it is the conclusion of the sources we have contacted that the information proba-
bly came from a staff member such as Morton H. Halperin of the National Security Coun-
cil. Also, it is a strong possibility that some of the information came from the Southeast
Asian Desk, Public Affairs Office of the Department of Defense, as the Public Affairs Of-
fice is constituted of anti-Administration personnel.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript
Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 88, Confirmation Hearings—Wiretaps)
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National Security Council who obviously was in a position to know
the information contained in all three articles could have assisted
Beecher. Dr. Kissinger said he has heard this as an allegation, too, but
there is no proof; that he has heard it as a speculation. I said, of course,
this is speculation all the way through tying it into this man Halperin.
I said that Beecher works full time at the Pentagon and was asked to-
day as to what his source of information was, and he said it was an
excellent one. He said that his source was from the Air Force, but he
did not reveal any names. I continued that he stated the Air Force was
particularly anxious to soften up its press in its bomber program and
is endeavoring to obtain a favorable image with the press. I commented
that I thought that was probably a misleading statement by Beecher to
throw it into the Air Force.

I continued that there is a man named Eagleburger who attended
the Central State College at Stevens Point and the University of Wis-
consin and is presently a State Department Foreign Service officer on
detail to the National Security Council at the White House. I said he
was formerly an assistant to former Under Secretary of State Nicholas
Katzenbach and is a close friend of Beecher.

I said in regards to Halperin, we conducted an applicant investi-
gation of him in 1962 and in February 1969 and the investigation re-
flected Halperin and other experts in his field are of the opinion that
the United States leadership erred in the Vietnam commitment as we
did not possess the interest or capabilities to obtain the original objec-
tives. I said that in 1965 his name appeared on a list of individuals who
responded to a request for a public hearing on Vietnam by agreeing to
sponsor a national sit-in. I said the Royal Canadian Mounted Police in
1965 advised that Halperin’s name was on a list of Americans who had
reportedly received the World Marxist Review Problems of Peace and
Socialism, a communist publication.

I continued that from another source it was indicated we should
not overlook the Systems Analysis Agency in the Defense Department
who had an employee named Ivan Selin and another named Halperin
currently employed as staff employee of the National Security Coun-
cil. I said they are very close to each other and both are so-called ar-
rogant Harvard-type Kennedy men who would not hesitate to do any-
thing to save their jobs. I said it was stated that Halperin was
particularly anxious to save Selin’s job with the Systems Analysis
Agency. I said both men know Beecher and consider him a part of the
Harvard clique, and, of course, of the Kennedy era and we should not
ignore the possibility that Halperin and/or Selin could be the source
of the leak to Beecher.

I said that is as far as we have gotten so far. Dr. Kissinger said he
appreciated this very much and he hoped I would follow it up as far
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as we can take it and they will destroy whoever did this if we can find
him, no matter where he is.

I told Dr. Kissinger I wanted him to know the developments and
he said he appreciated it very much and they will certainly keep look-
ing into it at their end. I told him we would keep after it and he said
they were counting on whatever we can find out.

Very truly yours,
J.E.H.

42. Memorandum From the Assistant Director (Domestic
Intelligence), Federal Bureau of Investigation (Sullivan) to
the Assistant to the Director (DeLoach)’

Washington, May 11, 1969.

SUBJECT

Colonel Alexander M. Haig
Technical Surveillance Request

Pursuant to my conversation with the Director, Sunday, May 11,
1969, there is enclosed a memorandum for the Attorney General which
the Director may want to discuss personally with the Attorney Gen-
eral. It involves a high-level request for technical surveillance on four
individuals whose names are contained in the memorandum.?

As I told the Director, the request emanated from Colonel Alexan-
der M. Haig, who is assigned to Dr. Henry A. Kissinger’s staff. Haig
came to my office Saturday to advise me the request was being made

! Source: National Archives, RG 460, Plumbers Task Force, Gray/Wiretap Investi-
gation, Box 8, FBI Wiretap Correspondence with WH. No classification marking. Typed
at the top and bottom of the memorandum is “DO NOT FILE.” A typed note to the right
of the subject line states “Original impounded by court order. See memo in 63-16062-3.”
Below the subject line is written “SPECOV.”

% The May 12 memorandum for Mitchell is not attached, but a copy is in the Li-
brary of Congress, Manuscript Division, Richardson Papers, Box TS 1, Kissinger, Henry
A., Nomination as Secty of State, Hearings. The “Approved” line at the end of the mem-
orandum is signed by Mitchell and dated May 12. Three of the four individuals named
in the memorandum were members of the NSC staff at the time. Attached to Sullivan’s
May 11 memorandum is a typed note on the letterhead of the Office of the Director, FBI,
dated May 12, that states: “The attached was approved by the Attorney General at 5:48
PM, May 12, 1969.” Written in hand below that note is the following: “6:00 p. called Mr.
Sullivan and advised him. HWG[andy].”
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on the highest authority and involves a matter of most grave and se-
rious consequence to our national security. He stressed that it is so sen-
sitive it demands handling on a need-to-know basis, with no record
maintained. In fact, he said, if possible it would even be desirable to
have the matter handled without going to the Department; however, I
was told the Attorney General is aware in general of the main elements
of this serious security problem.

Colonel Haig said it is believed these surveillances will only be
necessary for a few days to resolve the issue. We, of course, can han-
dle the matter most discreetly through our Washington Field Office.
Colonel Haig said it is not desired that there be any formal dissemi-
nation of the results of our coverage to his office. Instead, he will come
to my office to review the information developed, which will enable
us to maintain tight control of it.

Recommendation

If approved, attached memorandum will not be filed but will be
maintained in a secure, off-the-record capacity as basis for authority to
proceed in response to this request.’

3 At the bottom of the memorandum Hoover wrote “OK.”

43. Editorial Note

The wiretapping of National Security Council staff members, other
administration officials, and journalists that began in May 1969 has
been treated in a number of studies, among them the following: Roger
Morris, Uncertain Greatness: Henry Kissinger and American Foreign Pol-
icy, pages 156-162; Roger Morris, Haig: The General’s Progress, pages
147-167; Seymour M. Hersh, The Price of Power: Kissinger in the Nixon
White House (New York: Summit Books, 1983), especially pages 83-97,
318-325; Walter Isaacson, Kissinger: A Biography (New York: Simon &
Schuster, 1992), especially pages 212-227, 497-500; and David Wise, The
American Police State: The Government Against the People (New York: Ran-
dom House, 1976), pages 31-106. Kissinger, Haig, and President Nixon
all discussed the wiretapping in their memoirs: Nixon, The Memoirs of
Richard Nixon, pages 386-390; Kissinger, White House Years, pages
252-253, and Years of Upheaval (Boston: Little, Brown and Company,
1982), pages 118-122, 426429, 1114-1119; and Haig, Inner Circles, es-
pecially 213-223.
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Documentation on the wiretapping can be found in a number of
locations. Both Seymour Hersh (Price of Power, pages 646-647) and Wal-
ter Isaacson (Kissinger: A Biography, pages 789-791) include helpful in-
formation on sources. Among those sources they highlight are Dr.
Kissinger’s Role in Wiretapping: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign
Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-Third Congress, Second Session
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974), and the
depositions and other material generated by Morton Halperin’s law-
suit against Kissinger, Halperin v. Kissinger, U.S. District Court, Wash-
ington, D.C., case 1187-73. Neither the National Security Council files
in the Nixon Presidential Materials at the National Archives nor the
NSC files for the first Nixon administration held by the National Se-
curity Council contain relevant documentation. However, the records
of the Watergate Special Prosecution Force at the National Archives,
RG 460, contain extensive documentation in a series entitled Plumbers
Task Force, Gray/Wiretap Investigations. Included are many internal
Federal Bureau of Investigation memoranda, Director J. Edgar
Hoover’s letters and memoranda to Nixon, Kissinger, and Attorney
General Mitchell, interviews with FBI agents who participated in the
wiretapping, chronologies, and other material. While Henry Kis-
singer’s papers at the Library of Congress contain very little docu-
mentation on the wiretapping that dates from the 1969-1970 period
(see footnote 4, Document 41, and Document 49), his file on Halperin
v. Kissinger in Box CL 423 includes his statements regarding wiretap-
ping made in connection with: 1) court cases; 2) his 1973 confirmation
hearings as Secretary of State; and 3) his 1974 testimony before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee. Also included is a compendium of
those statements arranged chronologically that was prepared in 1976
by the Legal Adviser of the Department of State.

44. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant (Haldeman) to
the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, May 15, 1969.

It has come to the President’s attention that some members of your
staff or the National Security Council staff have been asked to meet

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Name Files,
Box 817, Haldeman, H.R. Confidential. A copy was sent to Ziegler.
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with members of the press for the purpose of background interviews,
etc.

The President wants it clearly understood that no one on your staff
and no one on the National Security Council staff is ever to hold any
meeting with an individual or group of press people either for back-
ground or attribution. He wants you to be the only spokesman for the
White House and the NSC in the field of national security and foreign
policy, and any time a briefing is required you are to conduct it.

Obviously, there may be specific, highly unusual situations where
it will be desirable to violate this rule. If this should become the case,
it should not be done without the President’s specific authorization
for each individual case, and you should discuss this directly with the
President.

Will you please be sure that the members of your staff understand
this. By carbon of this memo, I am also advising Ron Ziegler of the
same situation and will ask that he make sure his staff is aware of
it too.

H.

45. Memorandum by the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, May 16, 1969.

MEMORANDUM FOR

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Director of Central Intelligence
SUBJECT

Washington Special Actions Group

The President has directed that the Interdepartmental Coordinat-
ing Committee on Korea be constituted on a permanent basis in the

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-070, Washington Special Actions Group Meetings, May
1969-1971. Confidential.
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event of future similar crises worldwide. Henceforth, this committee
will be referred to as the Washington Special Actions Group.?

The President visualizes that the Washington Special Actions
Group will confine itself to consideration of the policies and plans af-
fecting crises. Implementation of policy decisions and coordination of
operations will be conducted through the interagency Crisis Task
Forces prescribed by the Under Secretaries Committee under the au-
thority of NSDM 8.°

Henry A. Kissinger

2In a June 20 memorandum from Kissinger to Rogers, Laird, and Helms, the Pres-
ident directed that WSAG “review existing military contingency plans for potential crises
areas. Where existing plans appear to be inadequate, it is contemplated that the group
will initiate action to have appropriate additional plans prepared.” (Ibid.)

® Document 31. Minutes for most WSAG meetings starting with the first meeting
on July 2, 1969, through the meeting on July 22, 1974, are at the National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Boxes H-114-H-117,
WSAG Minutes, Originals, 1969 and 1970. Files on each meeting that include talking
points, briefing memoranda, background papers, summaries of conclusions, and, for
many meetings, minutes are also ibid., Boxes H-070-H-097.

46. Memorandum From the Assistant Director (Domestic
Intelligence), Federal Bureau of Investigation (Sullivan) to
the Director (Hoover)'

Washington, May 20, 1969.

Dear Mr. Hoover:

Following my conversation with you this morning, Dr. Henry
Kissinger and Colonel Haig came into the office around 11:45. Dr.
Kissinger read all the logs. On doing this, he said “it is clear that I don’t
have anybody in my office that I can trust except Colonel Haig here.”
He mentioned that he was under great pressures to adopt a soft line
on foreign policy. But he said he is not going to do so. He did not men-
tion where the pressures came from, but I got the impression that he
meant the Department of State and possibly one or two others high
in the administration. He indicated that President Nixon definitely
wanted to maintain a hard line.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 460, Plumbers Task Force, Gray/Wiretap Investi-
gation, Box 27, Witness Statements, Sullivan—Depositions. Confidential.
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Dr. Kissinger said he wanted the coverage to continue for a while
longer yet on the first four names, and to which will be added two new
ones I sent over to you today. He said that what he is learning as a re-
sult of this coverage is extremely helpful to him while at the same time
very disturbing. He said he had not decided how to handle this prob-
lem but he did not see as he could delay it much longer. He said that
Colonel Haig, as in the past, would come over to read the logs. He
asked to be remembered to you.

Respectfully submitted,
Bill Sullivan

47. Memorandum From the Assistant Director (Domestic
Intelligence), Federal Bureau of Investigation (Sullivan) to
the Assistant to the Director (DeLoach)!

Washington, May 28, 1969.

SUBJECT

Colonel Alexander M. Haig
Technical Surveillance Request

Pursuant to the Director’s request, there is enclosed with this mem-
orandum a letter from the Director to President Nixon setting forth
some extremely sensitive material on Morton H. Halperin and Daniel
Ira Davidson developed yesterday through our delicate coverage.”

Colonel Alexander Haig read the material this morning and ex-
pressed his grave concern and said he would transmit the details of
this to Dr. Henry Kissinger.

Because of the explosive nature of this operation, I would like to
restate the original request made by Colonel Haig to me. It will be re-
called he said that the instructions for the Bureau’s assistance in this

! Source: National Archives, RG 460, Plumbers Task Force, Gray/Wiretap Investi-
gation, Box 27, Witness Statements, Sullivan—Depositions. No classification marking.
Typed at the top and bottom of the memorandum is “DO NOT FILE.” A typed note at
the bottom of the page reads: “Original impounded by court order. See memo in
63-16062-3.”

2 The letter to the President is not attached, but a copy of Hoover’s letter to Kissinger
of the same date, May 28, is ibid., Box 8, FBI Wiretap Correspondence with WH.
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matter came from the highest authority; however, to protect the high-
est authority he would read the materials and advise Dr. Henry
Kissinger. He further stated he did not want any of the logs sent over
to Dr. Kissinger’s office but that he would read it here and have it kept
here. In view of this, I would like to suggest that the Director consider
taking this matter up personally and directly with President Nixon
rather than having it carried to the President. I suggest this because of
the sensitivity related above and that the only way that it could be
made known to President Nixon without an intermediary would be
through the Director. Additionally, President Nixon might not want
anyone else in his office to know of this matter. Lastly, the Director
might want to discuss this directly with Dr. Kissinger first.

Recommendations

(1) For the information and consideration of the Director.

(2) That this memorandum be returned to W. C. Sullivan to be re-
tained with the rest of this extremely sensitive material.

48. Editorial Note

In its June 3, 1969, issue, The New York Times carried a front page
story by Hedrick Smith headlined “U.S. Said to Plan an Okinawa Deal
Barring A-Bombs.” Henry Kissinger telephoned U. Alexis Johnson,
Deputy Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs, early that morn-
ing and told him the President was “fit to be tied” by the article. (Notes
of telephone conversation; National Archives, RG 59, Executive Secre-
tariat, U. Alexis Johnson Files: Lot 96 D 695, Telcons, Personal) The
President’s Assistant H. R. Haldeman wrote in his diary for that day:
“Big flap about Okinawa leak in New York Times. Rick Smith had
complete and accurate story about contents of an NSC Decision
memorandum. P[resident] really upset because of jeopardy to national
security. Had me call Cushman, Richardson and Laird, have them
get complete internal report on who had access, etc.” (The Haldeman
Diaries: Multimedia Edition) Haldeman telephoned Richardson and told
him: “the point is that it is obvious that this seriously impairs our
negotiating position; also obvious that the leak was by someone who
had access to the NSC paper; and the President feels that unless we
find out who it is, the entire NSC meetings are compromised.” (Notes
of telephone conversation; Library of Congress, Manuscript Division,
Richardson Papers, Box 104, Telcons)
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In a telephone conversation between Laird and Kissinger, June 3
at 11:40 a.m.: “L said President had given him a note about his concern
over the story today in the New York Times. K said concern is no ex-
pression—he is climbing walls. L said he is sure it is not out of his shop.
K said L will get an official request by President to conduct an inves-
tigation. K said we have a pretty good idea where it came from, but in
order to be fair we are going to ask every senior official to make an in-
vestigation. L said it was the worst thing that could have happened
over there. K said there was one argument that it was leaked in order
to get the hard-line Senators stirred up. L said he would wait for the
memo. K said he would get it from Haldeman on the plane. K said
frankly we do not think it comes out of L’s shop. L said it is a lousy
thing to come out now and K said it was disastrous.” (Ibid., Kissinger
Papers, Box 360, Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)

The referenced memo, if it was prepared, has not been found.

The next morning The New York Times carried a front-page article
by Hedrick Smith headlined “Nixon-Thieu Talk May Bring Accord on
U.S. Troop Cut.” In a conversation between Secretary Rogers and
Kissinger at 10:30 a.m. that day: “R again said he was concerned about
Okinawa thing—we have to be sure that deliberations made by NSC
are secure. K asked if R had any idea as to where leak came from. R
said no reason why anyone at State would do it—it is quite contrary
to our best interests. K said only one on his staff involved was State
Dept man, close associate of Alex Johnson’s and has the same views.”
(Ibid.)

In a 2 p.m. conversation with Kissinger on June 3: “The President
wanted to know if HAK had any more ideas on where the story came
from. HAK felt there was a pattern that is emerging by people trying
to get out ahead to steal the thunder. Richardson is really shaken and
realizes that the President just won’t discuss anything with them if this
continues and the President agreed. Only one person in his office was
aware of this HAK said. The President’s opinion was that it was com-
ing from State. HAK said someone called his attention to the fact that
Beecher had not written a byline since these stories started coming from
Smith. The President wasn’t as concerned about this as he was the Ok-
inawa story. He wanted to make sure HAK had told Rogers he had
changed his mind and HAK confirmed that he had discussed this. They
agreed to go along the three guidelines and to reaffirm just that.” (Ibid.)

Haldeman entered the following in his diary for June 4: “New se-
curity flap about troop withdrawal leak. [The President] had me call
all Departments again, this time to say we know someone gave a back-
grounder, wants report on who. Of course all denied it. Then wanted
more detailed push on NSC Okinawa investigation. By evening was
really mad. Kept calling me from San Clemente house with new or-
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ders to investigate.” Haldeman’s informal, handwritten notes for June
4 included the following entries: “skip NSC Weds—P. has decided to
skeleton them. cut NSC to one every 2 wks—or once a month. less pa-
pers[.] more brought privately to P. for his decision w/K. go right fm
subcomm to P—not to NSC”; and later in his notes, “decided because
of leaks—no NSC mtg on SALT talks[;] none from now on until fur-
ther notice[;] no paper on any of this.” (National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, White House Special Files, Staff Member and Office
Files, Haldeman Notes, Box 40) In his diary for June 4, Haldeman wrote
that the President “decided no more NSC meetings. Result of leak.
Can't trust to papers. Will make decisions privately, with K.”

Haldeman conveyed the same information in telephone conver-
sation with Kissinger on June 4 at 5:25 p.m. In reply, “K said he agrees
with much of this but we have to go thru the NSC on next two ses-
sions on strategic arms talks. K said we have to have a meeting on the
13th and one on the 18th—after that we can put into effect what the
Pres wants. K said NSC is President’s one way of keeping control of
the Govt. K said we need to cancel the Wednesday meeting, but it
should be held some other time during the week because we do not
want Pres accused of holding up talks. It was agreed to tentatively
block out 3:30 on Friday, June 13, for two hours.” (Library of Congress,
Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 360, Telephone Conversa-
tions, Chronological Files)

In a June 9 memorandum, Alexander Haig, Kissinger’s deputy, ad-
vised Kissinger “to discuss [with Nixon] procedures associated with
future NSC meetings in the light of the President’s reaction to recent
leaks. Termination of formal NSC meetings would adequately consti-
tute an unacceptable modification in the announced policy formula-
tion process and would open the Administration to serious charges,
which we would have difficulty answering in the face of the justifica-
tions promulgated earlier.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Files, Haig Chronological File, Box 957, Haig Chron—June
1969). The National Security Council met on June 13 and again on June
18 and 25.

The Okinawa leak also spurred further discussion about phone
taps. Haldeman noted in his diary for June 3 that he had a “long talk
with K[issinger] about his leaks. E[hrlichman] and I had breakfast with
him and advised him to move out the suspect people. He later told P
that this is what he’s doing. Set up detailed plan for tapping all sus-
pects, not carried out.” According to Haldeman’s informal, handwrit-
ten notes for June 3, Ehrlichman made the following proposal: “full list
of all who have access to NSC papers[;] tap all exc. K. Haig & mem-
bers of NSCJ,] all sub cab & others—tap on.”
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49. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, June 4, 1969.

SUBJECT
Talking Points for Meeting with J. Edgar Hoover, Wednesday, June 4 at 9:30 a.m.

1. Express your appreciation to Mr. Hoover and Mr. Sullivan for
their outstanding support in recent weeks in uncovering security prob-
lems within the NSC staff. Inform Mr. Hoover that you have discussed
these problems in detail with the President (and with Messrs. Halde-
man and Ehrlichman).

2. Tell Mr. Hoover of the action to be taken with respect to
Davidson.”

3. Ask Mr. Hoover for his views on how we should proceed with
Halperin, who had been involved in indiscretions and who obviously
has a reputation for liberal views but who has yet to be firmly linked
with a security breach. I think it best that you seek Mr. Hoover’s ad-
vice in this instance while avoiding any specific comments pro or con
and especially avoiding any opinions on this matter.

4. Request Mr. Hoover’s advice on how to proceed with Sonnen-
feldt.

5. Ask Mr. Hoover if he has any additional information or guid-
ance which he feels would be helpful in this very difficult situation.
Specifically you might inquire about the requirement for prolonging
the taps, making it clear that the President wishes to terminate them
as soon as possible. (I think in the case of Halperin and Sonnenfeldt
that they should be kept on for at least another two weeks so that a
pattern of innocence can be firmly established.)’

! Source: Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 88,
Confirmation Hearings—Wiretaps. Top Secret; Sensitive. Points 1, 3, and 5 of the mem-
orandum are quoted in full in Morris, Haig: The General’s Progress, pp. 159-160.

2 Reference is to Daniel Davidson of the NSC staff, who resigned on May 29.

% According to informal notes kept by Haldeman, Ehrlichman made the following
comments at a meeting with the President on June 16: “re taps—impt. for K. to get the
files out of his office[;] thru E & Mitchell find someone to read taps[;] maybe use Hus-
ton etc. for this[;] work out a scheme—minimize what done thru Hoover[;] esp. news-
man—shld be done by outsider. K. shldn’t be reading these—" (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, White House Special Files, Staff Member and Office Files, Halde-
man Notes, Box 40)
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50. Editorial Note

Sometime in the afternoon of June 18, 1969, in a telephone con-
versation with Attorney General Mitchell: “K[issinger] said he has an-
other State Dept problem with which he wanted to acquaint AG and
on which he might need AG’s help. Starting this week, State is not
sending cables over for clearance before they go out—in any area es-
pecially on VN. AG asked including Paris and K said right—they sent
Walsh into see Sovt Ambs without clearance from the White House . . .
K said Soviets must think we have lost our minds on the basis of what
K showed AG on Dobrynin. WH clearance for eight years has been
standard. AG asked who signed Cable and K said all cables are signed
by Rogers. K said he knows this is direct order from him. AG said he
definitely agrees this cannot be. AG asked how K got cable and K said
it comes over automatically. AG said he thought K should take up with
Pres and K said he would like to say that he had discussed it with AG.
AG said by all means—could not be stronger about anything he has
run into down here. K said he feels the President has to have control
on foreign policy and if K is not doing job well enough, he should get
someone else. AG said he agreed that control had to be at WH—they
will murder him if he does not have this. AG said K should be as strong
as he needs to be and if he needs AG’s backup to let him know.”
(Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 360,
Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)

Later that day in a draft memorandum to President Nixon, Henry
Kissinger noted two recent instances in which the State Department
“had failed to clear highly important communications on Vietnam with
the White House” and emphasized how essential it was for the Presi-
dent “to exercise control over important communications of Presiden-
tial concern.” Kissinger proposed sending a memorandum to Secretary
of State Rogers that spelled out the categories of messages that the State
Department should refer to the National Security Council for clearance
prior to transmission. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materi-
als, NSC Files, Kissinger Office Files, Box 148, State/WH Relationship,
Vol. 1) Kissinger decided instead, however, to forward to Nixon the
next day a much briefer memorandum for Rogers that stated: “I have
noticed that clearance of some important cables with the White House
was recently overlooked by the State Department. I would like to reaf-
firm my wish that departmental telegrams be cleared with the White
House to insure that I am kept fully abreast of communications on im-
portant policy and operational matters of Presidential interest.” Nixon
signed the memorandum, and it was delivered to the Department of
State on June 20. (Ibid.)

Rogers drafted a response, making a number of handwritten re-
visions, in which he stated that it was his understanding “that cables
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involving policy matters should be cleared with your staff but I did
not understand, nor do I think it wise, that I should clear all cables
dealing with operations with your staff. If this is required then my role
as Secretary of State would be a mere conduit.” Rogers concluded, “Un-
less you want personally to clear all operational cables then I would
think that the discretion as to whether they should be brought to your
attention should rest with me.” (Ibid., RG 59, Office Files of William P.
Rogers: Lot 73 D 443, Box 3, Personal Papers of William P. Rogers)

In a telephone conversation with Kissinger on June 20 at 6:30 p.m.,
Rogers said that he “was a little upset by the memo the President sent
him on these cables. He had an answer he was going to send to the
President but wanted to discuss it with HAK first. It was not his un-
derstanding that HAK’s staff would clear operational cables.

“HAK said he thought we should keep matters where they are. It
is certainly satisfactory for everyone’s point of view. There was one ca-
ble that the President noticed in the regular reading material that HAK
gives the President on all Paris negotiations that was in question. This
cable had not been cleared but added that we couldn’t clear all of
Roger’s cables. The system that now exists will be no problem—con-
cerning policy cables was the only thing he had in mind. Rogers said
if he really wants to see everything we send over. Rogers also express
concern over the fact that when he clears a cable then Walsh has to call
Sneider and Sneider has to clear it. HAK didn’t think this was right
and said the Secretary should have the last word.

“Rogers said he would talk to the President about this and HAK
agreed that he should. He said he has a general line they follow and
that the day to day negotiations really should be done at State. He said
it doesn’t make any difference what we say in the public sessions but
a change in direction he would certainly clear with WH.

“HAK assured him that this was the procedure that had been fol-
lowed in previous administrations even back to Eisenhower. Rogers
wasn’t sure it went back that far.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript
Division, Kissinger Papers, Box 360, Telephone Conversations, Chrono-
logical File)

In a June 21 memorandum to Kissinger, Alexander Haig, Kis-
singer’s Military Assistant, noted that Nixon’s memorandum on cable
clearances had “generated a sharp reaction from Rogers and that
Rogers indicated he would call the President about this subject. You
should point out to the President that it would be most difficult to pro-
tect him if, as Rogers insists, clearances be cut down to include only
telegrams which involve policy changes. This is ridiculous in terms of
past policy and would mean that all operational cables and negotiat-
ing traffic, even in times of crises, could legalistically be excluded by
the Secretary of State. Past experience has indicated that it is not diffi-
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cult to assess a subject on its own merits and to seek White House clear-
ance in cases where the President’s interest is evident. This would ap-
ply to most Vietnam negotiating traffic and until quite recently all of
these messages have been cleared by the White House. You should in-
form the President that this is an important issue and one in which
there could be no compromise if you are to serve him in your present
capacity.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files,
Haig Chronological File, Box 957, Haig Chron—June 1969)

On June 26 President Nixon sent Rogers and Secretary of Defense
Laird a memorandum (Document 53) that spelled out the categories of
messages to be cleared with the NSC using the language that Kissinger
had first considered forwarding to the President on June 18.

51. Memorandum From Secretary of State Rogers to President
Nixon'

Washington, June 24, 1969.

SUBJECT
Working Groups on Viet-Nam

Recommendation

That you establish a policy-level US/Vietnamese working group
to be presided over by yourself and to include Mel Laird, Henry
Kissinger, General Wheeler and myself; that the first session of this
group take place early next week; and that subsequent meetings be
held weekly, preferably on Tuesdays.”

Discussion

During my conversation with you on the morning of June 24> 1 re-
ported that President Thieu had proposed the establishment of
US/ Vietnamese working groups in both Saigon and Washington in or-
der to assure a common strategy as we move forward. President Thieu

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 138,
Country Files, Vietnam, Vol. XIIL Secret.

% Nixon neither approved nor disapproved of this recommendation.

3 According to the President’s Daily Diary, Rogers and Nixon met at the White

House from 10:18 to 11:10 a.m on June 24. No record of their discussion has been found.
(Ibid., White House Central Files)
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regards such a suggestion as a logical outcome of the conversations
which he had with you in Midway on this subject.

This memorandum contains my recommendations for the form in
which I believe we should organize ourselves in Washington to meet
this request. It does not address the matter of organization in Saigon,
which I believe is best left to Thieu and Bunker to determine.

My first recommendation would be that we form a compact group
at the policy level over which you would preside and on which Mel
Laird, Henry Kissinger, General Wheeler and I would sit. You might
wish to expand this unit to include one or two others, such as Dick
Helms.

It would be my suggestion that this group meet once a week,
preferably on Tuesdays, so that it can have a timely impact on the
Thursday negotiating sessions in Paris. The group would also be avail-
able to be convoked in emergency situations if circumstances warrant.

Ancillary to this group would be the ad hoc committee on Viet-
Nam which Bill Sullivan currently chairs. That group has representa-
tion from the White House, State, Defense, the Joint Chiefs, and CIA.
An AID representative participates when his presence is needed. They
currently meet three times a week or more often if necessary.

On the Vietnamese side, Ambassador Bui Diem is the principal
representative here in Washington. I have already informed him that
he should meet with Sullivan as often as is necessary. Their first meet-
ing is scheduled for June 25. He has indicated his desire to discuss Pres-
ident Thieu’s proposed statement on a political settlement as well as
tactics and timing for the Paris negotiations. I have assured him that
representatives of the various US Departments and Agencies are avail-
able to him through Sullivan’s committee and that I myself or other
Cabinet-level officials would see him if the situation warrants it.

If these recommendations conform to the views which you ex-
pressed in our conversation, I will arrange with Henry Kissinger to
have this organization activated. I would suggest that the first session
of the policy group take place early next week because I feel that we
are pressed for time, particularly with respect to the statement to be is-
sued by President Thieu.

WPM



The NSC System 113

52. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, June 25, 1969.

SUBJECT
Items to Discuss with the President, Wednesday, June 25

1. Although you are not scheduled to see the President this morn-
ing it is probably essential that you do so, in which case you should
discuss Secretary Rogers’ proposal for an informal working group on
Vietnam.?

—I discussed this with Dick Sneider last night and was told that
this was an effort by the Secretary of State to avoid a showdown with
you and to pose a compromise solution to his long-standing problems
on Vietnam. Sneider said that the President had been aware of the pro-
posal and had approved it, and that it had been formulated in the last
day or so after receipt of the President’s memorandum on cables.? Then,
as a result of a little plumbing on my part, he stated that the problem
had been in the hopper for some time and that the memorandum from
the President merely added salt to the wound. Sneider concluded his
comments to me with a statement to the effect that you had better ac-
cept this one rather than lose the whole ball game. I can only conclude
from that that Sneider has been well versed on the evolution of this
proposal as well as on many of our other problems with State.

—One additional point that Dick Sneider made when I asked him
whether or not the proposal was visualized as being in the framework
of the NSC—Dick stated, “of course not. The NSC system is dead,
Henry killed it long ago.”

—Despite the foregoing, I cannot help but feel that there is some
blackmail being exercised by State in an effort to kill the NSC system,
to reassert the vicarship of the Secretary and to defuse your power
while at the same time avoiding a direct confrontation with the Presi-
dent, which Rogers may not be sure he can win. This has all the ear-
marks of a State Department ploy to achieve maximum benefits with
minimum risks. I do not believe you should roll over on this one.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, President’s
Daily Briefs, Box 8, June 17-30, 1969. Top Secret; Sensitive.

2 Document 51.

3 See Document 50. A transcript of Kissinger’s telephone conversation with Snei-
der on June 24 at 7:20 p.m., is in the Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger
Papers, Box 360, Telephone Conversations, Chronological File.
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—Consequently, I recommend you discuss the Rogers’ memo with
the President, informing him:

(a) of how it was delivered to you and state that the proposed or-
ganization might ensure some concentrated attention to the Vietnam
situation which is in dire need of thoughtful attention;

(b) you have assumed that the organization would be within the
framework of the NSC system, which were it to be otherwise it would
emasculate the system and could not but lead to its downfall;

(c) if it is the President’s intention to let the system fall of its own
weight then you will, of course, accede to the proposal. If not, then you
should recommend that the President only adopt this organization
within the framework of the NSC system.

2. As I look back over the main failures of the NSC system, if in
fact they be failures, the only area with which we have failed to achieve
our objectives is that of security. I am personally convinced that the
President’s confidence has been shaken in the entire system because of
inexcusable pattern of leaks which have emanated from State and De-
fense and perhaps your own staff. The solution that Rogers has pro-
posed is to return to a breakfast group pattern in which a handful of
advisers move on policy deliberations which affect the entire country
and which will only increase the risk of a lack of bureaucracy consen-
sus for courses of action which might be undertaken. I am personally
strongly opposed to this type of government, which cannot but have
dire effects for the Nation. If we are afraid to bite the bullet and es-
tablish the kind of bureaucratic discipline so essential to the conduct
of NSC affairs, then the bypassing of the structure and the designation
of a handful of individuals to deal with our policy issues will only en-
able the Secretaries of State and Defense to overlook a basic deficiency
in their organizations (and perhaps you in our own), which will arise
again in the future to scuttle the President’s programs in another form.

3. Onbalance, I am convinced that the President should think very
hard about discarding the NSC system after such a brief period. A cir-
cumventing of the bureaucracy will not solve the basic ills which the
shortcomings in the NSC system have uncovered. These ills are a lack
of discipline and loyalty to the President himself and a failure on the
part of key principals in the Administration to adhere to the policy
guidance which I feel he has clearly enunciated on issue after issue.
The list of breakdowns is long and frightening and rests primarily on
the shoulders of the Secretary of State, whose department, in my view,
has frequently* been the source of disloyalty to policy guidance enun-
ciated by the President. As examples, I cite:

* “Frequently” is handwritten above “invariably,” which was crossed out.
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—The President’s guidance on SALT.

—The President’s guidance on the broad relationship of all ongo-
ing areas of interest to the Soviets as they affect Soviet actions which
might lead toward progress in Vietnam.

—Spanish negotiations.

—Recognition of Mongolia, etc.

4. In my view, the time has come for some tough talk and some
meaningful action with respect to loyalty to the President’s programs.
Bureaucratic in-fighting can no longer be tolerated. Unless the Presi-
dent recognizes’ these issues,® ad hoc kitchen cabinets, breakfast
groups or any other organizational gimmick will sooner or later suffer
the same fate. You may wish to draw upon the above rationale in dis-
cussing this issue with the President. If despite your objections, he de-
sires to try the Rogers’ proposal I recommend that you agree to do your
best to make them work and then sit down with Secretary Rogers face-
to-face and set about establishing the procedures for doing so.

5 “recognizes” is handwritten above “views,” which was crossed out.

® The words “and finds a solution to them” were typed after the word “issues” but
then crossed out.

53. Memorandum From President Nixon to Secretary of State
Rogers and Secretary of Defense Laird’

Washington, June 26, 1969.

I believe you will agree that I am best served when there is full
coordination between our respective staffs, and when I am fully ap-
prised of current national security operational and policy questions. To
ensure that there is no misunderstanding as to my policy in this area,
I thought it would be useful to review the categories of messages which
should regularly be referred here prior to transmission. These are:

—Policy cables—those laying out or interpreting general policy
for the guidance of officials abroad as well as instructions regarding

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files,
Box 280, Department of State, Vol. III, 6/1/69. Confidential. Haig forwarded the mem-
orandum to Kissinger for the President’s signature on June 26. (Memorandum from Haig
to Kissinger, June 26; ibid., President’s Daily Briefs, Box 8, June 17-30, 1969) For back-
ground on the memorandum, see Document 50.
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approaches to foreign governments or positions to be taken by repre-
sentatives abroad.

—Operational instructions involving policy questions, current ne-
gotiations, or the handling of critical situations.

—Foreign visitors, either scheduled or prospective in whom there
is a real or potential Presidential interest.

—Any communication which involves or mentions the President
or the White House.

—Any telegram relating to a matter currently under consideration
or scheduled for consideration by the National Security Council or its
related bodies.

—Matters in which there is a known Presidential interest, partic-
ularly items which the President has, or may be expected to have, be-
fore him for decision.

