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The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy met, pursuant to call, at

10:00 a.m., in the Committee Room, the Capitol, Honorable Chet Holifield

{Chajrman) presiding.

Presént were: Representatives Chet Holifield (presiding), Melvin

A. Price, Wayne N, Aspinall, Craig Hosmer and Jack Westland; Senators
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John O. Pastore, Henry M, Jackson, Bourke B. Hickenlooper and Wallace

F. Bennett.

Committee staff present: John T. Conway, Executive Director,

and George F. Murphy, Jr.
Committee Consultants present: Captain Edward J. Bauser, USN
and Colonel Richard T. Lunger, USA.

Representatives of the Joint Chiefs of Staff:

N
= Qﬁ’ General lyman L. Lemnitzer, Chairman and Captain Arthur H.
Uguﬁl\\\; ftereocm L 7” ""'-'-C?-—/f--f-‘-»w
‘5__;:55 _& 2 Berndtson, Military Adde to fenmemal Temmitzer,
l»:l .‘i pe—h A
3333 é Representative of the Department of Defense;
E2eR:
ga.cd
gg',g: Lt. Colonel Grover K. Coe (R&E, AE), Office of Assistant to the
252
ggé; Secretary (Legislative Affairs).
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CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, General, it is a pleasure to have you with
us again. I believe your last meeting with us was right after we moved
— o [ ".:__--:.-._.-

RESTRICTED DATA® ’
This ducement ca::ainls_rcst.:-ic‘cd Quwrz an T gue = l JOINT CCUMITTEE ON ATOMIC EXERGY

Aclined in the AtumnicEnergy Adt of 904 o (v if R H9E)
" i. 5. LY

L] -
e e L LT P )

QP




into our new guarters and at the time when the Committee was trying so

hard to put together the facts and requirements for the resumption of

nuclear testing.

We wish to congratulate you on your recent appointment as Supreme

RS

Allied Commander, Europe, and further to commend the President for his
— e st
wise selection.

We can well imagine the heavy demands upon your time right now,
and we appreciate your affording us this opportunity of meeting with
us prior to your departure for Paris. In my letter to you of August 27, I
informed you of our intention to hold hearings August 29 on the Prescribed
Action Link. Unfortunately, it was necessary to postpone the session
and our meeting with you due to the scheduling of debate on the AEC
Authorization Bill on the floor of the House that afternoon.

Let me assure you that the postponement of the hearing in no
way iudicates a lack of interest on the part of the Committee in the
whole "permissive link" problem, We will hold these hearings with DOD,
State Department and AEC this afternoon.

As you are well aware, the Joint Committee has been vitally
interested in the entire NATO concept, and particularly so with regard to
all phases of nuclear weapons support of the Alliance.

In 1958 the Joint Committee, after extensive hearings, recommended

to the Congress certain changes to the Atomic Energy Act which resulted
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in greater cooperation between the United States and our allies in the
matter of nuclear weapons support of NATO, Since then this Committee has
reviewed and recommended a number of bilateral agreements with individual
NATO nations incorporating the greater cooperating arrangements.

In February of 1961 we furnished you a copy of the Ad Hoc Committee
Study of U.S. and NATO nuclear weapons arrangements which was prepared
for and submitted to the President.

The report contained a number of constructive suggestions and
recommendations in regard to both the particular and general prohlems
which our extensive inspection uncovered. Since furnishing the report
to the President, we have held periodic hearings to determine the progress
made toward the solution of some of these problems.

I mention these matters only in order to give some iandication
of the intense interest this Committee has in NATO and the importance
it attributes to the Alliance,

Let me once again express our pleasure in having you with us today.
We very much appreciate this opportunity of sitting here with you this
morning and informally exchanging some views and philosophies toward
continuing the strengthening of the NATO shield.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, General Lemnitzer, 1 suggest we get right
to the meat of the problem and discuss this permissive link proposal.

Members and staff of the Joint Committee have been interested in

o ol
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the permissive link since 1960 when Committee consultants, Dr, Harold
Agnew and Dr. John Foster, were asked to look into their possible utili-
zation. ‘

The Ad Hoc Suhcommittee of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
after an inspection of NATO installations in November and December
in its report to the President recommended the use of electronic devices
to improve the custodial arrangements as well as to improve command and
control, While supporting the Presidential determination to develop
and install permissive links, our Committee has become concerned lest
there should be a premature decision to install devices in all weapons
systems prior to obtaining operational experience..

A supplemental appropriation of $23.3 million has been requested
to develop and produce these devices,

In a letter to the President the Joint Committee expressed their
concern on this point - L_-DN‘-"W 7'1:’,{7

GENERAL LEMNITZER. Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, I would like to reiterate that our concern
at the time we made the trip through the NATO bases was oun several counts,
First we felt while there was technical custody, as called for by the
Atomic Energy Act, on the part of the United States, there was actually
very little reasl custody on our part. For all practiecal purposes custody

had been turned over to friendlynations and it was Just a token custody

on our part.
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That was one concern we had., Part of that concern was caused
by the fact we felt in a nation where the Government was inclined to
be unstable or there was strong Communist infiltration in the Govern-
ment that there was an unnecessary risk of espionage and sabotage.
We felt there needed to be a bolstering of our control of the weapons,
It was then that Dr. Agnew brought up the possibility of having an
electronic device with a master control held by our own people asgainst
the possibility of seizure of the weapons or a 'Colonel's Revolt'--
something like that.
On our return from this trip we talked this over with the
Atomic Energy Commission. Incidentally we had an Atomic Energy Commissioner
and staff member with us on the trip. They got busy immediately and
the Laboratories started to develop this electronic device., They
assured us it could be ready quite quickly. It was developed and
orders were given, as you know, to install it.
However, they went a little bhit further than we had anticipated
and our concern was with the policy of putting these permissive links :
on all the weapons on our own ships and in ocur own custody site we felt
it might involve an operational obstruction or delay which we believe

is not necessary at all in the case of weapons on our own ships and

completely in our own hands.
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The last- letter we wrote was along this lipe. I don't know
whether you have been briefed lately in this matter, We are going to
have people in this afterncon to talk about it.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, That is what I understand. We in the Joint

o Ltraed 4..;2-
Chiefs of Staff have followed thisﬂvery closely., We understand the
Cez
purpose behind the development of the permissive link and it @beé]
serve a useful purpose in certain areas. We are concerpned also lest
we move too rapidly to install these.in other areas,~or move at all,
I-might—eay., with respect to weapons strictly in U, S. custody where
_4‘_,. . ﬂ'—-&/_,;,w

there is no opportunity whatsoever for any 'ther nationalitieg]to

get their hands on the weapons.
We believe this must be very carefully looked at first with
the view of preventing the misuse of a weapon by other nationals

