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This interview is being conducted with Mr, Timothy Stanley in
his office in Washingtom, DC on February 28, 1977. The
interviewer is Dr. Thomas Sospes of the Eisenhower Library.
pregent for the interview are Mr. Stanley and Dr. Scapes.

DR. SOAPES: First would you tell me where and when you were

born and about your formal education?

MR, STANLEY: I was born in Hartford, Connecticut in September,
1927. I had an academic career consisting of two "sandwiches:"
T went to ¥ale, and then to the Army, and then back to Yale,
and to the Harvard Law School, back into the Army during the
Korean War, back to Harvard Law School. Then I did some
teaching there and alse got 2 Ph. D. from Harvard in political

BECOTOMY .
DR. SOAPES: Specializing in foreign policy?
ME. STANLEY: In international relations.

DR. SOAPES: Your military experience in World War II, were

vou in the European Theater?

MR. STANLEY: ¥No, and this was actually after the end of

hostilities hefore I served and it was all in this country.
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DR. SOAPES: And the Korean wWar, you went to Korea?

STAMLEY: Well, I started out to Korea and they changed the
orders of our unit halfway across the country and I wound up in

GeErmany .

SOAPES: I see the Army wWas functioning then like it dees currently.
pid you ever participate in political activities while you were

in college?

oTANLEY: Ho.

eoR PES: How did you come inte, in terms of civilian service,

the federal government?

STANLEY: ©Oh, I'd been teaching at Harvard. W were starting
what became the Harvard pefenze Studies Prodram which Henry
Kissinger was associated with later on. And some of the prof-
es=ars Who were running it urged some of the young members of
the staff to try to spend & summer in washington getting a more
recent feel of the agencies concerned with national sacurity.
1t turned out, to make this work out, I had to take a ecivil

service exam, and so without really intending to I became a careel
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eivil servant. I did a short tour in the Pentagon, came back to
Harvard, and then the Pentagon asked me to come back to work in
their international security affairs area, and so I did. 5o I

had been in the Pentagon before going to the Wwhite House.

SOaPES: How did it come about that you moved over to the White

House?

STANLEY: I don't really know, I was asked to come over for

un interview and met with General [Andrew] Goodpaster and albert
Toner, and they described a job and it scunded like an extremely
interesting experience so 1 accepted it. I assume they got

my name perhaps from somecne at Harvard Law School.

SOAPES: Just for a moment to have a little more detail on your
Pentagon experience before you went to the wWhite House, could you
give me a little more detail about what your dutie=s were there

and under what department you worked?

STENELY: They had a program of management training where they
took in people out of graduate school and deliberately rotated

them around among assignments in several different parts cf the
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pentagen. I had several of these orientation-type assignménts in
different parts of the office of the secretary of Defense, but the

only really substantive work I did was in the internaticnal

security affairs area. And being quite new and green they put me

in the northern and eastern Eurcpéan branch where it was supposed

to be guiet. Then as scon as I wound up 25 a desk officer for those
"two aress, we had, first, the big Icelard base problem; then we

had Hungary; then I also had te fill in on the French desk at the

time of Suez. 5o I found myself thrown in the water and having to swim

on some fairly hot problems fairly early on in my career.

SOAPES: As you look back to the Sue=z and the Hungary episodes,
what sticks in your mind as the key considerations in the

pefense Department in those episodes?

STANLEY: Well, you bring up a very, I think, interesting and
important point from the atandpoint of this project bhecause--
recognizing now that I'm a very junior desk man, well down in the
fureaucracy--it did not seem to me that there really was any
effective interdepartmental consideration of issues and cptions

and alternatives that I could see from where I sat. &nd I think
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I was ©¢loseé enough Lo the assistant secretary and the intelli-
gence people that I would have been aware of it if there had been.
This, of course, overlapped the election periocd which preoccupied,
understandably, president Eisenhower, and it was during the

period of Mr. pulles's illness. If recollection serves,the

acting Secretary of State was Herkert Hoover, Jr. and the
cecretary of Defense, Charles wilzon, was a man with industry
background and not really a public policy background and he
really felt that these areas were outside his responsibilities.
and those who Were working for Gordon Gray ©n the problem
simply found that there didn't seem to be any effective Hational
security Council or interdepartmental mechanism in which to make
recommendations. HNow I think the feeling of the Pentagon of
frustration, part would be procedural and part would be over
aur inability to make any meaningful moves Lo help the Hungarians.
1+11 make another aside if I may on the Suez Crisis becauae
years later it came back in a curious way. Aafter the Kennedy
administration came in, of course this being many years after
that, General pecaulle's government was eirculating in MATO

circles a report that at the time of the SueZ crisis when the
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Russians, Khrushchev in particular, had talked of Soviet
misgiles posaibly being applied to {,ondon and Paris, that the
ynited States had been Very ambigquous and had not agsured them
that the NATO guarantee would apply. This was doing a great

deal of harm to U.5. fareign policy, which a2t that time was

trying to discourage independent nuclear forces. Curiously
enough, Deuglas Dillon who had been the ambassador in Paris
at that time remembered very clearly having, on instructions,
sssured them via Guy Mollet, the Frepnch prime minister, that,
irrespective of our disagreements over Suez, if the Russians
shreatened Paris the American guarantee is in place and could
e counted upon. But there wWas Ro report of that anywhere
in any of the government files,

pecause I had known John Eisephower on the White House
staff, I undertock to call him and ask his help in seeing whether
there was anything in the president's papers which would show what the
response to the French had been. He indicated that he didn't think
that was appropriate and £iled the memorandum for his father's files
indicating that I'd made the request ard that he'd indicated