54. Editorial Note

During a meeting with his Assistant H.R. Haldeman on June 26,
1969, President Nixon made the following comments in connection
with the “K[issinger] plan,” according to Haldeman’s notes: “re staff
talking—in dom. policy wld hope use good jdgmt. Absolute rule—eff.
todayl[:] nobody to talk or say anything re foreign policy—on or off
record—w /o K. approval esp. Safire, Klein. don’t interpret, defend, at-
tack, explain—involved in very sophisticated business. certain devel-
opments—next 3 mos. absolute curtain. includes everybody—ijust refer
to what P. has said. don’t re-state, define, etc. still get K. in to explain
to them re analysis. P. staff relation w/press[:] staffer has no views of
his own. have to have central control. whole & only job here is to build
up presidency & that’s not hard to do. can’t build up self—all goodies
are the P’s. hold to absolute rule on Times—Post. Kilpatrick OK to ex-
cept on routine.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
White House Special Files, Haldeman Notes, Box 40)
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55. Memorandum From the Director of the Secretariat Staff of
the Department of State (Gleysteen) to the Deputy Staff
Director of the NSC Under Secretaries Committee (Ruser)’

Washington, June 30, 1969.

SUBJECT

Under Secretaries’” Committee Action Assignments

We have gone through our NSC files and have compiled a list of
NSC Under Secretaries” Committee action responsibilities. The result
is as follows:

—NSDMs 2 and 3—The Under Secretaries” Committee was as-
signed certain general responsibilities.?

—NSDM 8—The Under Secretaries’” Committee was assigned
certain responsibilities in connection with crisis anticipation and
management.’

—NSDM 12—The Under Secretaries” Committee was directed to
examine REDCOSTE proposals and to coordinate and monitor U.S.
preparations for offset negotiations.*

—NSDM 13—The Under Secretaries” Committee was to supervise
the preparation of a strategy paper on Okinawa negotiations.”

—NSDM 17—The Under Secretaries” Committee was directed to
supervise the preparation of certain documents relating to this NSDM.°

—NSDM 18—The Under Secretaries” Committee has been as-
signed the task of reviewing the annual underground nuclear test pro-
gram and requests for authorization of specific tests.”

—NSSM 43—In this document the Under Secretaries’” Committee
was directed to submit a series of recommendations to implement the
President’s proposals to the NATO Ministerial Meeting in April.®

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, General Files on NSC Matters, Box 15, NSC/
USC Memos. Secret.

2 Documents 11 and 12.
3 Document 31.

4NSDM 12, “NATO,” April 14. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Decision Mem-
oranda, NSDM 12.)

5 NSDM 13, “Policy Toward Japan,” May 28. (Ibid., Box H-210)
© NSDM 17, “Relaxation of Economic Controls Against China,” June 26. (Ibid.)
7 NSDM 18, “Review of Underground Nuclear Tests,” June 27. (Ibid.)

8 NSSM 43, “Implementation of President’s Proposals to NATO Ministerial Meet-
ing,” April 15. (Ibid., RG 59, S/S-NSSM Files: Lot 80 D 212)
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—NSSM 25—The Under Secretaries” Committee became involved
in a study of the relationship of Plowshare to the Limited Test Ban
Treaty.” Mr. Kissinger’s memorandum of May 19 called for further
study of this subject.’

—The Under Secretaries’” Committee has been seized with the
problem of the Pacific Islands Trust Territory.

—The Under Secretaries Committee has studied the question of
the Brazilian DE construction program.

—The Under Secretary was involved in the Working Group called
for by NSSM 4 to review US foreign aid policy."

—The Under Secretaries” Committee has studied US aid to the
Japanese space program (memorandum of May 19).'?

—The Under Secretaries” Committee is studying the question of
the Dutch interest in U.S. assistance in the development of nuclear
submarines (memo of May 20).13

DG

? NSSM 25, “Cape Keraudren Nuclear Excavation Project and Limited Test Ban
Treaty,” February 20. (Ibid.)

19 Memorandum to the Acting Secretary of State. (National Archives, RG 59, Gen-
eral Files on NSC Matters, Box 15, NSC/USC Memos)

"' NSSM 4, “U.S. Foreign Aid Policy,” January 21. (Ibid., S/S-NSSM Files: Lot 80
D 212)

12NSC-U/SM 16, May 19. (Ibid., Lot 81 D 309)
13 NSC-U/SM 17, May 20. (Ibid.)

56. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, July 1, 1969.

SUBJECT
Secretary Rogers’ Proposal for the Establishment of Working Groups on Vietnam

At Tab A is a memorandum from Bill Rogers” forwarding the pro-
posal he mentioned to you on June 24, which would establish a policy

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 138, Viet-
nam Country Files, Vietnam, Vol. VIII, 7/1/69-7/31/69. Secret.

2 Document 51.
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level US/Vietnamese working group presided over by yourself and in-
cluding Bill Rogers, Mel Laird, General Wheeler and myself.

While I agree with Bill’s proposal to establish a compact Cabinet
level policy group, I fear the organizational lines he proposes would
have the practical effect of placing control over both Vietnam policy
and operational matters in the hands of the Secretary of State by (a) es-
tablishing a Cabinet level working group under your titular chair-
manship outside of the National Security Council framework and,
(b) by placing the current Ad Hoc Committee on Vietnam chaired by
Bill Sullivan under this group as staff support.

In practice it is not likely that you would have the time nor the
inclination to meet weekly on operational matters associated with Viet-
nam. Thus, State would, at the departmental level, assume a pre-
dominant role in the conduct of Vietnam affairs. Further, on the occa-
sions when the Cabinet level committee did meet to determine
important policy issues, agendas, working papers and interdepart-
mental coordination would be prepared by a committee chaired by
State and divorced entirely from the NSC machinery, which now gives
equal weight to the views of all the departments concerned. Also,
in the conduct of day-to-day affairs, it is probable that White House
clearances could then be effectively circumvented because of the spe-
cial role assigned to the interdepartmental ad hoc committee. The
overall impact of this special arrangement would greatly diminish
your control over the conduct of Vietnam affairs now afforded by the
NSC system. In other words, the proposal is, in effect, the SIG system
which State tried so hard to implement last January and which you
rejected.

I am sure Mel Laird and General Wheeler would be equally dis-
turbed at the prospect of giving State predominant control over the
conduct of Vietnam business. General Goodpaster shares these views.
John Mitchell also feels that it would be a grave mistake to take this
road.

It therefore seems to me that if there is to be a working group, it
should (a) be part of the NSC system, (b) be ad hoc so that your sched-
ule is protected, (c) be served by the NSC staff, and (d) meet only at
your request. The action would be completely consistent with the char-
ter of the National Security Council as approved by you in January and
would enable you to assemble a more manageable Cabinet level group
under your chairmanship to consider issues related to Vietnam. This
may prove especially timely during the coming weeks when so many
sensitive Vietnam-related issues must be addressed. The Cabinet level
working group would receive its support as does the full NSC—by the
NSC staff—thereby ensuring the same kind of Presidential control as
is currently exercised.
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Recommendation

I recommend you sign the memorandum at Tab B to Bill which
approves the establishment of a Cabinet level working group on Viet-
nam but which modifies his proposal by keeping the group within the
NSC framework.’

3 See Document 57.

57. Memorandum From President Nixon to Secretary of State
Rogers'

Washington, July 2, 1969.

SUBJECT
Working Groups on Vietnam

I have given considerable thought to your memorandum of June
24,% proposing the formulation of a group on Vietnam, chaired by me
and composed of yourself, Laird, Wheeler, and Kissinger. I welcome
the opportunity for periodic meetings of this group. However, given
the demands on my time, I do not want to commit myself to another
fixed meeting. Instead, I propose to convene such a group as the need
arises in lieu of the full NSC and as part of the NSC process. I have in-
structed Henry Kissinger to staff it along these lines.?

RN

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 138, Viet-
nam Country Files, Vietnam, Vol. VIII, 7/1/69-7/31/69. Secret.

2 Document 56.

3 Below his initials, the President wrote: “I would also like to have John Mitchell
as a member of this group—The first meeting should be early next week—"
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58. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, July 2, 1969.

SUBJECT

Talking Points for Meeting of the Washington Special Actions Group, July 2,
1969, 10:00 a.m.

Introduction

Introduce the meeting by outlining for group the purpose of the
exercise which should include:

1. An overall review of existing military contingency plans by the
policy level group in order to:

a. bring the group up to date on the menu of existing contingency
plans in the event of emergencies similar to the EC-121 shootdown.

b. enable this policy group to consider whether or not existing
military plans are responsive to the most probable crisis situations that
can develop over the short range.

c. test these plans carefully in terms of their own technical suit-
ability, i.e., levels of force, response time, impact on ability to react to
concurrent crises elsewhere, impact on Vietnam conflict, etc.

d. enable group to direct the development of additional military
contingency plans where gaps appear as a result of the review.

e. prepare an integrated game plan blending military and politi-
cal actions to permit immediate response from a policy perspective in
the event contingencies occur.

2. Emphasize that the operation of the Washington Special Actions
Group (WSAG) should not conflict with ongoing politico-military con-
tingency planning done at the Interdepartmental level nor should it
conflict in time of crisis with the operational implementation of the pol-
icy decisions which will emanate through the WSAG to the Depart-
ment of State for implementation and interdepartmental coordination.

3. Elicit discussion from the group on the objectives and charter
of the WSAG.

[Omitted here is discussion of contingency planning for Korea.]

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-070, Washington Special Actions Group Meetings, May
1969-1971, Korea, 7/2/69. Top Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Printed from an unsigned
copy. The July 2 meeting was the WSAG'’s first meeting.
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59. Minutes of Washington Special Actions Group Meeting'

Washington, July 2, 1969, 11:42 a.m.—12:28 p.m.
WASHINGTON SPECIAL ACTIONS GROUP (WSAG) MEETING

SUBJECT

Military Contingency Planning for Korea

PARTICIPATION

Henry A. Kissinger, Chairman NSC Staff
Col. Alexander M. Haig

State—U. Alexis Johnson
Col. Robert M. Behr

Defense—G. Warren Nutter
CIA—Cord Meyer
JCS—Vice Adm. Nels C. Johnson

Summary of Decisions

1. The WSAG will review the NSSM 34 Contingency Study for
Korea® instead of the NSC Review Group.

2. The NSSM 34 Contingency Study for Korea will be the agenda
item for the next WSAG meeting on July 11, 1969.

3. The areas of immediate concern to the WSAG are Korea, Berlin
and the Middle East. Following WSAG review of relevant interdepart-
mental and military contingency plans for these areas, further require-
ments will be met by task forces functioning as working groups under
the WSAG. The existing Berlin and Korean Task Forces will be employed,
and action initiated to form a similar element for the Middle East.

4. The contingency of actual Sino-Soviet hostilities will be an ad-
ditional concern of the WSAG.

Kissinger opened the meeting stating that its purpose was prima-
rily organizational although some time would be devoted to the “Red
Books” (covering military plans for Korean contingencies) provided
the Committee Members by the Joint Staff. He reviewed the President’s
thoughts on the need for updated and effective procedures for contin-
gency planning, having in mind documents which would be useful for
incidents similar to the EC-121 “shoot down.” Kissinger said he envi-

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-114, WSAG Minutes, Originals, 1969 and 1970. Top Secret;
Sensitive. Drafted by Behr, who forwarded the minutes to Kissinger under cover of a
July 3 memorandum. (Ibid.) The meeting was held in the White House Situation Room.

2 NSSM 34, March 21, 1969, and the Contingency Study are ibid.
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sioned the WSAG to have policy responsibility for the content of con-
tingency plans but that the implementation of these plans would clearly
rest with organizations such as those within the State Department that
have already been structured to accept these responsibilities. Moreover
he wished it to be clearly understood that actual operations during con-
tingencies would not be run from the White House Situation Room.
What has to be done now is to develop ways of interfacing military
and political considerations and to answer the question “who does
what”? He noted that military plans for contingencies are highly sen-
sitive and that, for WSAG actions, only the principals should have ac-
cess to the documents. They would not be reproduced and would be
returned to the Joint Staff after having been worked in the WSAG.
Ultimately, what will be required are contingency folders, approved
by the WSAG, then kept on file in the White House Situation Room
for use in possible emergencies. He then asked the group members for
their comments.

Secretary Johnson immediately called to mind the comparison be-
tween the Berlin Task Force and the Korean Task Force under Ambas-
sador Brown, which has prepared a plan for Korean contingencies in
response to NSSM 34. He commended this plan to Kissinger saying
that it covers much of the same ground as the “Red Books” sent to the
Group by the Joint Staff. He remarked on the effectiveness of the “Live
Oak” plans done by the Berlin Task Force. This is an on-going opera-
tion which has produced plans in great detail and with an underlying
concept that the planning group would also be deeply involved in the
emergency actions incident to Berlin contingencies. He stated that with
respect to the Korean Task Force, much valuable work has already been
done. What should now be done is to refine the work under the di-
rection of the WSAG serving as a “Watch Dog” committee. Kissinger
remarked that the President was not telling the WSAG how to organ-
ize, but that he desires the group to provide plans which will give him
the same kind of assurance that he had during the EC-121 incident.

Secretary Johnson stated that the Korean Task Force work is now
ready to be looked at by the NSC Review Group. Kissinger rejoined that
the plan should not be handled by the Review Group but by the WSAG.
He did not believe the Review Group could address the problems with
the same precision that the President needs for decision making in con-
tingency situations. Admiral Johnson concurred, stating that the military
aspects of the contingency plans are highly sensitive and that the secu-
rity aspects of these plans are of paramount importance.® Kissinger

3In NSDM 19, issued July 3 and signed by Kissinger, the President directed that
“henceforth political-military contingency plans prepared by NSC Interdepartmental
Groups in accordance with NSDM 8 should be forwarded to the NSC Washington Spe-
cial Actions Group.” (Ibid.)
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added that whether the plan would eventually appear on the NSC
Agenda was a decision the President would have to make at a later date.

Turning to Admiral Johnson, Kissinger asked whether the military
participated in the Korean contingency plan. Admiral Johnson said that
they had but he was not sure to what extent. He thought the document
reflected military planning in outline form but not in the detail con-
tained in the “Red Books” before the members. He then reported an
exercise internal to the Joint Staff which resulted in a “Crisis Data
Book.” This effort visualized hypothetical contingency situations, how
they could develop, predicted the reactions of other affected countries,
then postulated reasonable US actions and their consequences.

Kissinger returned to the President’s objectives with respect to con-
tingency plans. The President wants, he said, no generalized statements,
but instead courses of action which would be useful in specific situa-
tions. For example, if he wants three B-52s to strike a designated objec-
tive, what else would he have to do. He is interested in knowing the
possible reactions of affected people and governments. What exactly is
likely to happen in a political/military sense? He wants a check list of
what he has to do—mnot esoteric speculation about events that could lead
to a crisis. Additionally, follow-on factors have to be considered such as
how to deal with reinforcement levels. Secretary Johnson opined there
was a need to amplify the contingency scenarios. Kissinger reflected on
his own thought processes during the EC-121 incident and remarked
that his initial reactions were probably naive. The main lesson he learned
from the incident was that the trick in any action taken would be to pre-
clude a counter blow. He reported some after-thoughts the President had
on the EC-121 incident to the effect that if such an occasion arose in the
future and a B-52 strike was believed necessary, the price you pay re-
ally isn’t much greater for a strike with twenty-five aircraft than with
three. The need is to look determined and, if the object is to prevent
counter-responses, the action taken should be powerful blow. If a simi-
lar situation were to arise today, he (the President) would probably ei-
ther do nothing or select an option toward the extreme of the range of
possibilities. Admiral Johnson said that he agreed with the President’s
ideas as do the Joint Chiefs. For example, if you attack an airfield but
don’t take out the enemy’s air order of battle, you are in deep trouble.

Nutter suggested a parallel between the President’s philosophy
and Golda Meir’s “A Seven-fold Retaliation” policy. Secretary Johnson
said that the military aspects had to be balanced by an understanding
of their political implications. For example, when would we expect the
Soviet Union to become involved? We had the Pueblo* and the E-121

4 Documentation on the Pueblo incident can be found in Foreign Relations, 1964—
1968, volume XXIX, Part 1, Korea, Documents 212-331.
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incidents but the next time it might be the political assassination of a
US Ambassador or the President of South Korea, or it might be the de-
struction of a vital industrial facility such as an oil refinery.

Kissinger thought that if any of the contingencies mentioned by
Secretary Johnson were to occur today the President would probably
take positive action.

Kissinger then returned the attention of the group to the “Red
Books” containing representative military contingency plans for Korea.
He expressed an opinion that it would be non-productive for the group
to review each of the 25 plans in the book. There was basically a great
similarity among the plans, and that probably what should be done
would be to group them within categories of response. [27% lines of source
text not declassified]

Admiral Johnson then displayed a graphic prepared by the Joint
Staff—a map on which was marked the objectives of the 25 plans con-
tained in the “Red Book.” [4% lines of source text not declassified]

Secretary Johnson then asked how the group proposed to work
the problem at hand? He suggested that the Korean Task Force work
be referred to WSAG and not to the Review Group. Additionally, he
thought it advisable that members of WSAG look carefully at the Ko-
rean Task Force plan in preparation for the next morning. Kissinger
agreed with the two courses of action but suggested that the Joint Staff
also work on the “Red Books” to group the contingencies by challenges
and responses. He inquired whether the work could be done within a
week? Admiral Johnson thought this was possible. Secretary Johnson
remarked that the “Red Books” contained no treatment of the political
aspects of the various courses of actions suggested in them. Admiral
Johnson agreed and said it was not their purpose to address the polit-
ical issues. All members agreed there was a need for expanded sce-
narios to include their political ramifications.

Secretary Johnson thought there was an additional requirement to
examine the steps, from a political-military standpoint, that could be
taken to confine the actions to a low level. Admiral Johnson remarked
that a CIA assessment of possible enemy reactions would be needed.
Secretary Johnson said he wanted Ambassador Brown in on the act. (It
was not clear whether he meant representation on the WSAG or
whether he meant in Brown’s capacity as head of the Korean Task
Force.) The group agreed that, with the work in front of them, frequent
meetings would be required.

Secretary Johnson stated that, of all possible contingencies, Berlin
problems had been dealt with more extensively than any of the others.
Admiral Johnson remarked that no plan, however detailed, is any good
if it is static. All contingency plans must undergo periodic review.
Secretary Johnson agreed and recommended a standing Task Force



126 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume II

working continuously, but not necessarily on a day-to-day basis, within
each of the contingency areas. Meyer asked about the membership of
the Korean Task Force? Secretary Johnson then gave a rundown of the
task force membership under Ambassador Brown. Kissinger said he
has no objection to the task force concept provided they have access to
the kind of material necessary to work the problems effectively. Under
any circumstances, he considered the WSAG as the proper reviewing
authority for the type of planning being considered by the group. Ad-
miral Johnson said it would be possible for the military to provide de-
tailed briefings, giving the necessary background information, but
omitting unnecessary operational detail.

Kissinger then inquired about the level of activity of the Berlin
Task Force. Secretary Johnson said that its structure and mechanics
were still in existence but that its recent activities have been limited.
Kissinger stated his belief that, because of the pressure of other duties,
the WSAG cannot function as a planning group but only as a review-
ing agency.

Secretary Johnson then said the Korean Task Force plan was on its
way but he was not really certain of its status within the NSC report-
ing process.

Kissinger said that for the next meeting the Joint Staff should at-
tempt to group the plans in the “Red Books” and that the WSAG should
be prepared to discuss what kinds of provocations would lead to what
kinds of responses.

Secretary Johnson then outlined the six general contingency areas
set forth in the NSSM 34 study.

Kissinger remarked that, if the work of the Korean Task Force fits
the objectives defined by the WSAG, the work should be used and peo-
ple should not have to do it over again. After the WSAG looks over
the Korean Task Force plan, the Korean Task Force could then be used
as a Working Group for the WSAG to make whatever revisions will be
required. Similarly, when Berlin contingencies are considered in the
very near future the Berlin Task Force can assume responsibility for
follow-on work. Moreover, because contingency planning is underway
for the Middle East there is a need for a similar Task Force to handle
those problems. He noted that the military contingency plans which
deal with a confrontation with the Soviet Union in the Middle East are
somewhat unrelated to politics and seem to be deficient in the logistic
arrangements that are called for. Admiral Johnson replied that the mil-
itary plans for the Middle East are undergoing revision at the present
time and that part of the problem in making sense out of logistic re-
quirements is the lack of military bases in the area.

Kissinger then asked whether the next WSAG meeting could be
held on the 11th of July. The agenda would be the Korean Task Force



The NSC System 127

plan. Nutter remarked that the members should also consider that
plans other than those for the Middle East, Berlin, and Korea would
probably be required. Secretary Johnson agreed, but said that further
NSC directives were unnecessary because the current general instruc-
tions for contingency planning are sufficiently comprehensive. Nutter
stated that there are grave problems associated with Berlin planning
because of the tripartite and quadripartite character of those plans.
There are very difficult security problems and almost insurmountable
military problems. Secretary Johnson agreed that the Berlin plans were
immensely complicated and represented years of work.

Kissinger recalled his participation in a 1961 Berlin War Game. The
results of that game were comforting because they indicated we could
not lose. Now the situation is somewhat different. He further ques-
tioned what we would do in the event of actual hostilities between the
Soviet Union and Communist China. He noted that the President had
inquired about this problem earlier in the morning. Early answers to
this question are needed.

Kissinger asked Secretary Johnson to see what could be done bu-
reaucratically to set up a Middle East planning element. Secretary John-
son replied that he would look into what has been done in Middle East
planning in the recent past and under the former administration. He
will report his findings to the Group at their next meeting. All agreed
that, subject to the President’s schedule, the next meeting will be held
on Friday, July 11th at 1400 hours.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:28 PM.

60. Memorandum From the Assistant for Programs, National
Security Council Staff (Halperin) to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, July 8, 1969.

SUBJECT
WSAG Meeting, July 11, 1969

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-070, Washington Special Actions Group Meetings, 7/11/69
Korea. Secret. Another copy of the memorandum indicates that it was drafted by Colonel
Robert Behr. (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 76,
WSAG, July-Aug. 1969)
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I. Procedures

Before considering the substance of the contingency plan for Ko-
rea | believe that it would be useful to spend a few minutes at the
WSAG meeting clarifying the procedures which the WSAG will use.
The issues which you might wish to raise are:

1. What should be the end-product of WSAG deliberation?
What I believe is needed is a relatively short contingency plan which:

a. States the likely contingencies which might arise.

b. Summarizes the available courses of military action and their
pros and cons.

c. Provide a real time scenario of military and diplomatic moves
to implement some or all of the courses of action.

This paper would be kept on file in the Situation Room and peri-
odically updated. Neither the political/military plans as they emerge
from the IG or the military plans from the Pentagon will fit this bill.
Both plans are needed: the military plan for obvious reasons and the
IG plan to guide the task force in the State Department in supporting
the WSAG during a crisis. These papers should be consistent with the
WSAG Contingency Plans.

The WSAG should be asked to agree on format for this paper as
indicated above.

2. How should these WSAG Contingency Plans be prepared?

I do not believe that the IGs or Task Forces should be charged with
preparing the WSAG Contingency Plans. This is true for several rea-
sons: (1) the IG chairman simply will not give priority to this task, (2)
JCS will be unwilling to release the operations plans to these groups,
(3) there is great value in having the same individuals prepare each of
these Contingency Plans, (4) the review of the IG paper should not be
done by those who draft it.

This line of reasoning leads to the conclusion that a special ad hoc
working group should be created to draft the WSAG Contingency
Plans. This group should be chaired by the NSC Staff. It could be ei-
ther at the Senior Staff or working level. I believe that the latter has
great advantages and suggest that Col. Behr chair the group.

If you accept this approach the procedure might work as follows:

(1) IGs submit contingency papers to the WSAG.

(2) The WSAG Working Group examines the plan and reaches a
preliminary judgment as to whether the contingency merits a WSAG
Contingency Plan.

(3) These recommendations go to the WSAG.

(4) If the WSAG determines that a Plan is needed the Workin,
Group examines the IG paper and the military operations plan ang
provides the WSAG with a means of possible contingencies and mili-
tary responses.
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(5) The WSAG discusses this menu and directs the Working Group
to prepare a Contingency Plan.

(6) The Working Group drafts the Plan working in the Situation
Room.

(7) The WSAG approves the Plan.

(8) The IG paper and the military planning is then altered to con-
form with the WSAG Contingency Plan.

(9) The Working Group periodically examines the Plan and up-
dates as necessary calling major changes to the attention of the WSAG.

II. Korea

If this approach is to be followed the WSAG at this meeting should
discuss which contingencies and which possible military responses
should be covered in the Contingency Plan. A menu based on the IG
paper and the military operations plan should be distributed at the
meeting for discussion.

61. Action Memorandum From the Director of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency (Smith) to Secretary of State
Rogers'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT

Reactivation of the Committee of Principals

Recommendation

That you speak to the President and Henry Kissinger about mak-
ing use of the Committee of Principals, within the NSC framework, to
backstop on-going disarmament negotiations.?

Discussion

I believe it would be highly desirable to reactivate the Committee
of Principals as the principal mechanism below the Presidential level
for backstopping the various on-going disarmament negotiations. The

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 1967-69, DEF 18. Secret; Limdis.
Smith forwarded the memorandum to Richardson under cover of a July 10 memoran-
dum stating that he wanted very much to talk with Richardson regarding the draft pro-
posal. (Ibid.)

2 There is no indication of approval or disapproval of this recommendation.
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Committee of Principals (COP) which has been in existence since 1958,
and has been chaired by the Secretary of State, has in the past been the
principal forum for either decision making or for formulation of issues
for the President in the disarmament field and the COP and the COP
Deputies have backstopped negotiations. The NSC framework estab-
lished this year does not give any specific place to the COP, though
such a place is not precluded.

The new NSC structure with its pre-scheduled agenda, Review
Group, and ad hoc steering committees established to prepare studies
for various specific items to be presented to the President, is a useful
mechanism for the establishment of basic national policies, and par-
ticularly during the initial review of foreign policy by the new Ad-
ministration. However, I believe that the experience with the present
NSC setup and the likely requirements of on-going disarmament ne-
gotiations suggest the desirability of having a more flexible, and at the
same time more clearly established, procedure for high level back-
stopping of negotiations in the disarmament field. This is particularly
true for the forthcoming SALT negotiations but also applies to the ne-
gotiations in the ENDC at Geneva and to subsequent discussions in
the fall at the UN General Assembly.

We cannot expect to have the pace of the ENDC and SALT nego-
tiations fit predetermined schedules of the NSC, which of necessity are
not very flexible, involving as they must the President. For many ENDC
and UN matters, I believe it is not desirable to involve the President
in the relatively less important matters of substance that are bound to
arise and require higher level interagency discussion. This would not
of course preclude raising matters with the President in the NSC when
they cannot be resolved in the COP or by their deputies. Moreover, it
is desirable that we have one fixed body below the Presidential level
consider the various disarmament matters. At present we have differ-
ent steering committees (some of the same composition) considering
CW /BW, seabeds, etc.

With respect to SALT, I am sure the President will wish to over-
see the negotiations in a rather intimate way. However, there will be
day-to-day instructions involving tactical issues that the COP or
deputies should be authorized to backstop.

Moreover, the Committee of Principals would be a highly useful
mechanism for the preparations on short notice of issues arising dur-
ing the SALT or ENDC negotiations for presentation to the President.

One further thought which I believe is of importance. It is essen-
tial that, within the Administration, facts and issues be clearly brought
into focus for consideration by the President. My experience in past
Administrations, and during the current one, is that in consideration
of issues in the disarmament field there is a reticence among high of-
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ficials to engage, in a meeting before the President, in the sharp ex-
amination of assertions by one or another Principal that leads to ques-
tionable premises being challenged. I believe it would be very healthy
for preliminary discussion of some issues in an on-going negotiation
to take place at the Principals level prior to their discussion with the
President.

Attached for your information at Tab A is a brief résumé of the
history of the Committee of Principals.’

I urge that you raise this matter with the President and Henry
Kissinger and if you wish, I would be very happy to participate in this
discussion.*

Gerard Smith®

3 Not printed.

* Richardson responded in a July 15 memorandum that he thought the proposal
was a good one and that Smith should take it up with Rogers, but he advised Smith to
make clear that “we are not attempting to bypass the NSC” and warned that “we would
have to be very careful in discussing this with the President or Henry Kissinger.” He
pointed out that the arguments in the third to last paragraph “seem to question the whole
NSC system.” (National Archives, RG 59, Central Files 196769, DEF 18)

5 Printed from a copy with this typed signature.

62. Minutes of Washington Special Actions Group Meeting'
Washington, July 11, 1969, 2:13-2:50 p.m.
WASHINGTON SPECIAL ACTIONS GROUP (WSAG) MEETING

SUBJECT

Military Contingency Planning for Korea

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-114, WSAG Minutes, Originals, 1969 and 1970. Top Secret;
Sensitive. Drafted by Behr, who forwarded the minutes to Kissinger under cover of a
July 11 memorandum. (Ibid.) The meeting was the WSAG’s second and was held in the
White House Situation Room.
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PARTICIPATION
Henry A. Kissinger, Chairman NSC Staff—
State— Col. Alexander M. Haig
U. Alexis Johnson John H. Holdridge

Winthrop Brown Col. Robert M. Behr

Defense—G. Warren Nutter
CIA—Cord Meyer
JCS—Vice Adm. Nels C. Johnson

Summary of Decisions

1. A Working Group under Ambassador Brown, responsive to the
WSAG, will produce three sets of contingency plans for Korea. These
plans will be structured in the form of sequences of events and will
cover low, intermediate and high levels of military involvement.

2. A similar Working Group will be formed for Middle East plans.

3. The WSAG meeting time will be standardized at 2:00 P.M. on
Fridays.

The meeting began at 2:13 PM. Secretary Johnson suggested to the
Chairman that he be permitted to report to the Group the results of a
“rump meeting” between the two Johnsons which took place on July
10th. Kissinger yielded to Secretary Johnson who then discussed the
State-Defense meeting of the previous day. Its purpose was to review
the work done by the Joint Staff in grouping the various military plans
into categories of response (called for at the last WSAG meeting), and
to map a course of action which would distill from the NSSM 34 Study*®
and the DOD plans a paper having greater utility for decision-makers.
Because much of the work on the probable nature of NK provocation
has been done in the NSSM 34 Study, the follow-on effort should con-
centrate on building scenarios for various levels of military response
without too much regard for how the particular contingency would
arise. This work could be done by a Working Group under Ambas-
sador Brown, with representation appointed by the WSAG principals.

Kissinger remarked that what the “rump session” had concluded
was coincident with his own thoughts. He would not, therefore, have
to take the time of the Group by critiquing the NSSM 34 Study (which
he regards as an excellent foundation document) in order to express
the same conclusions with respect to an approach to the problem of
providing the President with useful options in the event of another Ko-
rean emergency.

2 NSSM 34, March 21, 1969, and the NSSM 34 Study are ibid., Box H-070, Wash-
ington Special Actions Group Meetings, 7/11/69 Korea.
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Admiral Johnson clarified what he sees to be the working arrange-
ment—a small ad hoc group responsible to the WSAG as opposed to
a NSC/IG effort. All agreed.

Kissinger stated that the Working Group should not concern itself
with recommendations about when and why a particular plan should
be implemented. All that is called for is a set of options including at
the one extreme “surgical strikes,” heavy military involvement at the
other extreme, with in-between options such as attack against several
airfields. Admiral Johnson noted that diplomatic maneuverings were,
of course, related but a thing apart and not germane to the task at hand.
Secretary Johnson remarked that the work on the scenarios would be
eased by the nature of the problem itself. When a specific course of ac-
tion is selected for development, that course then logically dictates
what must be done to carry it out. He visualized the end-product
as a sequence of events similar to that produced during the EC-121
incident.

Kissinger cautioned that a philosophical attachment to one class
of response—be it minimum, intermediate, or maximum violence—of-
ten tends to cloud contingency plans. What we need are scenarios for
the decision-makers. They will have to exercise their responsibility to
choose the appropriate level of response from among a group of op-
tions. Returning to the plan of action, Secretary Johnson suggested a
“plan a week” approach—for example, the next WSAG meeting should
look at the “surgical” strike category, with the other options following
at weekly intervals. Kissinger agreed and standardized future meeting
times—Fridays at 2:00 PM. There were no dissents.

Kissinger conjectured that if the President had, today, to select a
response to a provocation similar to those of recent history, he would
probably pick an intermediate option—say, [8 lines of source text not de-
classified] Admiral Johnson thought the attacks should be regarded as
punitive, and that they would not result in permanent damage.

Kissinger inquired how an attack against the [4Y lines of source text
not declassified] Secretary Johnson inquired about other “nerve-center”
targets. Kissinger asked Cord Meyer to identify a number of these tar-
gets and to report them to the WSAG by 15 July. Meyer agreed to do
so. Nutter brought up a point relating to international law, citing a body
of opinion which holds that the target must somehow be related to the
“crime.” In other words, if you get hit from an airfield, you have to at-
tack an airfield in response. At this point Secretary Johnson asked what
one is really after in striking [9 lines of source text not declassified]

Admiral Johnson raised the question of format, noting that the
work his staff had done for him this past week was perhaps too de-
tailed. The consensus of the Group was that the EC-121 sequence of
events is a good model.
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Admiral Johnson returned to Kissinger’s earlier evaluation of the
NSSM 34 Study. He concurred in the evident merit of the work and
hoped that the Korean Task Force would keep it up to date. All agreed
that the NSSM 34 Study—and all other IG plans—should be periodi-
cally reviewed and made current.

Brown departed at this point after being informed that his WSAG
Working Group would include Bill Nelson (CIA), Colonel Boylan
(OSD), John Holdridge (NSC), with a Joint Staff member to be reported
later.

Kissinger then asked about Middle East plans. Secretary Johnson
reported that these plans are not in the same good state as the Korean
study. He has told Roger Davies to get with other agency representa-
tives and move! As he (Johnson) sees it the Middle East problem should
be developed by starting from the circumstance of renewed Arab-
Israeli hostilities, what we can do to deter Soviet involvement, and then
try to decide what to do if they do become involved. With regard to
how the problem should be managed, he suggested another small ad
hoc group working under Davies and responsive to WSAG direction.
Admiral Johnson said that the Joint Staff is presently engaged in a Mid-
dle East study. The work already done will be relevant and useful.
Meyer noted the variety of ways in which the Soviets could become
actively involved. Admiral Johnson agreed this was a problem and
mentioned, additionally, the situation in which the Israelis threaten the
UAR with missiles. Kissinger said that another group was dealing with
the missile problem, primarily with its diplomatic aspects.

Secretary Johnson then mentioned some vexing operational prob-
lems that come to mind when one considers US military responses in
the Middle East. Among these are overflight rights (Spain and Turkey)
and the lack of bases available to the US. Admiral Johnson suggested
this was a problem for State to solve. He then recounted our success-
ful use of Athens International Airport during the June 67 war. (US air-
craft staged out of Athens on “mercy missions”—parachute delivery
of water into the Sinai.) Nutter questioned whether Ethiopia could be
used, but all agreed its location was not sufficiently proximate to the
probable area of operations.

Secretary Johnson said that Davies would present a progress re-
port on Middle East studies at the next WSAG meeting. He stated fur-
ther that he had instructed Mr. Springsteen to be prepared to brief on
Berlin. All agreed, however, that Berlin could be put off until later. Sec-
retary Johnson said work on Berlin would nevertheless proceed con-
centrating on specific military options. Kissinger broke in with a cau-
tion that the basic plans must be appraised. Do we really mean them?
There followed a brief discussion among the Group on the implications
of Gromyko’s recent statements on the willingness of the USSR to talk
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about Berlin. Careful analysis of his remarks is in order. Kissinger of-
fered the suggestion that the Soviets may have rejected a Berlin con-
frontation as a direct implement, regarding the option as a tool to gain
their objectives should a crisis develop in another area—such as the
Cuban incident.

There was no further discussion. The meeting adjourned at 2:50
PM.

63. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, July 12, 1969.

SUBJECT
Items to Discuss with the Attorney General, 2:30 p.m., Saturday, July 12, 1969

Introduction

—Advise Mr. Mitchell that you have requested meeting to discuss
with him what you consider to be a most serious situation with respect
to the President’s relationships with the Secretary of State and your
role in serving the President as his foreign policy adviser.”

—Point out that you have asked Colonel Haig to join the discus-
sion because as a professional officer with considerable high level ex-
perience, he will be able to comment on the problem as an unbiased
observer of the Washington scene over the past 8 years. You have asked
Colonel Haig to interject his personal comments at any time if he feels
that your presentation of the facts are either inaccurate or a distortion
of the critical issues.