Lot /..4-_44-.‘ i ® by e T

but also with a view toward maintzining flexibility,so that if a» uaj;m4>—
requirement develops for the employment of nuclear weapons, it will
not be unduly restrictive. We can be disarmed, in effect, by having
L st bEL e i
&.device that is hurried throughnand does not permit the commanders
to employ the weapons effectively. For this reason 1 can assure
you the Joint Chiefs of Staff arleol;owing this:g;;elopment and
have submitted views on it and its employment.
For example, if we find in analyzing the requirements for

permissive links in an area like NATO, U.S. forces included, that T LfecacSC.

communications are absolutely vital -- and we all know in the case of




2 nuclear war, communications are going to be tenuous -- we certainly

do not want to have nuclear weapons in the hands of American forces

anly to find them inoperative because of destruction of a headquarters
—‘fe.-_/-n.—-u-{ ,—L-—:‘t—l.w.- -1—(.-7‘-“""“"9"‘-—

by nuclear explosion, failure of communications’ 1oF thlngs of that

character,

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD. I am glad to hear you say that,

The communications prohlem is one of the things we expressed ]
concern sbout, as you know. In cne base— we found they
were depending upon commercial and local telephone lines to communi-
cate with General Norstad in Paris, We macde a strong recommendation
that we have our own private short wave communication system set up.

I would like to hear from you on that. Has there been any improvement
in that situation?

GENERAL LEMNITZER, There has been a great effort put into

e 2. g...-.-.-..-;’- prE s -:'""""""7-*—"
communicationsﬂnot only with respect to command and control of nuclear
weapons, but for other purposes. The Defense Communications Agency has
really been concentrating on this one and so has General Norstad's
Headquarters, All of them are not yet operative, but they will he

within the next few months -- hefore the end of this year,qparticularly

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII LA
I would like to say & part A€ this particular discussiouﬂl appreciate
very wuch i the interest the Committee and its staff have taken not

etk 3 e 2 7 : Pty proitdn., T ./“,‘“_
only in nuclear,matters generally butZEarticular'ij

he European area, s U
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I realize you have a statutory responsibility in this respect and I
feel the recommendations made by the Committee as a result of their
close look at nuclear matters in the.NATO area have been very helpful

R B = L T S
in reaching a better perspective.

As you know, any responsiblé;agencyd;an get a lot of free advice
from people who have no responsibility. I happen to be one who believes
it is always good to have the suggestions and ideas of responsible
people outside of the organization. This Committee does have an im-
portant statutory responsibility and knowledge in the field of nuclear
weapons and I will continue to welcome visits and suggestions from this
Committee.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, We appreciate that. We are not interfering
as & matter of idle curiosity on our part.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, I understand.

\/CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD., In those instances where there is a statutory
obligation on the part of the Committee we felt that certain things
should be called to the attention of the Chiefs of Staff and the President.

There has not been any news release or puhlicity on this matter
by this Committee., This was handled on a completely secret basis with
no desire on our part to break into print. I believe you will find
this Committee does handle affairs of this nature in complete confidence,

We wanted this permissive link to bhe used specifically and in a

discriminatory way, not from the standpoint of the fail safe type of thing,

“SEERET adny

3



CSF Ll o

(9

but protection against the sahateur or the espionage type of operation
by having control in our own hands whether the body of the missile
happens to be surrounded hy friendly.nntions or not.

The question of uniformity has been raised in discussions with
representatives of the White House, Defense and State, That is, the
Unjited States must maintain a principle of uniformity in its nuclear
operational plan. For example, a recent decision not to assign two
stage weapons to non-U,S, QRA forces in NATC resulted in two stage
weapons being removed from U.5. owned and operated QRA units.

In a letter, dated May 14, 196£Tta number of the members of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy expressed thelr disagreement with this
concept of uniformity. It has been the Committee's understanding that
the original concept was that NATO countries were not supposed to be
uniformly treated, Each nation was to contribute and to receive in
accordance with its abilities and its capabilities, It was under this
concept that 1 think NATO was set up.

Because you give an Honest John to one nation to say you have to
give it to all nations or because you give a submarine to England

that you have to give & submarine to Italy and to everybody else, in

our opinion is completely wrong. It is wrong not only from the stand-

3¢

point of the original concept of NATO, bhut it is wrong from the standpeint

of the statute with respect to bilatersl arrangements.
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The Act requires that certain agreements lay before Congress
for a certain period of time. This clause was placed in the Act speci-
fically for the purpose of seeing thét each case was decided upon its
own merits. There was certain criteria established also. The President
had to determine the nation had the ability to keep secure the informa-
tion that was to be entrusted to it; that it was of paramount interest
to the Alliance and to us to make any such transfer of information or
nuclear components and so forth.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, Yes.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, We do not believe because we furnish England
something on a carefully selected basis that we are under any obliga-
tion to supply that same information or material to every other NATO
nation. We know there are diplomatic difficulties in dealing with a
group of nations. Everybody wants to get as much as anyone else and
everybody else, We know'you are going to be up against diplomatic
pressures.

We would like your views on this point of uniformity if you would
give them to us,

GENERAL LEMNITZER, I happen to have been involved in the

drafting of the RATO treaty‘fhz presentation to the Senate for ratifi-
cation and I do not feel that uniformity is one of the prime criteria

in NATO, 1 was involved also in the initiation and establishment of
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the military a4d program which came\fg;behind NATO«and'provided the

weapons upon which the armed forces could be built to their present

: Jors '._';,’.—J"M::-
strength. If uniformity was a main criteris, we wouldAhave 15 strategic

. 'n-d -]
air forces and 15 of the various types ocha ability throughouts- T e

This was not the basic concept of NATO,

-
> -
e

As I recall the words, each member, was to provide that which

it could best provide. This was the basis for our military aid program,
. — &
as I recallf‘ggg naval vessels, for example, were notnthe responsi-
bility of each nation., Weapons were given under the military aild program
based upon the mission assigned to the forces, how they fit into total
"_;J—-_y-—-—"-"

NATO force, what were the areas of operation and what were the military
requirements for that particular nation.

As we look around the Alliance at the present time, the make-up
of the forces are quite different. They are patterned on what they can
best do, coupled with what we have provided to assist them in their local
defense problems and not in any sense of the word that everyone should

et Crdac

have the same capability across the board, I heartily agree with th=st,

e M&vﬁm“&w' 7”3"_"—’-4.4..-.
7 CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD. It probably would not e r.(ght to shy that
the advisors around the President think that sbsolute uniformity should

obtain., However, some of them in their conversations with vs certainly

stress this concern about treating one nation one way and another nation

2 different way and we think a little more strongly than they should when
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it comes into the field of transfer of nuclear weapons or participating
jointly in nuclear weapon control and possession.

