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January 17, 1958

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Discussion at the 3518t Meeting
of the National Security Council,
Thursday, January 16, 1958

Present at the 35lst NSC Meeting were the President of the United
Btates, presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the
Becretary of State; the Becretary of Defense; and the Director,
Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were Mr. Fred C.
Scribner, Jr., for the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney

' General; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic

. Energy Commission; the Federal Civil Defense Administrator; the
Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs
of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; The Assistant to
the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; the Director,
U. 8. Information Agency; the Specisl Assistants to the President
for Disarmament, for Information ProJects, for National Security
Affairs, for Science and Technology, and for Security Operations
Coordination; the White House Staff Secretary; Assistant Secretary
of State Smith; Assistant Secretary of Defense Sprague; the Deputy
Director, Bureau of the Budget; Mr. Huntington Sheldon, Central In-
telligence Agency; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Director,
NSC Secretariat.

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the
main points taken.

1. REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT BY THE SECURITY RESOURCES PANEL OF THE
ODM_SCIENCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
TNSG Action No. 1B1k; NSC 5724; NSC 5724/1; NSC Action No. 1841)

Mr. Cutler said that at last week's Council meeting he had
Presented an over-all review of Agency comments upon the recommenda~
tions of the Geither Panel Report. Todey the procedure would be:

(1) Consideration of agency comments on measures for
pessive defense of the civil population.

" {2) Consideration of agency comments on "Costs and
Economic Consequences”" of the proposed over-all programs.

(3) Consideration of the schedule prepared by the
Department of Defense, in consultation with Dr. Killian
and Mr. Cutler, of further reports on various military
measures; and discussion of the military measures.
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Mr. Cutler then briefed the Council on the first of the
above three topics, and called on Governor Hoegh to explain the
FCDA position. (A copy of Hr. Cutler's briefing note is filed in
the minutes of the meeting, and another is attached to this memo-
randum. )

Governor Hoegh stated that FCDA concurred in the Gaither
Panel recommendations and favored initiation of & nation-wide fall-
out shelter program for a variety of reasons:

(1) Fallout shelters would add to our deterrent capabil-
ity by convincing the enemy that we could survive a nuclear attack
and would therefore be ready to employ nuclear retaliation if nec-
essary. Such an increase in our deterrent capability would bolster
our allies' determination to resist aggression. In the light of the
guo billion spent annually for militery protection, the spending of
. $22.5 billion for sheltering the civil population should be regarded
" a8 a sound investment.

(2) Fallout shelters would be a weapon for peace because
our diplomats would be strengthened at the conference table by the
additional deterrent to war that such shelters would create. CIA
had reported that the USSR had taken steps toward sheltering the
civil population. The United States, not the USSR, should seize
the initiative in achieving this increased deterrent.

(3) Shelters would be a contribution to the active mili-
tary defense of the United States. A shelter program would reduce
casualties 35 to 45 percent and might save 50 million people; and
could thus be the determining factor in sustaining the United States
as a free nation.

(4) If fallout shelter is an unsound concept, then some
other programs must also be unsound. For example, we must have sur-
vivors after a nuclear exchange if our stockpiles are to be used.

(5) Shelters would strengthen the morale of the people,
vwho, as they come into possession of more accurate information on
the character of nuclear war, will increasingly demend that protec-
tion be provided by governmental initiative. Popular confidence in
the Government and in 1ts leaders would be increased by such govern-
mental initistive.

(6) Fallout shelters are an integral and essential part
of a civil defense program. There is no practical alternative to
shelters, no other way to afford full protection. The only way to
protect a person against gamma rays is to put sufficient shielding
material between the person and the rays.
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(7) Fallout shelters would reassure our allies. Today
there is a wide acceptance of shelters in Furope; progreams are under
way in Sweden, Norway, Demmark, Frence, Germmny, Greece, Italy, Lux-
embourg, and Turkey. Fallout shelters in the United States would be
consistent with the recommendations of NATO, where the United States
has been criticized for lack of a shelter program.

(8) The cost of fallout shelters, about $125 per person
(1.e., the cost of a year's auto insurance), would be a sound in-
vestment as insurance. It would be difficult to think of a way to
get more for $125.

Governor Hoegh then noted that & great many practical ques-
tions as to a shelter program had been raised. He thought that a
practical program should be prepared by FCDA in collaboration with
other agencies and submitted for Council consideration. 1In his view,
. & shelter program should be national in scope, dual-purpose in char-
. acter, accompanied by a public information program, and reinforced by
self-help features, so that a person building & shelter for himself
would be generally regarded as a patriotic citizen, not en eccentriec.