that such reguest should come from the Secretary of Defense,
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not through the staff channel. It was, of course, my intention
simply to find out if there was anything there that bore on the
subject so that a proper reguest could be made. Now the way this
came up later was apparently in the suit that's now in process

for the Nixon papers; scme lawyers came to see me with a copy

of John Eisenhower's affidavit about this telephone call. They

said they wanted to file a counter at least to answer that parti-
cular point. I didn't feel I could do so myself, but I did refer
them to Paul Nitze who'd been my bess at the time [as Assistant
Secretary ISA] and had asked me to help on this problem. He has
filed and it's available, I guess, as part of the court record, a
very detailed deposition on this point. It concerns the substance
of what our position was with the French and the procedural impasse
that was caused by the difficulty of a new administration getting
access to Presidential records of ancther administration.* But that's

perhaps s digression from the main point.

cOAPES: DBut this is still interesting stery we're glad to have

down. Now, when you were at DOD you were working directly under whom?

*Copies of these affidavits are appendes to this interview.
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STANELY: Let's see, Gordon Gray was then the assistant
secretary, and I .was acting on some problems as sort of a
gtaff assistant to him and on others simply a2s a part of the
European regicn. And I've already forgotten who was director

of that office--a military cfficer, I believe an Army general.

SORFES: What are your recollections of Gordon Gray as an

administrator and as a person to work with?

STANELY: I'm not sure I really saw enough of him in his
administrative capacity to make a judgment. Certainly he's

2 man of great ability and integrity. I can only say that having
come back ta ISA later and worked with guite a few assistant
secretaries of defense, directly in their front office, in
retrospect I had an impression that ISA [Internaticnal Security
Affairs] was not guite as well organized as it might have been,
but at the time I didn't know enough to make that judgment. I
certainly enjoyed the contact I had with him, had a great deal

of respect for him.

SOAPES: MNow when was it that you went to the White House?
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STANLEY: March of 1257.

SOAPES: Did vou go into work immediately with Al Toner's office

doing "Staff Notesz"

STANLEY: Right.

SOAPES: As I was telling vou before we started the tape, we
do have a rather complete record of the paper that came inte
that office and went out. Could you give us just a brief

description of the process that you went through in your part

of developing "Staff Notes?"

STANLEY: Well I think we worked as a team and didn't
specialize. I tended to emphasize a little more in my work the
defense side, because that was my background as Al's was State
Department. I'm not sure I had any really different exXperiences
from what vou have in your archives, from his comments and those
of others who worked in that process. I think the process itself
was intriguing because it showed me, 2s 3 political scientist,
that the old adage that a President, despite his power, cannot

really compel the bureaucracy to respond without 2 great deal
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of leverage applied through the cabinet levels is true. And
we were essentially in the position of reporters writing a
highly classified newspaper for a readership of one, except

to the extent that General Goodpaster, and later I believe the

vice-president, were given copies of it. And we had to observe

the reporters' cautions about our sources.
We were given free rein te put in cur report anything that we got

from a designated source; but we could not and should not have heen

allowed to simply report rumors or scuttlebutt going around. But

if we could get anyone of our designated centacts to give us an

item, we could print it. We alsc had to be aware of being used

by people who were simply trying to use this channel to get some

information to the President of a self-serving nature. 3So it

really was a reporter's job mere than a bureaucratic job. But

even with all that leverage and with somgcne as powerful as Sherman

adams, or General Goodpaster, wvery firmly behind us and willing

to call up a cabinet officer and say, "Youw department really

has not been giving as much material as they should,” we still

had to go and find our own stories and then very often bring them

te the attention of the staff contact in the agency and
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have him write up the report rather than just sitting back

and waiting for these to comeé in. B5So it wvaried a great deal,

and some departments were very, Very good--Defense in particular
who could always he counted upon, thanks in large part to the
cooperation of our contact, Eugene Livesay. But the nature of the
enterprise, as you know, was to see that the President got

early warning of problems, not to walt until everything was

tied up in a nice package and then announced to the newspapers,

Of course the more difficulty there was with a problem, the more

it was like pulling teeth to get people to talk about it.

SORPES: What was the source of their reluctance?

STANLEY: I think a feeling, which I guess perhaps I was too
immature to fully appreciate at the time, but a desire not to
have the White House involved until they had worked things out
the way they wanted them worked out, in the interest of the
administration to be sure, but they wanted to present their
bose, the President, with a completed package for whatever it
was or with a problem to which they had answers. They didn't
want a problem ra ed and perhaps have guestions asked about

it before they knew what the answers were, Sc it's simply a
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bureaucratic instinct of self-preservation I think.

copnPES: Did you detect any concern on their part that these

reports might go to unautherized people?

STAMLEY: MNo, I +hink they all knew the system and understecd

that only General Goodpaster and Governor hdams and the president

could see it, that there would be no other distribution. There
never was a leak of any kind, so I don't think that was a

CONEEETL.

SORPES: You mentioned and I think there jg something in the

papers that the vice-president 8id get them.

STARNLEY: YES.

SORPES: From all the innuendo and rumor that we've heard abeout
suspicion of vice-President Nixon during the administration,
the fact that he was getting them, was that known to them and

if so, did it add to your problems?

STANLEY: I honestly don't know. We were told to give him a

copy and Al or T wsed to gdo down every day in a White House
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car and deliver it to, rarely him personally, more coften to his
military aide. And the guestions that he had, and he had a lot
of guestions, always came back through that channel rather than
going out to the departments. I think we probably did indicate
that it was alsc going to him and to others, but I don't think that
made any difference.