Discussion

—State that at the outset of the Administration the President had
certain assets available to him which had to be carefully nurtured and

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special
Files, Staff Member and Office Files, Ehrlichman Files, Box 26, State Department-White
House Relations, 1969. Top Secret; Eyes Only. Kissinger wrote “ACDA cable” in the up-
per right hand corner of the first page. The tabs are attached but not printed.

2 No record of Kissinger’s meeting with Mitchell has been found.
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intelligently and systematically integrated into an overall Game Plan
for achieving U.S. objectives in both the short and the long term.

—On a short term basis, these assets were of critical importance
for the achievement of an acceptable solution to the Vietnam conflict
and on a longer term basis, these assets had to provide the means by
which the President’s long term objectives could be achieved.

—For this reason, at the outset of the Administration the general
outlines of U.S. short term and long term policies were reviewed in a
National Security Council and the President promulgated an overall
conceptual framework for proceeding, giving major emphasis to efforts
designed to achieve a settlement to the Vietnam conflict. In its broad-
est context, this framework called for:

(1) A new appreciation for the role of the Soviet Union’s support
for Hanoi with accompanying U.S. tactical and strategic approaches.

(2) Arecognition that Soviet interests and anxieties should be ma-
nipulated to work for the U.S. Government, with the view toward in-
fluencing the Soviets to exert maximum pressure on Hanoi to achieve
an acceptable solution to the conflict. Pressure points included:
(a) recognition of Soviet concern for growing tension with Communist
China, %b) the actual or apﬁ)arent concern of the Soviets to arrive at
early understandings which might crystallize parity with the U.S. in
the area of strategic forces, (c) a recognition that Soviet interests in the
Middle East might be jeopardized by the uncontrolled and volatile
forces in the area which could prematurely trigger an Arab-Israeli con-
flict at a time and under circumstances not acceptable to the Soviets,
(d) an appreciation for the Soviet’s overall concern in retaining disci-
pline within the Communist camp, especially as it pertained to the sep-
aratists” movements in Eastern Europe, and (e) a recognition of inter-
nal economic and bureaucratic divergencies within the Soviet Union
itself.

—Inter alia, the above Soviet concerns constituted what could be
considered U.S. assets in seeking our short term and long term objec-
tives. As a result, the President approved in concept a short term ap-
proach which would involve a somewhat harder attitude toward the
Soviet Union; which would involve a patient and reserved attitude to-
ward movement in those areas of Soviet interest until the Soviets had,
in turn, indicated a willingness to reciprocate in areas of prime con-
cern to the U.S. Government. This involved:

(1) A carefully measured U.S. approach to SALT negotiations be-
ing urged by the Soviets.

(2) A carefully measured and flexible demeanor toward the Mid-
dle East crisis.

(3) A slowdown of bridge building actions set in train by the pre-
vious Administration, especially in the area of trade.

(4) Carefully worked out U.S. initiatives to increase Soviet con-
cern that the U.S. and Communist China were moving closer together
against the Soviet Union and,
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(5) A carefully developed Game Plan for a solution to the Vietnam
conflict which would seek to retain the viability of the Saigon regime,
at least to the degree that Saigon would have an opportunity to com-
pete for survival in the post-settlement political competition in South
Vietnam.

—The above factors constitute the Presidentially approved frame-
work upon which U.S. policy in the short term would be pursued. De-
spite the fact that Secretary of State was provided a detailed guidance
on countless occasions, including formal NSC meetings, a personal let-
ter from the President to the Secretary of State and countless detailed
specific instructions, he has consistently worked along lines contrary
to this conceptual approach and systematically dissipated those assets
available to the President.

—We have discussed State efforts to steamroller early SALT
negotiations.

—You have also recounted for the Attorney General, State efforts
to inject the U.S. into the Middle East situation in such a way that our
flexibility would be seriously jeopardized.

—With respect to stated Presidential policy on trade with the So-
viet Bloc and specifically the “Most Favored Nation Clause,” State has,
in recent weeks, repeatedly attempted to circumvent the President’s
stated policy.

—With respect to Vietnam, Secretary Rogers has systematically di-
verged from Presidential guidance with respect to:

(1) The pace of Vietnamization.
b(2) The level of pressure applied to the Saigon regime to broaden
its base.
(3) Tactical approaches in Paris, specifically as they pertain to the
conduct of private talks both in timing and substance.
(4) Approach to the issue of ceasefire.
(5) Approach to the issue of de-escalation.

The above difficulties have not been the result of a coherently ar-
ticulated disagreement by Secretary Rogers with the overall framework
of U.S. policy but rather manifest themselves in countless variations
from approved Presidential policy in patterns which are primarily tac-
tical but which have had the overall effect of seriously denuding all of
the President’s foreign policy assets. In recent weeks, the pace and style
of Rogers’ freewheeling has increased in tempo. Recent divergencies
include:

(1) An apparent decision on the part of the Secretary to bypass
the White House in major policy areas.

(2) A situation which finds countless carefully worked out policy
issues being leaked to the press, with increasing regularity.

(3) Unwillingness in those instances where White House clear-
ances are requested, to accept substantive realignment of cables with-
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out escalating the issue to the Secretary’s level, placing the Assistant
to the President in a position of accepting State language gr forcing an
undesirable Presidential confrontation with the Secretary.’

Cite Most Recent Specific Examples

1. Undue pressure on Thieu to give forthcoming political state-
ment. Show cable Tab A.*

2. Undue pressure on Thieu with respect to the substance of his
talk. Show cable Tab B.° (The Thieu speech is at Tab C.)°

3. Discuss problems in the development of the President’s state-
ment in support of Thieu’s speech. (President’s statement is at Tab D.
Secretary Rogers’ statement commenting on the Gromyko speech is at
Tab E.)” Make the point that Rogers’ statement was released within two
hours of the President’s statement supporting Thieu; that it was done
without any coordination with the White House and prior to the Sec-
retary’s having read the full text of Gromyko’s statement. Procedurally,
it tended to detract from the impact of the President’s statement but
more seriously, it again diverged from foreign policy guidance with re-
spect to U.S.-Soviet relations and was counter to our recent efforts to
recoup additional assets on the Soviet-China issue. (Romania visit.)

4. Discuss Secretary’s blatant attempt to circumvent the Presi-
dent’s written directive to convene another private meeting in Paris.
President’s directive at Tab E.® Draft cable forwarded last evening at
Tab G.°

Conclusions

While any of the individual incidents outlined above might be
passed over as isolated though serious breaches of discipline by the
Secretary, in sum, they represent a fundamental disloyalty to Presi-
dential policy which has the most serious implications for the U.S. na-
tional interest. They have stripped the President of a large measure of
his ability to conduct foreign policy in a coherent and effective way
and, based on these facts, you believe that it is essential that the Pres-
ident move swiftly and decisively before it is too late.

3 Kissinger marked this paragraph with a check in the right hand margin.
4 Telegram 13543 from Saigon, July 5.

5 Telegram 13723 from Saigon, July 8.

¢ Telegram 13916 from Saigon, July 10.

7 Both statements are dated July 11, 1969.

8 Dated July 9.

? Draft telegram to Paris dated July 11.
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—Courses of action which are open vary from:

(1) a direct ultimatum by the President to the Secretary demand-
ing adherence to the established policy and requiring coordination with
the White House on policy matters or resignation.

(2) If the above is not acceptable to the President, you would be
willing to step down or even to assume an essentially non-substantive
role, which would give the Secretary of State the kind of leeway which
he apparently has assumed to be his prerogative.

—In either event, the situation is now intolerable since the national
interest will no longer permit the type of freewheeling, undisciplined
and at times disloyal style followed by Secretary Rogers. The situation
has progressed to the point that members of the State staff have brought
this to your attention and you are soliciting the Attorney General’s as-
sistance in bringing this to the attention of the President without delay.

64. Memorandum From the Director of the Program Analysis
Staff, National Security Council (Lynn) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, July 14, 1969.

SUBJECT

First Meeting of Verification Committee”

Following is an outline of the procedures you can follow in con-
ducting the first meeting of the Verification Committee.

What Can the Verification Committee Accomplish?

The committee can put the verification issue in the proper per-
spective by addressing the following questions:

—What exactly are present and projected U.S. intelligence capa-
bilities to monitor various arms control agreements?

—In the light of the criteria for strategic sufficiency in NSDM 16,
are unilateral U.S. intelligence capabilities under the various agreements
adequate to insure that U.S. strategic sufficiency can be maintained?

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-004, Verification Panel Meeting—Review of Capabilities
7/22/69. Top Secret; Umbra.

2 The first meeting was held on July 22; see Document 65.

8 Dated June 24. (National Archives, RG 59, S/S-NSDM Files: Lot 83 D 305)
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(On this question, each agency should state its views and sup-
porting rationale. If any agency’s views are based on criteria or objec-
tives other than those in NSDM 16, this should be made clear.)

—If we detect violations of an agreement, in what circumstances
can we let this fact be known without compromising our intelligence
capabilities?

How Should the Work of the Verification Panel be Carried Out?

A draft memorandum to the principals setting up the first meet-
ing is at Tab A.* Before a final copy is typed, you should indicate who
you want to attend.

Initial Meeting of Principals.

I recommended that the principals meet to accomplish the
following:

—review the issues that give rise to the need for a new verifica-
tion study,

—approve general terms of reference for the preparation of a com-
mittee report,

—agree to set up a working group, with a designated chairman,
to prepare the committee report,

—establish a deadline for completion of the report (August 15 or
30, for example).

Working Group Procedures.

I suggest the working group function in the following way:

—In Phase 1, the necessary factual information on present and pro-
jected U.S. monitoring capabilities and on the extent to which detected
violations can be revealed without compromising intelligence capabil-
ities should be developed.

—In Phase 2, the results of Phase 1 should be provided to Defense,
JCS, State and ACDA, who would be responsible for preparing agency
positions on the adequacy of our capabilities.

—Based on the Phase 1 analysis and agency positions, a final re-
port would be drafted by the working group director and presented to
the Committee’s principals for approval.

Terms of Reference.

In my judgment, terms of reference should be provided for Phase
1. I have drafted a suggested set which is at Tab B. You could discuss
this paper at the first meeting of the principals or leave the matter to
the chairman of the working group.

4 None of the tabs are printed.
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Detailed terms of reference will not be needed for Phase 2.
Chairmanship of Working Group.

You approved the alternative of designating me as chairman of the
working group of experts. You should indicate this to the principals.

Membership of Working Group.

I believe CIA, DIA, and INR should be represented. I strongly rec-
ommend that the National Security Agency also be represented. NSA
after all has the experts on the raw data, and we should draw directly
on their expertise. DDR&E should probably also be included. Finally,
another member of your staff should participate. (Bill Hyland or John
Court)

Summary.

If this general approach is satisfactory, you could use the talking
points at Tab C in your first meeting with the principals.

65. Memorandum by the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, July 21, 1969.

MEMORANDUM FOR

The Attorney General

Under Secretary of State

Deputy Secretary of Defense

Director, United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT

Review of U.S. Verification Capabilities

The President has directed that a review of U.S. capabilities to mon-
itor arms control agreements be undertaken on a priority basis.

He has asked me to convene a committee consisting of the ad-
dresses to carry out this review. Accordingly, I would like to have a

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-004, Verification Panel Meeting—Review of Capabilities
7/22/69. Top Secret; Nodis.



142 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume II

meeting of the committee at 10:00 a.m., July 22, 1969 in the White House
Situation Room to:

—review the issues that give rise to the need for a review of U.S.
verification capability,

—approve general terms of reference for the preparation of the
committee report,

—agree to procedures for establishing a working group to conduct
the review,

—establish a deadline for completion of the report.”

Henry A. Kissinger

2 According to the minutes, Kissinger opened the meeting by stating: “[Gerard]
Smith suggested panel. Need systematic review, statement of disagreements, statement
of capabilities and limitations. This group would review MIRV Panel report, but char-
ter would be broader.” (Ibid., Box H-107, Verification Panel Minutes, Originals—
1969-3/8/72) Minutes for Verification Panel meetings from July 22, 1969, through June
4, 1974, are ibid. Folders containing briefing and background material for each meeting
from July 22, 1969, through June 4, 1974, are ibid., Boxes H-004-H-018. For Smith’s rec-
ollections of the Verification Panel and the NSC system, see his memoirs, Doubletalk: The
Story of SALT I, especially pp. 108-113; and Disarming Diplomat: The Memoirs of Ambas-
sador Gerard C. Smith, Arms Control Negotiator, especially p. 158. Source documentation
on the proposal for the Verification Panel and the revivification of the Committee of Prin-
cipals (see Document 61) is in the Washington National Records Center, RG 383, Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, ACDA /D Files: FRC 383 98 89, Notes for the Files.

66. Paper Prepared by the Assistant for Programs, National
Security Council Staff (Halperin)'

Washington, undated.
THE NSC AND NEW INITIATIVES

This memorandum responds to your request for my views on pos-
sible NSC work schedule over the next several months with particular
reference to the possibility of “bold initiatives.” This memorandum:
(1) describes some of the current shortcomings of the NSC system;
(2) considers items currently on the NSC Agenda and what initiatives
may result from them; (3) considers possible new initiatives.

LSource: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 817,
Name Files, Halperin, Morton H. Secret. Halperin forwarded this paper, together with
two other papers, to Kissinger under cover of an August 5 memorandum in which he
noted that Winston Lord did “most of the drafting of these papers.” (Ibid.) The papers
were forwarded to Kissinger by Haig under an August 15 covering memorandum. (Ibid.)



The NSC System 143

I. Current Status of the NSC System

I think that the new NSC system has functioned far better during
its first six months than we had any right to expect. The process has
actually been used and has resulted in Presidential decisions on a num-
ber of issues. More important, the bureaucracy has begun to think in
terms of options and alternatives rather than a single course of action.
The system has also resulted in the President and his principal advi-
sors coming to grips with major issues, such as Okinawa reversion and
German offset, in a systematic way, taking account of long-range con-
siderations and without the pressure of immediate deadlines.

However, there are beginning to be danger signals which suggest
that the system is running into serious trouble. The main concerns are:

1. Major issues are moving outside the NSC system. Three of the most
important issues—perhaps the most important—facing the govern-
ment, are now being dealt with largely outside the NSC system, while
they were initially within the system. For differing reasons, Vietnam,
SALT, and the Middle East are now effectively outside the NSC pro-
cedures. I recognize that there were valid reasons for treating each of
these items as we have, but the result is to begin to move toward the
Eisenhower Syndrome of using the NSC for low priority issues and
dealing with important matters in other ways. Unless the line is drawn
and these issues are moved back into the system there will be increas-
ing pressure to deal with other major issues on an ad hoc basis.

The memorandum in which the President made his decisions re-
garding China also had unfortunate implications. After the bureaucracy
had labored long and hard to produce a reasonable paper on China
policy, without warning and without explanation to the bureaucracy,
and prior to NSC consideration of that paper, the President announced
decisions on many issues contained in that document.> While I think I
can guess at the reasons for the President’s action, it tended to under-
cut the belief that the President would not make major decisions un-
less the issues were fully argued out in the NSC system. This can only
lead to attempts to have the process short-circuited on other issues, ar-
guing the pressure of time or security.

2. Deadlines are beginning to slip badly. A number of responses to
NSSMs have been delayed repeatedly, even in cases such as India-
Pakistan military policy and SVN internal security where the request for
the study came personally from the President. Initially the delays resulted
in part from the overloading of the system but this is no longer the
case. Delays now result in part from the fact that people have discovered

2 NSSM 14, “U.S. China Policy,” February 5, 1969, and related papers are ibid., NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-134, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 14.
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that it is relatively easy to get a delay. They also result from the fact
that some studies submitted on time (frequently because of weekends
and long nights of work) have been cancelled out of the Review Group,
often at the last minute and without explanation. This has produced a
good deal of cynicism in the bureaucracy. For example, we have just
been asked whether we really want the Sino-Soviet paper when we say
we want it and whether we can give assurance that the schedule will
be adhered to. The paper can be done on time only by long hours dur-
ing the summer and there is reluctance to do so if the study will lie on
the shelf when it is completed. (We have given these assurances.)

Delays are also resulting from the failure of some of the operators
on the NSC staff to emphasize the importance of deadlines and to give
priority to their own participation in these projects. This results in part
from the fact that they are overworked, and in part from the fact that
some of them do not really accept the system.

The failure to meet deadlines and the accompanying failure in
some cases to take the project seriously leads to inferior papers and
also to delays in making necessary policy decisions. For example, the
Indian, Pakistani, and Greek governments have all been told for some
months that our military assistance policies are under review in the
NSC system but we still do not even have papers completed. I suspect
that Sisco believes in the end that he will get decisions by some infor-
mal means. If he is proven to be correct, the system will be further un-
dermined. In any case, the long delays tend to make the papers less
relevant and to lead people to believe the system cannot be used where
relatively quick decisions are needed.’

3. Implementation of NSC decisions is unsatisfactory. We have not done
very well at all in devising procedures to implement NSC decisions and
to monitor that implementation. As you pointed out many times, one of
the main failures of the Johnson Administration was that the bureau-
cracy was never informed as to why the President was making the de-
cisions he was making. I believe that we are almost equally guilty of that
charge. Moreover, in many cases, no decisions have been reported at all
or only to a very limited circle and there is no procedure for NSC staff
follow-up. Aside from implementation problems, this lack of concrete
results from NSC meetings undercuts the morale of the bureaucracy
which labors to produce the papers and prepare for the meetings. This
poses the danger that the NSC will be considered more and more as a
high level seminar rather than a decision-producing body.

[Omitted here is Part II, NSC Agenda Items (pages 3-11 of the
paper).]

3 Kissinger wrote in the left margin next to this paragraph, “Let’s force that issue
& get specific deadlines.”
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67. Memorandum From the Director of the Program Analysis
Staff, National Security Council (Lynn) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, August 25, 1969.

SUBJECT

Analysis For Vietnam

On several occasions we have discussed the need for analysis on
Vietnam. Looking back on our experience over the last few years, it is
remarkable how frequently we have let our preconceptions about Viet-
nam lead us astray even though readily available facts would have told
us differently had we analyzed them and made the analysis available
to top decision-makers. The examples are legend:

—the shortcomings of the Strategic Hamlet Program were obvi-
ous to any discerning observer of the rural political and economic sit-
uation in Vietnam, but we promoted the program without recognizing
that it was often counter-productive;

—U.S. force deployments in 1965 were predicted on intelligence
estimates of enemy strength that underestimated it by half;

—our overly optimistic expectations for the bombing campaign
against North Vietnam were attributable to our failure to a}})lpreciate
the minor influence of manpower and logistic constraints on the North
Vietnamese effort in South Vietnam;

—our mistaken optimism in 1966 that the North Vietnamese could
no longer sustain heavy casualties in the South were in complete con-
tradiction with the facts of North Vietnamese demography; neverthe-
less, we persisted in our beliefs, which would not have stood up to a
few simple manpower calculations;

—our excessive expectations for the various “revolutionary-
development” type cadre programs can be traced to our mis-reading
of the basis for Viet Cong appeal in the villages—mature, highly or-

anized, ideologically motivated, and grievance-responsive political
eadership;

—the shock of the Tet offensive was in part attributable to our fail-
ure to analyze available intelligence accurately;

—our tolerance of GVN inaction on crucial issues like land reform
has been due to the paucity of the most basic type of political analysis
on the Viet Cong movement in the early 1960s. Such analysis would
have shown that a large measure of their success can be attributed to
their exploitation of tenure-related social and economic grievances;

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-001, Vietnam Special Study Group (VSSG) Meetings, VSSG
Meeting 10-20-69. Secret; No Dissem. Sent for action.
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—we have persistently misled ourselves as to the capability of the
South Vietnamese forces, refusing to recognize that all the critical in-
dicators—night patrols, small unit actions, desertion rates, etc.—sug-
gest a lesser capability.

I cite these examples because of my concern that there is less analy-
sis of Vietnam matters going on in the government today and such
analysis is more infrequently weighed by top decision-makers than at
anytime since the 196566 period. This paucity of analysis at a time
when major changes are taking place in our policy could be extremely
costly if we cannot anticipate or understand developments in Vietnam.

I contrast the current situation with our position at the time of the
NSSM 1 effort earlier in the year.”

In our compilation of the NSSM 1 responses on pacification, bomb-
ing, the Phoenix program, and Vietnamese army performance, we were
quite surprised at how far we had progressed by early 1969 toward
agreement or at least clarified disagreement, on these subjects. I at-
tribute the progress which took place in 1967-68, which we capitalized
on in NSSM 1, to the role of analysis in improving the quality of in-
teragency discussion and program understanding.

For example, in the case of the Phoenix program, every NSSM 1
respondent including MACV and CIA (the program sponsors) agreed
on what we could and could not expect from anti-infrastructure activ-
ities in 1970. Analysis of the pacification program clarified the category
“C” hamlet dispute, which is central to any conclusion on the situa-
tion in rural Vietnam. On Vietnamese force effectiveness, we were be-
ginning to understand the reasons for poor leadership (small numbers
of NCOs and junior officers in combat and inadequate incentives for
combat performance) and high desertion rates (an army lacking in po-
litical legitimacy in the estimate of the rural populace, from which it
takes most of its recruits).

What was significant about NSSM 1 was that much of the analy-
sis had never before been considered at the White House level, and
never before had much effort gone into the resolution of the inconsist-
encies in the analyses of the departments and agencies. But no new
analysis was produced for NSSM 1; it had all been done before.

I am concerned that after a good start with NSSM 1 we have not
followed through. We are now getting only a trickle of analysis on Viet-
nam issues at the NSC level. Therefore, we may be missing an impor-
tant opportunity to enlighten ourselves on matters of great concern.

2NSSM 1, “Situation in Vietnam,” January 21, and the Summary of Interagency
Responses, March 22, are both printed in Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume VI, Viet-
nam, January 1969-July 1970. See Documents 4 and 44.
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I think we should give careful consideration to whether we have
marshaled and analyzed all the available evidence on:

—the progress of Vietnamese force modernization and the current
performance capability of Vietnamese forces;

—the effect on Viet Cong political activities and the rebuilding po-
tential for Viet Cong local force and guerilla units pursuant to U.S.
troop withdrawals from the Delta; (This is probably the major unan-
swered question in Vietham today.)

—the real progress, if any, of the GVN toward the implementation
of the recently proposed land reform program for which we have al-
located $40M;

—the extent to which some of our more successful economic as-
sistance programs might allow us to quicken what has been the quite
remarkagle eroding eftect that our economic assistance has had on Viet
Cong political fortunes in the countryside;

—the nature of the recently registered gains in pacification effort
and their vulnerability to a decline in GVN-U.S. military capability.

The NSSM procedure cannot provide for continuous attention to
a particular subject like analysis for Vietnam. What is needed is a spe-
cial mechanism of a semi-permanent nature to provide continuity to
the analysis and serve as a touchstone for those in Washington and
elsewhere who can make analytical contributions. This mechanism
should give direction to the analysis and serve as a forum for the res-
olution of analytical questions. It should also focus non-government
analytical talent on the problems of greatest concern to us.

One way to accomplish this task would be to establish a Vietnam
Program Analysis Group under the aegis of the NSC staff. The group
should perhaps be co-chaired by a representative from the State
Department or the Defense Department and it should include repre-
sentatives from OSD, JCS, CIA, OST, and BOB. Such a group could
sponsor analytical efforts and provide for the circulation of the ana-
lytical work within the government. When appropriate these studies
could be forwarded through the NSC framework to the NSC Review
Group.

I would recommend that the agenda for the Vietnam program
analysis group be determined by you after discussion with State and
Defense. The group should not have operational responsibilities. It
should fill requests arising from:

—the need for analysis on program issues ancillary to pending de-
cisions by the President or members of the National Security Council;

—the requirement to have a better analytic understanding of the
accomplishments of major U.S. programs in Vietnam (e.g. the pacifi-
cation, Phoenix, Vietnamization, bombing, land reform, and stabiliza-
tion programs) as the accomplishments of these programs or our ex-
pectations about them become matters of high-level interest;

—the requirement to have an assessment of the internal develop-
ments following major U.S. program changes in Vietnam, for example,
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the response of GVN and Viet Cong programs in the delta pursuant to
the withdrawal of the 9th U.S. Division.

Recommendation

My views as expressed herein do not reflect any attempt on my
part to solicit more work, far from it. I bring these views to your at-
tention as a matter of principle. I think careful scrutiny of the record
will show that had we coolly and persistently expended more effort
on analysis, our course in Vietham would have been less perilous.

I recommend that you explore these issues with Richardson and
Packard and suggest some sort of program analysis arrangement to ac-
complish the objectives outlined above. If you wish, I can explore the
possibilities at the staff level and give you recommendations on or-
ganizations, people and possible roles and agenda.’

® Kissinger initialed the approval option. Below it he wrote, “Do quietly. Let me
surface pro” but then crossed it out and wrote below that: “Do memo for Pres. & let us
set it up before we negotiate it. Talk to me.” Kissinger’s September 5 memorandum to
the President, drafted by Lynn, is printed ibid., Document 115.

68. Notes of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary of State
Rogers and the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs
(Johnson)!

Washington, August 26, 1969.

Secy Rogers calling from Walter Reed (there for a check-up). Re
Thailand, Secy said we should all keep quiet about it now. Amb ] said
Tanat is very very happy. Secy said to tell everyone to keep quiet—we
have nothing else to say. Amb agreed with this line.

Secy said he had couple of run-ins with Henry Kissinger yester-
day Secy said first he and Newsom” were working on Nigeria when
he got a roundabout message from Lake saying that President didn’t
want anything done until he returned from Calif. When Secy asked
Lake who told him to call, he said Henry. Secy then called Kissinger
to find out what was going on—Henry said that it was a mistake, Lake

! Source: National Archives, RG 59, U. Alexis Johnson Files: Lot 96 D 696, Telcons,
Personal. No classification marking.

2 David Newsom, Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs.
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should not have called. Then later in day Secy was working on Thai
message to Fon Min when Marshall Green’s® office rec’d message from
the White House saying that the President wanted to send the message.
Secy called Henry again asked what the devil was going on—Henry
had earlier told Secy that such incidents would not take place again.
Kissinger again said it was mistake that Ted Eliot should have been in-
formed of this. Secy told Kissinger that President should not be send-
ing messages to FonMins—Kissinger agreed. Secy told Kissinger in no
uncertain terms that he wanted this business of Kissinger’s subordi-
nates sending him messages stopped—said Kissinger’s messages were
“not worth a damn” and that he had no intention of following them!

Secy asked Amb to get out message for his signature to Kissinger
along following lines: “To make certain that we get directions clearly
and readily understood and be sure directed to appropriate people who
handle them, has been agreed with White House staff that directions
from President will come directly to me or to the Secretariat.” Secy said
he wanted something that sounded friendly, not like having a feud.

Amb ] asked Secy when he would be coming back. Secy said he
would be in tomorrow. Amb said he had several things to discuss and
that he would be going back to San Clemente for a meeting on Sept.
4th. Secy said he would be going back around the same time. Amb
said he would report conversation he had with boss when he sees Secy
tomorrow.

3 Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs.

69. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

San Clemente, California, August 29, 1969.

SUBJECT

Program Analysis Studies

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-209, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 4. Se-
cret; Sensitive. Sent for action. Both the President and Kissinger were at the Western
White House in San Clemente. A copy of the memorandum is marked, “Hand carried
to Pres., 8-30-69.” (Ibid.)
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At the August 14 meeting of the NSC, you were briefed on the re-
sults of a program analysis of Korea completed under NSSM 27.>

You indicated your desire to have a comprehensive five-year pro-
gram plan for Korea developed to serve as a guide for agency plan-
ning. I am taking the necessary steps to see that this is accomplished
for your review.

The Korea study is the first in a series of such country/regional
studies being carried out under NSDM—4 (Tab A).? The next ones to be
completed will be for Brazil and Thailand. Their overall purposes are:

—To pull together in one place information on all U.S. activities
in the area and categorize them by the policy objectives they serve.

—Based on careful analysis, to develop alternative U.S. objectives,
policies and programs for the ensuing five years so that rational choices
can be made.

—To formulate the issues in such a way that the President can pro-
vide clear and consistent policy and program guidance to the relevant
agencies, as opposed to letting each agency determine its priorities and
programs based on its own interpretation of national policy.

—To provide a basis for translating Presidential guidance into a
comprehensive five-year program plan that can be used by each agency
for planning purposes and can be reviewed and revised periodically
as necessary.

Now that we have a better understanding of the great potential of
program analysis studies, as well as a better idea of how to go about
it than we had on January 20, and in consonance with your expressed
interest in developing programs on a long-term basis, I believe we
should revise NSDM—4 to:

—<clarify the purpose and organization of these study efforts,

—specity the procedures for management of these studies and for
implementation of NSC decisions resulting from them, and

—emphasize the importance of preparing five-year programs as a
planning guide to all agencies.

I have enclosed at Tab B a revised version of NSDM—4.* The revi-
sions are in line with procedures I have agreed to with Elliot Richard-
son. If you approve, I will issue it.”

2 NSSM 27, “Interagency Planning Programming Budgeting Study for Korea,” Feb-
ruary 22, 1969. (Ibid., Boxes H-138-139, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 27)

3 Document 13.
* Document 71.
® The President initialed his approved on September 2.
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70. Telegram From President Nixon to Secretary of State Rogers,
Secretary of Defense Laird, and Director of Central
Intelligence Helms'

Colorado Springs, Colorado, September 1, 1969, 2255Z7.

CSWH 90020. I have been disturbed in recent days by the lack of
teamwork in the conduct of national security affairs.”> Consequently,
am reaffirming my policies with respect to this matter.

1. Public statements and press releases: Prior to release, all public
communications on matters of known or potential Presidential inter-
est must be carefully cleared by the White House (Assistant to the Pres-
ident for National Security) for consistency with Presidential policy
and for coordination with the Departments and agencies who share
overlapping interests and responsibilities. Should there be any uncer-
tainty as to Presidential or inter-departmental interest, it will be re-
solved in favor of clearance.

2. Official communications: All official communications with pol-
icy implications must be cleared by the White House. When in doubt,
the rule is that messages will be so cleared. This procedure requires
close and confidential staff relationships at all levels between the White
House and your Department as well as among Departments.’

Richard Nixon

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 148, State/WH Relationship, Vol. 1. Secret; Nodis; Eyes Only. The Presi-
dent flew to Colorado Springs, Colorado, from San Clemente on September 1 to attend
the National Governors Conference.

?In an undated memorandum to Mitchell that was prepared at San Clemente in
August and sent forward about September 2, Kissinger detailed “a series of incidents in
which the bureaucracy [including DOD and CIA as well as State] was either unrespon-
sive to the President’s desires or displayed an extraordinary inability to coordinate mat-
ters within itself. These problems have too often been due to a failure to clear public
statements and policy cables with the White House.” In addition, Kissinger continued,
“we must now face the question of the Secretary of State’s working relationship with
me. If not, what seems to be an increasingly serious sort of bureaucratic guerrilla war
may have very serious consequences for the management of our foreign affairs.” (Ibid.)

3 Helms responded in a September 2 telegram: “You may rest assured of total com-
pliance in the Central Intelligence Agency. I shall be in touch with the Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Defense on this matter.” (Ibid., Agency Files, Box 207, CIA, Vol. I)
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71. National Security Decision Memorandum 4 (Revised)'

Washington, September 4, 1969.

TO

The Vice President

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of the Treasury

The Secretary of Defense

The Secretary of Agriculture

The Secretary of Commerce

The Administrator of the Agency for International Development
The Director of Central Intelligence

The Director of U.S. Information Agency

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget

The Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness

SUBJECT
Program Analysis Studies

The President has directed the preparation of a series of program
analyses for designated countries and regions. These analyses will de-
velop alternative statements of U.S. interests, objectives, policy options
and their associated program and budget implications for considera-
tion and decision by the National Security Council. On the basis of NSC
guidance/decisions, five-year country/regional program plans will be
developed to be used by all agencies for planning purposes.

The following procedures will be followed in performing and im-
plementing program analysis studies:

1. The studies will be performed under the supervision of the Pro-
gram Analysis staff of the National Security Council. This staff should
cooperate closely with similar staffs within the various departments
and agencies and the Bureau of the Budget.

2. The countries and regions to be studied and the scope of each
study will be designated in National Security Study Memoranda.

3. The analyses will be performed by Ad Hoc groups composed
principally of personnel from agencies directly concerned. Where ap-
propriate a steering committee composed of senior officers in the agen-
cies will provide guidance and focus for the efforts of the Ad Hoc group.

4. The Ad Hoc groups shall work in close consultation with each
agency, with their regional bureaus and country desks, and with the
U.S. Mission in the country.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Sub-
ject Files, National Security Decision Memoranda, Nos. 1-50. Secret. A copy was sent to
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. NSDM 4 was first issued on January 20; see
Document 13.
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5. Upon completion, the analyses will be submitted to the Assist-
ant to the President for National Security Affairs. He will then obtain
the comments of the relevant Interdepartmental Group and forward
the study along with these comments to the NSC Review Group prior
to NSC consultations.

6. On the basis of NSC guidance and decisions, the Assistant to
the President for National Security Affairs will direct the preparation
of a five-year program memorandum to serve as a basis for agency
planning in the country or region concerned.

7. The five-year plans will be reviewed and revised periodically
as necessary to keep them up to date.

Henry A. Kissinger

72.  Memorandum From the Staff Secretary, National Security
Council (Watts) to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, September 14, 1969.

SUBJECT
Revised NSC Staff Arrangements

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing Of-
fice Files, 1969-77, Box 40, Administrative Files, National Security Council Organization (5),
8/19/69-12/1/69. Confidential. This memorandum is Tab B to a September 14 covering
memorandum from Watts to Kissinger, which discusses some personnel actions. Tab A, sug-
gested talking points for Kissinger’s use at the September 15 staff meeting, refers to the de-
parture of Morton Halperin from the NSC Staff. In an August 15 memorandum to Kissinger
in which he discussed two alternative approaches to planning in the NSC system, Halperin
commented on his possible departure: “I must tell you frankly, the question of whether it
makes sense for me to remain on the staff is related not only to the issue of the problems
involved in my dealings with Defense and the question of my relations with the Assistants
for Operations, but also to the question of whether, given your own style of operation, any
job on the NSC staff involves enough responsibility and opportunity for independent ini-
tiative.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Name Files, Box 817,
Halperin, Morton H.) In an August 22 letter to Kissinger, Halperin wrote: “I am prepared
to stay on for a two-month trial period provided we can reach a clear understanding on
my functions and provided that you communicate this understanding at a staff meeting as
soon as you return from California.” Halperin attached a job description for himself as Chief,
NSC Planning Group, and talking points Kissinger could use on the NSC system at a staff
meeting. (Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing Office
Files, 1969-77, Box 40, Administrative Files, National Security Council Organization
(5), 8/19/69-12/1/69) Halperin’s proposals apparently failed to prevent his departure.
A draft of this memorandum, dated September 12, is ibid. A September 13 draft is in the
Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box CL 314, Staff Meetings.
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At your direction, a revised National Security Council staff pat-
tern follows:

I. The Planning Group

This group will have four broad areas of activity.
A. Identification of Problem Areas

Focused effort must be directed to the isolation and identification
of potential problems in the near and middle-range future, as well as
over the long haul. What kinds of questions need to be answered? What
is the range of choices facing the USG? What actions can we begin to
take in the immediate future to ward off or ameliorate these problems?

The operations staff rarely has the time to concentrate on such con-
siderations. This must, accordingly, be a prime function of the plan-
ning group.

In many instances, problem areas which the planners identify will
lead to operational requirements. In these cases the planners and op-
erators will work together, with coordination by the Staff Secretary.

The operators, of course, will maintain contact with their coun-
terparts in other agencies. At the same time, the planners will also de-
velop ties with their logical counterparts, particularly in the new Of-
fice of Planning and Coordination in State.

B. Assessments and Choices

In order to provide Dr. Kissinger with constant intellectual stim-
ulation over and above what is contained in the standard operational
paper flow, the planners will be charged with developing think-pieces,
policy options and alternative approaches on the entire range of Na-
tional Security Affairs issues.

Clearly, such efforts may also have operational consequences.
Again, it will fall upon the Staff Secretary to coordinate this with the
operations staff.

C. NSC Planning

The NSC system needs constant idea regeneration if it is to main-
tain momentum. To this end, the planners must be concerned with
planning questions to be channeled into the formal NSC system, just
as the operators will be concerned with operational questions. The
planners and the operators will work together in development of NSC
papers, with primary responsibility dependent upon the topic at hand.
The Staff Secretary will be responsible for coordination.