An expenditure of $750 million in FY 1959 would start the
program. Maximum use should be made of existing facilities (schools,
tunnels, etc.) in their present state or modified as necessary. New
Federal and State buildings should incorporate fallout shelters, and
existing Federal buildings should be modified to provide such shel-
ters. TFHA regulations sbould be modified to encourage home-owners
to build shelters. Easllout shelters should be incorporated in the
new highway building program. Parking facilities, as well as addi-
tions to schools and hospitals, should be built underground and
should double es shelters.

In conclusion, Governor Hoegh said he was convinced there
wes no practical alternative to a fallout shelter program. Without
it there would be no hope of protecting the people; with it, the
reocple would be protected and the United States would have an addi-
tional deterrent to enemy eattack. The first shelter in America had
been a reinforced log cabin. How our duty was clear: To provide
for the common defense.

The Director, ODM, said that a decision on the fallout
shelter program would be one of the President's most difficult deci-
sions. The ODM staff was generally in agreement with FCDA, but he
(Mr. Gray) wes personally not ready at this time to recommend adop-
tion of a shelter program because he did not know precisely what
program was proposed. (For example, was the program to be fully or
partly Federally financed, or was it to be largely on a voluntary
Pasis?) Mr. Gray felt that in addition to the humanitarian aspects
of the problem, two major questions would have to be considered:
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(1) Whether the President could continue to conduct the affairs of
the United States in the ebsence of & shelter program; (2)--a phil-
osophical question--whether it was the duty of the Federal Govern-
ment €o guarantee the protection of individuals egainst disaster.

Mr. Gray said he was deeply concerned by the Geither Re-
yort, which had recommended fallout shelters, with a delay in blast
shelter construction. This reccmmendation presented great difficul-
ties; it was tantamount to asgking the Federal Government to say that
protection would be provided for the countryside, but not for the
cities. He was also deeply concerned by the fact that little wes
now known sbout the behavior of people in a shelter situstion--whe-
ther people would live for two weeks in shelters with 10-20 square
feet per occupant.

Mr. Gray said he had examined various altermatives to the

. recommended shelter program. For example, he had inguired into the

" possibility of contributing the two million tons of surplus aluminum

" .in our stockpile to shelter comstruction. He had found that alumi-
nun was an effective substitute for other materials, but that con-
tribution of our surplus aluminum would cover only one-third of the
coet and might not be a sufficient incentive. He had also thought
about the possibility of a War Damage Equalizetion scheme to obtain
revenues for shelters, but did not think such a scheme should be
adopted now--but it might have to be adopted in the future.

Mr. Gray then indicated that he was not impressed by the
argument that the United States should adopt a shelter policy because
NATO hed such a policy. It was true that the literature of the RATO
Senior Planning Committee contained a shelter policy approved by the
North Atlantic Council, but the principle of shelter had not actual-
1y engaged the specific attention of the heads of govermments.

Mr. Gray felt that the people should be told that evacua-
tion is not the answer to the fallout problem; that protection re-
quires shelters. It did not follow, however, that the Federal Cov-
ernment should undertake a full-gcale program for shelter protection.

Mr. Gray believed the Gaither recommendations were not suf-
ficlently clear and d4id not include a financing program. He would
recamend (1) adoption of the concept of shelter; (2) frenk communi-
cation to the people; (3) initiation of a research program to provide
information on the kinds and types of shelters (such research to in-
clude blasting shelter prototypes with large bombs) and on siting
(which the Gaither Committee did not deasl with). Mr. Gray thought
we should be willing to spend substantiel sums on full-scale research.
In the military services, funds expended for research and development
on weapons systems, though substantial, were a small percentage of
the cost of the operational systems, Applying this principle to shel-
ters, we might well spend for shelter research and develomment one
percent of the estimated cost of a completed shelter program.
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Mr, Cutler then called upon the Director of Central Intel-
ligence for & report on what the Russians are doing in the field of
shelters, a question which had vexed the discussions at the lower
levels.

The Director of Central Intelligence said that reports
from Moscow tended to cast doubt on the velidity of the conclusions
in an earlier estimate. The U. S. Embassy in Moscow had been able
to find few overt signs of a Soviet shelter program. CIA was still
attempting to get the basic facts. However, it was clear that the
Soviets, during the period of their nuclear inferiority in the late
thog and early '50s, had been extremely reluctant to inform their
people of the nuclear denger. They had simply carried forward their
World War IT shelter programs (e.g., the Moscow subway). Mr. Dulles
believed a shelter program was in existence in the USSR, but the
earlier estimates may have gone too far in stating its size. The

. program wae probably limited to new comstruction of public buildings,
"+ subways, and apartment houses. It might seem strange that a shelter

tion to chscover all the facts. Mr. Dulles estimated that one-sixth
of the Soviet urban population bad shelter evailable, but this figure
was a guess end might be too high. The Russians were publicizing
warning, etc., not shelter. In a month Mr. Dulles hoped to have a
full enelysis of the Russian program. However, the Russian program
need not determine action on the U. S. program.