We want you to know our feelihg in this respect before you go
overseas so you will be under no illusions as to what the Committee's
opinion is in this matter. We have studied this probably longer and
more intensely tham some of the advisors of the President who may be
as well meaning as we are but who may not have as long a background of
study.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, 1 recognize pressures will develop. They
always do in any allisnce, Human nature has a ''me too" characteristic
to it. I feel this is just one of the things that has to be weathered.

We have had it here in Washington in making up the military owecsdra ol
equipment program across the board. I am talking now of the Chiefs of

Staff. The Chiefs of Staff have not reocommended equipment for nations

that did not fit into the mission and military capability of the country

e pntiin i

cogerped. We never have and I don't think we ever should.
REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND. Don't the troops of many of these NATO
nations have nuclear weapons already?
GENERAL LEMNITZER, They have the equipment that can deliver
A A—&-:f""'—-"/
nuclear weapons, There are measures which are taken to retain them in

U.S5. custody but to get them into these units at the appropriate time,

You, of course, are well aware of this.
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REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND., You have German troops with nuclear

1 . v - "i_-j-.—-yé-_- .
vehicles, let’'s say. T it A = ;

‘1That is correct.

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, You have French troops --

GENERAL LEMNITZER,

GENERAL LEMNITZER, That is correct.

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, You have_You
have -The Scandinavian countries don't want auy part of this,

The British, of course, are outside. ¥What else is there? Isn't there
actually a NATO nuclear force?

GENERAL LEMNITZER, In a sense I believe there is a NATO nuclear

Lt
force. There isn't any question about it. They have the4capab{T1ty. Ve
have the weapons. The program for the employment of those weapons will
be under the direction of SACEUR and SACLANT,

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, I presume they want more tactical
weapons in the nuclear field,

GENERAL LEMNITZER, Yes, I am sure they need tactical weapons
in Europe. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have had a haond in recommending
the weapons that should be provided. There isn't anything static in
the field and I presume there will be additional requirements';;’the
future,

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, 1Is there anything to prevent 2 NATO
nation, or let's say, any friendly nation from buying a delivery vehicle

from Chrysler or some other company?

|80 ¥ ndy )
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GENERAL LEMNITZER, They are buying delivery vehicles in the
form of aircraft right now,

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, I am thinking of mobile units.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, Do you me;n missiles?

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, Yes,

GENERAL LEMNITZER. There are means of controlling this at the

present time. If a2 nation wanted to purchase an Honest John or some

of our new missiles like the Pershing and so forth, I would say that

-
F PR )

vonder the purchasing side of the military, program whereby the Defense
Department really acts as the agent for the country concerned if we
wanted to interpose an objection to their having thls particular type
-rn of vehicles, we could do so.

REPAESENTATIVE WESTLAND, Suppose- to buy 50
Pershings? :

GENERAL LENMNITZER. Right.

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, That would have to be cleared, I suppose,
through State Department, through =--7

GENERAL LEMNITZER. Through State Department, Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff would be called upon to give a recommendation as

el A e

_should or should not be provided with th= weapons.

REPRESENTATIYE WESTLAND, This is solid propellant. I can't

recall whether this is a one unit piece of whether the warhead is

a separate unit on the Pershing,

ko
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GENERAL LEMNITZER. Yes, indeed, <= <= "= “7

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, Separate?

GENERAL LEMNITZER, Yes, the varbead i8¢ AT

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND., Suppose that is approved. Would that
mean we would have to put a certazin attachment on it to handle each one
of those warheads?

REPRESENTATIVE HOSMER, We have custodial responsibility in the
general area where these weapons are liahle to be used.

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, On their bases?

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, That is the way we are handling it now,.
If they are huying it not for national purposes but for NATO purposes,
it would have to go through the General Council of NATO and be approved
as part of the NATO over-all concept, would it not? I don't know
whether I am calling the group by the right name but I am talking about
the representatives of the different NATO nations, Do they not approve
the component parts and plans of all member nations in the over-all
strategy?

GENERAL LEMNITZER. 1In the development of over-all NATO plans
and forces, yes they do, They have a voice in that, That is on the

NATO side,

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD. On the national side separate from that,

e

I think --

3



/ v ‘i/‘-)

G = .(?

} % F

(16)

GENERAL LEMNITZER, That is where we have our control. For
exsmple, take an extreme case which I don't believe has ever happened.
Suppose some nation wants to put all.its effort in nuclear capability,
First, I think it would not get through the KNATO planners under
General Norstad. However, suppose it did get through. ¥When it came
to the U.S, side and we came to the conclusion this was not in the
ijnterest of NATO and certainly not in accord with our own views with

il e hT~ T
respect to the way they axe building up their forces, we could certainly
interpose an objection at the Washington level which would preclude
T
the provision of a Pershing to o« particular country.

REFRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, I was intrigued because a friend of
mine told me he had been over in Europe recently peddling one of
these weapons; that he was soliciting business. That is the principal
;eason I 2m asking these guestions. It wmay not be pertinent to this
particular discussion.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, I think it is pertinent,

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, I was interested in learning just what
the procedure would be, In other words we do have a complete veto
over whether or not the Italians, for example, might buy 50 Honest Johns,
Pershings or Sergeants or any other thing. Is that right?

e
GENERAL LEMNITZER, This is right. At the present time we have

a complete veto, but this is a problem that is going to present itself

~SeCRET
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with a proliferation of, weapons, As the different countries get ghese
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weapons then there arises the problem of nation, -tn=—sn

attempt to build up a capability of its own going to the British or
P e

French, after they get a nuclea:lci{ability. I don't see this as an

acute problem. It is one over which we have control at the present

time bet I see :A;ituation developing in such a way that we may reach

the point where we do not have quite the control we have had. This is

going to present some real probbems.

CHAIRMAN HOLIRIELD, We realize you are facing some real problems
along that line and this is a good time for us to have an understanding
of what the Committee believes is the intent of the Act. I think I
am expressing the general concensus of the Committee, but if there is
anyone on the Committee who feels I am not expressing the general
understandiog of the Committee, I would appreciate it if he would speak
up beceuse I think it is very important General Lemnitzer have the
views of the Committee,

Nowhere in the Act is the term "custody” used or defined., The
Act uses the terms "transfer and possession''. Custody as it is being
practiced at this time, certainly in my opinion, is in contradiction to
possession, The fiction of possession exists but the actual possession

of the weapon has, in effect, been transferred in some instances --

not in all instances., In instances where we have possession of the
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warhead certainly the argument can be made that transfer of possession
and custody has not occurred except for the missile vehicle itself,
However, in the case of the QRA pla;e it is a little different.