D. Crisis Management

The planning group can broaden staff strength at times of emer-
gent and actual crises. The planners can provide support to the oper-
ators, as they form ad hoc emergency groups under the direction of
Dr. Kissinger.
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The planning group will include:

Osgood—Director
Kennedy—Deputy Director
Morris (plus Africa)

Lord (plus UN)

Rodman

II. Operations Staff

This remains largely unchanged. Close cooperation between op-
erators and planners, as discussed above, will be critical.

Gi L=

Assignments would be:

Latin America—Vaky /Nachmanoff

Europe—Sonnefeldt/Hyland /Lesh (Lesh will be replaced shortly
by Arthur Downey from the Office of the Legal Adviser in State)

East Asin—Holdridge/Moor/Grant

Near East and South Asin—Saunders/Foster (Foster will be replaced
shortly by Hoskinson)

Africa—Morris

United Nations—Lord

International Economic Affairs—Bergsten/Johnston/Hormats

Scientific Affairs (space cooperation, science and technology, CBW,
disarmaments and Seabeds)—Behr. This area has much in common
with Sonnenfeldt’s interests in SALT and NATO, so they need to work
closely together. Behr will also have a special relationship with WSAG.

III. The Secretariat

The distribution and filing activities of Information Liaison (IL)
will continue as is.

The same applies to the entire handling of day-to-day paper flow
relating to operational actions. This includes screening of incoming
messages, assignment of action, logging through of activities from start
to finish, and keeping other agencies informed of decisions made. Over-
all immediate supervision of the logging and status function will be
performed (under Mrs. Davis’ guidance) by John Murphy who will
shortly join the staff. The regular and official channel for action,
guidances and directives will be via the NSC Secretariat to the State
Secretariat.

The most critical function is handling from beginning to end of
NSC paper work. This includes scheduling, assuring that requisite pa-
pers for each meeting are on hand on time, preparation of books for
each meeting (books for NSC and other meetings must be in Dr.
Kissinger’s hands 48 hours in advance), note-taking, record-keeping
and follow-up. These activities must be formally centralized in the Sec-
retariat to provide continuity and a single voice and point of contact.

Notes at National Security Council meeting will be taken by Watts.
Note-taking and record-keeping at all other meetings (Review Group,
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pre-NSC and pre-RG meetings, etc.) will be handled by Mrs. Davis.

The informal channels which exist between operators, planners
and the program analysis staff, on the one hand and their counterparts
in other agencies on the other must, of course, continue open and ac-
tive. Only in this way, and through a constant monitoring of the entire
system, will it be possible to get the kind of supervision and perform-
ance record that is required.

The Secretariat, working closely in each case with the appropriate
concerned staff men, will establish and maintain a system of monitor-
ing the status of action, including implementation of decisions, on all
items that have been brought into the NSC system. The framework is
now being worked out by Mrs. Davis and Guthrie, who has just joined
the staff. In order to complete this operation as quickly as possible,
Rodman will help out for the next few weeks. Once established, the
system will be actively maintained by Davis and Guthrie, under the
direction of Watts. Rodman will then move to his regular assignment
on the Planning Staff.

The Secretariat will maintain close contact with various special

groups, such as the Verification Panel, the Defense Program Review
Committee and WSAG.

IV. Program Analysis Staff

This staff and its functions remain essentially unchanged. More
emphasis needs to be placed on program budgeting, as Larry Lynn de-
sires, and greater activity in this area is anticipated.

73. National Security Decision Memorandum 23'

Washington, September 16, 1969.
TO

The Secretary of State
The Secretary of Defense
The Director of Central Intelligence

SUBJECT
Vietnam Special Studies Group

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-211, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 23. Top
Secret. A copy was sent to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.



The NSC System 157

In order to more systematically assess the facts upon which Viet-
nam policy decisions should be based, the President has directed the
formation of a Vietnam Special Studies Group.”

This group will:

—sponsor and direct on a continuous basis systematic analyses of
U.S. programs and activities in Vietnam,

—undertake special analytical studies on a priority basis as re-
quired to support broad policy and related program decisions,

—provide a forum for and encourage systematic interagency
analysis of U.S. programs and activities in Vietnam.

The Group will meet as necessary to initiate and review studies
and to supervise the preparations of issues papers for consideration by
the President and the National Security Council. The Group will con-
duct its affairs without prejudice to the existing interdepartmental
framework concerned with day-to-day operational matters on Vietnam.

The membership of the Vietnam Special Studies Group shall
include:

The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
(Chairman)

The Under Secretary of State

The Deputy Secretary of Defense

The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Depending on the issue under consideration, other agencies shall
be represented at the discretion of the Chairman.

Henry A. Kissinger

% Kissinger proposed establishing the group in a September 5 memorandum to the
President in which he cited six examples from 1962-1968 of “how frequently officials
have let their preconceptions about Vietnam lead them astray even though a careful and
objective analysis of readily available facts would have told them differently.” He then
listed six issues that needed “careful consideration [as] to whether we have marshaled
and analyzed all the available evidence,” and proposed that the Vietnam Special Stud-
ies Group “give continuous direction to the analyses.” For text of the memorandum, see
Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume VI, Vietnam, January 1969-July 1970, Document 115.
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74. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, September 17, 1969.

SUBJECT

Defense Program and Budget Review Committee

Your remarks at the NSC meeting on the U.S. military posture,
strongly underscored your view that resolution of major defense strat-
egy and program issues must no longer be the result of “treaties” ne-
gotiated between DOD and BOB or compromises struck among the
military services.

As a result of the NSC meeting, I recommend that we move to es-
tablish an interagency Defense Program Review Committee. Such a
committee could be chaired by me as your representative with Dave
Packard, Elliot Richardson, Dick Helms, Bob Mayo and General
Wheeler as permanent members.

The Defense Program Review Committee will satisfy your objectives
by evaluating the diplomatic, military and political consequences of:

—changes in the defense budget and programs,

—changes in U.S. overseas force deployments and in committed
forces based in the U.S.,

—changes in tactical nuclear weapons deployment,’

—major defense policy and program issues raised bci] studies pre-
pared in response to National Security Study Memorandums.

The Committee can meet as necessary and prepare issues papers
for you and the NSC to consider. For example, once a five year force
and program plan for DOD has been established, the Committee can
review significant changes to this plan proposed by DOD or BOB or
initiated by Congress.

Recommendation: Because of the importance of this decision, I rec-
ommend that you sign the enclosed NSDM to establish this Commit-

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Haig Chrono-
logical File, Box 958, Haig Chron—September 1969. Secret; Nodis. Sent for action.

2 The meeting was held on September 10. Handwritten notes of the discussion are at
the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files
(H-Files), Box H-109, NSC Minutes, Originals, 1969.

® This reference to tactical nuclear weapons deployment was omitted from the im-
plementing NSDM (see Document 79). According to a September 20 memorandum from
Haig to Kissinger, Kissinger had “expressed concern about the nuclear issue,” which was
conveyed to Laird. (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject
Files, Box 337, HAK/Richardson Meetings, May 1969-December 1969) For other changes
made in Kissinger’s proposal, see Document 76.
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tee.* The Committee itself can establish appropriate organizational
arrangements.5

* Nixon signed attached NSDM but, in response to Laird’s September 22 letter
(Document 75), it was revised before it was issued (see Document 79). In a September
10 memorandum to Kissinger forwarding the draft NSDM, Lynn warned that “this plan,
or for that matter, any plan which carries out the President’s directive, may create real
problems with Mel Laird, who stands to lose a great deal of his potential power as Sec-
retary of Defense.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject
Files, Box 337, HAK/Richardson Meetings, May 1969-December 1969)

® The President initialed his approval.

75. Letter From Secretary of Defense Laird to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, September 22, 1969.

Dear Henry:

Following our conversations, I have reviewed NSDM-23 again
and believe that you should know about some of the things we are do-
ing over here along these lines.

On 17 June, I directed Warren Nutter to form an OSD task group
to study and supervise the Vietnamization effort in order to ensure that
Vietnamization continues in an orderly, equitable, efficient, and ex-
plainable way. The Assistant Secretaries of Defense, Comptroller, In-
stallations and Logistics, Manpower and Reserve Affairs, Public Af-
fairs, and Systems Analysis are represented in the task group. The
group is chaired by Warren’s deputy for East Asia, Dennis Doolin, and
meets on a daily basis. A copy of the group’s current task list is ap-
pended.® Every morning, Warren, Doolin, and Admiral Bill Lemos meet
with me on Vietnam and Vietnam related matters. We are presently ex-
panding the staff in Warren’s office and adding full-time analysts to
the task group to study redeployment planning, concepts and strategy,
leadership, and Vietnamese force improvements.

You are also aware of the Vietnam Ad Hoc Group,* chaired by Bill
Sullivan at State. This group meets every Tuesday and Friday, and has

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-211, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 23.

2 Document 73.
3 Not printed.
4 See Documents 25 and 26.
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representatives from State, Defense (OSD and Joint Staff), AID, CIA,
and your own staff.

Although NSDM-23 does not so state, I understand that the cre-
ation of a permanent working group is being considered to carry
out the tasks outlined in your memo. Is such a group necessary in view
of ongoing efforts? If so, would it not be more advisable and effective to
place this group under the already established WSAG, rather than un-
der a new special study group at the Under Secretary /Deputy Secretary
level? I will be happy to discuss this with you at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Mel

76. Memorandum From the Secretary of Defense’s Military
Assistant (Pursley) to the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, September 24, 1969.

SUBJECT

Defense Program Review Committee

Secretary Laird recently discussed with you the proposal for a De-
fense Program Review Committee.> Mr. Laird indicated to you his
agreement with the general nature of the proposed Committee and the
direction its work would provide on national security deliberations and
on programs.

The Secretary still agrees with the general thrust of your proposal.
However, since the last discussion with you, three modifications in
the draft National Security Decision Memorandum (NSDM) have
occurred to him. He has asked me to outline the modifications for your
consideration:

a. What the Committee Will Do.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Insti-
tutional Files (H-Files), Box H-211, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 26.
Secret.

2 See Document 74 for Kissinger’s proposal.
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The present draft NSDM says “This Committee will review the
diplomatic, military and political consequences of issues requiring
Presidential determination . ...”

Mr. Laird suggests the charter be broadened to read: “This Com-
mittee will review the diplomatic, military, political, and economic con-
sequences of issues requiring Presidential determination . ...”

In reality, the U.S. will probably be confronted on a continuing ba-
sis with the call for more national security commitments from the var-
ious diplomatic, military, and political claimants than we shall have re-
sources to fulfill. In effect, then, two of the key jobs confronting the
Defense Program Review Committee would be the delineation of:

—Sound U.S. diplomatic, military, and economic goals, at least as they
look to those involved in national security matters.

—Alternative national security strategies, i.e., the ways in which re-
sources can be allocated to meet, or at a minimum to avoid violating,
the prescribed goals.

b. Committee Membership.

To fulfill the broader charter recommended above, Mr. Laird sug-
gests: adding the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers to the mem-
bership. The counsel of a professional economist will be needed to in-
sure that economic goals are clearly recognized and that the economic
impact of alternative national security strategies is considered and eval-
uated in the Committee’s deliberations. The Director of the Bureau of
the Budget, while an important member of the Committee, cannot be
expected to fill such a role.

c. The Specific Committee Charter.

Currently, the draft NSDM indicates the Committee, inter alia,
will review issues requiring Presidential determination that result
from

—changes in defense strateggl, programs and budgets, and
—changes in U.S. overseas force deployments and in committed
forces based in the U.S.

Secretary Laird believes the Committee would be more useful if it
were to consider, and make recommendations on proposals affecting
strategy, programs, budgets, etc., before changes went into effect. Mr.
Laird suggests recasting the NSDM, therefore, as follows:

This Committee will review the diplomatic, military, political, and
economic consequences of issues requiring Presidential determination
that result from

—proposals to change defense strategy, programs and budgets,
—ﬁroposals to change overseas force deployments and committed
forces based in the U.S., and
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—major defense policy and program issues raised by studies pre-
pared in response to National Security Study Memorandums.’

Robert E. Pursley
Colonel, USAF

3 Under cover of an October 9 memorandum to the President, Kissinger forwarded
a “slightly revised” version of the NSDM setting up the Defense Program Review
Committee. The revisions incorporated the changes proposed by Laird. (Library of
Congress, Manuscript Division, Kissinger Papers, Box TS 67, Defense Program Review
Committee)

77. Memorandum From the Director of the Planning Staff,
National Security Council (Osgood) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, September 25, 1969.

SUBJECT
The Role, Functions, and Requirements of NSC Planning Staff

The purpose of this memorandum is to make as precise as possi-
ble, at this experimental stage, the responsibilities of the Planning Staff.
It outlines a role that we regard as substantively necessary and orga-
nizationally workable. We present it for your approval or modification
in the form of an Action Memorandum because of the importance of
defining relationships between the planning and operational mem-
bers of the NSC Staff in a way that will elicit your support and their
cooperation.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 1319, NSC
Unfiled Material 1969. Confidential. Sent for action. In forwarding the memorandum to
Kissinger, Haig stated that it was “replete with generalities but does codify much of what
you have outlined as the role of the Planning Staff.” (Memorandum from Haig to
Kissinger, September 26; ibid.) In an October 1 memorandum to the President, Kissinger
commented that the Planning Staff was “being strengthened under Osgood’s direction to
do medium and long-range planning and to consider policy and program alternatives in
some key areas,” with a greater emphasis “placed on trying to isolate some critical issues
which do not get the kind of advance attention they deserve. I expect this to assume an
increasingly important role in generating new thinking and alternatives for Council con-
sideration.” (Ibid., White House Central Files, Subject Files, FG 6-6)
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I. Role

The principal role of the Planning Staff is to assure that (a) U.S.
policies and policy studies reflect systematic foresight in light of sig-
nificant considerations in a period of from one to five years ahead, and
that (b) they are coordinated with one another according to a coherent
concept of American interests. This foresight and coordination should
be applied to three kinds of issues:

(1) Issues which arise with respect to decisions or NSSMs that are
up for consideration in the near future.

(2) Issues that are anticipated to arise from international trends
and developments but which are not being dealt with by decisions or
NSSMs in the near future.

(3) Issues raised by possible crises that one may anticipate.

II. Functions

Broadly speaking, the Planning Staff can play this role in two ways:

(1) providing education and enlightenment to those with opera-
tional responsibilities, including the President and the President’s Spe-
cial Assistant for National Security Affairs;

(2) participating more directl}}ll in the formulation and considera-
tion of policies and policy options.

The first function should be the primary responsibility of the Plan-
ning Staff, but it also needs to perform the second function to a degree
in order to keep informed and remain relevant.

The first function can be performed through think-pieces, confer-
ences, memoranda, consultants, and other intellectual media. The prin-

cipal instruments of the latter are the NSSM process and the opera-
tional staff in their dealings with the departments.

The second function is difficult because it requires being familiar
with operational matters and participating in the policy process to an
extent that may not be easy to reconcile with the intellectual or orga-
nizational requirements of good planning. And it is largely this latter
function that raises delicate problems of the relationship between the
operational and planning staff.

II1. Responsibilities

To carry out these functions properly I recommend the following
guidelines concerning the responsibilities of the Planning Staff and its
relationship to the Operators.

(1) Planners should develop their own papers, particularly on is-
sues of mid-range or longer-range significance which are not adequately
dealt with in NSSMs elsewhere. Operators should suggest papers and
studies for the Planning Staff and advise the staff in preparing them.

(2) The Operators are responsible for managing NSSMs. They
should represent you at meetings and prepare you and the President
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for Review Group and NSC meetings. The Planners should not deal
with Department personnel on matters concerning the content of
NSSMs under the management of Operators.

(3) Planners should make suggestions to Operators concerning the
longer—ranfe implications of policy positions in NSSMs as they are be-
ing drafted.

(4) The Planning Staff should be free to present to you occasion-
ally comments and alternative positions reflecting longer-range per-
spectives on NSSMs as they come to the Review Group and the NSC.

(5) The Planners should, from time to time, give you analyses of
developments in international politics with significant bearing upon
U.S. policies in the longer run.

6) On a few particularly important longer range issues with
which the NSSMs do not adequately deal, the Planning Staff should
initiate Planning NSSMs that would be conducted by Departmental
personnel and draw on other Planning Staffs. We would manage these
as the Operators manage regular NSSMs. We would, of course, check
with Operators in order to guard against duplication of effort and
would work closely with them while the NSSM studies were being
prepared.

(7) The Planning Staff would be responsible for an Annual Review
of American Foreign Policy, stating concisely the interests and policies
of the U.S. in relation to the international environment.

IV. Requirements

In order to fulfill its responsibilities the Planning Staff will need
certain kinds of authorization and assistance.

(1) NSC system documents put out by the Secretariat (schedules,
memoranda, NSSMs, NSDMs, etc.), EXDIS and NODIS cables, sensi-
tive intelligence reports, and other material necessary to keep the Staff
abreast of ongoing actions and alert to problems needing planning
attention.

(2) Draft copies of NSSMs as they become available to the Operators.

(3) Authorization to initiate and manage a select few Planning
NSSMs, while keeping the Og)erators fully informed.

(4) Access to a reasonable portion of funds available to utilizing
consultants, calling conferences, commissioning outside studies, etc.

(5) Permission for a Planning Staff representative to sit in on Pre-
NSC Review Group meetings and, occasionally, Review Group, Pre-
NSC, and NSC meetings, when they have an important bearing on sub-
jects in which the Planning Staff is particularly interested.

Recommendation

That you consider the proposals and views in this memorandum
as the basis for a memorandum from you to the NSC Staff as a whole.”

2 There is no indication of approval or disapproval of this recommendation.
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78. National Security Study Memorandum 77

Washington, October 8, 1969.

TO

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Secretary of Agriculture

The Director of Central Intelligence

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget

The Director of the U.S. Information Agency

The Administrator of the Agency for International Development
President of the Export-Import Bank

SUBJECT
Program Budgets

The President has directed that program budgets will be prepared
for selected countries where the United States has major overseas diplo-
matic, military, economic assistance, intelligence, and information pro-
grams. Where appropriate, these program budgets will be used as the
basis for U.S. program decisions.

To implement this directive, the addressee agencies will designate
individuals, by country, by October 10, 1969 to be available for a period
of 90 days to develop program budgets for the following countries:

Thailand India Brazil
Korea Pakistan Chile
Philippines Turkey Colombia
Indonesia Greece

Taiwan

Vietnam

These program budget groups will work under the supervision of
the Program Analysis staff of the National Security Council which will
cooperate closely with the staff of the Bureau of the Budget. The com-
pleted program budgets will be submitted to the Assistant to the Pres-
ident for National Security Affairs by December 15, 1969.

Where appropriate the AID and PL 480 program budgets will be
used as the basis for the FY 70 country program memoranda submit-
ted to the President pursuant to NSDM 10.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Insti-
tutional Files (H-Files), Box H-163, National Security Study Memoranda, NSSM 77.
Confidential.

2NSDM 10, “AID and PL-480 Commitments,” April 11, 1969 (Ibid., Box H-209, Na-
tional Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 10)
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In the case of the three Latin American countries on the above list
(Brazil, Chile and Colombia), the program budgeting studies directed
by this memorandum should be related to the extent possible to exist-
ing programming activities under the CASP (Country Analysis and
Strategy Paper) system.

Henry A. Kissinger

79. National Security Decision Memorandum 26"

Washington, October 11, 1969.

TO

The Vice President

The Secretary of State

The Secretary of Defense

The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
The Director of Central Intelligence

The Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness

The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget

SUBJECT

Defense Program Review Committee

To assist me in carrying out my responsibilities for the conduct of
national security affairs, I hereby direct the formation of the Defense
Program Review Committee.”

This Committee will review the diplomatic, military, political and
economic consequences of issues requiring Presidential determination
that result from

—proposals to change defense strategy, programs and budgets,

—proposals to change U.S. overseas force deployments and com-
mitted forces based in the U.S,,

—major defense policy and program issues raised b(i, studies pre-
pared in response to National Security Study Memorandum:s.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files,
Box 235, DPRC & DEF Budget—Vol. I—1970. Secret. A copy was sent to the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

% Records of DPRC meetings are in the National Archives, Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-098-H-106. Included are min-
utes for many meetings as well as talking points, other briefing material, and background
memoranda and papers, 1969-1973.



The NSC System 167

The Committee will meet as necessary and supervise the prepa-
ration of issues papers for consideration by the National Security Coun-
cil. Issues will be brought to the attention of this group at the initia-
tion of the addressee agencies or of the Chairman. Studies of defense
policy and program issues undertaken in response to National Secu-
rity Study Memorandums will be submitted to the Defense Program
Review Committee prior to NSC consideration rather than to the NSC
Review Group.

The membership of the Defense Program Review Committee shall
include:

The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
(Chairman)

The Under Secretary of State

The Deputy Secretary of Defense

The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget

Depending on the issue under consideration, other agencies shall
be represented at the discretion of the Chairman.

Richard Nixon

80. Editorial Note

The President’s Assistant, H.R. Haldeman, included the following
entry in his diary for October 15, 1969: “Had Rogers and Laird in af-
ter NSC to try to get them in line about Vietham and November 3
speech. Apparently this uncovered all their problems with K[issinger],
because P[resident] called me in to discuss it. Says he’ll have to bring
Mitchell in more because K can’t deal with Rogers and Laird, has prob-
lem of communicating with them, and has become an issue. Wants me
to make all this clear to K, hard to do. Problem is his insistence on per-
fection and total adherence to the line in every detail. Also injects him-
self too much into everything, between P and Cabinet officers, and they
just won't buy it, so he becomes ineffective even at getting them to do
what they already were ready to do.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multime-
dia Edition)

Twelve days later, for October 27, the following entry appears in
Haldeman’s diary: “The K problem came to a head today. P had me in
early to review some items, then got into problem of K vs. State, and
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especially Rogers which we had discussed last week and which K had
churned up some more over the weekend, in phone calls with P. As
we were talking, K and Ziegler came in for morning briefing. K got go-
ing on State, this time saying he had decided not to force Sisco to can-
cel appointment with Dobrynin, because that would be worse than
keeping it, but then went on and on about what a terrible mistake it
was. Then got into Lebanon problem, Israel jets, etc. Finally P said ‘well
that’s all for today, have to get to work” and got up and walked out
into little office. K then said he wanted me in the noon meeting be-
cause he had to get into the Rogers problem with P. I took him into my
office and tried to point out the fallacy of his technique, regardless of
merits of case. I think he saw it a little, at least. P called me in to re-
state his concern with this as latest example. Feels K is impairing his
usefulness, and is obsessed beyond reason with this problem. Later P
called Mitchell and me in to discuss further, and asked Mitchell to have
a talk with K. Tough one, because there is some real merit to K’s con-
cern about Rogers’ loyalty.” (Ibid.)

81. Memorandum From the Director of the Program Analysis
Staff, National Security Council (Lynn) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, undated.

SUBJECT

Defense Program Review Committee

The Defense Program Review Committee (DPRC) will meet in the
situation room tomorrow at 10:00 a.m.” At this meeting, I believe you
should:

—provide general §uidelines on the types of issues the DPRC should
address as a matter of routine;

—indicate a tentative approach to the FY 71 DOD budget so that is-
sues with policy implications requiring Presidential determination are
identified early:

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files,
Box 234, DPRC & DEF Budget 1969. Secret; Sensitive.

2The meeting, the DRPC’s first, was held on October 22.
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—initiate interagency (State and Budget) involvement in setting up the
Defense Five Year Force and Program Plan (FYFPP) by asking all the DPRC
members to assist in deﬁning the FYFPP format. The idea is that this
document will serve as a basic reference and control document for the
President and the DPRC.

At the next meeting of the DPRC you could then begin the process
of reviewing the FY 71 DOD budget in terms of its policy implications.

All these topics are discussed in more detail below—issues are
identified and some proposals for proceeding are suggested.

Defense Program Review Committee—Issues

The charter for the DPRC as established by NSDM 26 is to “re-
view the diplomatic, military, political and economic consequences of
issues requiring Presidential determination that result from:

—proposals to change defense strategy, programs and budgets;

—proposals to change U.S. overseas force deployments and com-
mitted forces based in the U.S.;

—major defense policy and program issues and program issues
raised by studies prepared in response to National Security Study
Memorandums.”

These issues are of the following types:

1. Strategic Guidelines. These guidelines, based on Presidential and
NSC decisions, will set the framework of purposes, objectives, and
goals, which the Defense Five Year Force and Program Plan will serve.
There are several defense-related NSSMs now underway which will
assist in expanding and clarifying these guidelines:

—studies on the role of nuclear weapons in Europe (NSSM 65) and
Asia (NSSM 69);*

—a study on strategic requirements to deter less than all-out nu-
clear attacks on the U.S. (NSSC%\/[ 64);

—an upcoming NSSM on U.S. strategies and forces for NATO.

2. Budgetary Guidelines. The budget level guidelines, drawn from
Presidential decisions, set the overall limits for the Defense budget.
Pressures for changing these budget guidelines may arise through the
year resulting from:

—changes in the budgetary planning assumptions concerning the level
of U.S. activity in Vietnam: higher (or lower) deployments, ammuni-
tion consumption, etc;

3 Document 79.

* Copies of NSSMs and follow-up studies, organized by NSSM number, are in the
National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-
Files), Boxes H-122 through H-207, National Security Study Memoranda.
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—changes in U.S. Government revenue projections which might con-
strain further the availability of funds for defense;

—new national priorities which could require reallocating govern-
ment funds away from defense toward domestic programs or vice versa.

3. Force and Program Guidance. NSDM 27° specified the general
level of military capability the U.S. will maintain to support its inter-
national objectives and commitments. As we modify existing forces so
they are consistent with the NSDM 27 decision, diplomatic and polit-
ical reactions could develop which raises major policy issues for the
President and the NSC;

—How do we explain diplomatically the relative roles of Korea
and Southeast Asia in determining the forces we will maintain in the
Pacific after the war in Vietnam?

—What obstacles will domestic political pressure groups present
when we consider ways to redesign the Army Reserve force structure
so that the Reserves support the worldwide strategy?

—What weapon system procurement plans will become major
Congressional issues—shipbuilding (under study in NSSMs 50 and 5J4)
advanced strategic weapon systems (ABM and ULMs, etc.)?

4. Overseas Deployments. When we told NATO what forces we
would commit during 1970, we had some difficulties in coordinating
our diplomatic scenario with our military plans. Other similar issues
may arise requiring Presidential determinations:

—The Korea Program Analysis (NSSM 27), includes alternatives
with different deployments to Korea.

—Elliot Richardson, in his report on the Defense Program Ques-
tionnaire (DPQ 69) for NATO, indicated that further changes in our
forces committed to NATO may be necessary.

—Our deployments to Thailand are becoming a symbolic and po-
litical issue in Congress which may eventually require Presidential de-
termination. (NSSM 51 will address the Thaiﬁmd issue.)

As a general rule major issues of these types should be reviewed by
the DPRC. After examining each issue, the DPRC should decide whether
it should be forwarded for NSC or direct Presidential consideration.

The FY 71 Budget and the Five Year Defense Force and Program Plan.

In addressing the Committee’s responsibilities in reviewing the FY
71 DOD budget, I believe you should involve the members of the Com-
mittee immediately by:

—asking State to begin identifying the defense program implica-
tions of NSDM 27 which will raise diplomatic policy issues;

5 NSDM 27, “U.S. Military Posture,” October 11, 1969. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, National Security Decision
Memoranda Nos. 1-50)
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—asking BOB to identify the major procurement issues which may
raise policy issues in Congress (FDL, C5A, F14);

—asking BOB and Defense to identify areas where costs might so
exceed projections that either budgetary guidelines or the force level
must be adjusted.

I believe it is important for agencies to begin addressing these is-
sues now so that when Defense submits its budget, no time will be lost
in identifying issues for NSC or Presidential attention.

The Five Year Force and Program Plan—Setting It Up

NSDM 27 calls for the submission to the DPRC by the Secretary
of Defense of his proposed Five Year Force and Program Plan by next
January 15, together with an explanation and rationale for the forces
in each major force category.

This plan, when completed, will be in effect a basic reference-
control document which the DPRC can use to track defense decisions.
Whenever DOD or any agency proposes to change elements of this
plan, that would automatically create a potential issue for the DPRC,
which it could take up or not depending on the policy implications and
the diplomatic consequences of the proposal.

The non-defense members of the Committee can be involved in
designing the format for the plan. If the plan is designed correctly, it
will include enough detail so that the non-defense agencies can become
aware early in the process of defense program change proposals with
policy implications.

With respect to the specific procedures that might be followed in
developing the FYFPP format, I believe you should consider either:

—asking Dave Packard to form a small working grouf, chaired by
a Defense representative and including representatives ot each DPRC
member, to define the format; or

—providing a “straw man” format to serve as preliminary guid-
ance for DOD and to provide other DPRC members a framework in
which to place their own suggested additions. (An outline and several
illustrative tables are attached (tab A);® however, more work should be
done before you could distribute the document informally.)

I believe you can go either way. Clearly, there are bureaucratic rea-
sons for giving Dave Packard a major role in designing the proper for-
mat. On the other hand, since the primary orientation of the DPRC is
toward the broader policy implications of defense program changes,
with particular emphasis on all the dimensions of a problem, I believe
you should retain the dominant role in indicating the level of detail
and the basic categories in the FYFPP.

® The tabs are not printed.
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I have prepared talking points along the lines just described for
the first DPRC meeting (tab B).”

7 According to the minutes, Kissinger opened the October 22 meeting as follows:
“Originally, President found himself arbitrating defense issues on a line-by-line basis.
He didn’t like being put into this position. We're concerned with political doctrinal im-
plications of long-term force projections. You've seen NSDM 26. Implications of force
postures, in relation to five year projection, and in relation to NSSMs. In this context, the
Group performs same function NSC Review Group performs. Other contexts are five-
year plan due by Jan 15 and next year’s DOD budget. We can’t reopen budget line-by-
line. We can review implication, e.g., NATO implication, doctrinal implications, it’s this
problem we are here to deal with. Defense strategy, overseas deployments and policies
and programs.” Richardson then commented that “As a Group we should be concerned
with regular mechanism between State and Defense, see that political implications are
taken into account.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-099, Defense Program Review Committee Meetings,
DRPC Meeting 10-22-69)

82. Memorandum From the Director of the Program Analysis
Staff, National Security Council (Lynn) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, October 24, 1969.

SUBJECT
Meeting with Mayo, Ehrlichman on FY 71 Budget

I understand you will be meeting this afternoon with Bob Mayo
and John Ehrlichman on the FY 71 budget.

From what I can tell, Bob Mayo will probably have two issues to
discuss:

—The extremely tight financial situation, which he may believe re-
quires a further reduction in projected FY 71 defense outlays of about
$2 billion (from around $75 billion, including pay raises, which is what
DOD is shooting for now, to about $73 billion).

—Procedures whereby the FY 71 defense budget will be reviewed
by the President, including the role of the DPRC.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-098, Defense Program Review Committee Meetings, DRPC
General 1969-Feb. 1970. Top Secret; Sensitive; Nodis.
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Discussion

Financial Situation.

I have always been concerned about the quality of the Govern-
ment’s financial projections and about the procedures whereby BOB
decides how overall budget cuts are to be allocated among agencies.

The BOB’s power to fix the revenue and spending targets and to
decide which agency gets what gives BOB enormous leverage over the
President’s program and particularly over new programs. I believe
Mayo’s analysis should be carefully reviewed by responsible policy of-
ficials before Mayo takes action, but this may be a larger issue than you
want to take on.

At the least, however, I think Mayo should be required to take his case
for further cuts in DOD’s budget to the DPRC for a full policy review.
This is what the DPRC is for.

Further, I believe such a review should take place as soon as possible.
From what I can tell, Mayo’s final ideas on DOD’s budget probably
wouldn’t be given to DOD until early December as things stand now.

General Procedures for Reviewing DOD’s Budget.

BOB “Model.” BOB people are under the impression that the Pres-
ident wants them to treat DOD like any other agency as far as the
budget review is concerned. This means that something like the fol-
lowing would take place:

zIn early December, BOB would give DOD its final budget
llmar ‘/I

—Laird would respond with a memorandum for the President
containing his recommendations on those issues which he and the Bud-
get Director differ.

—Mayo would then prepare a memorandum for the President lay-
ing out Laird’s views and giving BOB’s recommendations on how the
issues should be resolved.

—A meeting would take place in mid-December with the Presi-
dent, you, Laird, the JCS and possibly Mayo to reach final decisions.

The specific issues would probably be centered mainly on specific
weapons programs, although many BOB staffers feel they must now
analyze their issues in a broad strategic context related to NSDM 27.2
In any event, the President’s staff work would be done by BOB.

2NSDM 27, “U.S. Military Posture,” October 11, 1969. (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 363, Subject Files, National Security Decision
Memoranda Nos. 1-50)
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DPRC “Model.” My understanding is that the President wants to
put an end to these eleventh hour confrontations and to broaden the
review process and the way issues are framed.

This could be done by using the DPRC as the forum for review-
ing issues and laying them out for the President. This would mean that:

—Mayo would take his proposals on the DOD Budget and on 1Ero-
gram issues to the DPRC for full review. Laird’s positions on these
questions would also be debated in this forum.

—Based on DPRC review, you, as Chairman, would forward a
memorandum to the President outlining his choices and the basic
judgments he must make in resolving them.

—The staffing would be a joint enterprise of the DPRC so that BOB’s
view of the world would not be the primary view the President sees.

—DMayo could still meet privately with the President to present his
views if that’s what the President wanted, but at least a balanced DPRC
evaluation would be available to the President.

In this model, the DPRC would be the central focus for reviewing
DOD'’s budget and related issues.

Since Mayo’s independence and freedom of action would be materially
reduced, you can expect him to resist the idea that his role be compro-
mised by having him work through the DPRC.?

(My personal view is that there should be a domestic equivalent
to the DPRC. The dominant role of the Budget Director has got to be
changed in favor of a more substantive process.)

® In a March 23, 1970, memorandum to Kissinger, Mayo indicated he had been ex-
pecting implementation of the changes agreed upon at the October 24 meeting, in par-
ticular his withdrawal as a designated member of the DPRC “in light of BOB’s respon-
sibilities covering the entire range of the Government’s programs” whereas the DPRC
made budget recommendations to the President “on a partial as opposed to an overall
basis.” Moreover, Mayo stated, since “by its very nature, the DPRC can provide noth-
ing more than a partial judgment,” overall tradeoffs between defense and non-defense
functions “must be considered in a wider forum than that represented by the DPRC.”
(Ibid., Agency Files, Box 206, Bureau of the Budget)

83. Editorial Note

In an October 27, 1969, memorandum, President’s Assistant John
Ehrlichman informed President’s Assistant for National Security Af-
fairs Henry Kissinger that President Nixon had suggested moving
ahead with removing the Director of the Office of Emergency Planning
from the National Security Council. Kissinger jotted on the memoran-
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dum: “John—Let’s talk. I don’t think he is the worst villain.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files, Box 267,
Office of Emergency Preparedness—through 11/69, Vol. I) Kissinger re-
sponded formally to Ehrlichman in a November 12 memorandum in
which he stated that he saw no national security objection to removing
OEP from statutory membership in the NSC but deferred to Ehrlichman
with respect to domestic and Congressional aspects of the issue. Under
cover of his memorandum, Kissinger forwarded a brief study which dis-
cussed some of the issues involved in removing OEP from the NSC. (Ibid.)

Kenneth BeLieu, President’s Deputy Assistant for Senate Relations,
discussed the issue in late December with Senator Henry Jackson
(D-Washington) and Bryce Harlow, Counselor to the President. BeLieu
reported in a December 29 memorandum to Egil Krogh, the President’s
Deputy Assistant for Domestic Affairs, that Jackson felt the issue should
not be taken up at that time “because it will give some in Congress an
opportunity to ‘open up’ on NSC matters far beyond the intended ac-
tion. That during an election year with many critical matters under
NSC consideration foes of the Administration could seize the oppor-
tunity to hold expanded hearings and perhaps embarrass us.” Harlow
also felt “it may not be to our advantage to expose NSC procedures to
Congress next session.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Mate-
rials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-299, NSC Sys-
tem, National Security Council Vol. III, 6/1/69-12/31/69) In a Janu-
ary 20, 1970, memorandum to Ehrlichman, Krogh recommended
deferring removal “until more propitious political times arrive.” (Ibid.)
Ehrlichman advised the President in a January 22 memorandum that
a reorganization plan removing OEP from the NSC be prepared but
held “in abeyance until such time as it is politically easier to enact in
Congress.” Nixon approved. (Ibid.)