The President wondered whether the discussion was not get-
ting at cross-purposes. The Gaither Committee had not recommended
blast shelters for the present; yet the Director of Central Intelli-
gence was reporting on Soviet World War II blast shelters. The United
States had very impressive World War II shelters, including one in the
White House, which would be no good against & one-megaton bomb ex-
ploded in the Soviet Embassy. The reports on Russian blast shelters
and the Gaither recommendations on fallout shelters were entirely
different.

Mr. Allen Dulles saild the Russiens had no fallout shelters
es such, and no blast shelters strong enough to withstand the latest
nuclear weapons.

The Secretary of State said he thought 1t was necessary to
consider not only the theoretical sspects but also the practical by-
products of a shelter program. If it were possible by a wave of the
hand to create shelters, we would be better off with them than with-
out them. But in this area of judgment he believed it would be im-
possible to carry through the program contemplated without extremely
serious consequences. Secretary Dulles asked the Council to consider
the impact of a shelter program on the psychology of the American
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pecple. There were practical difficulties in the way of maintaining,
at one and the same time, both an offensive and a defensive mood. We
had bden operating on the theory that the best war preventive was a
retaliatory capebility in cooperation with our allies. Secretary
Dulles felt that we would be capeble of preventing an atomic war
against us es long as we had the capability to retaliate by devas-
tating the Soviet Union. This was a sound policy from which we
should not deviate. It was difficult to combine a strong offense
and a strong defense. Burrowing into the ground would inevitably
have a bad effect on our offensive mood and capability.

It had been suggested, Secretary Dulles continued, that
shelters would make our diplomats bolder. He was not sure such would
be the case. Even with shelters, there would be large numbers of
casualties in the event of nuclear war. He thought & peace-at-any-

. price mood might result from the fact that large numbers of people in
.' the urban centers would be unprotected. A shelter program would
‘bring home to the people our lack of failth in our capability to deter

wvar, and would make us less bold.

Secretary Dulles also thought that the effect on our allies
of a Fortress America complex would be serious. A shelter program of
the magnitude contemplated would have serious effects on our economic
ald program, which is vital because the termination of economic aid
could mean loss of the cold war. Since it was not possible to have
all desirable programs, a shelter program would tend to get the peo-
ple to concentrate on the United States as a Fortress America.

Moreover, the concept of shelter varied from year to year;
in the last five years Secretary Dulles had heard constantly differ-
ing suggestions for civil defense. The present proposals, which
were entirely different from their predecessors, might be out of
date in a few years.

Secretary Dulles said the Gaither Report suggested helping
our allies to build shelters. He wished to point out that our allies
bave no shelter programs on this scale. If we adopt greater protec-
tive measures than our allies (who can't afford it), we will place
strains on our allisnces. .We should try to do the best we can with-
out & great program. .

For such reasons as these, Secretary Dulles did not think
we should adopt a shelter program of the magnitude euggested. How-
ever, he did not mean that we should pay no attention to shelter.
Undoubtedly some form of shelter should be encouraged in new con-
struction. In conclusion, Secretary Dulles said he was not opposed
to a quiet program along the lines suggested by Mr. Gray, in order
to develop a higher degree of protectionm.

The Secretary of Defense said he agreed with most of what
the Secretary of State had said. The shelter problem was a knotty
one because the opponents of such a program gquestion whether the
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Govermment does not have to consider the welfare of the 40 million
vwho might become casualties in the absence of shelter. Anything
that can be done to improve either owr offense or our defense would
add to our deterrent capabilities. Secretary McElroy believed (and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff concurred in his view) that U. S. resour-
ces should be used to develop offensive capabilities and an active
defense as the best deterrent. If we use our limited manpower and
material resources on shelters, they will not be avallsble for pro-
ductive use, a field in which we are competing with the Russians.
If necessary, the United States could build shelters without eco-
nomically destroying the nation, even though shelter comstruction
would be a large non-productive use of resources added to the al-
ready large non-productive use of resources for military purposes.

Secretary McElroy felt that public support was an important
factor in the shelter program. It would be difficult to ask the peo-
. ple in the cities, the main source of taxes, to put up the money for
. & shelter program which would give no protection to the cities. This

‘concept of no urban protection would have tremendous implications in
public opinion. In his own hometown a bond issue for a modest civil
defense program had recently been turned down. People would support
e large shelter program only if they were given a terrific scare by
the Administration.