I would like to say for the record though that, again, as

a young man serving the government from that level for the first
time, I was tremendously impressed by the types of guesticns that
would come back to us from the Vice-President's office. They

were perceptive guestions. They were not just technical detail

of when something was going to happen, but probing guestions. For
example, at one point we were running a series of items about
ekirmishing going on on the Chinese off-shore islands, and on at
least one occasion Mr. Wixon sort of raised through this channel,
"Has anvbody stopped to ask the'basic guestion whether we should be
on those islands and if not what the consegquences would he?" So, he
was revealing then, I think, the willingness to ask fundamental
gquestions sbout some of our policies which he later was tec implement

43 President. I certainly felt that there was a men there with a



Mr, Timothy stanley, 2=28=77

rage l4

very ahble mind and-—well, a man with some vision and courage. He

certainly was raising more gu

commonly raised within the Ca

SsOonPES: Did you ever attend

STANLEY: Only one I think.

egtiong of that fnature than

hinet,

cabinet sessions?

were

as far as 1 could tell.

I attended a couple of Haticnal

security Council meetings, later on when 1 was back in the Fenta-

gon, with president Eisenhowe
a very small sample, there di

srantic debate of alternative

SOAPES: How we've got someé C©
that as some_of the people I'
meetings have given me a cont

these sessions were perfuncto

r. But even there, although that's

dn't seem to be an awful lot of

g or raising syndamental questions.

anflicting evidence, nf @ourse, oOn

ve talked to who did attend
rary view. Was it your feal

ry; that the president alrea

knew the answers that he wanted?

sTANLEY: Well.to e guite ho
two=—they were on specific to

gtudies that I had worked on.

that the president knew what

nest I, as I say 1 only atte
pies, reports to t+he Preside
and in one case 1t was VEr

the recommendation was going

H&C

ing that

dy

ngded
nt on
y clear

ta bhe,



Mr. Timothy Stanley, 2-28-77 Page 15

did not agree with it, and was not about to implement it, I'm
sure it was in the post-election period and it had to do with
the shift of our posture toward what became a "limited war," or
o more flexible kind of doctrine, and the President was quite
adamant and some of the pecple there had the temerity to argue

with him. I certainly didn't, but some of the more senior

people did. I remember Gerry [Gerald ¢.] Smith had worked on
this—-he was in the State Department—-and spoke up very force-
fully about the consequences of being as strategically muscle-
bound (as our report shows we were] would be to U.5. security. I
don't know whether because there was going te be a change in
administration or for budgetary reascns or simply a matter ef the
president feeling he had thought about this issue encugh and
didn't want to hear any more akout it, but he shut off debate,
and Gerry couragecuely reopened it once or twice and got stomped

on pretty hard.

SOAPES: When you were in the white House, did you have much

contact directly with the President?

STANLEY: Very little, very 1ittle. A "good morning” in the hallways
mostly. (During emergency "relocation” exercises outside of
washington and once during a staff exercise at Camp David, we junioxr

staffers did get to see a little more of "The Bass, as he was called.)
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SOAPES: You did not, perhaps even with Goocdpaster or--

STANLEY: A great deal through General Goodpaster, and we some-
times got special assignments from Generda Goodpaster on behalf of
the President. I found myself one day doing a wvery guick content
analysis of someé conflicting persconal communications from
Khrushchev at the time of one of the recurrent Berlin erises. Band
it seemed to General Goodpaster that there were =ome significant
differences, as though one had been drafted personally and ogne

by a committee and that kind of thing. So he asked me in just

the few minutes available to do a guick count of types of words,
expressions, and so forth. So one got into some very interesting

sidelights on that.

SOAPES . In the files of the office there is a series of file
folders labeled "Special Projects" and it has your initials., 1Is

that the type of thing that you were just referring to?

STANLEY: Yes. This happened to be one that came up very
gquickly during preparation, I guess, for an NSC meeting. Then I
think we did a little more systematiec analysis of it later on

and there were some other special projecta in terms of staff
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researsh nature,

SORPES: I see. The folders usually don't have the end product,
they have a few scattered notes in them and almost all, I think,
deal with foreign policy. But those were reports yvou would

prepare for specific situations?

STANEEY: 7Yes. And I'm surprised that they're not. There should
be certainly a file copy of our office copy someéwhere in the
records of that office, and the original, presumably, went to

the President. And I must say one cther thing--General Goodpaster
never, or I can't say "never" because it only happenéd once--and
the fact that it only happened once I think is wvery significant--
ever held anything up. What we gave to him went to the President
without any comment=. Goodpaster's feeling was: Let the chips
fall where they may: it's important that the President have one
unbiased source of views. They may be wrong, they may be
inaceurate, but he's entitled teo that one unvarnished, unslanted
bit of information, since everybody else in this town comes to him
trying to sell him something and persuade him to do something, or

not to do something. The only time that I remember his asking for a
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ehange was when he felt that we had been used to get into ahinterpal

staff fight--I don't even remember who was invelved or what the
issue was=-but that we had been inappropriately used without
our knowledge by somebody else in trying to get something in to
President Eisenhower. He did ask us to redo that page and take
out that item. Out of all that time I think that's a pretty
remarkable model of objectivity. Because, of course, it was
General Goocdpaster who bore the brunt of it if the President
saw something and discovered the government was doing he didn't

like=-=it was to General Goodpaster that he tock his complaint.

S0APES: You said that that was the one time that he held =ome-
thing up. How freguently would you be able to catch departments

trying to do that?