On December 14, 1970, at 4:47 p.m. Arnold Weber of the Office of
Management and Budget and Kissinger had the following telephone
conversation:

“W: I was asked to call you to inform you that the President has
apparently indicated we should go ahead with plans for abolishing
OEP, which is one of the members of the NSC or certainly in your area
of interest. The purpose of this call is to inform you, and if you or your
staff have any comments . .. This recommendation was made by the
Ash Council.

“K: That’s one way to get a man off the NSC.
“W: 1 believe it’s in the interest of economy.
“K: I have no immediate view. I will see if any of my colleagues do.

“W: This is confidential —General Lincoln is not aware of it. Know-
ing how these things work, we can’t say with assurance whether this
will happen, but we thought you should be aware of it.



176 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume II

“K: All right.” (Library of Congress, Manuscript Division, Kis-
singer Papers, Box 366, Telephone Conversations, Chronological File)

OEP’s Director remained a statutory member of the National Se-
curity Council, however, until the agency was abolished by Reorgani-
zation Plan 1 of 1973.

84. Memorandum by Secretary of Defense Laird'

Washington, October 28, 1969.

MEMORANDUM FOR

Secretaries of the Military Departments
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

Director of Defense Research and Engineering
Assistant Secretaries of Defense

Assistants to the Secretary of Defense
Directors of the Defense Agencies

SUBJECT

Defense Program Review Committee

National Security Decision Memorandum 26> established the De-
fense Program Review Committee to assist the President in carrying
out his responsibilities for the conduct of national security affairs. The
membership of the Defense Program Review Committee is:

The Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
(Chairman)

The Under Secretary of State

The Deputy Secretary of Defense

The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget

Additionally, other agencies may be represented at the discretion
of the Chairman depending upon the issue under consideration.

This Committee was established by the President at my request
to review major Defense issues requiring Presidential determination.

1 Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 330, Accession 74-0045, Signer’s
Copies October 1969. Secret. Marked “Revised by Col RE Pursley 25 Oct 69.”

2 Document 79.
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Major defense issues should be interpreted to include only those select
and broad national policy matters in which the highest level military,
political, and economic considerations are involved.

The Committee was not established to monitor Department of De-
fense on-going internal operations, programs, or budgeting processes.
The basic Department of Defense program proposals and decisions will
continue to be developed through established Defense procedures, and
the operations of the Department will continue to be administered
through established command channels.

Mel Laird®

% Printed from a copy with this stamped signature.

85. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, October 29, 1969.

SUBJECT

Continuing Problems with State Department

General

In recent weeks, the momentum of deteriorating relationships with
the Department of State has continued to grow. From the outset of the
Administration, our problems have been characterized by a failure of
the Department of State, and in particular the Secretary, to cooperate
with this office, to adhere to broad policy lines approved by the Presi-
dent and to abide by established ground rules for minimum coordina-
tion of policy matters across a broad spectrum of foreign policy issues:

SALT

—The history of our relationships with State and, in turn, U.S.
Government’s relationships with the Soviet Union on Strategic Arms

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Special
Files, Staff Member and Office Files, John Ehrlichman, Box 26, State Department—White
House Relations, 1969. Secret; Sensitive. The memorandum is an updated version of
Haig’s October 27 memorandum to Kissinger on the same subject. (Ibid., NSC Files,
Kissinger Office Files, Box 148, State/WH Relationship, Vol. 1)
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Limitation negotiations is replete with examples of the consistent fail-
ure of the Secretary of State, the Department of State and ACDA to ad-
here to the minimum policy guidelines promulgated by the President
or Assistant to the President in the President’s behalf.

—At enclosure 1 is a detailed chronology of the earlier problems
experienced with State in the evolution of the SALT issue.” Subsequent
to that chronology, in recent weeks, the following problems have arisen:

(1) In contrast to the President’s desire to maintain a cool and aloof
relationship with the Soviets, at least until his November 3d speech,
State moved with excessive eagerness to accept the long overdue So-
viet response on SALT talks.

(2) Despite a firm Presidential directive to the effect that the talks
should not be held in Helsinki, Secretary Rogers in effect agreed to this
site in his discussions with Dobrynin in New York and subsequently
after having been instructed to the contrary, continued to acquiesce in
Helsinki as the location, for preliminary talks.

(3) Despite obvious desire on the part of the White House to
achieve maximum credit for the President on the SALT issue, it ap-
pears that State moved, through press contacts, to insure that the Sec-
retary of State received maximum credit for the favorable Soviet
response.

(4) On October 24, the Secretary of State sent a memorandum to
the President, designed to give State and ACDA almost autonomous
control of SALT negotiations, despite the existence of White House
memoranda designed to retain control here.

(5) State has not yet responded to a request for copies of mem-
cons covering the Rogers—Dobrynin conversations on Wednesday, Oc-
tober 22, 1969.

(6) Despite an urgent requirement suggested from the White
House that careful coordination be effected with our European Allies
on the SALT announcement, the State Department did not execute such
coordination until late Friday afternoon, just a few hours before the an-
nouncement was to be made and well after serious leaks were already
reflected in the press. (Except for the fact that we utilized White House
channels to notify the Big Three confidentially on Thursday, October
23, this could have been a serious affront to our Allies.)

(7) Despite the full realization in the Department of State of the
President’s interest in any contacts with the Soviets, State, without con-
sulting with or notifying the White House, arranged a meeting between

2 The attached April 30 memorandum from Kissinger to Nixon is not printed.
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Gerard Smith and Ambassador Dobrynin to discuss the “mechanics”
of the forthcoming SALT talks for October 29. Concurrently, a new
flurry of speculative press articles apparently emanating from ACDA
sources have started to appear in the media, the most significant be-
ing today’s Marquis Child’s article indicating that Gerard Smith will
move rapidly to initiate talks on the MIRV ban with the Soviets once
the talks start.”

(8) In sum, State’s handling of the Soviet SALT reply was contrary
to the tactics desired by the President. It clearly damaged the atmos-
phere that we were attempting to maintain vis-a-vis the Soviets. It is
apparent that unless the Department of State and its subordinate
agency, ACDA, are immediately brought under firm control that the
freewheeling, undisciplined and frequently disloyal style of operating
which has characterized the SALT issue will continue unabated. These
discrepancies can continue only at the greatest risk to the national se-
curity now that substantive talks are about to get underway.

Colorado Springs Directive

—On 1 September (enclosure 2), the President sent a directive to
the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Director of CIA,* reiterat-
ing his desire that all communications with policy implications be
cleared with the White House, adding that in cases of doubt the rule
would be to seek clearance. It is obvious that this directive has not been
disseminated to the appropriate bureaus in the Department of State. In
fact, contrary to this directive, we have received several indications that
guidance has been issued to at least some bureaus and members of the
State Department staff that they should strictly limit coordination and
collaboration with members of the NSC staff.

—For example, our African staff man was informed by the Chief
of the African Bureau that the African Bureau has received a directive
from the 7th Floor that it is not to coordinate its actions with him.

—As a further manifestation of this problem, State dispatched a
cable to Bonn dealing with the future of the Berlin issue, containing
strong policy implications, without obtaining necessary clearance from
the White House.” Despite continued efforts by the NSC staff, State
adamantly refused to accept White House guidance until the issue was
finally resolved between Dr. Kissinger and the Under Secretary of State.

3 Marquis Childs, “SALT Talks Offer Chance to Curb Spiraling Arms Race,” The
Washington Post, October 29, 1969, p. A25.
* Document 70.

® Telegram 174682 to Bonn, October 15. For text see Foreign Relations, 19691976,
volume XL, Germany and Berlin, 1969-1972.
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—One of the most serious breaches of the President’s directive oc-
curred on October 8 when the Department of State, unilaterally and
without White House approval, passed to a French Embassy officer for
relay to the North Vietnamese, U.S. medical journals containing arti-
cles on the treatment of hemorrhagic fever, reportedly rampant in
North Vietnam. This is an incredible act which may have been moti-
vated by humanitarian concerns but which represented a fundamen-
tal policy decision which was not even cleared with Ambassador
Lodge, who registered a strong complaint upon learning that it was
done. Background material at enclosure 3.°

—On October 8, Department of State dispatched a message to
Moscow, Paris and Saigon, without White House clearance, which re-
ported a meeting between Ambassador Sullivan and the Soviet Minis-
ter Tcherniakov which established a totally unauthorized new com-
munication link between Sullivan and the Soviets and Habib and the
Soviet representative Oberemko in Paris, designed to deal actively with
the Vietnam problem. (Cable at enclosure 4).” Tt took energetic action
by the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs with the
President himself to rectify this situation.

Middle East

—On October 25, we received notification by information memo-
randum from the Secretary of State that he intended to launch a ma-
jor Middle East initiative on Wednesday, October 29.> The memoran-
dum indicated that Joe Sisco would launch talks with the Soviets in an
effort to seek Soviet agreement with a proposal that would have the
Israelis return to their pre-war borders, with some exceptions, in re-
turn for guarantees for the future of Israel. When State was informed
that such an initiative at this time would be contrary to the U.S.-Soviet
atmospherics sought in conjunction with the Vietnam speech, we were
informed that Secretary Rogers had already made a commitment to
Dobrynin on October 22 to launch these talks and that it would be em-
barrassing, if not impossible, to draw back now. The White House had
not been informed of this commitment. In view of the President’s pre-
occupation with his weekend speeches, the Assistant to the President
acceded to the State initiative rather than bother the President whose
personal intercession would be required to modify what was presented
to the White House as a course of action approved by the Secretary of
State.

¢ Attached but not printed.
7 Telegram 170777 to Moscow, October 8; attached but not printed.
8 Not found.



The NSC System 181

Latin America

—After a copy of the President’s draft speech on Latin America
was provided to State, we noted indications that it was immediately
taken over by the Secretary, who initiated a series of coordinating ac-
tions which would risk the security of its contents—but which could
then gain maximum credit for State for whatever initiative the Presi-
dent would ultimately include.

—The President had approved and directed the upgrading of the
State bureau responsible for Latin American Affairs, from Assistant Sec-
retary to Under Secretary level, to be included as one of the initiatives
reported in the October 31 speech.” Rather than accepting this direc-
tive, Secretary Rogers called Dr. Kissinger and insisted that if he were
to so reorganize State it would be necessary for Dr. Kissinger similarly
to reorganize the NSC staff, upgrading his Latin American specialist.
Dr. Kissinger agreed, despite the meaningless nature of such an exer-
cise. (NSC staff members do not have clearly defined titles in any case.)

—Immediately after the draft of the President’s speech was fur-
nished to the Department of State, press speculation began to build con-
cerning its contents. The most flagrant of these was an article in today’s
New York Times by Tad Szulc, obviously leaked by State, which intimated
that the President’s speech would be in large measure a recitation of
Governor Rockefeller’s recommendations for Latin America.'’

—Although each of the most recent drafts have been furnished to
State, they have initiated a process of nitpicking, seeking both sub-
stantive and stylistic changes, despite the fact that the broad outlines
of the proposals contained in the speech were approved by the Presi-
dent and promulgated as Presidential directives, following NSC con-
sideration of our Latin American policies. Furthermore, the Secretary
called the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs on
Tuesday, October 28, and informed him that he intended to take over
the substance of the speech on Thursday and Friday of this week and
insure that it was consistent with his views.

Africa
—On October 16, State slipped a new option into the discussion
of Southern Africa at the Review Group meeting on that subject with-

out prior consultation with the NSC staff, in a clear effort to circum-
vent the usual channels of preparation for Review Group meetings.

9 See Document 80.

10 Tad Szulc, “Rockefeller Seeks Latin-Policy Shift,” The New York Times, October
29, 1969, p. 1.
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—DMore serious was the testimony of State’s Assistant Secretary for
African Affairs before the House Subcommittee on Africa. His confi-
dential testimony revealed State’s recommendations on closing our
Consulate in Southern Rhodesia and on importing Rhodesian chrome,
issues under NSC consideration. Both of these recommendations were
(as State knew) consistent with the views of the Subcommittee Chair-
man, Congressman Diggs. The effect of this can only be that, if the Pres-
ident chooses a different course from that recommended by State, Con-
gressman Diggs and his colleagues will know that their friends in State
fought the good fight against the “wrong-headed” White House.

State under-cut the President’s position in this manner, despite
specific instructions from BOB that its testimony before Congressman
Diggs should avoid all statements implying what our policy is or
should be. Commerce and Treasury received similar instructions and
followed them in their testimony.

Summary

In sum, it has become increasingly apparent that State-White
House relationships have deteriorated to the point that the most seri-
ous damage to the national interest cannot but result. The situation to-
day differs only in degree from the problems that have been experi-
enced since January 21st. At enclosure 5 is a summary of major
problems up to July 12, included in a memorandum prepared by the
Assistant to the President by Colonel Haig."" At enclosure 6 is a mem-
orandum which was prepared in August at San Clemente, summariz-
ing the problems that had occurred over the summer weeks.'* The im-
pression gained from review of the history of our problems with State
suggest that their continuation can no longer be tolerated.

1 Document 63.
12 Gee footnote 2, Document 70.
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86. Memorandum From W. Anthony Lake of the National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, November 14, 1969.

SUBJECT
Relations with the State Department

As you requested, I am putting down on paper some of my
thoughts about the present state of our relations with the State De-
partment. I have done this in the form of separate papers on: the prob-
lem and its consequences; the reasons which I believe lie behind the
problem; and some possible remedial measures.”

In discussing only the problem, there is the danger that the pic-
ture can be painted in overly bleak tones. I do not mention the many
areas of close and friendly collaboration with State—e.g., with Ted Eliot.

The memorandum incorporates the comments of the senior staff
operators. I discovered that Bill Watts was independently writing a sim-
ilar memo. Many of the comments in my memo are taken from Bill’s
(with his blessings).?

Attachment A

Washington, undated.

The Problem and Its Consequences

Almost without exception, the staff members agreed with my view
that working relations between the NSC staff and the State Department
are at their lowest ebb in years. This is most obvious in the extraordi-
nary failures of the State Department to coordinate its activities with
this staff in a number of important ways. (Some of the specific inci-
dents of which you are aware come as a particular shock to me when
I recall the meticulous way in which my former bosses at State checked

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 148, State/WH Relationship, Vol. 2. Secret; Eyes Only; Nodis.

2 All three papers are attached but only the first two, attachments A and B, are
printed.

3 Attachment D; printed below.
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almost everything of importance with the White House, and were sin-
cerely embarrassed when there was some slip-up.)

Most of the operators also said that the State Department sees the
NSC now in an adversary role in a way that it has not before. There
seems to be less effort than before to resolve problems by compromise.
This is an atypical attitude for the State Department, which has not been
noted in the past for the overt ferocity of its bureaucratic methods.

I will not recount the many cases of State failure to clear state-
ments and instructions, or to carry out Presidential directives, etc. There
are a number of categories of operational problems, however, which
can usefully be listed.

—Almost daily, policy statements and positions are taken through
speeches or cable directives which were not sent to the White House
for prior clearance.

—Implicit and explicit directives have been sent from the 7th floor
to certain bureaus telling them not to deal with their NSC counterparts.

—As the information flow has thus diminished or stopped, NSC
staff members have been unaware of issues on which a White House
view could usefully be given.

—Papers are sent over from State (sometimes probably deliber-
ately) late before meetings, so as to make meaningful comment almost
impossible by the NSC staff.

—The 7th floor is signing off on a greater number of cables than
in the past. The Bureaus are increasingly preparing messages without
White House clearance and obtaining 7th floor approval before they
come to us for clearance. This pattern allows the Bureaus to avoid con-
frontation with our staff and has the particularly pernicious effect of
involving the 7th floor and you in disagreements which should have
been resolved at lower levels.

—Papers are frequently produced which simply do not produce
realistic alternatives for the President to consider, but rather put the
entire weight on the favored State position.

—Specific Presidential orders and policy guidelines have been ig-
nored. This has, of course, happened in past Administrations—but
never in recent history to such a degree, particularly with regard to
press statements.

—In addition to disregard of Presidential policy directives, bu-
reaucratic directives from the President have been suppressed and ig-
nored. For example, the Colorado Springs directive* was never given
any distribution within the State Department.

4See Document 70.
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These problems vary greatly, of course, among the Regional
Bureaus.

Consequences

The major consequences of these problems have been obvious to you:
the serious inconsistencies we have displayed to foreigners with regard
to critically important substantive issues and the impression of indisci-
pline and lack of coherence we have displayed to the press. The gravity
of these consequences, particularly the former, cannot be overstated.

Another consequence has been less important substantively, but
also concerns me. It is the amount of time and physical and psychic
energy which goes into our bureaucratic struggles. This has, I believe,
seriously affected the efficiency and performance of our operation—
and of the Government as a whole.

Attachment B

Washington, undated.

The Reasons

Most of the problem revolves around the Secretary’s relationship
with the President and you, as noted in Bill’s memo. Substantive dis-
agreements with the White House also play a strong part. In addition,
there are a number of bureaucratic reasons for the problem. They are
basically atmospheric:

—Relations vary from geographic area to geographic area, de-
pending largely on the personalities involved. Psychological interac-
tions involved here include a feeling by some Assistant Secretaries that
they have been bulldozed by more competent NSC staff officers and
resultant fears that continued close contact will damage their own po-
sitions in the bureaucracy, as well as occasional resentment at the bu-
reaucratic as well as personal power of the NSC staff.

—The whole 7th floor has (I believe properly) encouraged the Bu-
reaus to show more initiative in developing new policies, etc., to show
that the State Department can play a more positive role in our foreign
affairs establishment. This has been interpreted by some Bureaus to
mean that they should circumvent the NSC staff.

—Many in the State Department lack confidence in the present
NSC system. There is reportedly a widespread belief that it was de-
signed from its inception to constrain the State Department. Many State
officers therefore do not believe that they will gain anything by sub-
mitting differences with the NSC staff to the NSC structure.
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—There is also reportedly an unfortunate belief in some Bureaus
that you are anti-State Department in outlook. I gather, without know-
ing specifics, that some comments attributed to you denigrating the
State Department have been given fairly wide circulation in some
Bureaus.

—Some Bureaus reportedly believe that some of the President’s
directives, as put out in NSSM’s, NSDM’s, and other memoranda over
your signature, reflected your desires more than the President’s, and
even on occasion that they were put out without the President’s knowl-
edge. These rumors have debased the effectiveness of these directives.

—As you saw in the Green memorandum, some State officers have
the impression that the White House does a great deal of back chan-
nel manipulation of the field.

All of these factors have contributed to a vicious circle of reactions
and counter-reactions between the staff and the State Department,
which has contributed to an increasing loss of confidence in each other.

Attachment D°

Memorandum From William Watts, Staff Secretary, National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)

Washington, November 15, 1969.

SUBJECT
On Dealing with State

I. Background

In the last analysis, the whole question of relationships between
the National Security Council and the Department of State turns on
your relations with Secretary Rogers. With the mistrust and suspicion
that now exist, it is inevitable that he will seek to circumvent and un-
dermine your efforts. The result is that the working relationships be-
tween the Department of State and your staff will have not only the

® Roger Morris, who was a member of Kissinger’s NSC staff from January 1969 to
April 1970, later wrote in his book, Haig: The General Progress, p. 129, that “when Watts,
the staff secretary, sent Kissinger an unusual memo early in 1970. ‘On Dealing with State,’
urging an end to the venom and harsher habits of rivalry, Haig openly ridiculed Watts
with Kissinger and other officers.”
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chronic abrasions of an unwielding bureaucracy, but may suffer an out-
right break-down. Simply put, this jeopardizes the very basis of the na-
tional policy process.

Institutional corrections are probably possible and worth trying,
but ultimately it all will hang on the Kissinger/Rogers axis.

This basic fact is complicated by an additional reality which must
be as galling to Secretary Rogers as it is obvious to the President. To
wit, the whole NSC operation, from you on down, stands head and
shoulders above the Department of State in terms of quality of prod-
uct and degree of initiative. The President obviously meant it when he
said at the staff meeting in the Cabinet Room that State hadn’t turned
out a new idea in 20 years. He clearly looks to you for his most
sophisticated advice and counsel, and this is now sufficiently obvi-
ous to everyone that it is bound to exacerbate the entire State/NSC
relationship.

II. The Problem

All of this gets translated into reality in increasingly obvious and
crude forms:

—policy statements and positions are taken through speeches or
cable £rectives, which are not sent to the White House for clearance.

—specific Presidential orders are frequently ignored, or not
enforced.

—papers are produced which simply do not present realistic al-
ternatives for the President to consider, but rather put the entire weight
on the favorite State program.

—papers are sent over from State deliberately late before meeting
dates or other deadlines, so as to make meaningtul comment here al-
most impossible.

—implicit and explicit directives have been circulated within
the State Department telling staff men not to deal with their NSC

counterparts.
—And so forth.

It would not be fair, however, to suggest the problem is all one
way. Many at State are deeply concerned that the White House is un-
dertaking clandestine policy initiatives without even clueing State in.
In addition, there is concern that communications from the Secretary
to the President, or at other levels, either do not get through to the Pres-
ident or are presented in a way which does not give full force to the
State position.

III. What to do?

In point of fact, the cards are stacked heavily in your favor. You
have an overwhelming dual advantage: your own very special rela-
tionship with the President, and the superior quality of NSC staff
work.
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This is a situation which the 7th floor at State certainly recognizes.
But in its insecurity and rancor, State is just not going to put out its hand
first.

Under these circumstances, only an initiative on your part can
bring a genuine improvement in White House/State relations.

You hold the high ground. You can clearly afford to offer State a
greater role, in the full confidence that, if State is unable or unwilling
to respond, it can only blame itself.

The need for such an initiative grows day by day. It is simply a
monumental waste of your time to have to spend so much energy on
smoking out and preventing end runs. It is debilitating to the staff to
be constantly in the same position, when in fact what they should be
doing is working in close harmony with their State counterparts and
thereby serving you in a far more creative capacity. What is going on
now approximates a slow war of attrition, in which State regularly tries
to limit your capacity for action, and looks upon the NSC as its main
adversary on the Washington landscape.

As I said at the outset, this all revolves around your relations with
the Secretary of State. If there is to be genuine relief of tension and im-
provement of working relations, the process must start with you and
Secretary Rogers.

Such an initiative could be followed up by a range of additional
actions, the purpose of which would be to try and make better use of
the resources available at State (they are not inconsiderable), and to en-
gender the kind of active inter-relationship which is so badly needed.

A number of specific steps follow:

1. A private meeting between yourself and the Secretary, in which
you would stress your own desire to see nothing but the closest rela-
tions between the members of your staff and their counterparts at State.
This kind of forthcoming opening on your part could at least lay the
groundwork for a bit of relaxation from the Secretary’s side, and pre-
pare the way for a subsequent session with the important working-
level people at State—primarily the Assistant Secretaries.

2. A meeting of you with Elliot Richardson and the IG Chairman
(with the Secretary invited, although he might not want to be there),
as a follow-up to your overture to the Secretary. You would lay out in
some detail just what kind of product the IG papers really should be,
and what the President needs. Some of my discussions lead me to be-
lieve that there is genuine confusion on this score. Some straight talk
from you, stressing the importance of these papers and showing just
how basic they could be if done properly might result in a vastly im-
proved product. Your message would be that the NSC staff wants to
work with—and not against—the IG process.
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3. You should continue to encourage NSC staff members to con-
sult more actively with their State Department counterparts throughout
policy deliberations over at State. This is a subject that would be well
worth discussing with Secretary Rogers; he could (hopefully) be made
to see that it is in his interest that such close consultations do go for-
ward. As it is now, conflict all too often emerges in the very last stages,
and this is just one more factor which escalates issues for decision to
a show-down of sorts between you and the Secretary.

4. Therole of the Under Secretaries Committee should be strength-
ened, putting an increased responsibility on State’s shoulders. State
must be challenged to do a better job and the way to do that best is to
give them responsibility, not take it away. A number of NSSMs already
in process could be directed straight to the Under Secretaries Com-
mittee in the first instance, and this line of approach should be more
actively followed in the future. This can be handled in part by the very
way the NSSMs are drafted.

5. Every effort must be made to move papers through the White
House system as quickly as possible. Admittedly, State is notoriously
delinquent in the way it sends papers over late for clearance, with hor-
rendous last minute deadlines. This is something for which we con-
stantly jump on them for and we will continue to do so. But to the ex-
tent that our own hands are clean, and decision papers do not languish
here, the onus for delay is on State.

6. There will always be very private White House initiatives. This
is required both by Presidential style and the concern over possible
leaks. Nonetheless, this is also a formula which needs to be used with
utmost discrimination, only where absolutely necessary.

In sum, there is a major problem. No one else in this government—
who is in a position to deal with it—will. You can. To lift the current
malaise, to everyone’s advantage, you should. I believe—and I say this
in the full knowledge that I am drawing heavily on my credit balance
with you—you must.

It is in your interest, in the President’s interest, and—ultimately—
in the national interest.
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87. Memorandum From William Watts, Staff Secretary, National
Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, December 1, 1969.

SUBJECT

NSC Staff: Comments and Recommendations

At the end of my first interview with you last summer about join-
ing your staff, you said, “No matter how many difficulties and prob-
lems I have described to you, it is in my interest to make this system
work.”

I left the Governor and came to work for you because I believed
(and continue to believe) that I could serve you in your interest. What
follows has that fully in mind, and is set forth in the spirit of candor
which must underpin my usefulness to you.

As you have made clear on a number of occasions, there is a real
justification for the NSC system as it now exists only if the NSC staff
effort is clearly superior to that produced anywhere else in the gov-
ernment. On the basis of experience to date, the President has come to
expect from you work of the highest caliber (so much so, I would ven-
ture, that he has clearly carried the pattern you established in organ-
izing a domestic staff counterpart under John Ehrlichman). This is a
key element in your strength and ability to intercede in the foreign pol-
icy process. To the degree that you are not served to full capacity by
your staff, further refinements are required.

Overall quality of staff work is going to depend in large measure
on three internal factors:

(1) Personnel
(2) Bureaucratic efficiency
(3) Morale

Let me treat these separately.

Personnel—Your staff is widely recognized as the most competent
and skilled group in Washington. So it should be. There are, however,
some specific weaknesses, and these need to be dealt with.

We have already touched on this subject briefly in recent conver-
sations. I recommend that you, Al Haig, Tony Lake and I get together

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing
Office Files, 1969-77, Box 40, Administrative Files, National Security Council Organiza-
tion (5), 8/19/69-12/1/69. Secret; Nodis; Eyes Only.
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in the near future to settle on some specific steps. It does no good to
know that certain members of the staff are not up to snuff, and yet not
take steps to find replacements. But in order to move on this, we need
your guidance and authorization.

Bureacratic Efficiency—Your staff has grown in size far beyond its
final counterpart under Walt Rostow. The flow of paper is staggering,
as are the numbers of individual action assignments.

This has required the development of internal bureaucratic ma-
chinery which has taken time to shape and tune. Where shortcomings
remain—as they obviously do—I am trying to work them out.

We are just now getting into action a far more institutionalized
review procedure, which should enable us to almost automatically see
that deadlines don’t slip, due dates are met, and all members of the
staff are kept up to the mark in terms of their assignment responsi-
bilities. I do not pretend that by automating status reports and up-
grading our review capability we can guarantee absolute quality. That
relates closely, after all, to the personnel question. But real improve-
ment (particularly if some personnel changes are made) should be
inevitable.

Morale—Your best men are not looking for special status or pres-
tige. They know that the very nature of their assignment, their loca-
tion close to the center of power in this power-oriented city, gives them
all this and more.

I know you feel you should not have to worry about the morale
of your staff. But it is an objective reality, I believe, that performance
and morale are directly and irrevocably linked. If this is so, then it fol-
lows that it is very much in your interest to promote the morale of your
good men.

I am concerned that you do not fully accept just how deeply com-
mitted your best men are to your position and what you are doing.
One of the chief criticisms, in fact, of the NSC staff in the bureaucracy
is that they are loyal to your positions and concepts almost to the point
of inflexibility. They have gained a reputation of defending your views
(as those of the President’s) to a point where they are sometimes seen
as unyielding.

I also hope you realize that your best men are willing to follow
your lead and work the very long hours they do—weekends and hol-
idays included, of course—not because they necessarily want to, but
because they know what you are doing holds the entire national se-
curity and foreign affairs system in this government together. It is your
preeminence, your ability to contribute what is unique and creative in
this Administration’s foreign policy, that makes these men go. They
are, in this sense, very concerned indeed with your morale; they strive
to give you the best, to help let you be the best.
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I am satisfied that the good men on your staff are not trying to
sabotage you. If they wanted to, after all, it would be simple enough
to do, and would be quickly apparent.

I am also satisfied, however, that their product could be improved.
In fact, I can visualize a joint staff effort working with you and on your
behalf which could hum in a fashion capable of meeting even your
most exacting standards.

Those of us responsible for doing so, consistently work with the
staff to get their product more fully in tune with what you want. In
some instances, as I have indicated above, this is a futile exercise. In
those cases, changes must be made; and the machinery needs contin-
uing improvement.

But there will continue to be, even under the best of circumstances,
another side of the equation. In turning to this, I must speak bluntly.
If I can’t, then I shouldn’t be here.

There are several specific points I wish to raise.

1. Imprecise instructions—None of us, no matter how hard we try,
can read your mind. You have said on more than one occasion that you
know what you want when you see it. Fair enough, but it means that as
the staff man is trying to get what you want, he frequently works with-
out a very clear understanding of what he is supposed to be driving at.
I am sure you can appreciate that this puts him at a disadvantage.

To the degree, then, that you can make your own instructions as to
what you want or what you need as precise and focused as possible, your
best men will be able to satisfy you quickly and painlessly. Everybody
stands to benefit.

2. Contradictory instructions—From time to time, staff men get from
you—directly and indirectly—different sets of instructions which are
clearly at odds with each other.

Let me be specific. In the case of the CBW exercise, I think it is fair
to say that everyone involved with the product was at one point or an-
other substantially confused. I recognize that this effort was not man-
aged well, and I hold myself primarily responsible. A game plan should
have been drawn up immediately after the NSC meeting so that every-
one involved would have known what they should be doing. (This will
be done in the future.) Nonetheless, I stand on the judgment that in-
structions and directives were being changed so rapidly that it was ex-
traordinarily difficult to proceed coherently and cohesively.

I realize that the President frequently changes his mind, putting
you in an equally tenuous position. Just as that makes your task the
more difficult, so is the task of those who genuinely want to get you
what you need vastly complicated when they work under colliding
instructions.
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3. Public Reprimands and Downgrading of Your Staff—If anything can
break the spirit of the men working for you (whether in your own
White House basement office, or in the EOB), it is drilling them for in-
adequate performance or downgrading them in front of their peers.
Your best men find this hard to understand and accept, and it hardly
motivates them to produce the highest quality of which they are ca-
pable. The downgrading also seriously undermines their own effec-
tiveness as they deal with their counterparts in the bureaucracy.

When you feel a reprimand is in order, I recommend you do this
in private, and in a way that lets the man know what he is being rapped

for.

The reverse, of course, holds as well. A few words of encouragement
after a particularly exacting effort mean a great deal.

4. Absence of debriefing on decisions and agreements you make privately.
You do a lot of important work in private meetings with key Admin-
istration officials, at which no other member of the NSC staff is pres-
ent. This kind of personal forum enables you to move quickly and in-
formally on a wide range of issues. It also, I assume, permits a degree
of candor which would be lacking if other people were around.

I have in mind primarily your breakfast or luncheon meetings with
Richardson; but this also applies to similar meetings with Packard,
Mayo, Ehrlichman and others, where items of direct interest to your
staff members are discussed.

What subsequently happens all too frequently, I fear, is that your
staff men hear about specific decisions or guidance—which they need
to know—only indirectly, through the staff subordinates of the other
principals. Richardson and Packard et al, do debrief, in extenso, fol-
lowing their meetings with you. This puts your staff members in the
difficult and embarrassing position of finding out what you have
agreed to, recommended, or decided, through overtures to their coun-
terparts around Washington. Furthermore, what your men get may
well be warped and flavored in a way which favors the other princi-
pal’s position when it differs from yours.

I urge you to give readouts after such key private policy and deci-
sion-making meetings. In order to conserve your time, this can, of
course, be done through one channel—Al Haig/Tony Lake. It would
help me if I could sit in, but I make no particular brief for that. I do
make a strong brief that the readouts be given.

AsIsaid at the outset, I have put these thoughts in writing in what
I honestly believe to be your best interests. If I can usefully develop
any of this more fully, either orally or in writing, let me know.
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88. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, December 1, 1969.

SUBJECT
Problems with the Program Analysis Operation

You should be aware that Larry Lynn is becoming increasingly dis-
couraged from the attitude displayed by the Department of Defense
toward his various projects. While there are many minor problems, I
believe the most serious involves the role of the DPRC and the fact that
Secretary Laird has put out some extremely prohibitive guidance to the
Department of Defense which is now being translated into a stonewall
position against Lynn in most of the areas with which he is dealing
and which involve the DPRC, as well as some of the non-associated
NSSMs such as the NATO Tactical Nuclear issue.

I believe that it is essential that you meet with Larry early this
week to discuss the specifics of his problem. Following that meeting,
you should ask for a meeting between Mel Laird, Dave Packard, Larry
and yourself, together with whomever Mr. Laird might want to include
to sort out the many problems. If you do not do so, I am convinced
that the following situation will develop.

1. Larry will resign his position within a matter of weeks.

2. The entire DPRC system will remain stillborn.

3. All other Defense related relationships involving the NSC will
suffer accordingly.

As you know, you do not have a Richardson counterpart in De-
fense. Also, as you probably know, Mr. Packard is being systematically
isolated by Secretary Laird from Defense policy issues so that, in ef-
fect, any agreements arrived at between our office and Mr. Packard are
meaningless. There is also an indication that many of the staff sections
in the Defense Department are becoming increasingly disenchanted
with the NSC system which they consider as a drilling formation, a
bottleneck for actions which they believe they have worked diligently
to prepare only to find them stalemated for weeks at a time, at the NSC
level.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Staff Files—
Staff Memos, Box 1050, Lynn, Laurence E., Jr. Secret; Sensitive; Eyes Only. Kissinger ini-
tialed the memorandum, indicating that he saw it.
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All of the above convinces me that unless prompt remedial action
is taken and that unless a constructive dialogue is developed between
you and the Department, we are headed for a complete collapse of our
relationships with the Department of Defense. I do not believe we can
or should permit this to happen, especially in view of the growing prob-
lems with State. To me, all that is necessary is a rational, high-level dis-
cussion of the issues and, if necessary, some give on our part. This is
not a matter that we can procrastinate on any longer, nor can we keep
Larry at arm’s length, pouting over his frustrations and harboring
strong resentments toward you for lack of support or toward the De-
partment of Defense for its lack of cooperation.

89. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, December 1, 1969.

Attached is the letter from Bob Mayo, providing his views to me
on the pending completion of the FY 1971 budget preparation and the
initial stages of the FY 1972 planning cycle.” I concur in his views that
(a) an issue identification process for the Department of Defense, as
outlined in the Budget Bureau Bulletin 68-9, is appropriate, and (b) it
is premature to deal with the FY 1972 cycle.

Much of Bob’s letter bothers me, however. The tone of the letter
is strongly aimed at further Defense cuts. The basis for such a predilec-
tion is not well-founded, in my judgment. It may be that for any num-
ber of reasons such a course will be prudent. But if we do choose that
course, it should be on the basis of sound and reasoned analysis, not
on the rudimentary analyses which have typified budget and national
security resource availability in the past. I believe we have an oppor-
tunity to make a quantum jump in our decision-making process at the
national level in striving for an optimum resource allocation among
our national goals. Pursuing Bob Mayo’s course would miss that
opportunity.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files,
Box 223, Department of Defense—01 Dec-31 Jan 70, Vol. V. Secret.

2 Dated November 19; not printed.
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Bob highlights, for example, “. .. the worsening fiscal picture for
1971....” He concludes, without providing the analysis, that we can-
not meet our fiscal goals (unspecified) without a lower Defense target.
It is not clear that if employment levels and national production rates
slacken, thereby impinging on the revenue flow, the best—much less
the only—course is to cut federal outlays. Economic analysis might
show that employment levels, production rates, and therefore federal
revenues would be enhanced by continuing, or even increased, federal
outlays. I do not know. I am simply suggesting the case is not clear
based on Bob’s statements.