Admirsl Strauss said his notes paralleled the remarks of
the Secretary of State. He felt we had insufficient information on
which to base so radical & project. Aside from the financial aspects,
the arguments were imponderable end could be cited on either side of
the question. Take the deterrent argument, for exsmple: If shelters,
wvhen completed, are & deterrent, then the Russians might be moved by
a big shelter progrem to strike before the shelters ere completed. A
vast shelter program might lead the Europeans to think we had panicked.
Like Secretary Dulles, Admiral Strauss wondered if we could simmltane-
ously encourage an offensive and a defensive psychology. He asked
vhether vast shelters would be as accessible and as cheap as individ-
val family shelters. He would recommend that certain unanswered ques-
tions on shelters be defined, that the answers be obtained, and that
the subject be considered eaganin by the National Security Council.

Dr. Killian said he wished to make two interpretive points:
(1) A program of fallout shelter does not mean ignoring the cities.
Fallout shelters in a city would protect the city in case of attack
outside the city (e.g., en attack on SAC bases). (2) Many persons
feel that a decision not to build shelters imposes a great responsi-
bility for improving our active defenses and assuring the safety of
BAC; end that greater priority should be accorded active defense and
retaliatory capability. We must be able to fend off a surprise at-
tack. Dr. Killian agreed with the comment that more information on
shelters was needed.
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General Twining said that the people who are responsible
for backing up governmental decisions live in the cities and wouwld
object to a lack of urban protection. Moreover, our productive
pover “is concentrated in the cities and would be lost to us in the
event of attack unless the cities were protected.

The Vice President said consideration should be given to
vwhat Congress would do with a shelter program. In his view, subuis-
sion of & large shelter program to Congress would result in lobbying,
a fantastic boondoggle, and a great debate. A study of the shelter
problem would be desirable, but submission of a program to Congress
this year would produce an ummitigated mess.

The President noted that it had been said that fallout
shelters might save 50 million people, a reduction of 35% in casual-
tiegs. In talking about such figures, we were talking about the com-

. Plete destruction of the United States. There would be no wey of
living in a situation of such large casualties. In studies of the
problem, lesser damage should be assumed or we would be foreing our-
pelves toward the conclusion that we should surrender. The President
asked how much the NATO countries were doing on shelter.

Governor Hoegh said Demmark was sheltering 25% of the urban
population, had spent 1 million kroren in 1957 and would spend 3 mil-
lion in 1958. France planned to provide blast shelter in target
areas, fallout shelter elsewhere.

The President, interrupting, asked about the dual-use con-
cept. How could an underground garage be used for shelter if it was
full of autos?

Governor Hoegh replied that there would be room for large
numnbers of people even before the autos were moved out.

Secretary Dulles said it was his impression that the Euro-
pean countries were carrying on & World War II type shelter program
which was not designed to meet the nuclear threat.

The President asked how deep a city blast shelter would
have to be. Such shelters seemed to him to require a stupendous
engineering feat. Admiral Strauss replied that blast shelters bhad
to be far underground. Moreover, the problems of air, electricity,
etc., were not simple. Dr. Killian agreed that ehelter construc-
tion was not a simple problem.

The President said he had been impressed by General Twin-
ing's point. We were talking about saving people in the rural aresas,
but we might still lose if all the productive power of our cities
were destroyed.
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Governor Hoegh sald he favored research on blast shelters,
but hoped our active defense would become so strong that enemy planes
could not bamb the cities.

The President said the corollary to Governor Hoegh's obser-
vation was: If we can keep enemy planes away from our cities, we can
keep them out of the United States altogether. He asked vhether the
U. 8. Government was expected to construct or help to construct a
shelter in every home. If we provide incentives to individual shel-
ter construction, it must be done without hysteria, must be accepted
as routine, The President sald there was a great temptation to say
we are strong enough to trust to advances in active defense and put
all our resources into improving active defense; but he was sympa-
thetic to the FCDA problem.

Mr. Cutler then called on the Director of the Budget to
. begin the briefing on the "Costs and Economic Consequences” of the
. Gaither programs.

Mr. Brundage said he felt the initial estimates of receipts
and expenditures should be reviewed, and had accordingly prepared cer-
tain charts.

The charts were displayed and explained by the Deputy Direc-
tor of the Budget, Mr. Stans. The charts indicated that over a five-
year period the United States could absorb the cost of the highest
priority measures recommended in the Gaither Report and come out with
a surplus. But if the cost of shelters were added, the result would
be a $19 billion deficit; and if the contingency items of the Geither
Report were added on top of shelters, the deficit would be $36 billion
over five years.