STANLEY: I think Al got to be very good at it: he of course did

this substantially longer than I, and I think he had a pretty

good bureaucratic instinct of when we were being used, better than
min€, and I think he eaught a lot. We could also usually tell when
our sources were trying to hold something back. After I worked at it
for a while I began to spot the tendeney too, self-serving things.

And of course trying to report information bearing on responsibilities
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of--how many?, twenty-one, twenty-two different agencies

of government--we couldn't have enough expertise curselves to
know all of the infighting and arguments that were going on.

We did have to rely on our chief contacts to pre-screen, Some-
times when he would get some powerful elements at this depart-
ment "pushing him to report, he would tell us. He'd ecall us up
and say, "I sent yvou two items, but I had some doubts about
them; I suspect that they're being used to try to make an end

run here." Generally we would edit them or refuse them.,

SOAPES: You had 2 space limitation, didn't you, a maximum of

what=—two pages?

STANELY: Tried to hold it to two pages. Sometimes it ran over

to three., And when we had something we thought just couldn't be
handled that way, a subject that was too complex for that treat-
ment, we'd have a special staff note, I think we called them, the

addendum, so to speak. Basic "Staff Notes" were two pages.

SOAPES: Was it tough to hold it down to that?

STANLEY: It was very hard. -Al toner, one of whose sgkills is
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that of a professional editor, was just awfully good at taking
two pages of material and getting the gist of it down into

one paragraph. I could get it down to two paragraphs and he'd

get it down Lo two sentences.

SOAPES: I've read them and they are very remarkable, very
tersely state what was in the much longer page. Wwould there
ke a process within the office that you or Chris Russell or
somecne else would start the initial drafts and that Al Tonerxr

then would handle the final?

STANLEY: So leng ago now I have to stop and think. It Eﬂemﬂé
to me we sort of divided them up. We'd get in toward the later
afternoon a fleod of material and divide it up and each of us
take a crack at it and then each edit the other's drafts and
again till we ént it in good shape.

SOAPES: BSo it was a team effort, and it wasn't a heavily

structured——

STANLEY: HNo. ©HNo, there was a very good, pleasant working rela-

tionship. Certainly in addition to the pleasure of working with
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someone like Al, who's a very modest kind of a fellow, it
was a very good experience for someone new in government. It
was a pleasure to work with General Goodpaster, who was and is

one of the most remarkable men, I think, of our time.

SOARPES: That was going to be my next guestion. He is, of
course, a very powerful figure in the White House and a very
interesting one, and I was wondering about yvour candid assess-

ments of the major strengthe and weaknesszses of the man,

STANLEY: I don't think there were any weaknesses that I could
detect. I suppose, again, you have to remember that I'm fairly
young, a couple years out of graduate school, he certainly was
the calmest man under pressure I've ever seen. I remember the
night before Eisenhower was going to broadcast--this was a
matter of twenty minutes or half an hour before he was going

to broadcast about sending the troops to Lebanon, the White
House was a very tenseé place. Goodpaster was briefing all day
on the substance of that and I came down and stumbled through
this maze of television cameras and so forth and saw what was

going on and was about te sneak away because--I don't even remember
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what T had but it was hardly earthshaking. &And he looked up
and said, "What have you got?" I said, "Nothing that warrants
vour time right now." “Ne," he said, "We don't go on the air
for ten minutes, what's the preblem?" 2And he just had that kind
of a calmness that's extragrdinary; I never saw him lose his
temper. I've known him te be angry sometimes, but he kept
himself always under wvery tight--he's just the most perfectly
disciplined man in his manner and his ability to understand the
political and bureaucratic forces, they weren't really his
province to deal with, but he always understood them. And he
was just a tower of strength, and if he had any weaknesses, they

never came to my attention,

SOAPES: I think vou've already indicated he was always very

supportive of vour office.

STANLEY : Yes,

SOAPES: I think I recall a couple of times seeing in the papers
where he had sent back something to you that the President had

notad.

STANLEY: Yes, he was very thoughtful in that way. He went out
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of his way teo try to help me see things that might not have
been atrictly in my line of duty but get more experience in

the way government worked. He was supportive of our =ffort in
two ways, First, as you suggest, when the President had a
guestion it gave us a lot of satisfaction to know that, because
that was the feedback we got from our readership, and he made
an effort to do that. And whenever we needed any help in any
of the departments, we'd just have to ask. He would make a
judgment, "Do I want to call them or should I have Governor Adams
call them or maybe the President ought to say something about
it." But he just always not only supported it but he could hbe

counted upon to back us up on this.

[Interruption]

SOAPES: Did vou have much contact with Sherm Adams?

STANLEY: Really very little. I was interviewed by him at the
last stage of my hiring and I remember he asked, "What are your
politics?” And I said I wag an independent. He thought for =
minute and said, "Well, as long 43 you're an independent for the

President of the United States, whosver the poor guy happens to be,
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it's probably a pretty good thing to be for this job. You're
hired," &And my father, some years later but while I was work-
ing at the White House, was down on some business discussion
with the President and had a moment to chat with Sherman Adams
and he said, "You know, I've got a son working here. How's he
doing?' And according to my father, Governor Adams said, "well,
I haven't heard anything bad about him"--my father was a little
taken aback at that, so the President said, "That's about the

best thing we say about anybody around here,®

SOAPES: What did you detect was the staff's general reaction
to Governor Adams? He's got the reputaticn of having a wvery
vicious bark, but others say that he was a very kind man in

fome ways and they seem to respect his judgments.