For projecting security outlays in 1972, Bob suggests we wait un-
til the middle of next year to have our discussions, i.e., until Bureau of
the Budget has had the opportunity to reexamine economic projections,
the revenue picture, the Administration’s other critical programs, and
our progress in Vietnam. I agree on the timing. But it would be far
better in my judgment to have a broader look than the Bureau of the
Budget can provide by itself. To do the analytical job properly, we need
to study:

—The overall economic picture, including the GNP projections; the
resources which will likelly be available for federal programs; the im-
pact of various spending levels on national goals such as defense, full
employment, economic growth, price stability, and balance of pay-
ments equilibrium.

—The sensitivity of higher and lower federal spending increments
on our key national goals, 1.e., what price do we pay in inflation, if any,
for more national security.

—The allocation of the resources within the Federal sector for optimum
distribution.

—The relation between the supply side of the national security equation
and the demand side, i.e., our basic national security commitments.

We now have an institutional arrangement in the Defense Program
Review Committee (DPRC) to consider such issues. We should use the
DPRC for just these purposes. To do so will in my judgment constitute
a major accomplishment for this Administration.

At the same time, if we use the DPRC for lesser tasks, such as as-
sessing the program of individual weapons systems or alternative re-
gional force levels, we shall risk the loss in utility of the Review Com-
mittee. Maybe at some later time the DPRC can assimilate such
important, but lesser, tasks. But at the start—or at least for the ensu-
ing budget cycles—we should reserve to the DPRC only those major
aggregate resource allocation issues ancillary to our top-most national
goals.

Mel Laird
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90. Memorandum From the Director of the Program Analysis
Staff, National Security Council (Lynn) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, December 8, 1969.

SUBJECT
Deteriorating Relationships with DOD

Our official relationships with DOD continue to deteriorate, at
least as far as my activities are concerned. Since I last discussed this
problem with you, we have received new and disturbing evidence of
DOD’s unwillingness to cooperate with NSC activities.

I realize that you cannot do battle with the bureaucracy on every in-
cident. However, we are faced with a series of incidents, any one of which
could be tolerated but which, taken together, create a serious problem.

My immediate problem is that it is extremely difficult to get the
other agencies to cooperate with us if DOD can consistently withhold
its cooperation and get away with it.

My general concern is that this refusal to cooperate, even when
the President himself has directed it, coupled with the serious lack of
leadership and competence in OSD, may eventually cost the President
heavily in bad policies and programs, missed opportunities, and prob-
lems with Congress.

The history of the last two decades demonstrates that when things
don’t go well in the Pentagon, the country as well as the party in power
pay a stiff price.

The specific problems are as follows.

Program Budgets

On 8 October you signed NSSM 77 directing that program budg-
ets be prepared for 13 countries and asking the agencies to designate
individuals to work on the project.

Every agency but DOD responded by designating representatives.
After overcoming the reluctance of the State Department and the
Budget Bureau and reaching some statesman-like compromises on
schedule and procedures, a phased work program was developed.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files,
Box 223, Department of Defense—01 Dec-31 Jan 70, Vol. V. Secret; Eyes Only. Sent for
action.

% Document 78. Copies of NSSMs and follow-up studies, organized by NSSM num-
ber, are in ibid., NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Boxes H-122 through H-207, National
Security Study Memoranda.
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Dave Packard’s reply was received on December 3, two months
late (See Tab A).2

After lecturing us on how busy they are and on how difficult it is
to develop program budgets, he says,

—he will support the program analysis efforts for the four coun-
tries for which separate NSSMs have already been issued (though their
cooperation on Korea and Turkey has been minimal at best),

—he will not cooperate with developing a program budget for
Vietnam,

—two to four of the remaining eight countries could be under-
taken as a matter of second priority if people are available and after
the others are done and evaluated.

I consider the reply insulting and the assertions about the diffi-
culty of the task wrong. If we accept the DOD reply, NSSM 77 will in
effect have been rescinded.

I can live with this situation. The strategy would be to wait until
the NSC has reviewed the Korea and Thailand program analyses and
then attempt to reissue the NSSM with stronger Presidential support.

What I object to is the principle of the matter and the fact that the
other agencies will draw inferences about who has the upper hand.

NSSM 50, A Review of U.S. Naval Forces

As you recall, DOD submitted an extremely poor study on U.S.
Naval Forces in response to NSSM 50. On November 21, you sent a
memorandum to DOD pointing out that the President was personally
interested in the study, that the study was deficient, and that a series
of specific questions should be answered before you reported to the
President.

On December 2, Packard replied (See Tab B),* noting that,

—many of the questions were valid and that answers would be
forwarded gy 21 January 1970,

—you cannot consider the capabilities of a single service apart
from the capabilities of the entire Department of Defense,

—DOD’s views on naval forces will be transmitted in September
1970, as called for by NSDM 27 (U.S. Military Posture). “Only at that
time will we be able to provide the President with a meaningful pres-
entation on U.S. naval torces.” The NSSM 50 report is a Navy study
with no DOD endorsement. (We asked for a DOD study, not a Navy
study.)

What we will get in September 1970, of course, is a coordinated
DOD view on naval force requirements for the next five years, not an

3 Not printed.
4 Not printed.
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imaginative study on how and for what purposes the Navy of the fu-
ture might be designed and what the major problems are. Thus DOD
is saying that it is not going to take any responsibility for NSSM 50,
period.

There is nothing we can or should do until the answers to the ques-
tions come in on January 21. I would like to note, however, that:

—today, the Navy is quite beyond civilian control. Unlike the other
two services, the Navy has no intention of subordinating itself to Sec-
retary of Defense leadership and will use every trick in the book to get
its way. Relatively speaking, they escaped scott free during the current
budget review.

—the Navy is a museum, not a fully effective figfhting force. For
years they have sacrificed the basic elements of real effectiveness—
trained crews, sonobuoys, support ships, spare parts—to keep the max-
imum number of combatant ships afloat and the maximum number of
aircraft in the inventory. (I remember that two years after a new sup-
port aircraft had been introduced into the inventory, only 30 percent
were operationally ready; they had simply not bought spare parts. At
the time they were insisting in the strongest terms that they needed to
buy more of these aircraft. The FY 71 budget review has, according to
my informants, dramatically compounded such problems.)

—the Navy is increasingly becoming a relic. It is run largely by 57
year old Admirals who haven’t had a new idea since their battlesKips
were sunk from under them; they won’t have their next new idea un-
til their carriers are sunk from under them. The whole concept of the
Navy should be thoughtfully reviewed, but there isn’t a prayer of this
happening under present DOD leadership.

DPRC

On December 1, September Laird wrote you on the proper role of
the DPRC. (See Tab C)°

In Secretary Laird’s view, the DPRC should,

—analyze the overall economic picture,

—evaluate the sensitivity of our key national goals to higher and
lower national spending levels,

—study the optimum allocation of total Federal resources,

—evaluate our basic national security commitments.

The DPRC should not:

—assess the programs of individual weapons systems (Safeguard?
AMSA? CVAs?)

5 Document 89. In a December 6 memorandum to Kissinger, Lynn wrote: “My view
is that he [Laird] is trying to get the DPRC off his back and divert you to fighting with
Mayo, Treasury, and the Council of Economic Advisers over national priorities and the
size of the defense budget. (‘Let’s you and them fight.")” (National Archives, Nixon Pres-
idential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files, Box 234, DPRC & DEF Budget 1969)



200 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume II

—assess alternative regional force levels (NATO? Korea?) The clear
implication is that the DPRC should not review the Defense policy and
program NSSM’s.

In summary Secretary Laird believes “we should reserve to the
DPRC only those major aggregate resource allocation issues ancillary
to our top-most goals.”

His views are preposterous. If you were to do what he suggests,
the columnists would be writing that Henry Kissinger is not only Sec-
retary of State and Secretary of Defense but President as well.

More than that, he is proposing a flat rejection of both the spirit
and the letter of the NSDM that established the DPRC. (It is interest-
ing to note that only 5 of about 35 NSDMs have been signed by the
President himself; the NSDM on the DPRC was one of them; a copy of
the NSDM is at Tab D.® Not only that, at one NSC meeting the Presi-
dent went on at some length about wanting to put a stop to the bilat-
eral bargaining between BOB and DOD and to the inter-service log
rolling.

There are a number of ways to handle the situation:

—You could ignore Laird; as the defense NSSMs, such as the ones
on Korea, Thailand, nuclear forces, etc. come up, schedule them for the
DPRC, perhaps with a call from you to Laird in each case.

This approach puts Packard in an exposed position. He has al-
ready exceeded Laird’s guidelines in laying issues before the DPRC.
We could regard this as Packard’s problem, not ours.

Yes
No

—Call Laird and explain the President’s wishes.
Yes
No

—Forward Laird’s memo to the President, explain the problem to
him, and get a renewed charter from the President which you could
transmit to Laird.

Yes
No”

Format for DOD’s Five Year Force and Program Plan

On October 31 you asked Packard to comment on a draft format
for DOD’s submission of a Five Year Force and Program Plan called
for by NSDM 27.

¢ Document 79.
7 None of the options is checked.
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You also asked for DOD suggestions on a format for showing over-
seas deployments and military assistance programs and DOD recom-
mendations as to the number and content of the detailed program sta-
tus tables.

The purposes of the exercise were to give guidance to DOD and
to get an interagency discussion of the kinds of information on the De-
fense program that should be available to senior officials.

Laird replied on 25 November (See Tab E).? He said that he wasn’t
going to comply with the request and to wait and see what he submits
in January. This was a simple request. I understand that a somewhat
more forthcoming response was proposed for his signature but that it
was toughened up in his office. (He says he will use NSDM 27 as a
guide, but NSDM is not specific enough to be a guide.)

Here, too, if this were the only problem, we wouldn’t have to go
to the mat on it. In the context of the other problems, however, non-
compliance is significant.

Recommendation

I don’t see how you can let this string of rebuffs go unanswered.
I recommend that you meet with Laird to resolve the problem or to de-
cide what disagreements should be referred to the President.”

8 Not printed.
9 See Document 91.

91. Editorial Note

On December 11, 1969, President’s Assistant for National Security
Affairs Henry Kissinger and Secretary of Defense Laird met for break-
fast to discuss the Defense Department’s role in the National Security
Council process and, in particular, the function of the Defense Program
Review Committee. No record of their discussion has been found.

Asked by Kissinger to provide talking points, Laurence Lynn, Di-
rector of the NSC’s Office of Program Analysis, provided notes for dis-
cussion that highlighted some of the problems he had discussed in his
December 8 memorandum to Kissinger (Document 90). Among his
points were the following: 1) “Many in DOD (mainly in Systems Analy-
sis and ISA) appear to attach a low priority to compliance with NSSMs
and to cooperation with the interagency groups such as the DPRC and
the VSSG. More and more I hear the question, ‘Is the President really
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interested, or just you?’'” 2) “Deputy Assistant Secretary Wu has told
me Laird does not intend to have the defense policy and program
NSSMs submitted to the DPRC, that this is not his understanding of
the DPRC’s function. (Wu said to me, ‘after all, Laird created the
DPRC.")” 3) “The problem, simply, is that OSD is not putting its best
efforts—or even at times any effort at all—into responding to the in-
teragency, NSC instigated or led study and analysis efforts. I attribute
this to Mel Laird’s indifference or outright opposition, to Packard’s im-
patience with interagency studies staffed by ‘clerks,” to poor relation-
ships between Packard and Laird, and to incompetence in ISA.” (Un-
dated memorandum; National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials,
NSC Files, Staff Files—Staff Memos, Box 1050, Lynn, Laurence E., Jr.)

A set of talking points for Kissinger’s breakfast meeting, prepared
by an unidentified member of the NSC staff, reads in part:

“1. Main issue is role of DPRC. Key points are:

“—Though the analysis of national priorities and the allocation of
total Federal resources should receive top level attention, as Laird sug-
gests, this task is too ambitious for the DPRC; a special staff and much
wider agency participation would be required.

“—On the other hand, Laird is quite right in believing that DPRC
shouldn’t be another “project manager” for DOD programs. It shouldn’t
consider which tactical aircraft to buy or how to equip a division.

“—The President’s intent was to have an interagency forum to con-
sider those issues with major doctrinal, diplomatic, or economic im-
plications. The President wants State, CIA, BOB, and CEA views con-
sidered in the process of reviewing such issues.

“—The DPRC seems to be the most logical forum to review the
defense policy and program NSSMs. [Laird has opposed this rather
strongly.] The NSSMs typically address issues of Presidential interest
with broad implications.” (Ibid., Agency Files, Box 223, Department of
Defense—01 Dec-31 Jan 70, Vol. V. Brackets in the source text)
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92. Letter From the Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian
and Pacific Affairs (Green) to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, January 9, 1970.

Dear Henry:

I am writing about the new Interagency Ad Hoc Group on Laos
which was launched by your memorandum of December 6, 1969.7

Jonathan Moore, who chairs the Group, and I have both felt that
there was a need for some mechanism for improving interagency co-
ordination of our actions and programs in Laos. Otherwise there is dan-
ger of our examining and making decisions in fragmentary fashion
without relating the various pieces which make up the whole in a way
that will provide continuing cohesive control over our actions in Laos.

Our earlier practice of examining CIA-related proposals in a pri-
vate session between State and Agency representatives can be im-
proved upon, particularly by bringing in Defense representation and
by enabling more coordinated analytical staff work. I appreciate that
the Agency is reluctant to have some of its activities exposed too much,
but the Defense Department is considerably more upset to be virtually
excluded from deliberations which can affect them in a very material
manner. The concept of the new Laos Interagency Group is welcomed
by Defense representatives even though it does not go as far as they
were proposing, and the Agency representatives on the Group are quite
satisfied with its workings thus far. I am convinced that the Group can
function in a discreet and controlled fashion.

The more recent guidance we have received from you raises in rel-
evant fashion the relationship of the Ad Hoc Group to higher-level in-
teragency bodies. I have two quick observations on it. First, in order
to function effectively, the new Lao Group does require clarification on
its relationship to other mechanisms such as the 303 Committee.
Second, for the same reason, it needs to have some responsibility for

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Box 546,
Country Files, Far East, Laos, Vol. III, 11 Oct 69-31 Jan 70. Secret; Sensitive.

2 In the memorandum to Rogers, Laird, and Helms, the President directed that the
group was “to be similar to the Interagency Ad Hoc Group on Vietnam in both compo-
sition and function” and should perform the following functions: “1. Coordination and
assessment of military planning and operations in Laos. 2. Discussion of interdepart-
mental issues concerning operational developments in Laos and decision on issues which
could appropriately be settled by the Ad Hoc Group, with referral to Principals on those
which cannot,” and determination of a public posture on military developments if re-
quired. (Ibid., RG 59, Central Files 1970-73, POL 27 LAOS)
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preliminary screening, staffing, and drawing up recommendations. It
is obvious that the new group should not try to do the job by itself,
but unless it plays a meaningful staffing role it cannot be really useful
to higher-level policy bodies, the memberships of which are not in con-
tinuous contact with developments and considerations relating to U.S.
policy in Laos. Our current feeling is that the new Lao Group should
be the core mechanism, monitoring comprehensively Laos develop-
ments and being competent to analyze proposals and develop posi-
tions on them for forwarding to the most appropriate higher policy
body in the given instance.

The current practice of the members of the new Lao Group of keep-
ing their respective principals fully informed and seeking guidance
from them is a necessary one which insures better coordination and
control. Given this, we feel the group should have the continuing re-
sponsibility of determining which matters to refer to higher authority
and which parent mechanism is the most appropriate in a given in-
stance. The nature of the decision being examined must be known be-
fore we can know which higher-level body is the most appropriate for
referral. The WSAG, the 303 Committee, and units of the NSC system
itself all have relevance, but being somewhat specialized, none has sole
responsibility for formulating policy for Laos and none, it seems to me,
can undertake the functions of the new Lao Group as I have described
them herein. The 303 Committee, for instance, examines CIA opera-
tions, but on a broad conceptual basis rather than an operational one
and it carries no strictly military representation.

There may be matters of ultra-sensitivity requiring special han-
dling. Such matters will not be referred to the Group unless you or
other higher authorities so direct. If such a matter first comes to the at-
tention of the Chairman of the Group, he, recognizing its sensitivity,
will take the initiative to consult you or other higher authority as to
the best channel for handling.

I am taking the liberty of making these preliminary comments in
this channel because you have been generous enough to invite it and
because it has been so useful previously, and in the hope that they will
be helpful to you in considering this matter. Perhaps you and I and
Jonathan can chat about this when you find time now that you are back
in Washington.?

Sincerely,

Marshall

% Kissinger responded in a January 14 letter: “I agree fully with the general proce-
dures outlined and especially the view that only major intelligence issues be referred to
303.” (Ibid.)
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93. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to the Defense Program Review
Committee!

Washington, January 19, 1970.

SUBJECT

Establishment of Defense Program Review Committee Working Group

Based on our prior discussions and the presentation to us at our
last meeting” of the draft Fiscal Guidance for the Defense Department,
the agenda for the Defense Program Review Committee for the com-
ing months should include:

General issues:

—Analysis of Forces, Threats, and Strategies in Relation to U.S.
Overseas Commitments and Policies;

—Analysis of Resources Required for Defense and Relation of De-
fense Budgets to Civilian Programs and the Economy;

—Review of U.S. Genera%Purposes Forces Postures;

—Review of U.S. Strategic Posture.

Specific issues:

—Future Strategic Role of Manned Bombers;
—Requirements for Aircraft Carriers;
—Continental Air Defense.

These issues, together with any other issues suggested by mem-
bers of the Committee, will be considered by the DPRC during the pe-
riod prior to the submission by the Defense Department in September
of their Five Year Force and Program Plan for FY 72-76.

It is essential that the Committee have a regular procedure for or-
ganizing and preparing for its consideration of these issues. To that
end, the President has directed that the Defense Program Review Com-
mittee establish a Working Group to assist it in its work.

This Working Group will be chaired by a representative of the As-
sistant to the President for National Security Affairs and will include
a representative of each regular member of the Committee.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-098, Defense Program Review Committee, DPRC General
1969-Feb. 1970. Secret; Sensitive.

? January 15.
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The responsibility of the Working Group will be the preparation,
prior to DPRC consideration of an issue, of a paper which will:

—set forth and analyze the issue or problem;

—state with precision any difference of views within the Govern-
ment and the reasons therefor;

—present the options available to the President, indicating in sum-
mary form their advantages and disadvantages.

The Working Group will be responsible for organizing and su-
pervising whatever studies and analyses are required for the prepara-
tion of the DPRC papers, drawing on the participating agencies for
staff support.

Please let me have the name of your representative on the Work-
ing Group by January 23, 1970.

Henry A. Kissinger

94. Letter From Secretary of the Treasury Kennedy to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, January 20, 1970.

Dear Henry:

You will recall discussions with you, as well as discussions with
the President, at which you were present, relating to the participation
by the Treasury in national security matters. The President clearly
stated that I should participate whenever financial and economic mat-
ters are involved. It was pointed out that this was true in most cases—
not controlling, of course, but frequently of great importance. Exam-
ples of where the Treasury would not participate and I would not be
expected to take time, would be those cases where technical discus-
sions of weapon systems or internal operations were concerned.

A year now has passed and Treasury participation has been neg-
ligible. It seems to me it has been on a “hit and miss” basis. Occasion-

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files) Box H-300, NSC System, Institutional File General 1969 through 1974.
Confidential. Kissinger wrote at the top of the first page: “Draft reply. This shouldn’t sit
for a month. Make some excuse for delay.” See Document 14.
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ally, I have been invited. Usually it has been at the last minute and with
briefing papers furnished just prior to the meeting and frequently with-
out previous participation by Treasury staff. In fact, in some cases Treas-
ury staff has been excluded completely or until positions have been
finalized. Yet in a number of cases I could cite, Treasury participation
has made a real contribution to the ultimate decision.

Let me give you a few glaring examples that have come to my at-
tention in recent days of where Treasury has been by-passed in the na-
tional security process and where we have responsibility and could
make a contribution to effective policy.

a. NSSM 26—U.S. Military Supply Policy for South Asia. Clearly,
Treasury has responsibility in the Aid program including military as-
sistance. In this paper, however, the omission of Treasury at the Re-
view Committee level was even more obvious since the paper was com-
pletely rewritten as a result of Treasury recommendations. At the IG
level the basic paper was discussed and the corrections which were
largely incorporated in the final draft were a direct result of Treasury
participation. Yet Treasury was omitted from the Review Committee
Meeting as well as the NSC Meeting itself.

b. NSSM 51—DPolicy Toward Thailand (Program Analysis). Again, a
major thrust of this paper was the Aid and military assistance program
which Treasury participated in prior to the paper and has subsequently
been asked to participate in the subject area. During the course of the
NSC procedure we were not asked to take part.

c. NSSM 60—U.S. Policy Toward Post-de Gaulle France. During the
early drafts of the NSC paper, Treasury made direct contributions. At
the Review Committee level and also at the NSC Meeting Treasury was
not invited.

d. Treasury has recently been asked to participate in a triumvirate
task force (State, DOD, and Treasury) on Viet Nam’s economic and fis-
cal policy in which we certainly do have a responsibility. You are well
aware of the serious economic and fiscal situation in Viet Nam and its
implications upon our policy. Again, however, the various papers deal-
ing with the subject have not included Treasury at any level in the NSC
process.

e. NSSM 46—Spain. Considerable effort has been expended on this
most important paper by Treasury. We have had to clarify our own
thinking and position in Treasury which has taken some time but in
the process we have helped both State and Defense with their views.
Even with this background we were not invited to the NSC Review
Committee Meeting and the indications are that we will not be invited
to the NSC Meeting itself.

The above are merely current examples and a recent review of the
titles of your NSC papers by one of my staff suggests that there are
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many policies in which Treasury has a responsibility that are being de-
veloped without Treasury participation.

I believe it is time to review the operating procedure of the NSC
with respect to Treasury participation. Hopefully, a satisfactory
arrangement can be worked out between you and me. If not, I feel that
I must see the President on this important problem.”

With kind regards,
David M. Kennedy

% Following his rejection of a draft reply that was “much too abject,” Kissinger re-
sponded to Kennedy in a March 12 letter in which he agreed that the record of Treas-
ury’s participation in national security affairs provided by Kennedy “leaves much to be
desired. While it was not intended to be on a ‘hit or miss’ basis, it is apparent that at
times we have been overzealous in our efforts to comply with the President’s desire that
NSC meetings be held to the absolute minimum of participants.” Kissinger stated fur-
ther that he had instructed his staff “to carefully review each item on the NSC and Re-
view Groups agendas to ensure that Treasury participation is provided for whenever its
interests are involved.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files) Box H-300, NSC System, Institutional File General 1969
through 1974)

95. Report to the Congress on U.S. Foreign Policy by
President Nixon'

Washington, February 18, 1970.

PART I: THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL SYSTEM

If we were to establish a new foreign policy for the era to come,
we had to begin with a basic restructuring of the process by which pol-
icy is made.

Our fresh purposes demanded new methods of planning and a
more rigorous and systematic process of policymaking. We required a

! Source: Richard Nixon, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's: A New Strategy for Peace;
A Report to the Congress (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970), pp. 17-23.
Also printed in Public Papers: Nixon, 1970, pp. 122-126. Nixon’s 2nd and 3rd reports to
the Congress, dated February 25, 1971, and February 9, 1972, respectively, also included
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system which would summon and gather the best ideas, the best analy-
ses and the best information available to the government and the
nation.

Efficient procedure does not insure wisdom in the substance of
policy. But given the complexity of contemporary choices, adequate
procedures are an indispensable component of the act of judgment. I
have long believed that the most pressing issues are not necessarily the
most fundamental ones; we know that an effective American policy re-
quires clarity of purpose for the future as well as a procedure for deal-
ing with the present. We do not want to exhaust ourselves managing
crises; our basic goal is to shape the future.

At the outset, therefore, I directed that the National Security Coun-
cil be reestablished as the principal forum for Presidential considera-
tion of foreign policy issues. The revitalized Council—composed by
statute of the President, the Vice President, the Secretaries of State and
Defense, and the Director of the Office of Emergency Preparedness—
and its new system of supporting groups are designed to respond to
the requirements of leadership in the 1970’s:

—Our policy must be creative: foreign policy must mean more than
reacting to emergencies; we must fashion a new and positive vision of
a peaceful world, and design new policies to achieve it.

—Our policymaking must be systematic: our actions must be the
products of thorough analysis, forward planning, and deliberate deci-
sion. We must master problems before they master us.

—We must know the facts: intelligent discussions in the National
Security Council and wise decisions require the most reliable infor-
mation available. Disputes in the government have been caused too of-
ten by an incomplete awareness or understanding of the facts.

—We must know the alternatives: we must know what our real op-
tions are and not simply what compromise has found bureaucratic ac-
ceptance. Every view and every alternative must have a fair hearing.
Presidential leadership is not the same as ratifying bureaucratic
consensus.

—We must be prepared if crises occur: we must anticipate crises
where possible. If they cannot be prevented, we must plan for dealing
with them. All the elements of emergency action, political as well as
military, must be related to each other.

sections on the NSC system: U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970’s: Building the Peace (Wash-
ington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971), pp. 226-232; and U.S. Foreign Policy for
the 1970’s: The Emerging Structure of Peace (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1972), pp. 208-212. Also printed in Public Papers: Nixon, 1971, pp. 341-344; and Public Pa-
pers: Nixon, 1972, pp. 341-345.
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—Finally, we must have effective implementation: it does little good
to plan intelligently and imaginatively if our decisions are not well car-
ried out.

Creativity: Above all, a foreign policy for the 1970’s demands imag-
inative thought. In a world of onrushing change, we can no longer rest
content with familiar ideas or assume that the future will be a projec-
tion of the present. If we are to meet both the peril and the opportu-
nity of change, we require a clear and positive vision of the world we
seek—and of America’s contribution to bringing it about.

As modern bureaucracy has grown, the understanding of change
and the formulation of new purposes have become more difficult. Like
men, governments find old ways hard to change and new paths diffi-
cult to discover.

The mandate I have given to the National Security Council sys-
tem, and the overriding objective of every policy review undertaken,
is to clarify our view of where we want to be in the next three to
five years. Only then can we ask, and answer, the question of how to
proceed.

In central areas of policy, we have arranged our procedure of pol-
icymaking so as to address the broader questions of long-term objec-
tives first; we define our purposes, and then address the specific op-
erational issues. In this manner, for example, the NSC first addressed
the basic questions of the rationale and doctrine of our strategic pos-
ture, and then considered—in the light of new criteria of strategic suf-
ficiency—our specific weapons programs and our specific policy for
the negotiations on strategic arms limitation. We determined that our
relationship with Japan for the 1970’s and beyond had to be founded
on our mutual and increasingly collaborative concern for peace and se-
curity in the Far East; we then addressed the issue of Okinawa’s sta-
tus in the light of this fundamental objective.

Systematic Planning: American foreign policy must not be merely
the result of a series of piecemeal tactical decisions forced by the pres-
sures of events. If our policy is to embody a coherent vision of the
world and a rational conception of America’s interests, our specific ac-
tions must be the products of rational and deliberate choice. We need
a system which forces consideration of problems before they become
emergencies, which enables us to make our basic determinations of
purpose before being pressed by events, and to mesh policies.

The National Security Council itself met 37 times in 1969, and con-
sidered over a score of different major problems of national security.
Each Council meeting was the culmination of an interagency process
of systematic and comprehensive review.

This is how the process works: I assign an issue to an Interde-
partmental Group—chaired by an Assistant Secretary of State—for in-
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tensive study, asking it to formulate the policy choices and to analyze
the pros and cons of the different courses of action. This group’s re-
port is examined by an interagency Review Group of senior officials—
chaired by the Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs—
to insure that the issues, options, and views are presented fully and
fairly. The paper is then presented to me and the full National Secu-
rity Council.

Some topics requiring specialized knowledge are handled through
different channels before reaching the National Security Council. But
the purpose is the same—systematic review and analysis, bringing to-
gether all the agencies concerned:

—The major issues of defense policy are treated in systematic and
integrated fashion by the NSC Defense Program Review Committee.
This group reviews at the Under Secretary level the major defense pol-
icy and program issues which have strategic, political, diplomatic, and
economic implications in relation to overall national priorities.

—Through other NSC interagency groups, the United States Gov-
ernment has undertaken its first substantial effort to review all its re-
source programs within certain countries on a systematic and inte-
grated basis, instead of haphazardly and piecemeal.

Determination of the Facts: Intelligent discussions and decisions at the
highest level demand the fullest possible information. Too often in the
past, the process of policymaking has been impaired or distorted by in-
complete information and by disputes in the government which resulted
from the lack of a common appreciation of the facts. It is an essential
function of the NSC system, therefore, to bring together all the agencies
of the government concerned with foreign affairs to elicit, assess, and
present to me and the Council all the pertinent knowledge available.

Normally, NSC Interdepartmental Groups are assigned this task.
But other interagency groups perform this function for certain special
topics. For example:

—The Verification Panel was formed to gather the essential facts
relating to a number of important issues of strategic arms limitation,
such as Soviet strategic capabilities, and our potential means of veri-
fying compliance with various possible agreements. This Panel was de-
signed not to induce agreement on policy views, but to establish as
firmly as possible the data on which to base policy discussions. It helped
to resolve many major policy differences which might otherwise have
been intractable. As the section on Arms Control in this report explains
in detail, the Panel played a central part in making our preparation for
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks with the Soviet Union the most
thorough in which the U.S. Government has ever engaged.

—The Vietnam Special Studies Group (VSSG) gathers and pre-
sents to the highest levels of the United States Government the fullest
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and most up-to-date information on trends and conditions in the coun-
tryside in Vietnam. This group is of key assistance in our major and
sustained effort to understand the factors which will determine the
course of Vietnamization.

Full Range of Options: I do not believe that Presidential leadership
consists merely in ratifying a consensus reached among departments
and agencies. The President bears the Constitutional responsibility of
making the judgments and decisions that form our policy.

The new NSC system is designed to make certain that clear policy
choices reach the top, so that the various positions can be fully debated
in the meeting of the Council. Differences of view are identified and de-
fended, rather than muted or buried. I refuse to be confronted with a
bureaucratic consensus that leaves me no options but acceptance or re-
jection, and that gives me no way of knowing what alternatives exist.

The NSC system also insures that all agencies and departments re-
ceive a fair hearing before I make my decisions. All departments con-
cerned with a problem participate on the groups that draft and review
the policy papers. They know that their positions and arguments will
reach the Council without dilution, along with the other alternatives.
Council meetings are not rubber-stamp sessions. And as my decisions
are reached they are circulated in writing, so that all departments con-
cerned are fully informed of our policy, and so that implementation
can be monitored.

Crisis Planning: Some events in the world over which we have lit-
tle control may produce crises that we cannot prevent, even though
our systematized study forewarns us of their possibility. But we can be
the masters of events when crises occur, to the extent that we are able
to prepare ourselves in advance.

For this purpose, we created within the NSC system a special sen-
ior panel known as the Washington Special Actions Group (WSAG).
This group drafts contingency plans for possible crises, integrating the
political and military requirements of crisis action. The action respon-
sibilities of the departments of the Government are planned in detail,
and specific responsibilities assigned in an agreed time sequence in ad-
vance. While no one can anticipate exactly the timing and course of a
possible crisis, the WSAG’s planning helps insure that we have asked
the right questions in advance, and thought through the implications
of various responses.

Policy Implementation: The variety and complexity of foreign pol-
icy issues in today’s world places an enormous premium on the effec-
tive implementation of policy. Just as our policies are shaped and our
programs formed through a constant process of interagency discussion
and debate within the NSC framework, so the implementation of our
major policies needs review and coordination on a continuing basis.
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This is done by an interdepartmental committee at the Under Secre-
tary level chaired by the Under Secretary of State.

Conclusions

There is no textbook prescription for organizing the machinery of
policymaking, and no procedural formula for making wise decisions.
The policies of this Administration will be judged on their results, not
on how methodically they were made.

The NSC system is meant to help us address the fundamental is-
sues, clarify our basic purposes, examine all alternatives, and plan in-
telligent actions. It is meant to promote the thoroughness and deliber-
ation which are essential for an effective American foreign policy. It
gives us the means to bring to bear the best foresight and insight of
which the nation is capable.

96. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, February 21, 1970.

Henry:

Per your instructions, I have prepared a memorandum for you in-
cluding talking points for your use in your meeting with the President
tomorrow.” I have pondered this most difficult of problems at great
length this weekend and have concluded that you should not raise this
issue in either the terms I have outlined or in any other terms unless you
have in your own mind definitely decided to leave Government with-
out any qualms or reservations. In my view, there is no way to pose a
set of alternatives to the President along the lines outlined which will
not ultimately result in your departure. As I told you earlier, I believe
the President will pay any price to keep you happy and on board, but
only at the expense of a bill which he will collect on later and probably
to your disadvantage.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Kissinger Of-
fice Files, Box 148, State/WH Relationship, Vol. 3. Secret; Nodis; Exclusively Eyes Only.
Haig wrote in hand at the top of the first page: “my file only; get all other copies Laura
has.”

2 The attached memorandum is printed but not the talking points.



214 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume II

I am confident that the President has been completely aware of your
problems with Rogers, perhaps to a greater degree than you realize. If
you are to hit him with the hard alternative now, it should not be with
the view toward achieving a temporary victory which will ultimately
deteriorate, but rather with the view toward providing him with notice
that you intend to leave as soon as it can be conveniently managed.

I recognize the risks that your continuation in this job will pose
for you personally and even for the country in the long run; however,
I also believe that the overriding consideration is our country’s current
need for the kind of counsel and advice that only you have been able
to provide in the present structure of things. Thus, after careful thought,
I am against your taking this course of action now.

Al

Attachment

Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)

Washington, February 21, 1970.

SUBJECT

Your Discussion with the President on Relationships with Secretary Rogers and
the Department of State

General

Attached is a brief talking paper which represents my best judg-
ment on the tack and rationale you should employ in your discussion
with the President on Sunday, February 22, dealing with your rela-
tionships with Secretary Rogers. As you know, I do not believe that
you will want to permit the discussion to deteriorate into a bleeding
litany of the almost incredible record of poor cooperation, intentional
violations of Presidential instructions and, on occasion, deliberate de-
ceit. Nor do I think you will wish to press too strongly on the diffi-
culties you have experienced because of what appears to be a direct
confrontation between you and Secretary Rogers with the parallel and
increasing efforts by the Secretary and his staff to manipulate an anti-
Kissinger press campaign. Rather, I believe you will wish to present to
the President a calm, deliberate but unshakeable decision on your part
to leave the Administration if the President, for whatever reasons, is
unwilling to provide you with the kind of direct support essential to
a clear-cut and effective working relationship between you, the Secre-
tary of State and his Department.
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Particulars

The history of Secretary Rogers” uncooperative attitude with re-
spect to the office of the Assistant to the President for National Secu-
rity Affairs is lengthy and tragic and includes documented accounts of
poor faith in the following major areas:

a. State’s uncoordinated and unauthorized policy actions with re-
gard to SALT talks and the preparations therefor.

b. State’s abrogations of the Colorado Springs directive of Sep-
tember 1, 1969.2

c. State’s unresponsive and frequently hostile performance with
regard to such major policy issues as the Middle East, Latin America
and Africa.

d. State’s systematic efforts to erode Presidential policy decisions
on the concept of linkage and, in the early days, Presidential efforts to
hold the line on Vietnam issues.

e. The recent imbroglios with State involving the visit of Prime
Minister Palme, the handling of the Symington Subcommittee Hear-
ings (which, incidentally, can best be attested to by John Ehrlichman
who was the President’s principal staff agent and who witnessed first-
hand Secretary Rogers’ direct refusal to comply with instructions from
the White House), the policy study on France, the issue of Nigerian
relief, and finally and perhaps most importantly, the near fiasco result-
ing from State’s ﬁack of}zoor ination in the preparation of the President’s
Annual Review of U.S. Foreign Policy.*

Discussion

The bill of particulars concerning our problems with the Depart-
ment of State in general, and Secretary Rogers in particular, is awe-
some, detailed and thoroughly documented by you. It would be naive
to believe that the President is not thoroughly familiar with the prob-
lems you have been having with Secretary Rogers and, while I believe
he has been uniformly in your corner, there have been continuing man-
ifestations of an unwillingness on his part to draw the line in a direct
and unequivocal fashion with the Secretary himself. The result of this
has only contributed to Rogers’ inclination and perhaps growing de-
termination to do you in with a jugular fight. His disappointment over
the public setback associated with the Annual Review cannot but, in
my opinion, add to this determination and raise the risks of even more
serious confrontations in the near future. For this reason, I believe it is
essential that you measuredly lay the situation before the President
while avoiding the bill of particulars which is available to him at any
time if he feels it necessary to review it, and that you do so in a fash-
ion which would leave absolutely no uncertainty in the President’s

3 Document 70.
4 See Document 95.
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mind as to your determination to leave Government rather than to con-
tinue with a situation which cannot but pose the most serious risks to
the national interest, if not to the future effectiveness of the President’s
authority within the bureaucracy.