In 1960 this Committee was most critical of action taken by the
Defense Department, without prior notification of this Committee, in
entering into 2 military arrangement with a foreign nation with respect
to nuclear weapons., The Committee was particularly concerned over the
delegation by the Defense Department of the responsibility for the
security &s well as the possession of weapons to a foreign nation such
as those aboard the QRA planes sitting on the runway - for
instance.

A recent inspection by representatives of DoD and AEC in which
a staff member of the JCAE participated reflected great improvement in
the security of nuclear weapons assigned to the NATO forces, Greater
attention now appears to be given to the selection and training of
American custodial and maintenance personnel including consideration of
emotional stability and security background checks. This had been one of
the criticisms of the Ad Hoe Committee.

The operational needs of our forces in Europe and NATO Alliance
must be evzluated in line with the requirement of the Act that pertains

to non-transfer and U,S. possession of nuclear weapons. Consideration

should be given to changing or modifying the law rather than permitting

S
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the development of an illegal fiction

We as a Committee of Congress,

bility of a "watch dog"” over these nuclear weapons.

;w/b’

in operational procedures,.
have been given the responsi-

A situation

now exists which seems to make it imperative that former concepts

of possession be changed,

The bulk of Congress is under the misapprehension that the

letter and intent of the law is being
is being avolided and evaded. If this
us in a position of not keeping faith
bodies. Yet the concept of the law as

understanding of the Congress-- and I

Congress and not this Committee-- are

carried out while actually it
Committee acquiesces, it puts
with our ecolleagues in the two
it is now being used and the

am speaking of the body of the

different.

It seems to me this Committee must keep faith with our colleagues

in the Congress and not shut our eyes

to evasion or subterfuge leaving

our colleagues under the misapprehension that things are as they

were when actually they have changed.

I have brought this up because

we hope that you, as the top re-

presentative of the U,S. Government out there, will keep this thought

in mind.

We are willing to cooperate.

We want to do all of the things

which the concensus of the Committee majority feel necessary for the

security of the United States but we cannot be put in the false position

of pretending an obsolete concept exists when conditions have changed.
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GENERAL LEMNITZER, 1 understand, &~ G pimmtee S

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, We have our responsibility also. Is there
anyone on the Committee who wishes t; comment? Senator Bennett, you
were on the Ad Hoc Committee,

SENATOR BENNETT. I would only back up the statement of the
Chairman that there is great concern about the difference between
fact and fiction with respect to the actuval custody and responsibility.
However, I do recognize how difficult it is to adjust the realities
of a situation on a field to the legal necessities., I think it is
important this Committee keep close watch on it because local pressures
could gradually soften the thing to the point where there was nothing
much left but a paper.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, We have had some intimations there may
be tremendous pressures on the part of the DeGaulle Government for
concessions which we have not been willing to make, I think the
members of this Committee ought to express themselves on this point.

I want to say that when I picked up the paper the other day and
read that the sedan in which General DeGaulle was ridiong had 7 machine
gun bullets put through it with one of them inches from his head,
it brought very sharply to my mind the concern the Committee has had
in regard to the transfer of nuclear information or nuclear weapons to

the DeGaulle Government, The stability of the French Goverument has

SECRE
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been one of our real concerns because of the permeation of a Communist
element in the civil service and the local political structure of
France. We have the feeling -- at leést I have the feeling that
DeGaulle is almost holding this thing together by the power of his
personality and his own prestige.

I believe this is the second time they have attempted to assassi-
nate him. Whether they are successful another time or whether due to
advanced age he passes on naturally, we are going to be faced with a
chaotic condition in France politically. We don't know who might
come into power, It could be someone either secrety or openly in
sympathy with the Algerian terrorists or the Communist Bloc in the
Chamber of Deputies., In making any arrangements with France, I think
this should be a consideration.

1 koow the pressure is great. I know France is in the middle
of the NATO line. Nevertheless we have to think beyond the period of
DeGaulle's control and his life, I think, in any agreements we may make,
Germany, I think, is in a more stable position politicaly and militarily
than is true of France, particularly France at this time, W¥e are greatly
concerned by the rumors we have heard of advancing information to France
in certajn realms where we feel we have a superiority over the Russians,

1t has been the general feeling of the members of our Committee
as a result of investigations we have made that the President could not,

under the Act, justifiably represent the French nation as having a security
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system strong enough to really protect advanced nuclear information if fSTFTrE'

(=0)

we were to deliver it to them.

There are areas -- and 1 am speaking specifically of the submarine
field where we believe we are ahead of the Russians in our techoology.
If revealment and transfer of the specificatiouns and plans of our
advanced nuclear submarines to the Freanch became a matter of considera-
tion, this should be looked at very carefully. This Committee should be
kept informed and no advance commitments should be made independent of
the interest of Congress because this wouvld be a matter undoubtedly
where the law would have to be changed and the merbers of this
Committee would have to go before their respective bodies and argue
this case. If it were in the form of a treaty, it would involve only
the Senate side of course, but if the law needed to be changed it
would have to come before both bodies,

For these very important reasons we believe there should be a
touching of bases before any commitments are made that would present
this Committee and Congress with a fait accompli which they might not
approve and might not implement., We hope you will keep this in mind.

It is not that we just want to be interfering. This is strictly in
line with our concept of the responsibilities of this Committee to our

colleagues in Congress,
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GENERAL LEMNITZER, We have, of course, been dealing with these
kinds of problems and this is one primarily for the Washington level,
CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, I understand.

GENERAL LEMNITZER. I heartily sagree with you that before we pass

e e
any, information in this area or other sreas of technology that is not

' 25 ey i ol
known to be posseesed by the Soviet Unjon, {this - hould require some ,
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P etk i et 2 . a2 —
f::i;u;::;ful thigtz;;‘;;}ore we pégg’::a;;?to anyone ouggl;: of our
D A e il
own channeléj
CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, I am talking, as you know, of interior
design.
GENERAL LEMNITZER, I understand,
CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, There are some people who have said to us,
"We could furnish a complete submarine to another nation and it would
not iuvolve necessarily revealing the interior design and specifications
of compouent parts.” On the other hand in the expert opinion of people
who build these submarines to transfer these submarines to another
nation it would be imperative almost that we transfer the interior design
or they wouldn't be able to operate them or to correct any kind of
mishap or any kind of accident -- excursion of power, something like,
unless they were familiar with the compounent parts, the designs and

specifications. We haven't gone into this in great detail but we

have made some examination in this field. This is what we have been
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told by people who are very knowledgeable in this field.