Mr. Brundage said the charts assumed continuance of exist-
ing taxes.

The President said 1f good times continued indefinitely,
an increase in taxes might be considered, i.e., more 'pay as you go"
in govermment spending. .

Mr. Scribner pointed out that the figures as to receipts on
the Budget charts had been furnished by the Treasury Department. The
forecast of receipts was based on the assumption that the economy
early in 1959 would be restored to its early 1957 levels. Otherwise,
receipts would decline. Mr. Scribner agreed that the United States
could take on the Gaither "highest value" measures without additional
taxes. He asked whether the Gaither measures were included in the
FY 1959 Defense budget. Mr. Cutler and Dr. Killian enswered in the
negative.
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Mr. Scribner sald he believed it was not feasible to secure
the support of the people for & shelter program. If we want to obtain
the support of, and collect taxes from, all the people, we can't start
with protection for only pert of the population. Popular demand would
campel shelter construction in all areas. Shelters would result in a
substantial budgetary deficit unless taxes were increased. Mr. Serib-
ner believed we should not rely on deficit financing in order to get
shelters. If there were a need to help the economy, we should cut
taxes instead of increasing expenditures. Shelters should stand on
thelr own merits as a defense program, not as an economy booster.

Dr. 8Baulnier, Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers,
said he wished to discuss three questions: First, the anawer to the
fiscal question of how much deficit depended on & sgerles of assump-
tions as to GNP, aggregate personal income, Treasury receipts, and so
forth. Every effort to obtain an answer to this question produces a
difference of opinion as to the size of the deficit that would be in-

" curred if a large shelter program were adopted, although there is

* agreement that there would be some deficit. However, this question
is largely academic. If shelters are needed, fiscal considerations
need not prevent their construction.

Secondly, said Dr. Saulnier, with respect to the question
of materiel, it was clear that a shelter progrem of the magnitude con-
templated would put a heavy but not unbearable burden on the construc-
tion industry. Materials for shelters could be obtained if a shelter
program were edopted.

Thirdly, from the point of view of anti-recession measures,
Dr. Saulnier believed shelters should never be thought of as a stimu-
lus to the economy. The economy does not need this stimlus; it will
have as much stimulus as it can stand from active defense progrems.
The construction industry was close to & full-employment condition,
and shelters would add to its burdens. The shelter program is long-
range; the econcmic cycle is short-range. It is therefore impossible
to plan shelters as an anti-recession measure.

In conclusion and summary, Dr. Saulnier said (1) there was
no need for shelters for purely economic reasons, (2) economic con-
siderations need not block a shelter program needed for other than
economic reasons.

Mr. Gray said it might be presmmptuous of him, but he did
not agree with the Budget and Treasury figures. He agreed with Mr.
Scribner that the decision as to shelters should be taken on other
then fiscal grounds. He was not recommending adoption of a shelter
program, but he felt that the Council should come to a conclusion
on the concept of shelter, on commnication to the people, and on
! incorporation of shelter in new schools and Federal buildings. On
i the latter point, Mr. Gray noted that the new addition to the State
Department building did not include shelters.
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The Secretary of State said the State Department was ex-
pendable.

Admiral Strauss said the AEC had been dispersed as a sub-
stitute for shelter.

The President asked in what respect Mr. Gray differed with
the Treasury-Budget figures.

Mr. Gray replied by saying that economic recovery would
cause GNP to increese faster than shown on the charts. The Treasury-
Budget figures, in his view, showed a "too-late take" from taxes.

The figures assumed civilian expenditures to be growing as part of
GNP, while tax receipt were falling as part of GNF.

Mr. Brundage said fiscal considerations should not deter-

" mine the decision on shelters.

Mr. Scribner felt the charts were optimistic as to tax
receipts beyond 1959.

The President gaid that every time e new military program
was started, the third, fourth and fifth year costs were greater
then originally estimated. He felt that the fixed cost for the De-
partment of Defense shown in the Budget charts was a very bad assump-
tion. The factor of increase should be taken into account in the
estimates.

Mr. Allen, Director of the U. S. Information Agency, said
the effect abroed of a shelter program would be bad. The Europeans
already think we have a war psychosis. A shelter program would lead
them to think we have succumbed to war hysteria. As far as shelters
strengthening our diplomats was concerned, his own attitude as a dip-
lomat would be to apologize for a vest shelter program. During his
stay in Greece, tourists from Russia had not mentioned shelters, but
had talked only of peace. Nations intending to commit aggression
have usually built up & combative spirit, not peace talk. Mr. Allen
suggested thet from a public relations point of view (which of course
was not decisive), the shelter aspect of the Gaither Report should be
made public and flatly rejected.