Recommendation

That you draw from the attached talking points in a discussion
with the President on your relationships with the Secretary of State,
the discussion to be held prior to the return of the Secretary on Feb-
ruary 23.°

® According to the President’s Daily Diary, Kissinger had lunch and met with
Nixon at Camp David from noon to 3:15 p.m. on Sunday, February 22. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central Files) Haldeman recorded
in his diary entry for February 23: “K back from his journey Saturday night. Reported
to P Sunday at Camp David. Is pretty pleased, feels made a start towards some real
progress. Long talks and he was (he says) very tough.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multi-
media Edition)

97. Memorandum by the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, February 26, 1970.

MEMORANDUM FOR

The Under Secretary of State

The Deputy Secretary of Defense

The Director of Central Intelligence

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff

The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers
The Director, Bureau of the Budget

SUBJECT

Defense Program Review Committee Working Group Procedures

I have designated Dr. Laurence E. Lynn as my representative to,
and chairman of, the Working Group.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files,
Box 235, DPRC & DEF Budget—1970—Vol. 1. Secret.
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These procedures will govern the functions of the Working Group:

—The DPRC, normally after receiving a proposal or presentation
from the Defense Department will identify issues requiring further con-
sideration and will refer them to the Working Group.

—The Working Group will assign the agency most concerned, usu-
ally the Department of Defense, or, if appropriate, an interagency team,
the task of preparing an initial paper. For example, the Defense De-
partment Representative would normally prepare papers on issues
involving force levels or weapons systems, analyzing the issue and
setting forth the DOD position, or the alternatives among which it
recommends that choice be made.

—The Working Group will then review the paper for complete-
ness, adequate presentation of differing views, and inclusion of an ad-
equate range of alternatives.

—After necessary revisions, the paper will be forwarded to the
DPRC for discussion.”

Henry A. Kissinger

% The first meeting of the DPRC Working Group took place on March 4. Lynn’s
March 3 briefing memorandum for DPRC members is at the National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-101, Defense
Program Review Committee Meetings, DPRC Working Group Meetings. A transcript of
a telephone conversation between Kissinger and Laird on March 12, 1970, at 10:25 a.m.
begins as follows:

“K: The DPRC went very well. I want to make one thing clear to you Mel. I am
not going to get involved in the individual weapons systems. I am not going to get into
your business on this.

“L: I understand. I just wanted to make sure there was no misunderstanding.

“K: And the way Dave [Packard] handled it was just what we had in mind.

“L: Good.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, Henry A. Kissinger
Telephone Transcripts (Telcon), Box 1, Chronological File.)
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98. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, March 14, 1970.

SUBJECT
Defense Program Review Committee (DPRC)

I believe that we should carefully reconsider the role of the DPRC.
Your memoranda of January 19 and February 26, 1970 indicate that
we do not share the same views on this subject. I hope we can fully
agree on this issue, because I believe that the DPRC should, and can,
fulfill a critical function which is not being, and which has never been,
performed.

The primary concern of the DPRC should be the allocation of re-
sources within our economy. The studies would include the allocations
between the public and private sectors, within the public sector, and
between defense and other Federal programs.

In considering this problem of overall resource allocation, the
DPRC should examine the following types of questions:

1. The resources available for defense. This would include studying
the total level of overall resources, the availability of resources to the
public sector, and allocations within the public sector between defense
and other needs.

2. Our national security objectives and strategy. We need a better un-
derstanding of the implications of our current strategy in terms of the
broad tasks to be accomplished.

3. The relationships among %oals, resource availability and policy. To
meet national security goals, while striving for other public sector ob-
jectives, may require fiscal, monetary, and debt policies—even to in-
clude controls—that constitute diminution of other national goals. We
should consider the trade-offs, for example, among national security,
price stability, balance of payments equilibrium, and the absence of
controls.

4. The foreign policy implications of defense actions. If we cannot meet
all obligations within reasonable terms, a variable in our studies should
be reformulation of US interests and commitments.

As you note in your memoranda, DOD will normally be the agency
most concerned with the issues before the DPRC. Under your proposed

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-098, Defense Program Review Committee Meetings, DPRC
General 1969-Feb. 1970. Confidential.

2 Documents 93 and 97.
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procedure, the Working Group would thus usually be referring its work
to DOD. Given this situation, I believe it is essential that a DPRC Work-
ing Group be chaired by someone within DOD, that is, if the Working
Group is to be maintained. I would designate my Assistant Secretary
for Systems Analysis, Dr. Gardiner Tucker, to direct such DPRC Staff
work.

Melvin R. Laird®

% Printed from a copy that indicates Laird signed the original.

99. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, March 14, 1970.

SUBJECT
Defense Program Review Committee (DPRC) Working Group Procedures

As I am indicating in a separate memorandum to you,” I am con-
cerned about the role and utilization of the DPRC. It appears the DPRC
may not be addressing the major and critical task for which it was es-
tablished. Rather, the DPRC appears to be addressing other issues—of
importance, to be sure—but for which other institutional arrangements
for resolution already exist.

We agree, presumably, there is inadequate analysis of the distri-
bution of resources within the public sector. The following outline il-
lustrates, using Defense as an example, the chain of allocation deci-
sions which must be made:

Sector and Optimization Level

1. Overall US Economy—Consumer vs. Business vs. Gvt Uses
2. Within Government Sector—Federal vs. State vs. Local
3. Among Federal Govt Uses—Defense vs. HEW vs. Trnsp, etc.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-098, Defense Program Review Committee Meetings, DPRC
General 1969-Feb. 1970. Confidential.

2 Document 98.



220 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume II

4. Within Defense—Strategic vs. GenPurp vs. R&D, etc.
5. Within a Given Def Use—ICBMs vs. SLBMs vs. Bombers
6. Within a Given System—MinMan vs. Titan, vs. Other

7. Within a Particular Weapon—Warhead vs. Guidance vs. Pen
Aids, etc.

The DPRC should, in my judgment, address the optimizations at
the first three levels, as outlined above. We have existing and appro-
priate arrangements for considering the lower-level optimizations. (I
will soon forward to you a proposed DPRC agenda for the next six
months.) Given those fundamentals, I believe it is desirable to reassess
the role and mechanics of a DPRC Working Group. It is not clear a
Working Group, in a formal sense, would be needed.

As you note in your memoranda, DOD will normally be the agency
most concerned with the issues before the DPRC. Under your proposed
procedure, the Working Group would thus usually be referring its work
to DOD. Given this situation, I believe it is essential that a DPRC Work-
ing Group be chaired by someone within DOD, that is, if the Working
Group is to be maintained. I would designate my Assistant Secretary
for Systems Analysis, Dr. Gardiner Tucker, to direct such DPRC Staff
work.

Melvin R. Laird

100. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, March 14, 1970.

Henry:

Attached on the right flap is Lynn’s comprehensive analysis of the
future work of the DPRC.? On the left flap are two memoranda just re-
ceived from Secretary Laird®> which in my view constitute a major as-
sault on the approach we are currently using for DPRC work. Laird in

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-098, Defense Program Review Committee Meetings, DPRC
General 1969-Feb. 1970. Secret; Sensitive.

2 Memorandum from Lynn to Kissinger, March 13; not printed.

3 Documents 98 and 99.
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effect is stating keep out of force structure and force program decisions
and focus your attention on the allocation of national resources for de-
fense and competing enterprises, sort out major doctrinal and strate-
gic issues and I will worry about individual programs.

As I told you earlier, I think Laird is more right than we are, and
that in a gut fight it will be difficult to muster support for the in-
dividual program approach. What has to be done is to clearly enun-
ciate the cut-off point by a detailed discussion of how individual pro-
grams and force structure dictates the larger questions and therefore
why there must be some minimum investigation of costly programs
and force structure as preliminary work before addressing the larger
questions.

I am convinced that Secretary Laird would not have written these
two memoranda, the language of which has been very carefully cho-
sen, if he did not intend to go to the mat with you on this issue. I know
that although this may be distasteful to you, you want my best judg-
ment. Personally, I think you are on very weak ground for two reasons.
One is in principle Laird is more correct than we are. The second rea-
son is because we have apparently failed to communicate with him on
the entire issue. By this, I mean he does not understand because we
have failed to convince him that certain costly programs must be in-
vestigated by the DPRC as the building blocks to the more important
discussions on resource allocation at the highest level. I would suggest
that you meet with Secretary Laird at the first opportunity and arrive
at a more acceptable solution rather than to continue to add to the kind
of tensions which must have spawned these two memoranda. As I told
you earlier, I am also concerned that we have not looked at the very
questions that Laird is asking us to solve nor have we given him a sym-
pathetic reception when he has raised them. For better or worse, I be-
lieve that our domestic spending has been totally out of balance with
our security spending and that this is the responsibility of your office
to rectify it. If the President were to overrule that judgment, then his
actions should be based on consideration of all the facts none of which
have been brought to his attention to the best of my knowledge.

101. Editorial Note

On March 26, 1970, Laurence Lynn, Director of the Program Analy-
sis Staff, National Security Council, drafted a memorandum to the Pres-
ident from the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs Henry
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Kissinger explaining Kissinger’s disagreement with Secretary of De-
fense Laird concerning the role of the Defense Program Review Com-
mittee. The memorandum reads in part as follows:

“The Issues

“Secretary Laird and I are in complete agreement on four issues:

“—We both believe that systematic analysis of the proper size and
allocation of the Federal budget is badly needed and would be of great
assistance to you in your budget planning.

“—We (and Budget Bureau officials as well) agree that the process
whereby major domestic program decisions are made throughout the
year, whereas the DOD budget is reviewed only near the end of the
budget cycle, may put DOD at a distinct disadvantage: if new domes-
tic program initiatives taken during the year cause your spending com-
mitments to exceed projected revenue by the time DOD’s budget comes
to your attention, DOD may be forced to take disproportionate cuts in
its budget to bring total spending and revenues into balance.

“—We agree that the DPRC should analyze alternative DOD
budget levels in the light of their impact on spending for domestic pro-
grams, on our ability to fulfill our obligations and commitments, and
on the overall capabilities of our military posture. Studies to accom-
plish these objectives are already underway.

“—We agree that the DPRC should not become involved in de-
tailed program management or weapons design issues.

“Our disagreements are as follows:

“—I do not believe that the DPRC—the primary function of which,
as I understand it, is to insure balanced and comprehensive analysis
of major Defense policy and program issues—should concern itself
with analyzing the size and scope of government activities, the proper
level of Federal spending and the allocation of the Federal budget
among DOD and other agencies. The DPRC is not constituted for these
tasks, as it lacks non-defense agency representation, and I question
whether it would be appropriate for me to oversee this work.

“However, at such time as your Domestic Policy Council is in a
position to undertake an analytical presentation of domestic program
‘strategies” and their costs, we could join forces with them and discuss
the larger questions Secretary Laird raises with the entire Cabinet. I see
no intellectual obstacles to achieving this within six months.

“—I believe that, in addition to analyzing our national security ob-
jectives, strategies and overall budgets the DPRC must analyze major
DOD policy and program issues well in advance of the final budget
review.

“We cannot analyze the size of the DOD budget in the abstract. It
must be done in the context of specific threats to our security and our
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interests, capabilities required to meet these threats at various levels of
risk, and the implications for defense and non-defense spending of im-
plementing any particular alternative.

“For example, in my January 19, 1969 [1970], memorandum [Docu-
ment 93] to which Secretary Laird is responding, I suggested a work
program as follows:

“—Analysis of forces, threats and strategies in relation to U.S. over-
seas commitments and policies,

“—Analysis of resources required for defense and relation of de-
fense budgets to civilian programs and the economy.

“(Secretary Laird and I are in agreement on the need for these first
two studies, and they are underway.)

“—review of U.S. general purpose forces posture;
“—review of U.S. strategic posture;

“—future strategic role of manned bombers;
“—requirements for aircraft carriers;
“—continental air defense.

“In addition, the State Department has proposed a study of our
overall base structure in East Asia.

“In my judgment, if such analyses could be completed and re-
viewed by you during the next three or four months, you could indi-
cate your decisions and priorities to both DOD and the Budget Bureau
well in advance of the final budget review and foreclose the necessity
of making most major decisions at the last minute without knowledge
of their implications.

“Moreover, Secretary Laird would no longer be at the ‘end of the
line” when the final budget review took place.

“Equally important, you would have a much better opportunity
to shape our defense posture in accordance with your thinking rather
than having the posture reflect compromises struck among three com-
peting Military Services.” (National Archives, Nixon Presidential Ma-
terials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-098, Defense
Program Review Committee Meetings, DPRC General 1969-Feb. 1970.)

Lynn forwarded the draft memorandum to Kissinger together with
a draft memorandum from the President to the Chairman of the DPRC
(Kissinger) stating Kissinger’s view of the DPRC’s role and directing
that a series of studies be done. Kissinger decided not to send the for-
mer to the President but forwarded the latter to him under cover of a
March 30 memorandum. The President signed it on April 2 (Document
102).
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102. Memorandum From President Nixon to the Chairman of the
Defense Program Review Committee (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 2, 1970.

This year, I would like to review major defense policy and pro-
gram issues when the Defense program is still in its formative stages,
well in advance of the final review of the Defense Department’s budget
in December.

I would like the Defense Program Review Committee to assist me
in this review by undertaking immediately a series of studies on our
military posture and forwarding the results to me over the next six
months.

I would like this review to cover the following subjects:

—a definition and analysis of our overall strategy for general pur-
pose and theater nuclear forces in relation to the threats we face and
to our interests and commitments:

—the availability of funds for defense and non-defense programs
over the next five years and potential trade-offs between defense and
non-defense expenditures;

—an analysis of the actual and projected capabilities and costs of
our general purpose forces in relation to specific military threats, in
Earticular Army and Marine Corps land forces, carrier-based and land-

ased tactical air forces, and anti-submarine warfare forces;

—an analysis of the actual and projected capabilities and costs of
our strategic nuclear forces in relation to the Soviet and Chinese threats
and to our criteria for strategic sufficiency, including analysis of U.S.
Eequirements for a manned bomber and for continental air defense

orces;

—an analysis of our overall concept and programs for military re-
search and development in relation to projected requirements for new
weapon systems.

Would you please have the Defense Program Review Committee
prepare terms of reference and a schedule of completion for these stud-
ies and forward them to me for my review by April 10, 1970.

Richard Nixon

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-098, Defense Program Review Committee Meetings, DPRC
General 1969-Feb. 1970. Top Secret; Sensitive. Drafted by Lynn and forwarded to the
President for his signature by Kissinger on March 30. (Ibid.)
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103. Memorandum From Richard T. Kennedy of the National
Security Council Staff and William Watts, Staff Secretary,
National Security Council to the President’s Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, April 3, 1970.

SUBJECT
The NSC System

You asked for recommendations on how the system can be
strengthened and made to work more effectively. The following rec-
ommendations, none of which involves major changes, in our judgment
would in the aggregate move in the direction you want.

The NSC Structure and Agency Relationships

The Review Group would be strengthened if it were clearly un-
derstood that more of the papers will be referred directly from the Re-
view Group by memorandum to the President for decision. This is the
way the process has been working to an increasing extent.

The system is suffering an overload. Many of the papers neither
warrant nor need a full NSC meeting as a prelude to Presidential de-
cision. Given the number of major issues which will require full NSC
consideration and the President’s wish to limit the number of such
meetings, more of the burden must fall on the Review Group.

But the Review Group was not constituted originally to consider
the substantive merits of options presented, or to reach a decision on
which option should be pursued. At several recent meetings, State, De-
fense and JCS representatives have made it clear that they are not em-
powered to state the positions of their agencies. Their role has been to
assure that a full range of options is presented and that each is argued
fairly and completely.

To stimulate the discussion and advocacy you seek from the Re-
view Group, the members could be asked to present agency viewpoints
on the issues and options. The Review Group’s charter requires it to
assure that “all department and agency views are fairly and adequately

! Source: Ford Library, National Security Adviser, Kissinger-Scowcroft West Wing
Offices Files, 1969-77, Box 40, Administrative Files, National Security Council Organi-
zation (6), 3/3/70-4/27/71. No classification marking. Sent for action. Copies were sent
to Watts and Jeanne Davis. An attached handwritten note from DRY [David Young] to
Haig asks: “Do you want me to keep this for Tue & Thur mtg?” Haig wrote on the note,
“Yes.”
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set out.” In this context the Review Group members could be asked
either:

—to present the views of their respective agencies at the meeting
when the paper is discussed, or

—as you have required on a number of occasions, to present a
formal statement of Agency views and recommendations when the
paper is returned after redrafting in accordance with Review Group
instructions.

We recommend the first course. If this course is to be followed, it
need only be announced at a Review Group meeting that this proce-
dure will be observed.

—Discussion will be stimulated and issues clearly exposed if each
agency representative is required at the meeting to give his agency’s
recommendation as to whether the subject and the paper need be
brought before the full NSC and, if not, to state his agency’s viewpoint
on the substantive issues and options.

—The Review Group members will have to seek agreement from
their principals in detail. The flexibility of the Review Group members
consequently will be limited, but the issues will be exposed and ad-
dressed substantively.

The two courses are not mutually exclusive. If discussion focuses
issues more clearly, a redraft of the paper may be needed. Agency views
then can be included with the resubmission.

The Use of the IGs

You have rightly observed that in most instances IG papers have
been considerably less than first class. The IGs, however, have much
to offer in the way of expertise. They also, in the final analysis, will
shape the specifics of day-to-day implementation of decisions. For
these reasons they should be brought more directly into the process
rather than being progressively excluded.

There is another important reason for enhancing the IG-Review
Group mechanism and making it work. Participation by the principal
agencies in the actual formulation and drafting of issues and options
is an essential ingredient of the system.

—Without this participation, the Department of State will domi-
nate the process of issue formulation subject only to the check-rein of
the NSC staff. Increasingly, the NSC staff will be forced into open op-
position to State to maintain the integrity of the policy formulation
process. The NSC staff will have to play devil’s advocate for other in-
terested agencies as well as to play its role of objective evaluation.

—Over-reliance on ad hoc arrangements, in which one or another
agency does not fully participate, will generate growing resistance to
the system and increasing isolation of the NSC staff. It will make man-
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agement of implementation of decisions more and more difficult and we
will face an increasing problem of clearing cables as a means of policy
control. As a practical matter, some papers, ostensibly prepared by ad
hoc groups chaired by State, actually are prepared in the IG framework.

—The following steps should be taken to improve the quality of
IG papers:

1. Participation by the NSC Staff. Each IG includes a senior NSC
Staff member. He knows both the quality and manner of presentation
which is wanted and he should carry the burden of guiding the draft-
ing group to bring forth the desired product.

—The NSC Planner should assist him during the draft phase with
comments and recommendations both as to substance and manner of
presentation.

—The Policy and Coordination Staff of the Department of State
(Cargo) oversees the work of the IG Chairmen and also should be in a
position to influence significantly the quality of the paper. The NSC
Planner should maintain a close working relationship with State Plan-
ning and Coordination Staff to this end.

2. Return Unsatisfactory Papers. An IG paper which does not meet
acceptable substance and presentation standards should be returned for
redraft before the Review Group is asked to consider it. The Review
Group should not be forced to address papers which are grossly inade-
quate. If this were done with a rigidly enforced tight deadline, the de-
partmental coordination staffs and the IGs themselves would respond.

The Management and Discipline of the System

The emphasis, of course, must be on the intellectual approach to the
substantive issues at hand. But this can be helped or hindered by the
management and administration of the system itself. The agencies for
the most part have overcome the administrative headaches which they
experienced in the first few months—they are prepared to respond.

—Scheduling has become a major problem. Adjustments will be re-
quired but they can and should be held to a minimum. The NSC Plan-
ner, Staff Secretary and the Director of the Secretariat should work
closely with the operators to coordinate the order of presentation and
consideration of papers and to assure that related subjects subjects have
been arrayed and scheduled in the most meaningful way. Events ex-
ternal to the NSC system which affect the timing of the decision-
making process must be taken into account. Schedules when set should
be adhered to as closely as possible. You should meet bi-weekly with
the NSC Planner, the Staff Secretary and the Director of the Secretariat
to discuss scheduling.

—Due dates for papers to be submitted to the Review Group should
take into account (1) timing of the need for decision, (2) the length of



228 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume II

time reasonably required for preparation of a quality paper, and (3) the
scheduled date for consideration of the paper by the Review Grou
(the submission date should be at least two weeks before the sched-
uled Review Group meeting on the paper).

—Once set, due dates and schedule should be adhered to—the
aiencies should know what is required of them and when it is required.
The Director of the Secretariat should stay in close touch with the
IG Staff Directors and Cargo’s Policy and Coordination Staff on these
matters.

—NSSMs should be carefully reviewed before they are issued to
assure that the right questions are being asked of the right people.

—The Staff Secretary/Director of Secretariat should assure that be-
fore submission for approval, every NSSM has been reviewed by the
NSC operators concerned and the NSC Planner to be certain that (%I) the
subject for study has been so delineated that the basic issues will be sur-
faced and addressed, (2) the relationship of the NSSM with all others on
related subjects is clear, and (3) the due date proposed for submission is
realistic in terms of the complexity of the problem, the timing of deci-
sion and the schedule for consideration. The need for a NSSM should be
clearly demonstrated in a memorandum requesting its approval.

—The substance of the proposed NSSM should be discussed in-
formally with the IG members representing the agencies principally
concerned and with State’s Planning and Coordination Staff before be-
ing submitted for final approval. The participants in the study (1) will
have something to contribute to sharpen and focus the study reguest
and (2) will understand more clearly at the outset what is needed.

—Follow-Up Actions
—Review Group Follow-up

—Review Group consideration of a paper invariably requires some
redrafting either for matters of substance or manner of presentation.
Immediately following the Review Group meeting, the NSC operator,
the NSC Planner, Director of Secretariat and the representative of the
Department charged with the redraft (usually State) should meet to
clearly identify the redrafting instructions and the date for submission.
This should be followed by a memorandum from the Director of Sec-
retariat to the Review Group members confirming the Review Group
requirements.

—NSC Meeting Follow Up (Applicable also to Presidential Decision
based on Memorandum submission).

—A draft NSDM should be prepared before the NSC meeting
based upon the recommendations contained in your Memorandum for
the President and the Issues for Decision paper. If the paper is to be
submitted for decision by memorandum, the draft NS[%DMPShould ac-
company the recommendations for the President’s consideration.

—Immediately following the NSC meeting, the Staff Secretary, op-
erators concerned, the NSC Planner, and Director of Secretariat should
meet for a debrief of the meeting and assignment of tasks resulting
from it. The draft NSDM should be reviewe§ in light of the discussion
at the NSC meeting.
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—The draft NSDM revised as necessary should be prepared for
submission to the President for approval and issuance.

—Every NSDM should require a report by the Under Secretaries’
Committee of the actions taken to implement the decision—date for sub-
mission of the USC report will be determined by the nature of the im-
plementing actions or programs required.

The Under Secretaries” Committee

Senior NSC Staff Members frequently attend meetings of the USC
representing you. They should be armed with your guidance. A mem-
orandum should be submitted prior to the meeting stating the issues
to be discussed and recommended positions to be taken by the NSC
Staff Member as a means of obtaining that guidance.

104. Memorandum From the President’s Military Assistant (Haig)
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs

(Kissinger)'
Washington, April 14, 1970.
SUBJECT
Items to Discuss with Elliot Richardson at Luncheon Meeting, Wednesday, April
15, 1970

1. Raise the issue posed by the joint State-Defense message (En-
closure #1, Tab A)* on European Security which we received late yes-
terday afternoon for clearance after approval by Secretary Rogers. This
action constitutes a most serious challenge to the President’s established

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Subject Files,
Box 339, HAK/Richardson Meetings April-May 1970. Secret; Nodis; Eyes Only. In the
right-hand margin near the top of the first page: Kissinger wrote: “1. Development of a
Reduction plan for IRBM. 2. Elaboration of on-site inspection proposal. 3. Limits on size
of mobile IRBM’s.”

2 At Tab A is an April 14 memorandum from Sonnenfeldt to Kissinger which as-
serts that “State has sent for clearance a massive cable giving the coordinated State, De-
fense, ACDA views on several major questions: our approach to an ESC [European Se-
curity Conference]; how to handle MBFR [Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions], and
the question of East-West cooperation. The cable effectively preempts most of the ques-
tions and decisions contained in the NSSM 83 study which the Review Group is to
consider on Thursday and the NSC on April 29.” (Ibid.) NSSM 83, “U.S. Approach
to European Security Issues,” November 21, 1969, and follow-up studies are ibid., NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-166, National Security Study Memoranda.
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system for handling policy issues within the National Security Coun-
cil system. The fact that two Cabinet officers would join in imposing
the White House with a locked policy paper of this type is absolutely
unacceptable. In this instance it is especially bad because State was
completely aware of ongoing actions within the NSC system designed
to address the issues explicitly covered in the message. We had, in fact,
even gone so far as to move the date of the Review Group considera-
tion of these problems forward to assist State’s time problem. An ad-
ditional and perhaps more troublesome feature is that State has gotten
Defense to go along with them on fundamental policy issues which
have not been considered appropriately within the NSC framework
and which may be completely at odds with what the President wants.
In effect, dispatch of this message would cause us to scrap NSSM 83.
I recommend that you ask Elliot to speak with the Secretary in order
to have this message considered in the Review Group on Thursday.’
Hal Sonnenfeldt assures me that this would provide adequate time to
meet Ellsworth’s requirements. An additional nettling fact about this
operation is the extensive interdepartmental coordination that was
done without the responsible authors at State having had the courtesy
of notifying our staff that the exercise was under way.* These are the
kinds of action which shatter what have been up to now improving
State-NSC relationships. I believe you should pull no punches in in-
forming Elliot of this problem.”

I have discussed this with Mr. Richardson:
Yes
No
Comments:®
[Omitted here are items #2—#12.]

3 April 16.
41In the left margin next to this and the following sentence, Kissinger wrote: “sim-
ilarly State Defense on ME.”

% No record of the Kissinger-Richardson luncheon discussion has been found.
¢ Neither option is marked and nothing is written after “Comments.”
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105. Memorandum From the Secretary of the Treasury’s Special
Assistant (Jurich) to the President’s Counselor (Harlow)'

Washington, April 16, 1970.

Just a thought for you to consider. In order to help the national se-
curity situation here in the White House, would it be possible to
strengthen the Vice President’s position.

At this time he does not have any staff members that participate
in the process, as I understand it. He does attend the NSC meetings
but is not sufficiently briefed to make significant contributions.

I also understand that he does not have a representative on the
domestic council. This, too, could be strengthened.

Perhaps an addition to the Vice President’s staff is not feasible, or
you may feel it would not be a place to make a major contribution. I'll
let you be the judge.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, White House Central
Files, Subject Files, EX FG 6-6. No classification marking. Anthony J. Jurich was Secre-
tary Kennedy’s Special Assistant for National Security Affairs. The memorandum is writ-
ten on paper with no letterhead. On April 24 Harlow wrote the following note at the top
of the memorandum: “Stan Blair—Please call me re this—Brice Harlow”

106. Draft Letter From W. Anthony Lake and Roger Motrris of the
National Security Council Staff to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, undated.

Dear Henry:

With this letter we submit our resignations from the NSC staff ef-
fective . We do so with regret and upon long reflection.

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Staff Files—
Lake Chron, Box 1047, Tony Lake Chron File [Jun. 1969-May 1970] Personal; Eyes Only.
The letter is unsigned and was not sent. In a much briefer version of the resignation let-
ter, sent to Kissinger on April 29, Lake and Morris spoke of their “grave reservations
about the value of using U.S. troops in Cambodia” and their “increasing alienation” from
the administration that predated and went beyond the Cambodian problem, but they
did not explain their disaffection in any greater detail. (Ibid.)
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In view of the closeness and apparent mutual respect of our work-
ing relations in the past, we naturally want to be completely honest in
describing the reasons for our resignations. They involve some very
strong feelings about this Administration. As we have said before, we
sympathize with your difficult position and the pressures you are un-
der, and do not intend this letter as an attack on you personally. But
the strength of our feelings requires our writing this.

We are leaving the staff in order to take positions at % in
which we hope to make a contribution in an area of need. Yet we leave
at this time only after judging that this is possible without seriously
embarrassing you or placing an undue burden of work on other mem-
bers of the staff.

As we told you in February, we find ourselves increasing alien-
ated by the domestic and many of the foreign policies of this Admin-
istration. Because of our continuing personal loyalty to you and what
you are trying to do, however, we have no desire for our resignations
to become even a minor public issue.

We do indeed believe, as the Annual Review suggests, that a new
era requires a new quality of leadership. It demands above all an un-
derstanding of urgent needs in America and abroad and a commitment
to meet them. We have found neither. We have often heard courage
equated with standing up to criticism. But it is not enough to dismiss
the critics for their motives or manliness, nor to ridicule them with the
catch phrases of the Right.

We think real courage means recognizing the validity of the prob-
lems, however they are raised, and leading an effort to resolve them.
We think Presidential politics should be the means to that end and not,
as we see it practiced now, an end in itself through obsession with pub-
lic relations.

From past discussions you are aware of the nature of our specific
disagreement with a number of the Administration’s foreign policies,
particularly with regard to Southeast Asia. We must also say that we
are appalled by the attitudes of leaders in this Administration on racial
issues, and their cynical approach to other domestic problems which
demand immediate redress rather than political maneuver.

Moreover, we are deeply disturbed by the process of policy mak-
ing as well as the policies themselves. While we continue to have the
highest respect for your intellect and what you are trying to accom-
plish in forging a rational and disciplined means of making foreign
policy, it is equally clear to us that you have not and will not be able
to accomplish this goal single-handedly. Under the best of circum-

2 Omission in the source text.
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stances, this would have been an enormous job in this Administration.
In any case, it would have required a genuine joint effort by you and
a closely-knit staff acting for you, with and in your full confidence. But
we think they can only act effectively for you if you share with them
what it is that you are trying to accomplish and the information you
hold, trusting them and giving them support.

Finally, our disagreement with the Administration’s approach to
foreign and domestic problems is compounded by its working atmos-
phere. Relations among the highest officials establish the atmosphere
for the whole government. We have both worked for senior officials in
the Johnson Administration. Whatever that Administration’s faults, we
were left unprepared for the atmosphere of suspicion, manipulation
and malice which we have seen over the past year. Working this near
the center of power should be, we believe, an exciting and, in some
measure, gratifying experience. Instead, we have been increasingly de-
pressed by it.

During our time on the staff, we have always made an honest ef-
fort to act in your interests, even when they may have been costly ei-
ther in terms of our relations elsewhere in the government or through
conflict with our own personal or intellectual preferences. We hope you
will accept this letter for what it is: the candor which you would ex-
pect and which our personal regard for you required.

Sincerely,’

3 Following the departures of Lake and Morris from the NSC (Halperin also re-
signed as an NSC consultant in May), Kissinger opened the NSC staff meeting on June
15 with the following comments on the NSC system:

“Dr. Kissinger noted the departure from the norm of the last few weeks, ac-
knowledged the extra burdens which had been placed on some staff members, and said
we should now return to the regular pattern. He stressed the necessity of cranking up
the NSC system and said he would discuss this with Col. Kennedy. He also noted there
would be new staff members. He emphasized that NSC staff members cannot be spokes-
men of the bureaucracy—they are spokesmen only of the President and must carry out
both the letter and the spirit of the President’s intentions. The President must have avail-
able to him every significant point of view, but once his decision has been made, the
staff must see to it that it is carried out. The staff must stay conceptually ahead of the
bureaucracy, must ask the questions that no one else is asking. We cannot be ratifiers of
the bureaucratic process. He thought in the areas where we had taken the lead, such as
SALT, we had been successful and had served the President well.” (Memorandum for
the Record by Jeanne W. Davis, June 16; Library of Congress, Manuscript Division,
Kissinger Papers, Box CL 314, National Security Council, 1969-77, Meetings, Staff,
1969-71)
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107. Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence Helms
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, May 12, 1970.

SUBJECT
Intelligence Production Activities of the Vietnam Special Studies Group (VSSG)

1. Ever since its inception in September 1969, I have followed the
activities of the VSSG and its associated Working Group with close per-
sonal interest. This continuing interest in the activities of the Working
Group and its panels is a direct reflection of the importance I attach to
providing the President with the best intelligence possible on the sta-
tus of Vietnamization and other topics pertinent to his continuing con-
cern for matters bearing on Vietnam policy decisions.

2. The intelligence product submitted to the VSSG so far reflects
an impressive amount of innovative analysis and hard work on the
part of all concerned. The subjects analyzed—security in the country-
side and the enemy’s manpower capabilities—include some of the fun-
damental factors that will greatly affect the eventual outcome of the
struggle and will shape the climate within which decisions must be
made. As you are well aware, these papers presented some highly us-
able and frank evaluations of the situation in Vietnam. They will be of
great value over the next few months and, in concert with other pa-
pers to be produced for the VSSG, will provide the policymakers of
this Government with very useful background material.

3. I therefore believe that the members of the VSSG can take a lot
of satisfaction in the progress made to date. At the same time, I am
sure that we are all properly concerned at the extent to which key an-
alytical talent of all the agencies involved has been tied up on these
projects. The priority attached to these special projects has certainly
warranted these intensive but somewhat disruptive efforts. With the
issuance of NSDM 522 and its attendant requirement for a regular pro-
duction cycle of quarterly reports, I think we should take a fresh look
at the process through which Working Group support is provided to
the VSSG. I am, therefore, suggesting for your consideration a few ideas
that could meet the President’s requirements and at the same time

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-002, Vietnam Special Studies Group, VSSG Meeting 5-20-70.
Secret; No Foreign Dissem.

2NSDM 52, “Quarterly Report on the State of the War and Vietnamization,” April
10, 1970. (Ibid., Box H-215, National Security Decision Memoranda, NSDM 52)
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lessen the disruption of normal intelligence support activities for which
VSSG member agencies retain a continuing responsibility. My sugges-
tions should also lighten the load of Dr. Lynn and his staff who must
carry out other continuing and special responsibilities for you.

4. In order to effect a more equitable spread in the responsibility
for overseeing the production of periodic VSSG reports, I suggest that
primary responsibility for each of the main topics on which NSDM 52
calls for quarterly reports be assigned to separate designated project
officers in the appropriate agencies and departments represented in the
VSSG. For each report, once terms of reference had been approved by
the VSSG Working Group and principals, the project officer would be
charged with full responsibility for the production and coordination of
the draft of the report assigned to him. Members of all VSSG compo-
nents would participate in the preparation of every report and, when
completed, each project officer’s draft would be submitted to the Work-
ing Group for review and referral to the VSSG principals for their fi-
nal endorsement.

5. This manner of proceeding seems to have a number of basic ad-
vantages and should avoid a lot of the costly, though necessary, ex-
penditure of time and resources that went into our first series of re-
ports. As an illustration of a possible division of assignments, CIA could
undertake primary responsibility for preparing the quarterly study of
Enemy Capabilities, Strategy and Intentions called for in NSDM 52. I
have not discussed these matters with the other principals of the VSSG,
but, if they are agreeable, it would seem in order for the Department
of Defense to undertake primary responsibility for the quarterly stud-
ies on the Main Force War. If this general approach strikes you as hav-
ing merits, you might raise it at the next VSSG meeting and there de-
cide the best allocation of primary responsibility for each of the three
quarterly studies called for in NSDM 52.

Dick
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108. Memorandum From the Director of the Program Analysis
Staff, National Security Council (Lynn) to the President’s
Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger)'

Washington, May 19, 1970.

SUBJECT

Director Helms’ Memorandum on VSSG Activities®

CIA Director Helms has written you a lengthy memorandum on
the activities of the VSSG, in particular the Quarterly Report (QR) on
the War (NSDM 52). You should be familiar with his views in case he
raises them at Wednesday’s VSSG meeting.

Helms is generous in his praise for the VSSG’s “innovative analy-
sis and hard work” thus far. However, his main point seems to be that
the NSDM 52 should signal an end to his “intensive but somewhat dis-
ruptive efforts” to support the VSSG as well as “lighten the load on
Dr. Lynn and his staff.”