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, Both Administratious have offered
submarines to NATO, ‘

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, I am not talking about the transfer of the
sovereiguty over a submarine, and Bmot an cffer for --

SENATOR BENNETT, The use of them.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, Assigning them to NATO under American
operation and supervision. I am talking about the transfer of any of
these advanced weapons or advanced vehicles, such as a submarine, from
one national sovereignty to another.

There is one other matter that we took up in our Report, That
was cotventional weapous capability of NATO.,

The Joint Committee in its Ad Hoc Subcommittee Report strongly
recommended the development of greater conventional capability within
NATO. We are delighted an attempt has been made along this line and
to a certain extent I think we are developing a better conventional
capability in some of the nations of NATO.

GENERAL LEMNITZER. This is an area in which I have been an advocate
since the day the NATO treaty was signed in this city and I continue to

b - At et Vs "l. f’-:"—-L"“ . A / -l /‘3-1-4-“—‘&—._: M““U‘Hq‘-‘_{_‘.
# iy -

./.-L-f“':t.g_—._. A AT
f;ﬁjﬁwbﬂzgzigﬁlﬂ HOLIFIELD. It is about 12 years since the commitment was

made and many of those commitments have never been fulfilled, as you koow,

by the NATO parties,
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GENERAL LEMNITZER, As a matter of fact I feel the effectiveness

LIy
o om

of the military forces as a whole,,if we have to use nuclear weapons, is
enhanced by & conventional capabilit&. I think the two fit together very
closely and we must be capable of fighting with both types of weapous.
I happen to be one who believes our nuclear capability if we are ever
called upon to use it is enhanced by a strong conventional capability,

On the battlefield your targets are created by maneuvers and you
= (_-‘f-fm--._hs-:s..—
maneuver with conventional forces. So I am heartily in accord with[gpisJ R —

IL('n.—n_._L‘_c;'l—
As a matter of fact, particularly this last year when I was Chairman

e IAaidn :/- -4’4-’-65/ AR -/'j"‘""""-::" e 3
of the NATO Military Committee{ which comes ground through} otation

\-

and is on its second phase now -- and at the Chief of Staff sessions,
N Ls!.t;
I preseed very strongly, as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and

(T gt _,.4/_./' ._!_4_,.f./ it
as Chairman of the Miltary Committee for the NATO powers to come up
to their conventional force goalsﬁgpich have begﬁ}established through
NATO planning. I shall continue to do so.
I want to add that I am pressing and will continue to press for

-—

the back-up -- adequate back-up in logistical capability to suppo:t . et
- .__I..,..‘A_ ‘(4-#1-.-!.-6- d"/J SR
that conventional and nuclear capability whieh I tHink,is oné of the //
real requirements in NATQ at the present time.
CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, We realize cobventional capability is not

a substitute for nuclear weapons but our position has been that our

NATO allies should meet their conventional commitments in armameats
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and not use the U,5. nuclear weapons support as an excuse for cutting
back on their copveutional armaments, Ei}uuuaady:agrez:ré$ﬁ—%ha%«
(st Ztrriarigen: 2 T e el Sk, g
CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, I am glad to’ havé your assurance along
that line and to know you feel as we do.
We feel that some of these nations certainly can as a result
of their advanced economic position do more than they are in the
conventional field and I will support you in every way possible if
you take this same position over there.
REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, What do you think is adequate - if
you can ever use the word "adequate" -- in conventional forces?
You have now about 24 Divisions. - Lra{
GENERAL LEMNITZER., I thiok in the central sector, the level ... -2
of about 30 divisions, which is based upon the development of plans
by sector commanders comming up all the way through General Norstad, 4« fg{ék\:.
is about a minimum conventional force. In other areas I happen to be
in agreement with the geuneral levels of conventional force goals which

-’*’/”"‘J Vi

As a result of actions which have been taken since the Berilin

we presently have.

crisis a year ag?jwhen Secretary McNamara and I went over to Europe é~3f P, ’74/
and in our contacts with the Ministers of Defense since -- and I talked

to the Minister of Defense of Italy this morning on this subject --

f’/"——-‘f:““""‘“ '_tf,-/ .‘, ~id ot ...ﬂ—'(4_ --i’-.—,..._,{__,
the problemJarises 4a filling up orce ' 1ch they presently have A‘“f?ﬁ«"
Z VAT ¢
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to proper strengtE) Sixty percentﬁe! the Divisicns axe no§1ﬂivisions
e

ready for combat. We are pressing them to build up current forces
to operatiocnal level and we are pressing very strongly those who
have not developed their number of divisions to meet their force
goals to do so.

In the central sector approximately 30 divisions is the aminimum
force at the present time in my opinion, in the opinionaf the Chiefs
of Staff, the opinion of General Norstad and as a matter of fact in
the opinion of the Military Committee which comprises the Chiefs of
Staff of all countries. This will vary according to the threat, but
based on the threat that exists today, 1962, this seems to be
about the minimum, :

I would say alsoc that the last estimate I reerd from General
Norstad as the result of actions we have taken during the past year
is that they are past the 26 division level. We are anxious that the
new German Divisions --

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, Are those operational divisions?

GENERAL LEMNITZER, Yes. Come along and fill this 30 division
requirement.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, Do they have logistic support of their own

or are they depending pretty much on us?
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GENERAL LEMNITZER. They have someq but they do not have enough,
Secretary McNamara, supported by th? Joint Chiefs, is pressing all
nations to develop a logistic capability to enable theilr forces to
fight for longer than a week or ten days.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, I think this is very importaht. Even though
they bring up their strength to BO percent or 90 percent but still
do not have logistical support and depend upon us, in an hour of
peril we might not be able to deliver the logistical support they need.
Certainly they whould have a reasonable amount of their own logistical
support.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, I have sat in on many meetings, and 1

think Secretary McNamara is just about completing the round of

discussions with NATO Defense Ministers, such as with the Minister
o;fgtalyiéz the present time. He has stressed thig)and so have {J
in our discussions with all of them. i
L Rt

The Germens recognize thét. They are very smart military people
and they recognize the requirement and are puttiaog more effort iato
it, However, the other countries, the smaller nations have got to
1001};4::};;:-;;;:3} their total capability.

REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, We were told a couple of years ago
that the NATO forces without adequate tactical nuclear weapons would be
pushed out of Europe in a couple of weeks. They might make a stand in the

Pyrenees or some place like that, regain some beachhead. If that




l‘--l J-‘. :d A
Suﬁhﬁi

(29)

premise is correct, it would seem that the acquisition of so-called
"adequate” nuclear tactical weapons is of primary importance.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, There is ;; doubt whatsoever that tactical
nuclear weapons are of prime importance to the defense of Western
Europe in the NATO area. At the beginoing of NATQ, when the NATO
treaty was signed, the Russian forces could have walked across
Germany and France and have walked to the channel. They can't do
it any more.

The object of the shield is to provide such forces that they

Z:Efn be delayed -- thf?]can be stopped. I don't think any man can
envisage the time at which it is appropriate to employ nuclear weapons.
It will depend upon the circumstances and what the forces i;;%}hich ;5*4*ﬂ—’
are involved in a given operation. They can't walk across Europe .
today even though some of the NATO divisions are under sirength.
Cl AT dameanay s

The objective, of course, is to build them up to where there
has to be a real fight to advance at all in Western Europe. This is
a problem which has been faced by my predecessors in Europe. There is
no doubt it will be faced by me and those who sg;ceed me, It depends

(—/—... ;{_J_/—._‘_,a v P -'f/—u—_.
upon the forcesc_yssia has and the satellites, where they are concentrated,

s~dhow they are backed up with af>, tactical air and with tactical nuclear

weapons.
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The situation has changed in recent years. We are dealing with

o
an enemy who,has tactical nuclear weaspons. I would say it would be
B Vi i . /_.—r.JT
quite an{éxtravaganf}statement to say we could fight Russia's con-
—ea

ventional/nuclear forces with conventional forces. This, of course,
wouldn't work at all,
REPRESENTATIVE WESTLAND, Have you seen any evidence of a

lessening of tension?

GENERAL LEMNITZER, No, I wish I could say that I did. .
i Lo ¥ /_M—'/.d-' T
I think if you look across the entire spectrum of the wosd

today -- what is happening in Cuba, in the Southeast Asia, in Iran,
the pressures that are likely to be put upon Iran, the problems
related to Berlin and the statements which are coming from Mr., Krush-
- e el R = - 3
chev himself-- At-{ndicates to fe)there is no change in the objective
of the International Communists or their determination to reach thet
objective of world domination., They are resorting to other actions </~ 6?4"“’

3"‘1"‘(‘:&"_) =t 4;14_’-:_-4..{&___ EC O N
<,ifi the Southeast Agia, They are resorting to gueri la,subversive

Gl I &
efforts vhich £ hard to deal with. I see no lessening of tension ™ ot

That is my opinion.
SENATOR PASTORE, I merely want to say, General, it is very
comforting, at least to me, to know that yocu have been selected to go

there to become Supreme Commander of NATO, 1 subscribe znd applaud

eveérything you have siaid,
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But why is it that we must always be prodding our allies in
NATO to come up to their commitments? Basically what is the problem?
Is it because they don't have the money or because they don't feel
as strongly about this as we do?

GENERAL LEMNITZER, Senator Pastore, I would like to express
my thanks for your congratulations and your confidence in me,

I would say thet throughout the history of NATO the reasonus

e v e

1-—*‘-:____&3——-“-" -2 L 13
have varied. 1In the early days when theij rebuildiug their economies,

A Cad
I think it is understandable ,they wanted to put the greater part of

their effort into their economic rehabilitation and development.
L,é_‘} .44-;_-?::.—*:.4
I think elso simwe they/have)achieved or surpassed this pre-war
- Tt s 4=

economic capability, it is just human nature to "let George,do it."

o)

——

They would like to rely upon our strength, They would like to

devote more of their effort to building their economy beyond the

levels which existed then, I thiok there is a bit of wishful thinking

that they might be able to rest upon our nuclear capability as the panacea

to all the military problems of the world. Of course our nuclear aaliii;*%?-
il S

alone is not the answer to all military problems, For example what is

happening in Southeast Asia today. Nuclear weapons are not the answer

Efer forgefol W eme )'u--'—-'._;

to that particular problem&’ I thiok 4t is a combination of all things

P T T teees

I would like to put it in these terms, It is not that we should

do less in NATO, but that our Allies need to do more and measure up to

- SECRET
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their capability. This is the position I have taken for the 12 years ;)
I have been defending the military aid program. I started the program

1 believe in it, I am very proud of the record. As you know, we are
Py S &

not giving grant aild to European nations today, bor do they think
we should., But there is a need to provide them with an awareness
that they are on the front line. They are closer to the front line

- YA k.
than we are, but I also believe we can best defend the United States 'f},‘//'“L7
along the Iron Curtain today. 1 hope, however, there is no relaxa-

Leo e = : il et

tion of pressure onizkéa]fo sick up a greatgr part of the burden in ._
defending the NATO area, T7e e "‘FA."/-* L, g mbedins 1F T

SENATOR PASTORE. I know how frustrating this has heen always.
1 have experienced more or less the same in talking with civilians
of some of these countries, whether it be France, Italy or England,
They don't seem to have the same sense of apprehension that we hold
as against the Russians moving. I think their general attitude seems
to be that this isn't going to happen., We have a lot of people in
our country who feel that way too,.

I would hope that once you get the feel of it over there you
would think about what Congress might do to convince our friends in
the NATO Alliance that they need to come up to full strength --
without being haughty about it, without being domineering. I am
wondering if psychologically the Congress couldn’'t play some part in

couvincing them of the need to come up to the full commitments that

TR : - \q :PD :T
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you have already expressed.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, I am certain the Congress both in hearings
and in visits by members of Congress ;ould emphasize this point.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, I think we are going to have to go further
than that,

SENATCOR PASTCGRE, I think we have to convipnce these people they
have a part to play in this because they have something to lose just
as we have something to lose, W¥e meet our commitments because we
believe we must and should because of world tensions, but from
conversations I have had I doubt if that concern is universal on the
other side of the water for some reason or other,

4s you have said, in the begioning they were in a period of
reconstruction. However, I don't believe it is economic any more
and I am wondering what it is, If it is just that human reaction,
"Let George do it", isn't there something "George' can do to convince
them they must meet their commitments also?

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, I agree with Senator Pastore,

We are reaching a point here at home also where these people are
going to beve to face up to their commitments. We have this foreign
aid bill coming up tomorrow end I would be very much surprised if they
didn't knock out more than # million dollars of the foreigm zid in the

House, V¥hile this is a different subject, it is sn illustration that
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that the Members of Congress, people who have supported NATO and
supported foreign aid, as I have, are beginning to look at this with
a very critical and jaundiced eye. I£ seems like to me the time has
come when you have to say to those people over there, "Listen, you
are in this boat with us. You are the first casualty in the lige of
fire. Unless you have the same feeling of urgency to engage in a
counter effort, you are going to lose the cooperation of the United
States.”