The President said he was told, during his conversations in
Europe, that a great U. 8. shelter program would insure neutralism in
Europe.

The Vice President suggested that it be assumed that 4O mil-
lion people would be killed in event of enemy attack if we had shelters,
and 60 million would be killed if we did not have shelters. If 40 mil-
lion were killed, the United States was finished. He did not believe
we could survive such s disaster. Our major objective must be to avoid
the destruction of our society. Would 40 million vs. 60 million make
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mch difference to the USSR as to the deterrent? Since we have lim-
ited resources, we must concentrate on those measures which might
deter attack rather than on shelters, which will not stop an attack.
As the President had suggested, we should study what we should do to
survive.

Governor Stassen sald our deterrent policy was our most im-
portant policy and the one on which prime emphasis should be placed.
But we should not put all our eggs in one basket. A nuclear war
night occur despite our deterrents. Then the key question would be-
come: Do we survive and rebuild? The key to survival is protection
against radiation. The demoralizing effect on rebuilding would be
great when it wms realized thet the Govermment had done nothing to
provide shelters. We should move forward with our allies on fallout
shelters, subject to the maintenance of our deterrent power.

: Mr. Cutler recalled that the shelter problem had been be-
. fore the Council e number of times, and various studies had already
‘been called for and presented to the Council. He thought that two
possibilities remained: (1) to reject shelter in favor of a greatly
increased retaliatory power; (2) to adopt the concept of fallout
shelter as a modification of our civil defense policy and ask inter~
departmental committees to study the develoment of a specific program.

Mr. Cutler felt studies were not needed on two aspects of
the problem: (1) the psychological effect of a U. §. shelter program
on our allies, because no one was more campetent on the subject than
the Secretary of State; (2) the impact on the American people, because
the advice available et the Council table was superior to that of any
panel.

The President said that damage on the scale reflected in
the Net Evaluation studies meant the complete paralysis of the coun-
try, and there would be no reason for shelters. On the other hand,
if active defense measures could bring the problem down to manage-
able proportions, so that some cities, some commmications, etc.,
would survive, then shelters might add to survival. It would be
8illy to talk of recuperation if everything was destroyed. We could
also destroy Russia, and the result would be two wounded glants do-
ing nothing. Casualties of the magnitude being talked about would
mean that civilization could not be rebuilt in & century--or even
two centuries.

Mr. Cutler said he gathered there wes no disposition on
the part of the Council to reject the concept of sheltar. As he saw
it, it was the feeling of the Council that the concept of shelter
should be incorporated in civil defense policy; that it was not yet
clear what the Federal Govermment should do; and that a specific
program, with the initial steps spelled out, should be dbrought back
to the Council for consideration.
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The President said the studies should include the guestion:
What are the menageable proportions of disaster? There was no use in
talking of recuperation after 100 million casualties. We must talk
in redsonable figures. We are going through the dispersal exercises
on the assumption that something will be left after an enemy attack.

Secretary Dulles said the study should take into account
the political considerations sdvanced in the Council discussion; it
should not be just a theoretical study. A policy premised on vast
destruction and embracing measures to meet such destruction, would
lead to loss of allies abroad and followers at home.

The President said perhaps the NATO countries, not the
United States, should take the lead in shelter programs.

Secretary Dulles remarked that perhaps the United States
, and the USSR should conclude & disarmament agreement under which
. neither would build shelters.

Mr. Cutler then reported on the tentative schedule of
follow-up reports on the Gaither Recommendations (see peragraph g
of the action below).

The Natiopal Security Council:

a. Continued discussion, initiated at the last meeting,

T of the comments and recommendations by the respective
departments and agencles on the Report to the Presi-
dent by the Security Resources Panel of the OIM Science
Advisory Committee (NSC 5724), as contained in NSC 572L4/1,
with particular reference to & nation-wide fallout shel-
ter program (paragraph III-B-3 and Annex B of NSC 5724),
"Costs and Economic Consequences” (paregraph V of NSC 572L),
al.gﬁ. the schedule of reports called for by NSC Action No.