STANLEY: Well, we saw him occasionally at staff meetings

and that kind of thing, but, again, our function was so specialized
that we weren't invelved in the day-to-day political management
side of the White House, so I don't think I have a very good

feel for that. My own feeling was that his bark was deliber-
ately--oh, he had a pretty bad bite, I don't say it was worse

bLecause people who had been bitten didn't forget it., But I
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think he deliberately put on this very gruff manner as the
only way he really could shield the President and comwand the
kind of attention that he commanded. And I suspect that
personality was a typical Wew Englander with a gruff exterior
but a fairly gentle interior. Certainly I was very distressed
by a2ll the unfortunate publicity that surrounded hi 8 departure.
But I think he was another remarkable man, but I didn't really

work with him enough to have a relevant net judgment.

SOAPES: Were there any others on the White House that I haven't

mentioned that you 4id have encugh contact with?

SETANLIEY: WwWell, Max Eabb and Brad Metterson who ran the cabhinet
office, which was part of this overall secretariat function.

I assume you've talked to them or ethers about them.

SOAPES: Yes.,

STANLEY: Came to Xnow Brad, whe is closer to my own age, fairly
well over the years. Very energetic, incredible kind of energy
and enthusiasm. Max Rabb was always a little more of a mystery

to me, a2nd again it seemed to me he dealt a little more with
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the political sides of things or at least the polities of
working with the Cabinet was his jeb. So I don't really have
personal impressions. Al and I were privileged, and again
this reflects General Goodpaster's supportive nature, to be a
member of the White House Mess. And that really was a very
valuable experience because jit's a very small mess as you
know--and you go in and sit down at a table and you find your-
self lunching with cabinet officers, but occasiconally Governor
hAdams, Max Rabb. 5S¢ again this gave us some sense of talking

shop with what was going on in other parts of the White Houssa.

SOAPES: Speaking of the mess as an institution, was it your
feeling that this was an important part of the day where import-

ant things did occur with pecople meeting informally?

STANLEY: Yes, wvery much =so because, you know, people there

work an impossibly long day under tremendous pressures and lunch
is about the only time that they could kind of cateh each other
informally. So there'd be an awful lot of people getting up
from one table and going over and sitting down at another and
saying, "I tried to get you about this, but what are we going to

do about that?" and that sort of thing. So it was, it seemed
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to me, a business as well as a sccial institution.

L

i L]
SOAPES: Did you h?va much contact with Bill Hopkins?

STANLEY: HNot a great deal. He cdertainly was the institutional
memory of the White House--as I'm sure he's been called by

others. He was always very courtepus and correct and whenever

we had a problem, what te do with our paper if the President was
away or how to get hold of Goodpaster or whatever the problem
might be, he was always very helpful. But I never really had much
dealings with him on substantive matters. Art Minnich, of course
and later John Eisenhower was active in that front office amd I

certainly had very good working relations with them, too.

SCAPES: You stayed at the white House for how long?

STAWLEY: Just about two years. General Goodpaster called me

in one day and said that the then assistant secretary of defense
for ISA, Jack [John N.] Irwin, had appreoached him to ask him

if it would be all right te talk te me about coming back to the
FPentagon to be his assistant, And I focund that this had =ort

of been arranged almost and that General Goodpaster felt this

would be & good thing for my career even though he, I assume,



Mr, Timothy Stanley, 2-28-77 Page 28

didn't want changes in the staff at that juncture. A&And

his leoyalty to his staff is indicated by the strange negotia-
tion between General Geodpaster and the Pentagon. The job in
question was a couple of grades above where I was, and they wanted
to give it to me at the higher grade. General Goodpaster said,
"No, if you take it at that grade you'll be clearly labeled as =&
kind of a political appointee and you'll very soon he at a level
where there won't be anything else for you to do and you won't
have had the experience really to go on to other things. My
advice to you would be just to take it at your present career
grade." And so that seemed to produce personnel problems for the
Pentagon; so there was a very strange negotiation with General
Goodpaster trying get a grade that was significantly lower than
the one they were offering, because he thought it was best for

me. So that's the way it worked out., And Andy was right.

SOAPES: They were talking about what they call a supergrade

leyal?

STARLEY: No, that didn't come up until much later. I think it was
a [G8] 15 and I was a 12 or a 13 or scmething. It was very

good advice.

SOAPES: Then you went back doing many of the same things that
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STAMLEY: It's kind of ironic; the last thing I did as a sort of
a special drafting jocb for General Goodpaster was drafting
what amounted to a presidential directive to the Pentagon and
some other agericies to do what became, sometime latex, the
study that I referred to, a limited war capabilities. The first
job I was given when I got back to the Pentagon was to prepare
a memorandum from the secretary back to the President explaining
why it couldn't be done. [Laughter]

But it's again, a very interesting experience; I was Very

lucky to have that kind of broad exposure because it was both

procedural in the sense of being a kind of gtaff secretary to
Jack Irwin, of the kind that Goodpaster was to the President, in
the =ense of running his front office so as to see things got
managed sensibly, and also having the opportunity to get deeply
into scme substantive problems. So it was a very happy exper-
ience. And when the administrations changed, the new team
thought they wanted some continuity and asked me to stay on;i s0

I did that for the next few years.

SORPES: You mentioned getting into some substantive issues.
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Do you remember what some of those were that you did get into?

STANLEY: Well, one was this major study on what are America's
warfare capabilities, which involved a fundamental strategic issue:
Is the United States going te have a limited war capability or

are we going to try to deter conflict with our strategiec forces?

0f course there were a lot of budgetary considerations and the
interests of the various services invelved so I served as Mr,

Irwin's representative on that study team.