And they are going to lose it because there is a growing
feeling among the members of Congress. I can sense it in my talks
with them every day. With the gold outflow we have and the high
taxes ond all of these things, the day of reckoning is coming. 1
certainly don't want to see this happen from the standpoint of the
over-all security of the free world. However, these people are
simply going to have to assume their share of the burden or we are
going to lay it down.

GENERAL LEMNITZER, I think it would be most unfortunate if the ;...

%”déuts being talked about in the press this morning ever materialized, -
1 happen tc have presented this bill this year and so far as the
military side is concerned, it is a minimum bill. Of the small amount

It e J-l-.l.-.f-n...
in the 1963 military aid program going to the NATO sares, g’]is
goiug(éifmﬁrik:fto two countries: Greece and Turkey, They are really
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unable to carry the military burden which they are carrying at the

ey e " Jinoai n.:.. oo be aalmyay e
moment. Thefgreat majgrit 1s going into the Far East where there is
a real showdown with the Communists.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, That is why I said it is not a direct

issue here, but it is related and it is related to the feeling of

"l —
Il-u
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the American people. We are committed outside of the foreign aid appro-

priations. We are committed from the standpoint of maintenance of our
troops on the line throughout the world and it is tﬁe cost of the
maintenance as well as the cost of foreign aid which is now beginning
to rest pretty heavily upon us,

I just have the feeling -- sfter having been on the Hill for
20 years -- thaf there is an awful lot of people who are looking very
critically at this attitude on the part of our allies of the Free
World. .

GENERAL LEMNITZER,. In further amswer to the Senator's question
as to why they feel this way, I think one factor is that of "I am

e LAl Cpalficcf~

a small nation. What can I do petween these two giants?”

Thigj?ég;q:ﬁls completely the basis for our departure from our

Li¢

5
traditionalﬂforeign policy in 1848 when we went into these various

collective security arrangements thet as a groupgaye do have strength.

But the group is not strong itself if each one of the nations does

not do its proper part. I think this idea has been pushed very

| DECIES
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aggressively in NATO, in SEATO and in OAS and other areas in which we
have entered collective security arrangements.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, Are there any questions?

REPRESENTATIVE HOSMER, I just want to sdd my word of appre-
clation to General Lemnitzer for being here and to say I am happy he
has been assigned to HATO,

GENERAL LEMNITZER, Thank you very much,

seen

REPRESENTATIVE HOSMER, I think he has/probably the irascible
actions that sometimes characterize Adenaver and DeGaulle and that they
have, in fact, perhaps helped their national interests to some extent,
Perhaps the General might be as irascible on some of these items,

GENERAL LEMNITZER, 1 think some of my colleagues in NATO &4k.4—¢jb__
consider me as bad or worse than many of us regard them.

But I have had experience in the NATO field and in collective
secur ity arrangements. I cen speek from personal experience as a result
of my appearance before Congressional committees, not only in the military
+ rotelgin RS LT, Bereritomat_ Mt T t{?ﬁﬂL-- L, -j7h-i::~
a-id program but dn hearings such as(ihis Defenﬁ_Jpres ntation. I hope = 7ak—
to use that experience effectively in carrying on.

Going back to the NATO area there has been tremendous progress
made in NATO over the years, When I was first sent over by Secretary
Forrestal to sit on the Military Committee of five powers, the U.K.,

Jrad dtiamer b
France, Belgium, Hol}and and Luxemburg, there was,g3Corpora1!s Guard

standing between the Red Communist Forces and the Channel coast.
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We have come a long way. This is no place to stop.

REPRESENTATIVE PRICE, Mr. Chaijrman, I would like to join
Senator Pastore and Mr. Hosmer in expressing my pleasure at the
assignment given to General Lemnitzer, I have had occasion through
the years to be in close contact with him, I know how eifectively aud
how efficiently he works. I think the sssignment has been placed in
the most capable hands,

GENERAL LEMNITZER, Thank you, Mr. Price, very much.

e i /
, !
i Lo 4] =2

REPRESENTATIVE ASPINALL, Mr. Chairman, first I wish to apologize

for not being here for this entire discussion. It was necessary for
me to attend another meeting and I could not come until late,

I too am pleased, however, that General Lemnitzer has been
given this responsibility in NATO, I think the NATO organization
needs not only his experience but his personality. 1 am very
happy about this assignment.

I wish to join Senator Pastore, however, in his expression
of criticism and the Chairman with respect to the reaction created
among the American people by the publicity that has been given to
our programs elsewhere, Of course, I represent an inland area where
our activities in foreign areas are not well understood. However,
when the people whom I represent see a statement that the streugth
of France and West Germany equals that of the United States, or some-
thing like that, they begin to ask: Why do we carry on then, if that

is true? Why do we have to continue to assume this responsibility?
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I think there is a need to educate our people and I do not
believe it can be done through Congressmen. I think &2 Congressman
can help, but I do not believe it can be done primarily by Congress-
men,

SENATOR JACKSON, Good morning, General. I am sorry to be
late.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD. We are glad you are here to say good-bye
to General Lemnitzer. The hearing is about to be concluded. You
will have to Test on faith that your colleagues have presented the
case of the Committee to him adequately.

If you have anything further to say, however, we will grant
you five minutes,

SENATOR JACKSON, I know better than that.

{Laughter)

A1l I want to say, however, is that I koow everything will be
ia good hands with General Lemnitzer in command over in NATO.

I am sure the General with his long experience with the "Hill"
knows that what has been said here this morning will undoubtedly be
followed through by some trips over there -

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD. Prdbably not this year though. We have a

little campaigning to do if we ever get out of here.
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GENERAL LEMNITZER, Senator Jackson, may I repeat what I had

said in the beginning that I happen to be one who welcomes visits by /- .. feen
D gt Aot s
: favarious, committees., As Commander -in-Chief, Far East, I did. I shall

A
/7
continue to take that attitude in the NATO area not only because it
A L—."-r S e et e 87T e oyt ottt
givesiihem}an appreciation of the type of problems I and my forces
TR =

are concerned with but £t also,enables-me and ;gz'iorces to realize
there are people behind us here who do understand our problems and are
carrying the ball for us here in Washington.

The nuclear field(EEEEEEEiz;Iihii—gIcomplex business, We are
always confronted with the dilemma of adegquate control on one hand
and sufficient responsiveness and flexibility on the other hand to
make our capability effective if we ever have to use it. This is a
dilemma that requires the best brains in this country and other;”;;agglve
effectively.