1-b.

b. Agreed that, during e long future period of continued
threat of Soviet bloc nuclear attack, in order to main-
tain the defense of the United States, to protect most
effectively the civil population, to sustain the morale
of the American people, and to retain the support of
our allies, predominsnt emphasis should continue to be
placed upon measures to strengthen our effective nuclear
retaliatory power as a deterrent and to improve our ac-
tive defenses, as compered with--but not to the exclu-
sion of--passive defense messures such as shelter for
the civil population. This agreement was based upon
an over-all appraisael of how best to defend the people
of the United States against nuclear attack. The cost
and over-all economic consequences of a shelter program
was only one, but not the determining, element in this
appraisal.
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c. Noted the view of the Secretary of Defense that further
consideration of military measures to strengthen our ef-
fective nuclear retelistory power as & deterrent and to
improve our active defenses, as scheduled for future
consideration by the Councll in accordance with g below,
might involve recammendations for further military ex-
penditures in this Fiscal Year and subsequent Fiscal
Years.

d. Agreed that the United States should not now initiate
a nation-wide fallout shelter program of the type re-
cammended by the Security Resources Panel, but that
existing civil defense policy for protection of the
civil population, in case of nuclear attack, by emer-
gency dispersal of urban population on attack warning
(paragraph 22-d, NSC 5408) should be modified to in-
corporate the concept of fallout shelter for protec-
tion of the civil population ageinst radiation hazard;
on the basis that:

(1) In accordance with b above, predominant emphasis
will continue to be placed upon developing and
maintaining effective nuclear retaliatory power
as a deterrent and upon improving active defenses.

(2) Improvements in ective defenses can give reason-
able promise, together with fallout shelters, of
limiting estimated civilian casgnalties, in the
event of nuclear attack on the United States, to
a level vwhich will permit the United States to
survive as & nation and will in no case be greater
than a similar casualty ratio in the USSR.

(3) Measures to carry out this concept must be under-
taken in ways that will obtain the support and
cooperation of the American people, without
(a) creating public overconfidence in shelter or
a public pessive defense psychology, (b) causing
Congressional and public reaction prejudicial to
higher priority national security programs,

‘ (c) losing the support of our allies or causing
b them to adopt neutralism, or (d) presenting the
i posture of the United States as that of a nation
ESo preoccupied with preparations for war.

(4) Implementation of this concept will be deferred
pending Council consideration of the report re-
quested under e below.
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Requested an Interdepertmental Committee, consisting of
representatives of the Federal Civil Defense Administra-
tion (Chairman), the Depertment of Defense, the Office
of Defense Mobilization, the Bureau of the Budget, and
the Atomic Energy Camisgsion--consulting as appropriate
with representatives of the Departments of State and the
Treasury, the Special Assistants to the President for
Science and Technology and for Public Works Plamming--

to develop recoomendations as to appropriate measures

to carry out the concept in d above; including in each
case the magnitude, nature, timing, cost, means of fi-
nancing, and assigmment of responsibility. Such recom-
mendations are to be sutmitted to the Council by March 15,
1958, and should indicate whether these measures should
include:

{1) Research and develomment program on fallout shelters
--and to a lesser extent on blast shelters--includ-
ing prototype testing and site-planning of various
sizes and types.

(2) Incorporation of fallout shelter in all new Federal
construction and by remodelling exlsting Federal
facilities.

(3) Urging states and municipalities to incorporate
fallout shelter in their new construction and by
remodelling their existing facilities.

(4) Urging private industry to incorporate fallout
shelter for employees in any new construction and
by remodelling its existing facilities.

(5)
(6)

Multi-purpose use of shelters.

Wide dissemination of information and instruction

on meens and methods by which, and the extent to
which, private citizens may provide in their homes
fallout protection for themselves and their families.

(7) An over-all public information program.

Noted that the Director of Central Intelligence would
prepare a revised estimate on Soviet Civil Defense and
Shelter Programs for submission to the Council before
March 15, 1958.
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g FNoted the following tentative schedule of reports devel-
oped by the Department of Defense in consultation with
the Special Assistants to the President for National Se-

- curity Affairs and for Science and Technology, pursuant
to NSC Action No. 1841-b.

To be submitted spproximately January 30, 1958:

(1) Report on whether decisions should be made now:

(a) To produce additional first-generstion ICRMs
beyond the 130 currently programmed, to be
operational prior to the end of FY 1963;

(b) To build additional launching sites required
to make operational any additional first-
generation ICEMs so produced; and

{c) To harden such additional launching sites.

(2) Report on whether to order now production of more
than 3 Polaris submarine missile systems; and on
possible further acceleration of production.

(3) Report on whether to install interim defense against
ballistic missiles attack at SAC bases, utilizing
modified aveilable anti-aeircraft missiles.

To be sutmitted approximately March 15, 1958:

(4) Presentation of Department of Defense plan for
national-level study relative to capabllities
of forces for limited military opwrations.