And there was a series of congressional investigations about
the Military Assistance Institute, There was nothing to invest=-
igate but Congress, than as now, wanted to stir up a little excite-
ment so they stirred up guite a bit. All much to do about
nothing really. t was a good program that Congress had itself
mandated to have an institute to train people going overseas in
the foreign assistance business, but they didn't guite like the
way it had been done. And I remexber at one point I was both
sort of respondent to the General Accounting Office investigation,
testifying before two congressional committees, and being executive
director of an internal study of the thing, and that didn't

leave me an awful lot of time for other things.
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S0APES: Having held essentially the same desk in two adminis-
trations, did you notice any significant differences between the
Kennedy and the Eisenhower policies or style of policiea if

you want to go to that level, that historians or political

scientists should he sensitive to?

STANLEY: I think theh're mostly pretty well known by the

writers who've analyzed this, but Eisenhower had a very formalized
and structured government system. It's been described, I think
accurately, as a military staff system. Kennedy people were

much less inclined to use the National Security Council except

as a platform really. This was done on a much more informal
basis. I happened to be in the office of the deputy assistant
secretary of defense when the phone rang and a voice said, "This
is Jack Kennedy" and my friend who got the call, of course,
uttered scmething like, "Try your bad humor on somebody else.”

0f course it was ¥ennedy himself, so there was a little more of

that done. I think the fundamental difference, though, was
a deliberate lack of structure, They did not want a basic planning
document, a so-called Basic National Security Policy, because

they felt that made everything too rigid. They tended to rely
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on key individuals, who might be at any given level, that
they had confidence in. They were a group of people, a
lot of them intellectuslz that had been in the defense-academic
community before-—=they knew each other., A lot of us would

deal sort of directly through Mac Bundy and bypass any formal
machinery. So there was an awful lot of kind of "ad hoe-ing" in
effect, if that's the expressien. I must say in retrospect,
having come back once during that period te a meeting in

McGeorge Bundy's office, I found a lot of would-be crisis

a

managers-—forgotten even what the problem was--but they reminded
me of 3 bunch of Kids arcund a pinball machine. They had a world
military map there and were saying, "What happens if we move there
and they move here." And I said, "Look, fellows, if you go on
daing that the machine is geing to tilt.," Which I don't think
endeared me to that particular group of people. And that would
not have gone on in the Eisephower administration. You ecan't say
that it's all bad.

I think when a new administration comes in, it wants a
chance to stir things up and look at the issues and see what
guestions have been kind of hidden under the rugs and force them

out and lock at them. But it was a very trying period for the
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bureaueracy. The Pentagon, by instinct, wanted to have the
strategic document, called the basic national security document
that they could draw up their plans on the basis of and feel

they were following orders. And Kennedy, McNamara, and WNiteze
simply did not want that kind of a document. I remember I had
to substitute for Paul Witze at the National War Ccllege cnce

and be the speaker, which was all right because I'd written the
spesch. But then I had to endure that two-hour grilling they
give their guests, and all the guestions focused on, to the minds
of the people at the War College, this "vacuum of policy making,
the lack of clear guidance, what was our sense of direction? But
it's hard to strike a balance. Beth extremes are bad and I'm not
gure we'll ever find the appropriate middle ground, but it will

depend on the persconality of the President.

SCAPES: What we've talked about is administrative style., Were

there egually strong differences in policy assumptions?

STANLEY: ©h, yes. And I must say in retrospect that I think
the general shift that the Kennedy administration people gave
our strategic planning was right for that periecd. Not neces-

sarily projecting it indefinitely but the fundamental issue
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was the durability of the Dulles massive retaliation doctrine and the
rather thinner force structure with its emphasis con strategic
deterrence, Thet was as opposed to the flexikble response doctrine,

the desire to downplay the role of nuclear weapons because they

gimply felt that they were not usable. They were no longer & credikle
threat a5 the Soviets developed their own capability and we would be
in a position of bluffing where we had no options. A search for
options involved very substantial increase in our conventional
posture, our deployments and cur strategy. It certainly led to a
large increase in the defense budget, and one can argue that that
approach did precisely what General Eisenhower had been afraid that

it would do--namelyv get us involved in Indechina, as it ultimately
did. 0On the other hand, I was one of those who had to install the
Kennedy lor McNamara) doctrine at WATO. It was difficult: but when we
finally did it in 1967, there haven't besn any changes on MATO

strategy since.

SORPES: As you look back on the Eisenhower foreign and military policy
2= = political seientist, with some chance of perspective now, how
do you think the Eisenhower administration should be evaluated by

schelars in those fields?

STRNLEY: well I hope it will be evaluated, as I think it is, much
more faverably than it was at the time. Certainly various friends

that T had in the academic cor. inity or the press were more than
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ordinarily eritical of the Eisenhower administration, as being
rather static, not very imaginative, reactive rather than dynamie.
And I found it hard sometimes to defend against these charges.

But in retrospect a lot of those zsame pecple I've heard say:
"Those were the good old days," when we had a government "that
didn't try to stick its foot into everything, and mess everything
up." And I think the historian of the future is going to have

to judge how much this was a function of the man, his overwhelming
popular mandate from the country, the confidence pecple had in
him, how much it was just a fairly placid period of history. And
I think, in retrospect, pecple are leooking hack from the latter
days of the Nixon or even the Johnson and Kennedy periocds, saying
that was a period of stability and high econfidence in government

which we haven't seen since,

SOARPES: Just briefly to fill out your personal hiatory: After
you completed this position at the Department of Defense, could

you trace for me your positions after that.