I appreciate the statutory responsibility of the Committee.
I welcome visits, suggestions and criticisq}if criticism is in order
on the arrangements we have in NATO,

SENATOR JACKSON, I want to say, Mr. Chairman, I don't emnvy
you your job. There has been a lot of talk and rumbling about disagree-
ments within NATO that, to me, are merely manifestations of the fact
that the child and their children are growing up. They have been dependent

upon us for a long time, We had to carry them through during difficult
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times. Now they are building their own power which is the_very thing
we have tried to encourage.

I do think there is a tendency on the part of the press es-
pecially to equate this assertiveness omn the part of some of our allies
with dissidence and disunity. I do not so interpret it. I consider
it to be a good sign that individuval allies are asserting themselves.
Unfortunately there has been confusion in the interpretation of the
conduct of some members of NATO.

I think over-all we are definitely stronger. The thing that
is important is to build a North Atlantic Community along more than
just military lines. The Common Market is one means but which by
going forward so fast is causing us some problems, However, it is
the very thing we recommended. We said, "Europe, stop Iighting among
yourselves. Unite,” They are doing precisely what we asked them to
do and that is causing some problems.

1t thionk we should clarify as often as we can to our own people
the true meaning of statements being made by leaders in Western Europe
from to time which seems to indicate there is great disunity., One
would think France was about to leave the world and the same is true
with some of our other allies, I don't agree with some of the positions
being taken, obviously, but I think over-all Mr. Erushchev would be making

a serious mistake if he should interpret these statements of our Allied
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leaders as being an indication of weakness.

GENERAL LEMNITZER. I quite agree with that, Senator Jackson.

I would like to assure this Cémmittee, however, that although
they are feeling their economic and political strength, the view
1 expressed, for example, to Foreign Minister of Defense Andriotti of
Italy this morning and have to others is that NATO was conceived_fﬂg
established for security purposes. Defense is the keyston%jginggaf

That is not to say they should not branch out into other activities,
but I;;ﬂink it would be most unfortunate if because of economic issues
or political issues they neglect defense or security. This is the

basis of NATO. They are broadening out into cther areas, but I hope

that in all the give and take that is involved that they do not inject

- ? .
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a divisive influencé $r—it that will affect the military strength of
the Alliance because that is thBAPur;oﬁé for=tt. . "’ ; T MR
SENATOR JACKSON., I will conclude, Mr. Chairman, by saying I
think we are fortunate in having a man with General Lemnitzer's
background receive this assignment. When I was on the House Appropriations
Comm ttee he was intimately associated with the miltary nid programs
in the very beginning of NATO and the time when the Marshall Plan was
going forward full blast,

General Lemnitzer, I think the experience you have had will come

in good stead in your new undertaking. I wish you well,

—
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GENERAL LEMNITZER, Thank you.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD., General Lemmnitzer, thank you very much for
your appearance here this morning. .

The members have expressed their feelings and their confidence
in you, If at any time through the regular channels you wish to
apprise us in advance of problems you will have in this field and
in which we can be cooperative, we would welcome the information and
would be happy to receive it.

GENERAL LEMNITZER., Thank you very much. I will keep that in
miod. I appreciate the opportunity to be here this morning.

CHAIRMAN HOLIFIELD, We wish you well in your assigument,

ik and at this time we will excuse you and your aides, I would like

the members to remain for just a moment.

(Whereupon at 11:15 a.m. the meeting was adjourned,)
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Points of Interest to Discuss with General Lemnitzer |

i

2 2, ¥

1. PERMISSIVE LINKS - -7

The Joint Committee Members and staff have been interested in permissive
links since 1960 when Committee consulta;ns, Dr. Harold Agnew and Dr., John
Foster, were requested to look into their possible utilization., The Ad Hoc
Subcommittee of the Joint Committee, after inspecting NATO installations
in November-December 1960, in its report to the President, recomrmmended
the use of electronic devices to improve custodial arrangements, as well as
improving command and contreol. While supporting the Presidential determination
to develop and install permissive links in nuclear weapons assigned to NATO,
the Committee has been concerned over a premature decision to install the
;ievices on all weapons systems prior to obtaining operational experience. A
supplemental appropriation of $23.3 million has been requested to develop
and produce the devices, In a letter dated May 29, 1961, Members of the Joint
Comrmittee wrote to the President of their concern.

2, QUESTIONABLE PRINCIPLE OF UNIFORMITY -

In past discussions with representatives of the White House, Defense
Department and State Department, an argument has been made that the United
States must maintain a principle of uniformity in its nuclear weapon operational
plans, For example, a recent decision hot to assign two-stage weapons to
non-ﬁ.-S.— QUR forces in NATO resulted in two-stage weapons being removed from

U.S.-owned and operated QRA units.
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In a letter to the President, dated May 14, 1962, a number of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy members pointed out their disagreement with the
concept of uniformity, Based on the original NATO concept, it has been the
Committee’s understanding that NATO countries were not supposed to be uniformly
treated but that each nation was to contribute and receive in accordance with its
abilities,

3. CUSTODY OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS CONCEPT

Nowhere in the ATomic Energy Act is the term ''custody' used or defined,
The Act uses terms such as 'transfer" and ''possession.' In 1960 the Committee
was most critical of acts taken by the Defense Department without prior notification
to the Comumittee of entering into military arrangements for security of nuclear
weapons in foreign nations. The Committee was particularly concerned over the
delegation by the Defense Department to foreign nations of responsibility for
security, as well as the "possession' of weapons aboard foreign QRA planes.

A recent inspection trip by representatives of the DOD and AEC, in which
a staff member of the JCAE participated, reflected great improvement in the
security arrangements of nuclear weapons assigned to NATO forces., Greater
attention now appears to be given to the selection and training of American
custodial and maintenance personnel, including attention to emotional stability
and security background checks. The operational needs of our forces in Europe
and the NATO Alliance must be evaluated in line with the requirements of U,S,

law as it pertains to non~transfer and U,S. possession of nuclear weapons.

™
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Consideration should be given to changing or modifying the law rather than
the development of legal fictions if operational requirements make it

necessary. .

4, NATO CONVENTIONAL WEAPON CAPABILITY

The Joint Committee, in its Ad Hoc Subcommittee report, strongly
recommended the development of greater conventional capability within
NATO. This, however, is not as a substitute for NATO weapons, nor is it
justification to withdraw nuclear weapons support from NATO., The JCAE position

our

has been that/ NATO Allies should meet their commitments in conventional
armament and not use the U.S. nuclear weapon support as ahasbst an excuse
for cutting back their conventional capabilities. Also an adequate conventional

capability will result in a higher threshold prior to the necessity to commit

nuclear weapons in the event of a Communist attack.
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