To be submitted approximately April 1, 1958:

(5) Report on whether to accelerate early warning
radar system for ICBM attack by advancing the
operational dates (a) of long-range tracking
redar at the Thule Station from December, 1960,
and (b) of the stations in Alaska and Scotland
from December, 1960, for the warning radar, and
from December, 1961, for the tracking radar.
(This report will be submitted prior to April 1,

TRk 1958, if the Depertment of Defense needs suthor-
‘ ity for such acceleration at an earlier date.)

{(6) Report on:

(a) Whether to accelerate the improvement of SAC
reaction time egainst an enemy bomber attack
end against en enemy ICBM attack;
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(b) Whether to accelerate the dispersal of SAC
aircraft to SAC bases; and

- {(c) Whether to disperse SAC aircraft to non-SAC
military bases and to cammercial airfields
in ZI;

indicating SAC alert and dispersal status as of
the reporting date and at the end of FY 1958,
1959, 1960, and 1961.

(7) Report on whether to improve defense of SAC bases
by:

{e) Accelerating the installation of anti-aircraft
missile defenses at the 29 bases now plammed;

(v) Installing such enti-aircraft missile defenses
at more than the 29 bases; and

(c¢) Accelerating research and develomment on area
defense agrinst ICEMs to enable prompt decision
on installation of such a systenm.

{8) Report on whether to increase the number of opera-
tional IRBMs beyond the 8 squadrons (120 missiles)
now planned to be cperational by the end of CY 1960
(taking account of the likelihood of availability
of additional overseas launching sites).

(9) Report on status of measures to increase emphasis
on the progrem to improve anti-submarine effort.

To be submitted approximately August 21, 1958, as a sup-
plement to the Annual Status Report as of June 30, 1958:

(10) Report on the status of efforts to improve and in-
sure tactical warning against airereft, including
radar modernization and lengthening of seaward ex-
tensions.

(11) Report on status of research and develomment on
how to deal with enemy "blinding" of our radar by
electronic countermeassures and enemy low-level at-
tack below our radar coverage; and, on the basis
of such research, a report on the feasibility of
hgtauing improved radar by the period CY 1961-
1963.
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(12) Report on JCS recommendation on the Continental
Air Defense Operational Plan to determine the
- manner of providing further strengthening of our
active defenses, including defense against sub-
marine-launched missiles.

NOTE: The above actions, together with NSC Action No. 1941,
as approved by the President, subsequently circulated
to all holders of NSC 5724 and NSC 5724/1; and re-
ferred for appropriate implementation as follows:

d and e: To the Federal Civil Defense Administra-

- = tor, in collaboration with the Secretar-
ies of State, Defense and the Treasury,
the Director, ODM, the Director, Burean
of the Budget, the Chairman, AEC, and the
Specinl Assistants to the President for
Science and Technology and for Public
Works Planning.

£: To the Director of Central Intelligence.

g: To the Secretary of Defense.

2. SIGNIFICANT WORLD DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING U. S. SECURLTY

The Director of Central Intelligence displayed a chart con-
taining a tabulation of Soviet missile tests during 1955, 1956 and
1957. He said that, on the basis of the best obtainable intelligence,
there had been a substantial dropping off in Soviet missile testing
recently. For example, there had been no ICBM test since early Sep-
tember; no test of an IRBM in the 950-mile range since August, and
few tests In the 150-mile range. Why had this decline in testing
occurred? Did the Soviets feel they had "over-alerted" the United
States? Or were they holding tests which defeat our detection
methods?

The President sgid it would be logical to expect that test-
ing would incresse if the first tests were successful.

Mr. Dulles said one would have expected more testing of the
longer-range missiles.

The President said that, shooting from the hip, he would be
inclined to think the Soviets were having some missile trouble. In
his experience, the higher the stage of development of a weapon, the
more frequent was the testing.
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General Twining said General Norstad was of the opinion
that the Soviets were having trouble with their missiles.

Governor Stassen asked whether any seasonal factor would
eccount for the decline in Soviet testing. Mr. Dulles replied that
the seasonal factor was minimal.

Admiral Strauss sald perhaps the Soviets were content with
previous tests. In August 1951 and August 1953 there were no Soviet
stomic tests because the Soviets were content with their 1951 device
as a trigger.

The President said it was incredible that a military organ-
ization should be content with an existing weapon. Mr. Dulles did
not think the Soviets could be content with a limited number of 950-
mile range tests.

The National Security Council:

Noted and discussed an oral briefing by the Director of
Central Intelligence on the subject, with specific refer-
ence to a tabulation of Soviet missiles tests during 1955,
1956 and 1957.

on 1/
MARTON W. BOGGS

Director
NSC Secretariat
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