STANLEY: I took a sabbatical, if that's the word for it, and
went off to the Council on Foreign Relations and did a book for

them on NWATO, then came back to the Pentagon and worked in policy
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planning which inveolwved the Berlin crisis, the multi-laterial

force proposals, and a lot of things of that kind. »2And about

the time the book came ocut--I den't think Bob McKamara even knew
that I'd written this book--I was asked to go Lo MATD as the Defense
Department's planming representative there and later as its Defense
Advisor to the U.5, Mission to MATO. It seemed kind of ironic that
just hefore this book came put, which had a lot of things to say
about MATO, T was asked to go over there as the Pentagon's man. So
we had to get Secretary McNamara an advance copy of the book to =zee
if it would be embarrassing. He didn't have time te read it, So

he finally ealled me in and asked me, "Is there anything in here
that really is going to embarrass either me or you." I said, "I
hoepe not." So on that basis I went and served four and a half
vears, first in Paris and then in Brussels. Having coriginally gone
to Washinoton for & summer, or perhaps for a year or two, after
fifteen years I thought it was time to get out, so0 I did.* I taught
for a year at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International
Studies, and then joined this non-profit economic research organizaticn

whinh I now head.

SoAPES: Thank yvou for your time this afternoon, Mr. Stanley,

*T might add that I was asked to stay on at MATO inte the first HNixeon
administration, and I did stay into the summer, until I had to get
ready to teach in the fall. Just to show that it is a2 small world: I
had a dinner for my MATO successor (who was a law school classmate) and

invited both General Goodpaster, just arriving as SACEUR, and John
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Eisenhower, who was then the U,S. Ambassador to Brussels., In
turn Mamie, who was visiting John after President Eisenhower's
death, went ocut of her way to come to my farewell dinner in
Brussels a few days later.
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UNTTED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRTCT NF COTITMRTA

RICHARD NIXON, individuslly and
as the Former President af
the United States,

Plaintiff

C. A. Wo. 7U-185Z

ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES

artdd

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Defendants

N

APPIDAVIT OF JOHN 5. D. EISENHOWER

County of Montgomery )
7 83.:
]

State of Pennsylvania

John S. 0. Eisenhower, being duly sworn, hereby deposes

and says:

1. My permanent residence is in the State of Pennsyl-

vania.

2. At the present time I am serving as Cheirman of

the President's Advisory Committee on Refugees.

3. I am the son of Dwiglt David Eisenhower, who was

President of the United States from January 20, 1953 to Jenuavy 20,

1961.
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4., During the pericd June 6, 1944 to March 27, 1563,
I gerved zs a vegular officer in the United States Army. I am
eurrently 8 Brigadier General in the United States Army Reserve.

5. During verious periods of my military service [ was
stationed near Washington, D.C., and was able to work closely
with my Father and members of his staff during his term as
Prasident. For the last twenty-sewven months of his term in office
I worked ms a Staff Assistant to my father in the White Housc.
During the course of my work at the White House, and through
discussions with my Tather and his aides, I acquired a general
knowledge of the nature of the workings of the Presidency and a
specifie knowledge of the daily operations of the White House
OFFice. After President Eisenhower left office, T continued to

work dirvectly with him in a capaeity I will more Fully deseribe

helow.

6. It was President Eisenhower's prectice while in
office to have at least one of his staff members attend nearly
all meetings between the President and others, whether they were
heads of foreign states, Members of Congress, government officials
or private citizens. TFollowing the meeting, the staff member
would prepare a memorandum for the President's File setting forth
a description of the meeting, the substance of the subjects and
viewpoints discussed, and the course of action, if any, to be
trken theresafter. These memorandas were prepared at the direciion

of and exclusively for the use of the President.
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7. MNotes were also taken of the substance of matter

discussed at all cabinet meetings.

8. It was also President Eisenhower's practice to have

his personal secretary, Mrs. Ann C. Whitman, listen on an exten-

sion telephone to most all of his conversations in the oval

affice and to record by notation the substance of the conversa-

tions. These notations were subsequently transcribed and made

availahle to the President. Thereafter they were included in

the President’s files.

4. WNeither the memorenda of President Eisenhower's

meetings nor his secretary's notes of the Presidential telephone

conversations were prepared for public use or review. All of the

notes and memoranda, however, were availabhle to wmy father after

he left office and were used by him @s an invaluable resource in

preparing his memeirs for publication.

10. During President LCisenhower's term in office he

engaged in extensive correspondence with & number of persons. On

occasion the President would seek out the opinions and recommenda-

tions of one or more members of the public and private sectors of

the nation. In response he received candid and frank statements

of the writers' wviows.

11. Some of the topics encompassed by the President's

correspondence pertained to the President's constitutionsl duties,

such as the signing of and vetoing of enrolled bills passed hy

E.__,_'_____ F o 1, P e Bl e AW WL o ks e ﬂ. il = = EETe
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of the nation, such as the formulation of sconomic policy.
Another category concerned the President's duties as the head of
his political party. This correspondence was retained in files
meintained by the President’'s personal secretary (to this date
referred to as "the Whitman files™).

13, HNeayr the conclusion of my father's second term as
President, I began the process of arranging for the disposition
of all of the materials generated by or retained within the
Office of the President during his Administratien. Through con-
versgtions with President Eisephower and others, I wes sware that
prior to the time my father arrived in the White House on
January 20, 1953, the prior administretion had removed from the
White House and Executive O0ffice Duilding offices all staff and
central files pertaining to the work of that administration. My
father informed me that the only material left For him was &
single page of inatructicons to be used in the event of national
crisis and MNational Security Policy Documents., All other files
had heen removed, We were informed that this same gencral pro-
cedure had been followed by every prior administration, and we
determined that we would adopt the same policy.