He believes the responsibility for preparing the QR can be divided
among State, DOD, and CIA with each taking primary responsibility
for that part closest to its traditional interest. Each agency’s working
group would include members from other agencies and receive guid-
ance from the VSSG working group in the preparation of its report.

At close inspection Helms’ proposal, if accepted, would subvert
the process that has produced the only innovative and objective analy-
sis we have had on Vietnam for several years.

Our approach has been to draw on the best talent in the govern-
ment to prepare the countryside and manpower papers. This has re-
sulted in high-quality contribution from low-level talent in all agen-
cies. Most of the creative analysis was done or directly stimulated by
my staff. We obtained good analysis because:

—we disrupted the cozy accommodation between George Carver
and his friends around town,

—we by-passed tired philosophers like Carver and Lou Sarris to
tap those with analytical talent and an intimate knowledge of Vietnam,

—we were able to provide firm direction from the NSC for the
analysis and obtain a non-bureaucratic response.

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-002, Vietnam Special Studies Group, VSSG Meeting 5-20-70.
Secret.

2 Document 107.
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Helms’ recommendation would wreck these arrangements. If im-
plemented it would mean:

—On enemy strategy, we will get a CIA rendition of the latest
COSVN directive and their assessments of recent changes in Hanoi’s
pecking order rather than an analysis of the enemy’s activities by-type,
his manpower and force structure, and his logistic efforts in terms of
what they imply for alternative enemy strategies. Issues such as the
use of Phnom Penh as a supply conduit will not §et aired.

—On the main force war, we will get DOD’s officially blessed view
backed by whatever off-the-shelf analysis supports it.

—I am not sure what we will get from the State Department, but
State’s failure to do anything on the political analysis of the country-
side—for which they were assigned primary responsibility at the last
VSSG meeting—is no basis for confidence that Helms’ approach will
result in a State contribution.

Helms’ proposal can be handled by reminding him of the logic of
the VSSG process:

—to obtain a high-quality product, we need to draw the best tal-
ent from all agencies to work on a subject,

—after the basic intellectual capital is built up by the VSSG, it can
be drawn on by the reporting process, for example the QR. We are at this
point with the countryside and manpower analyses. The community, with
the exception of INR, has accepted the techniques used—although CIA
and DOD strongly opposed them at first—and I plan to ask DOD to as-
sume primary responsibility for the countryside portion of the QR.

The VSSG’s main force, enemy strategy, and political analyses are
not yet developed to the point that we can turn them over to the com-
munity. If we assign primary responsibility for these studies to the
agencies, the NSC will lose direction of the best talent in the govern-
ment, which will continue to be stifled as it has been thus far.

I met with the VSSG Working Group on Monday and went over
these points. They seemed to accept the idea that:

—the first innovative phase of the analysis is carried out under
close supervision of the VSSG Working Group,

—after we have obtained an agreed framework for analysis, the
most capable agency will be responsible for preparing that portion of
the QR under the direction of the VSSG Working Group with contin-
ued interagency participation.

If this subject comes up at Wednesday’s meeting, I suggest you
make these same points.

Another approach you might use to respond to Helms’ views
would be to say that you believe the VSSG process has worked suc-
cessfully thus far and that you are not inclined to change it. You might
note that you prefer to leave the exact allocation of work to the VSSG
Working Group, and that you understand the Working Group intends
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to “spin-off” responsibility for the direction of analysis as soon as the
basic and innovative work is done.

Finally, this talk about my staff being over-worked is rubbish.
Everytime the VSSG analysis has bogged down it has been because of
a lack of support from the agencies, particularly DOD. My staff has al-
ways been further ahead in their portion of the analysis, and done a
greater share of the total work than CIA.

109. Memorandum From the Deputy Under Secretary of State for
Economic Affairs (Samuels) to Secretary of State Rogers and
the Under Secretary of State (Richardson)’

Washington, June 8, 1970.

SUBJECT

Under Secretaries Committee

The Under Secretaries Committee has achieved an extremely im-
portant role in the decision-making process in the Government and the
chairmanship of this committee has enabled the State Department to
play a very important role in the formulation of policy decisions. It is
important that nothing be done to detract from State’s role.

For example, a draft paper is in circulation by Kissinger’s office,
remitting to the Under Secretaries Committee a watching brief over the
EC enlargement negotiations and the U.S. Government'’s relations with
the European Community. I am told by one of the members of the NSC
staff that the question has already been raised by one agency as to
whether this watching brief ought not now to be placed elsewhere.

Considering the importance of the Under Secretaries Committee
and State’s role in it, I suggest that if a new Under Secretary is not des-
ignated prior to Elliot’s confirmation,” it might be desirable upon his
confirmation to designate Alex Johnson as Chairman of the Commit-
tee, at least pro tem, and so advise all other agencies.

1 Source: National Archives, RG 59, General Files on NSC Matters, Box 2, Admin-
istrative, Vol. 1. No classification marking.

% Richardson stepped down as Under Secretary of State on June 23 to become Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare. In a June 12 memorandum, NSC-U/N 23,
Richardson notified members of the Under Secretaries Committee that he had asked
Johnson to become acting chairman pending the arrival of a successor. (Ibid.,
S/S-NSC-U/N Files: Lot 83 D 277) John Irwin entered on duty as Under Secretary of
State on September 21 and assumed chairmanship of the Under Secretaries Committee
on October 14. (Ibid.)
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110. Talking Points Prepared by the Director of the Program
Analysis Staff, National Security Council (Lynn)"

Washington, undated.

Meeting with Shultz, Ehrlichman on DPRC, Defense Budget
I. Background of DPRC

Two major factors contributed to establishment of DPRC:

—National Security Study Memorandum 3, Review of the U.S. Mili-
tary Posture;

—Initiated on January 20, 1969;

—Produced a substantive review of alternative strategies for
strategic and general purpose forces;

—For the first time showed the trade-offs between defense and
non-defense spending within the framework of our overall economic
and fiscal policy for a five year period; [The NSSM 3 Re ort on Gen-
eral Purﬁose Forces is at Tab A; see the table on page 29.]>

ough ana JSls was admlttedly crude, it enabled the President to
decide on a world-wide defense strategy in the lzght of its implications for both
defense ar]zd non-defense spending. [NSDM 27 recording that decision is
at Tab B

—President was quite impressed with the value of this work in
helping him shape our defense posture.

—Last summer, in anticipation of a $3 billion reduction in the Ad-
ministration’s defense budget by Congress, the Administration decided
to formulate its own program for reducing the defense posture.

This exercise produced a classic confrontation between the Budget
Bureau and the Defense Department on the scope and nature of the
reductions. The President was forced into a position of having to referee dis-
putes over specific line items and dollar amounts without any idea of the im-
plications of his decisions. Further, he first learned of some DOD plans,
e.g., reducing our NATO naval forces, in the newspapers.

Based on these experiences, the President decided to establish an
Under Secretary-level group to insure balanced and objective analysis
of major DOD policy and program issues, along the general lines of

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files,
Box 235, DPRC & DEF Budget, 1970, Vol. I. Secret. Lynn drafted the talking points for
Kissinger’s meeting with Shultz and Ehrlichman scheduled for June 24. (Ibid.)

2 All brackets are in the source text. Tab A is not printed.
% Tab B is not printed.
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the NSSM 3 work, on a continuing basis. At the final NSC meeting on
NSSM 3, he underscored two points:

—He wanted to stop the bilateral bargaining between BOB and DOD,
which failed to shed any light on the major defense issues and which
puts him in the position of having to arbitrate disputes on literally
dozens of line items, usually at the last minute when all parties are set
in concrete and there is no time for thoughtful analysis;

—He wanted to prevent a situation in which inter-service logrolling and
compromising among the chiefs was the basis for the defense posture.

Accordingly, the DPRC was formed on October 11, 1969. [NSDM 26
on the DPRC is at Tab C.]* Its major purpose is to consider the politi-
cal, economic, diplomatic and military consequences of issues requir-
ing Presidential determination that result from:

—proposals to change defense strategy, programs and budgets,

—proposals to change U.S. overseas force deployments and com-
mitted forces based in the U.S,,

—major defense policy and program issues raised by studies.

In all candor, it must be admitted that the DPRC has been a con-
troversial institution since its inception:

—The Director of the Budget Bureau has been concerned that the
DPRC might interfere with his prerogatives as the President’s budget
adviser and with the role of the BOB staff. [On October 24, 1969 I an-
alyzed Director Mayo’s position and the issues it raised in a memo-
randum to you which is at Tab D.J°

Moreover, Director Mayo’s concept for the FY 72 budget review
really doesn’t contemplate a fundamental role for the DPRC; it envi-
sions BOB’s traditional role in the budget review process with some
modifications. [My April 8, 1970 analysis of Director Mayo’s views are
at Tab E]°

—Secretary Laird has wanted the DPRC to focus on the broad
questions of defense versus non-defense spending and avoid concern
with the Defense program. [On March 26, 1970 I sent you a memo-
randum analyzing Secretary Laird’s views. See Tab E.]”

Nevertheless, the DPRC has been active.

—1In a series of meetings last fall, the DPRC reviewed the Defense
budget and major unresolved issues. [At Tab G are talking points you
used last fall to brief Ehrlichman and the President on the DPRC re-

4 Document 79.

5 Document 82.

¢ Not printed.

7 See Document 101.
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view.]® The major focus was on the ABM program, on which about 4
meetings were held.

In the end, the DPRC played no real role except on the ABM. How-
ever, as a result of this process, the President indicated that he wanted
a variety of substantive issues reviewed by the DPRC prior to next
year’s budget review.

—To insure more orderly staff work for the DPRC in preparing
papers, the President established the DPRC Working Group on Janu-
ary 19, 1970. [See Tab H]° The same directive outlined the studies that
were to be undertaken by the DPRC, under the general supervision of
the Working Group.

—However, Secretary Laird sent you two memorandums on
March 14, 1970 questioning the DPRC’s role.' Because of the contro-
versy, including the question of who should chair the Working Group,
no progress was made on the studies.

—On March 23, 1970, you held a meeting of the DPRC to review
where we stood. [Your papers for that meeting are at Tab 1.]' The main
result of this meeting was that Packard initiated an exercise within
DOD to cut $3 billion from the FY 72 DOD fiscal guidance, $1 billion
from each Service.

—To break the impasse over the DPRC’s role, the President di-
rected a series of studies on April 2, 1970 designed to flush out the ba-
sic issues in shaping the Defense posture for 1972 and beyond. [The
Directive is at Tab ].]'* At Secretary Laird’s request, you agreed to have
Gardiner Tucker, ASD(SA), chair most of the studies under the general
supervision of the Working Group. The DPRC met on April 24, 1970,
at which time you provided guidance to the DPRC Working Group on
how the studies should be carried out, with Tucker’s role spelled out.

—On the weekend of May 30-31, Secretary Laird gave the Presi-
dent a three page memorandum which indicated that we faced an $18
billion budget deficit in FY 72. Thus, he proposed that “unless I hear
from you to the contrary,” he would revise the DOD fiscal guidance
downward by $6 billion in FY 72. He said, “We will keep you informed
of necessary changes in our strategy and commitments as our planning
proceeds.” [Tab K]*

8 Not printed.

 Document 93.

10 Documents 98 and 99.

! Not printed.

12 Document 102.

13 Tabs K, L, M, and N are not printed.
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Note that the DPRC was informed on March 23, 1970, that the deficit
projected for FY 72 was $3 billion using standard projections and almost $7
billion using pessimistic assumptions. Two months later, Secretary Laird, with
BOB’s concurrence, was talking of a deficit of $18 billion, a staggering dete-
rioration. I understand the story will get even worse, perhaps by $3—4 billion.

The President reacted on June 2, 1970 by directing the DPRC “to
consider urgently the full implications” of Secretary Laird’s memo-
randum in time for NSC consideration on July 15, 1970. [Tab L] On
June 13, 1970 you directed the DPRC Working Group to prepare the
analysis. [Tab M] This work is now underway.

II. The Present Situation

In the face of an admittedly bleak fiscal outlook, DOD and BOB
have already reached agreement that $6 billion must be cut from DOD’s
fiscal guidance. [Recent BOB tables showing fiscal projections are at
Tab N.]

This serious fiscal situation has implications for critically impor-
tant issues:

—NATO force deployments (including the delicate question of
timing our decisions with respect to the NATO posture review and pos-
sible BFR discussions),

—SALT (DOD'’s view on the timing and the substance of our SALT
discussions is now dominated by budgetary considerations),

—ABM,

—the U.S. naval posture in the Mediterranean and its implications
for the military balance in the Middle East,

—our whole Vietnam posture: withdrawal schedules, air activity
levels and effectiveness, etc.

—troop levels in Korea,

—the combat readiness of our entire military posture.

Of course, vitally important issues on the domestic side are af-
fected as well.

The question is, how can the President be given the opportunity to make
key policy decisions in a timely manner, in the light of a rational and objec-
tive evaluation of their implications?

—The DPRC was set up by the President to provide the support
he needs on the national security side. The President clearly wants it
to function effectively. For this to happen, the agencies involved must
cooperate.

Moreover, the DPRC’s activities must be meshed with the agen-
cies’ internal decision making processes.

—But there must be order on the domestic side as well. Secretary
Laird complains that the President’'s domestic advisers persuade (or
allow) the President to make incremental commitments to domestic pro-
grams out of political necessity without alerting him to their implica-
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tions for the fiscal outlook or explaining how he may be mortgaging the
future; when the inevitable fiscal crisis comes, DOD, because its spend-
ing is controllable, absorbs a disproportiate share of the punishment.

On this point, Secretary Laird is right. There has been no domestic
NSSM 3, there is no domestic DPRC, and there is no widespread recog-
nition of the need to examine systematically and in advance the total
problem and the issues that must be resolved in setting priorities and
allocating funds. To date, the domestic agencies don’t even have fiscal
targets for FY 72 and haven’t begun to face up to their fiscal problems.

There are three key questions at this point:

—What decisions should the President make in the cause of put-
ting together the budget?

—What facts and analyses are needed to inform the President’s
decisions, and how should they be prepared?

—How and when should the President make these decisions?

Shultz, Ehrlichman and Kissinger should address these questions as a
matter of priority and set up an orderly process to insure Presidential control
over the formation of his budget and program.**

14 No record of the discussion at their June 24 meeting has been found.

111. Memorandum From Director of Central Intelligence Helms
to the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, July 15, 1970.

SUBJECT

Organization on the Indochina Problem

1. I am the first to recognize that I have already discussed with
you and with Alexis Johnson the problem of how the Government

1 Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files,
Box 208, CIA, Vol. III, 1 Jul-31 Dec 70. Secret; Eyes Only. Haig forwarded the memo-
randum to Kissinger under a July 18 covering memorandum in which he stated: “This
paper makes some telling points. Perhaps we should have study done—by Holdrige—
Nutter & Green.” Kissinger wrote in response on Haig’s note: “No—We should imple-
ment it. Helms is right. Let’s implement it. Put [William] Smyser in charge & have him
act as traffic cop to other groups.”



244 Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, Volume II

should organize to fight the political and military war in Indochina.
Therefore, this memorandum may strike you as redundant or unreal-
istic in light of the complexities inherent in the “bureaucracy.” Never-
theless, I risk your ire, because I genuinely believe that the issue in-
volved is one of great importance. I am much persuaded that Hanoi
regards the battle for Vietnam as a single struggle involving Laos and
Cambodia as well. If one accepts this belief as valid, a corollary is that
to combat the North Vietnamese effectively and efficiently, the United
States should also view Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam as component
elements of a single struggle and conduct its affairs accordingly.

2. When one looks today at how this Government conducts its af-
fairs in the Indochina area, one comes across the following: A plethora
of working level and policy level groups and committees, with much
overlapping membership, are grappling with various component parts
of the total Indochina problem but in a way that almost precludes ef-
fective, efficient address to the total problem. We have, for example, an
NSC Vietnam ad hoc subcommittee® which specifically avoids consid-
ering Laos or Cambodia, a Laos ad hoc committee® which does not
look at Vietnam (and whose activities have waned as those of WSAG
have waxed), a Vietham Special Studies Group* which is different from
both, and various subgroups of all three—some of which work on over-
lapping problems (e.g., cease fire, where there has long been a sub-
group working on cease fire under Mr. Sullivan’s NSC Vietnam sub-
committee and there is also a VSSG Working Group cease-fire panel,
under a different chairman, with overlapping but different member-
ship). One special ad hoc group drafts the response to NSSM-94, an-
other drafts the response to NSSM-95,° while the VSSG Working
Group, in an organizationally separate exercise (but using some of the
same people), drafts a different paper that materially bears on the con-
clusions of both. Meanwhile, the WSAG, or its working group, ploughs
the same, or adjacent, terrain in separate fashion though, again, with
some overlapping membership. This whole arrangement virtually
guarantees duplicate efforts, confusion, wasted energy, missed oppor-
tunities, and poor staff work to support decision-making echelons of
the government, including the President and yourself.

3. It would seem to me that a drastic rationalization and consoli-
dation of this staff support and coordination effort would be of great

2 See Document 26.

3 See Document 92 and footnote 2 thereto.

4 See Document 73.

5 NSSM 94, “Diplomatic Initiatives in Indo-China,” May 25, 1970, and NSSM 95,
“U.S. Policy Objectives in Indo-China,” June 6, 1970. National Archives, Nixon Presi-
dential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box H-172, National
Security Study Memoranda.
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benefit to the United States Government and those who determine its
policies, particularly since the latter have every right to expect that the
government’s full resources will be efficiently marshalled to support
and implement their decisions.

4. Tam certainly no organization expert, but I recognize that when
one is critical of a condition, one should not stop at carping. One should
at least have a suggestion. I would, therefore, recommend that there
be appointed within the NSC staff a single senior officer who would
serve full-time as, in effect, your Indochina manager. This officer should
relieve you of detailed concern on Indochina matters, and should have
a small staff assisting him on a full-time basis. He should chair an in-
teragency committee whose members from appropriate agencies
should be of at least two- or three-star rank or at a civilian equivalent.
This group would replace the present VSSG Working Group, the Viet-
nam ad hoc group, the Laos ad hoc group, and all similar bodies. Its
members would have direct access to their respective principals and
be empowered to vote their agency’s stock on routine matters. It is not
envisaged that this Indochina Committee would attempt on its own to
do substantive analysis or detailed operational planning. Instead it
should levy such tasks on the component of government most directly
responsible, asking that component to prepare a draft with the partic-
ipation and in consultation with other government components. The
Chairman of the Indochina Committee would confine himself to set-
ting terms of reference for commissioned projects, reviewing the drafts,
directing revisions, assembling completed packages for policy review,
and insuring that policy decisions are in fact carried out. The Com-
mittee would, of course, report to you and to whatever higher au-
thorities you deemed appropriate or desirable.

Dick

112. Editorial Note

In his diary entry for July 15, 1970, President’s Assistant H.R. Halde-
man recorded that “K[issinger] is building up a new head of steam about
Rogers. Bill has made some startling statements about Cambodia as a
non-success, encouragement of Chinese, harm done to his Middle East
efforts by White House comments, etc. K still feels this is all part of a plan
to do him in and to take over foreign policy by State from White House.
Talked to me several times.” Haldeman agreed to “get Haig in with P to
discuss the whole problem.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition)
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The next day, according to his diary entry, Haldeman had a long
talk with President Nixon about Secretary Rogers and Henry Kissinger.
“P was willing to listen to my version of K and Haig’s story. He only
bought part of it. He knows what the Rogers problem is, but he feels
K is too self-concerned and inclined to overdramatize, which is true.
Solution lies in better understanding both ways, but it’s not likely be-
cause neither Rogers nor K will really admit the other might be right.
P also feel K is overly concerned about anything that affects Israel. Had
me call Haig for reaction to Rogers press conference [on July 15]. Al
felt he had backtracked very well but that still doesn’t solve real prob-
lem, which is the clear impression of a major wedge between State and
WH on basic major foreign policy positions. Hard to cover that up now
that it’s out, and the weasels will use it to the hilt. P doesn’t fully buy
Haig'’s view, but understands it.” (Ibid.)

113. Memorandum From Secretary of State Rogers to
President Nixon'

Washington, July 27, 1970.

SUBJECT

Planning for Southeast Asia

I understand that following their recent trip to Southeast Asia,
Members of the Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board expressed to you
the need for more planning on our future political, military and eco-
nomic involvement in Southeast Asia.

As indicated in the enclosed summary,” the Administration has in
fact done a great deal of planning for Asia—both within and outside
of the NSSM series—and a very substantial portion of this has been
done in the Department of State. Rather than observing a dearth, I am
concerned as to what might be done to bring more order and greater
consistency to these many efforts going forward in a multiplicity of
contexts and forums.

L Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files) Box H-300, NSC System, Institutional File General, 1969 through
1974. Secret. Forwarded to the President by Kissinger under an August 3 covering mem-
orandum (Document 114).

2 The attachment, “Southeast Asia Planning,” is not printed.
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Looking over the record, and taking into account my talks with
our Ambassadors at the recent Chiefs of Mission meeting in Tokyo, I
believe our work on Asia can be improved in two respects:

—A senior group, short of the NSC, should provide a forum for
substantive review and discussion of plans and programs for Asia—to
the extent such planning efforts cannot be scheduled for, or do not war-
rant, NSC review. Many of these studies—even, in some cases, when
commissioned in the NSSM series—do not now get a full and proper
hearing—assuring that the best thinking of our planners be brought to
bear on day-to-day operations.

—Even more urgent, these various plans and programs must be
knit together in a multi-year strategy for the implementation of the
Nixon doctrine. This was one of the principal points unanimously made
by our Ambassadors at the Tokyo meeting. It should be one of the first
tasks of the senior planning group.

A Planning Mandate for the Under Secretaries Committee

I believe that this planning function should be assigned to the Un-
der Secretaries Committee, which would be restricted to its permanent
membership for this purpose.

The Committee should schedule meetings from time to time to dis-
cuss our longer-term interests and objectives in Asia beyond the pres-
ent emergency and to appraise current political and program issues—
including negotiations, the security situation in Southeast Asia, U.S.
and Asian forces posture objectives, aid and trade problems, relations
with mainland China—as they bear on these longer-term concerns. As
the occasion arises, the Committee should discuss and review planning
documents prepared anywhere in the Government—although it should
not, of course, preempt other NSC bodies and reviews.

These meetings would be informal but the Committee should, as
it wishes, submit its thoughts to you in personal reports individually
from its members or jointly through its Chairman.

To do its work properly, the Committee will require some staff sup-
port. A few months ago, I constituted a small in-house study group,
under Ambassador Green’s chairmanship, which began to examine our
options in Cambodia in the perspective of alternative outcomes in
Southeast Asia, great power relations, and U.S. long-term objectives.
This group, whose existence is classified, has done very useful work.
A similar staff group, under Ambassador Green’s chairmanship, should
support the deliberations of the senior group.

A Five-Year Strategic Plan for Asia

As one of its first tasks, the Committee should undertake the prepa-
ration of a five-year strategic plan for the implementation of the Nixon
doctrine, taking into account the severe constraints imposed by ever-
growing Congressional limitations and shrinking budgetary resources.
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Such a planning effort, which should involve senior levels of the
Government on a continuing basis, is needed:

—to provide multi-year planning guidance for all the agencies of
the U.S. Government;

—to provide concrete and specific guidance from which our Am-
bassadors can speak to our Asian friends and allies about our long-
term intentions;

—to clarify for the Congress and, as appropriate, the American
public the Administration’s specific long-term intentions and purposes
In Asia.

Accordingly, the plan should relate U.S. forces posture planning,
military and economic assistance, Asian and U.S. diplomatic and po-
litical programs and initiatives, and our continuing bilateral and mul-
tilateral commitments. If possible, it should be supported by a com-
prehensive inter-agency program budget in line with NSDM 4,° which
would provide multi-year program guidance.

This plan will not be easy to prepare during the present period of
rapid change in Southeast Asia. Nevertheless, within the context of the
Nixon doctrine, I believe an effort should now be made to define more
precisely our long-term political, security and economic goals beyond
the present emergency and relate current diplomatic and program de-
cisions more closely to these objectives.

Recommendations

If you agree with the foregoing, I recommend that you authorize
the issue of a NSDM or other appropriate directive, which would
provide:

1. That the permanent members of the NSC Under Secretaries Com-
mittee (the Under Secretary of State, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the
Special Assistant for National Security Affairs, the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) assume responsibility
as a senior planning group for Asia.

2. That the Under Secretaries Committee be supported by a small inter-
departmental staff group, under the chairmanship of Ambassador Green, for
this purpose.

3. That you direct the Under Secretaries Committee to prepare a five-year
strategic plan for the implementation of the Nixon doctrine, which would un-
dertake a more precise definition of U.S. objectives in Asia, beyond Vietnamiza-
tion, and encompass a political, security and development strategy for the area.*

William P. Rogers

3 Document 13. The revised version of NSDM is Document 71.
4 There is no indication of approval or disapproval of these recommendations.
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114. Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National
Security Affairs (Kissinger) to President Nixon'

Washington, August 3, 1970.

SUBJECT

Memorandum from the Secretary of State

Secretary Rogers has forwarded to you a memorandum which
deals with the criticism made by your Foreign Intelligence Advisory
Board concerning the lack of an overall military, economic and politi-
cal plan for Southeast Asia (Tab B).” The Secretary quite rightly em-
phasizes that the Administration has in fact done a great deal of plan-
ning for Asia both within and outside of the NSSM series. At the same
time he correctly makes the point that an additional mechanism is re-
quired to pull together the proliferation of contexts and forums cur-
rently involved in Southeast Asian planning.

To solve this problem, the Secretary has recommended that the Un-
der Secretaries Committee (chaired by State), supported by a small in-
terdepartmental group chaired by Ambassador Green, be given re-
sponsibility for planning for Southeast Asia and that they be charged
with the preparation of a five-year strategic plan for the implementa-
tion of the Nixon Doctrine. This is an attempt to undo the NSC system
set up in January 1969 by, in effect, reinstituting the previous Ad-
ministration’s Senior Interdepartmental Group which headed a State-
dominated system for national security policy. I therefore would like
to put the issue before you in some detail.

Studies Underway

As I informed you by memorandum of July 20, our planning ef-
forts for Southeast Asia have been extensive and include:”

—NSSM 37, Vietnam Negotiating Plans

—NSSM 38, Post-Vietnam Asian Policy

—NSSM 94, Diplomatic Initiatives in Indo-China (considered in
July 21 NSC Meeting)

—NSSM 95, Alternative Courses in Cambodia

—Study of Various Vietnam Ceasefire Proposals (also considered
at NSC Meeting)

! Source: National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files,
Box 282, Dept of State, Vol. VIII, 1 Jul 70-Aug 70. Top Secret; Sensitive.

2 Document 113.

3 For text of the July 20 memorandum, see Foreign Relations, 1969-1976, volume VI,
Vietnam, January 1969-July 1970, Document 347. Copies of NSSMs cited below and the
resulting papers are in National Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC
Institutional Files (H-Files) Boxes 122207, National Security Study Memoranda.
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—NSSMs on Thailand Program Analysis, Indonesia, Malaysia and
Singapore

—NSSM 69 on Asian Nuclear Policy

—Strategy for Southeast Asia (being prepared by the JCS at the re-
quest of the Secretary of Defense and the White House)

—YVietnam Studies on Vietnamization, Pacification, and Economic
Problems

Discussion

We have followed our usual “building bloc” approach that we ap-
plied to SALT. This gives us an opportunity:

a. to isolate the issues;

b. keeps the bureaucracy from log-rolling;

c. forces a sharp statement of the issues; and
d. makes bureaucratic sabotage harder.

The principal forum for the conduct of the foregoing planning ef-
fort has been the National Security Council structure and, more specif-
ically, the Washington Special Actions Group which met daily through-
out the Cambodian crisis and has met at least weekly since. We have
also utilized the Vietnam Special Studies Group with a subsidiary
working group to investigate a host of more technical problems in-
cluding ceasefire, pacification and air sortie levels. Both of these fo-
rums are constituted at the Under Secretary level under my Chair-
manship. Where needed, preliminary work has been done through
interdepartmental working groups chaired as appropriate by State or
Defense, or from within the NSC staff.

However, having now drawn together the essential facts associ-
ated with our day-to-day operations and long-term interests in South-
east Asia we need to pull pieces of the puzzle together with the view
towards developing a comprehensive political, military and economic
strategy for the long haul. I have already had an informal working
group looking at this strategic perspective.

The basic question raised in the Secretary’s memorandum is who
will control the policy planning process. Thus far you have consistently
insisted that policy formulation belongs within the NSC system where
all agencies have a fair opportunity to present their views. Within this
framework you have rejected the concept of a vicarship role for any
agency, including the Department of State, which would be strongly
resented by both Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In this system
State nevertheless plays a central role reflecting its prime interest, in-
cluding Chairmanship of Interdepartmental Groups at the Assistant
Secretary level and of the Under Secretaries Committee which is pri-
marily charged with operational questions and policy implementation.

The approach recommended by Secretary Rogers for the crucial area
of Southeast Asian planning would seriously undermine the NSC frame-
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work. His proposal to place the most important current U.S. policy plan-
ning effort under State Chairmanship simply constitutes another of the
frequent challenges to the system which has worked so effectively in such
complex policy issues as SALT negotiations, Japanese base negotiations,
the Korean drawdown, and chemical and biological warfare. It would re-
open the issues that were debated vigorously back in 1969 when the NSC
system was established and would result in the following consequences:

(1) Would put machinery under State.
(2) Give State an opportunity to block recommendations.
(3) Destroy the impact of my office and the NSC staff.

We already have experienced some problems in implementing your
policies in the existing framework—the Secretary’s proposal would
compound these problems by giving State control of staffing arrange-
ments and chairmanship of working groups for Southeast Asian plan-
ning. (In addition, the Under Secretaries Committee was specifically es-
tablished as an operating body and not as a planning group).

For these reasons I would be strongly opposed to the implemen-
tation of Secretary Rogers’ recommendation which could in the long
run constitute a death blow to the National Security Council system it-
self and could represent a fundamental shift back to the previous Ad-
ministration’s system which delegated to the Secretary of State the vic-
arship role for national security policy formulation.

I strongly recommend instead that you take the approach outlined
in the proposed memorandum to the Secretary of State at Tab A.* This
memorandum agrees with his stated need to establish a framework for
the synthesization of the various ongoing planning efforts involving
Southeast Asia. It states, however, that you wish to do so in a framework
analogous to the other policy planning groups, such as that for the Mid-
dle East, which have been convened at the Under Secretary level under
the chairmanship of your Assistant for National Security Affairs, and
points out that subsidiary working groups will be established and chaired
by the Department of State where political considerations are paramount.

Recommendation

That you sign the memorandum to the Secretary of State at Tab A.

* Not printed. The August 5 memorandum, which Nixon signed after adding a sen-
tence, advised Rogers that the planning framework for Southeast Asia should be analogous
to other special groups, such as the Special Review Group for the Middle East, with Kissinger
as chairman. This would allow for equal participation by Defense and other agencies where
they have a major interest. Nixon also informed Rogers about the establishment of the
Special Review Group for Southeast Asia (see Document 117). (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files, Box 282, Dept of State, Vol. VIII, 1 Jul 70—
Aug 70)
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115. Editorial Note

In an August 3, 1970, memorandum to the President’s Assistant
for National Security Affairs Henry Kissinger, Frank Shakespeare, Di-
rector of the U.S. Information Agency, requested that effective imme-
diately the USIA Director attend all meetings of the Washington Spe-
cial Actions Group dealing with Southeast Asia, particularly Cambodia.
Kissinger wrote “nonsense” at the top of the memorandum. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files, Box
294, USIA, Vol. II, 1970 [27 Feb-Dec 14, 1970]) In a November 5 mem-
orandum to Alexander Haig, USIA Deputy Director Loomis noted that
of 89 National Security Decision Memorandums mentioned in a recent
report, USIA had received only 9. “While we recognize that some of
these NSDMs deal with subjects of marginal concern to this Agency,
there are others that USIA needs if it is to do its job. For only if we
know what U.S. policy is on a specific subject can we make sure that
our media are accurately portraying and effectively supporting it.” (Na-
tional Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institu-
tional Files (H-Files), Box H-300, NSC System, Institutional File Gen-
eral, 1969 through 1974.) Jeanne Davis, NSC Staff Secretary, wrote Haig
on November 12: “As you know, more than a year ago we cut back on
the amount of information we were giving USIA about NSC activities
at Mr. Kissinger’s request. Then, when the Review Group (which Frank
Shakespeare attended) was abolished in favor of the SRG (which he
does not attend) their isolation was almost complete. Our rationale has
been, of course, that USIA receives its policy guidance from the State
Department. But, given the history of ‘interpretations” of Presidential
decisions, it may be wise to provide, or at least supplement, this guid-
ance more directly from here.” (Ibid.) On November 16 Haig sent
Loomis copies of 24 NSDMs. (Ibid.)

About the same time Shakespeare asked for a meeting with the
President. “We can probably pinpoint two points on Shakespeare’s
mind from a series of recent memos,” Harold Saunders of the NSC staff
conjectured in a November 18 memorandum to Haig: “(1) Soviet du-
plicity in the Mid-East and (2) the importance of keeping USIA in-
formed on the foreign policy line we want projected.” (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files, Box
294, USIA, Vol. 1I, 1970 [27 Feb-Dec 14, 1970]) Shakespeare met with
the President on November 25 and, according to Haldeman, had a long
session “about his concern about Rogers and lack of loyalty at State,
Rogers’ lack of conformity to P’s Soviet policy, State effort to ‘get” him,
etc.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multimedia Edition) Haldeman informed
Kissinger that at the meeting the President had “agreed that, from time
to time, Frank should be in on certain NSC meetings to give him some
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background on the subjects covered. You should look for opportuni-
ties for Frank to sit in on such meetings.” (National Archives, Nixon
Presidential Materials, NSC Files, NSC Institutional Files (H-Files), Box
H-300, NSC System, Institutional File General, 1969 through 1974.)

On January 3, 1972, Shakespeare met with Haldeman to discuss
his resignation, which he had submitted to the President on December
15, 1970. According to Haldeman, Shakespeare “said his reasons for re-
signing were, first, that he wanted to get back to the business world.
That he couldn’t stay beyond this year anyway, but second, and un-
doubtedly far more important, was his disagreement with our basic
foreign policy in terms of our failure to accept the Soviet threat as such.
His third reason was exclusion from knowledge and participation
which makes it impossible for him to function, especially since his
views run counter to those of the establishment, although parallel to
those of the P[resident]. He said our problem is that we’ve got to make
a basic decision. Either we do or don’t want an independent USIA. The
State Department, of course, wants to take it over and keep it locked
up under its wing. If we do want an independent USIA that represents
the P and his policy, then we’ve got to have the right director first, and
second, the director must know why we are doing things in foreign
policy. He has to be present at all NSC, Cabinet and WSAG meetings,
both so he’ll be informed, and so that the bureaucracy will know that
he’s part of the internal establishment. It's essential that he be fully in-
formed on policy and the reasons for it.” (The Haldeman Diaries: Multi-
media Edition)

On March 29, 1971, Shakespeare met with Kissinger and reached
an understanding that he outlined in an April 15 letter to Kissinger
asking for confirmation; he would not be a formal member of the NSC
or the Cabinet but would be invited to all Cabinet and NSC meetings
as well as all WSAG and Senior Review Group meetings; the arrange-
ment was personal and would not be extended to another USIA offi-
cer in his absence or to his successor in the event of his departure. On
that basis Shakespeare indicated he would withdraw his resignation.
He remained Director of USIA until February 7, 1973. (National
Archives, Nixon Presidential Materials, NSC Files, Agency Files, Box
295, USIA, Vol. 1V, 1972 [Jan-Oct 1972])
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116. Memorandum From Secretary of Defense Laird to the
President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs
(Kissinger)'

Washington, August 4, 1970.

SUBJECT
National Security Council System (U)

1. The Department of Defense has been exploring ways to make
the operation of the National Security Council (NSC) system more pro-
ductive, more efficient, and less costly in time and effort.

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff agree with me that, in general, the NSC
system is working well. The following observations support this view:

a. Current procedures insure that the views of all interested agen-
cies are avaﬂabIE for consideration during planning and deliberations
at all levels within the NSC structure.

b. The NSC system provides for exchanges of views between the
departments and agencies directly concerned.

c. Dissent and appeal procedures permit the inclusion of the views
of all agencies concerned.

d. The President is presented with realistic alternatives as a basis
for decision.

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and I are also in agreement that the sys-
tem could be improved by incorporating the following recommendations:

a. More Care in the Selection of, and the A