14. An integral part in determining the disposition of
the Eisenhower presidential papers was the preparation and
exeention of the letter of intent dated April 13, 1960, addressed
to Mr, Floete from President Eisenhower. As that letter
of intent indicates, President Eisenhower, in donating his

materials to the United States, placed under seal those papers
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which contain "statements made by or to /President Eisenhower/ in
confidence, papers relating to family or private business affairs,
papers conteining statements which might injure or herass indivi-
duals or their Families™ and "such other individual files as I,
or my representative or the Administrator of the General Services
may specify.”™ It was thus that President Eisenhower decided to
maintain the confidentiality of the decuments he desired not Lo
be made public.,

15. To begin the task of packaging the presidential
materials For shipment from the White House, White House Stalff
Secretary, A. J. Goodpaster, prepared a memorandum to be sent to
all members of the White House staff directing them to package
at least 75 percent to 90 percent of their individuasl files and
deliver them te s temporary storage area preperatory to transfer
to Abilene, Kansas. This memorandum was circulated approximately
December 15, 1960, and the requested deadline for packaging znd
trangFer was December 23. On January 11, 1%l a second memoran-
dum was sent by Wilton Persons to all staff members reiterating
the directive For packaging of the Eisenhower Presidential files,
In this memorandum, the staflff was told to ". . . clear out every
last possible paper {other than strictly personal) from their
filegl11™ and to box, label, and plece them in the custody of
GSA by the end of the day, Januwary 16. HNothing was to be left

in any office that was not "completely essential.”
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16. With rezord to the material, if any, that was to
pe left for the incoming administration, the memorandum directed
that such Items should be "oleared with the President” through
the office of staff secretary.

17. 0On the afterncon of January 1%, 1961, within
hours of the inaumwrstion of John F. Kennedy, I personally toured
the staff offices and gathered several storage cabinet safes
that had not previounsly been prepared for shipment. Apart from
these safes, there were no files nor other items of Presidential
materials left for the incoming sdministration.

18. With respeet to the President's personal files,
they had previously been packaged for shipment to President
Eisenhower's future office in Gettysburg. The only material left
by President Eisenhower for President Kennedy was a sachel Ssatchel’
contzining a series of orders and instructions to be ol assistance
in the event of nuclear atteck or other natiomal crisis.

19, After leaving office, President Eisenhower retired
ta hisz home in Gettysburg., & principal activity thereafter, for
several years, was the review of his Presidential materials and
the preperation of his memoirs. I accompenied my TFather to
Gettysburg and sssisted him in these activities.

20. Among the tasks T undertook at my Ffather's request
and zs his direct persoenal representative was to review all of the
memoranda of Presidential meetings. President Eisenhower directed
me to reclassify them from whatever classification they then held

to "privileged.” See Exhibit A. This classification was intended
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to reflect the fact that the memorandum smbodied eonlfidential
commrmisation botooos tha Presidsnt and his pfdes.

21. On January 18, 1961, two days before leaving
office, my father authorized eight persons within the limits of
the security division to have access to his Presidential papers
For the purpose of assisting him in their compilation. Therefore
I was the only person at Gettysburg other than the President who
had total access to his files.

22, During the time President Eisenhower's personal
files were at Gettyshurg, but at least three years after my
fathor left office, I am aware of at least two instances in which
he granted permission to an suthor or historian to have super-
vised acecess to certain strictly limited portions of the Whitman
files in order to aid them in their research. I am also aware
that during the same period President Eisenhower refused for
various reasons o crant similar secess to other persons.

23. On at least one occasion & member of the incumbent
Kennedy Administration sought access to the Eisenhower files and
was denied such access. On January 18, 1962, I received a tele-
phone call from a staff member of the Dffice of International
Security Affairs of the Depertment of Defense who explained that
the State Department desired to reconstruct & portion of certain
discussions between the United States and France concerning the
Suez crisis in 1956. T replied to the staff member that it would

be necessary for the incumbent sdministration to reguest such access




be Tecsifcnt Disocnhower's Files from the President himself.

To
my lmowledge no subsequent request was made and my father never
instructed me to review the files to lecate the information in
guestion. At the time of this incident, I prepared a memorandum
setting Forth the substance of my conversation with his steff
merber. That memorandum is sttached herete as Exhibit DB.

24, On another occasion, in approximately 19G4, &
request was made to provide President Johnson access to a letter
sent from David Ben Gurian /Ben-Gurion/ of Israel to President Eisenhower.
That request was honored, Prior to his death, the highly secret
materials which he no longer needed were transferred to Abilene.

25. Upon the death of President Eisenhower in 1969
81l of the Whitman files which had been in his possession in
Gettysburg since the close of the administration were packed and
shipped to the Eisenhower Library in Abilene, Kansas. This
transfer of custedy was made under the same conditiens with res-
pect to access that had been impoesed on the original shipment
of staff and central effice files sent to Kansas directly from
the White House.

26. Since my fether®s death I heve appointed an advi-
sory committee known as the Eiserhower Msnusoript Committee Lo
assist me in yveference to the Eisenhower papers. This committee
meets as required and commmnicates informally even more freguently

concerning policy guestions involving the imposition or relaxation




of restrietions on public access to particular documents, seg-
ments of files or categories of materials. Although I have the
guthority to make the final determination of whether access to
the Eisenhower Presidential materials should be restricted, the
committes’s recommendations are generally accepted and often
reflect the suggestions of the library's professional staff.
Recently approximately half of the so-called Whitman files have
been opened to research. However, materials in these Files that
were clagsified or Fell within the eategory of documents directed
to remain under seal by the April 13, 1960 letter of intent
remain sealed,

27. After leaving the White House and until his death,
President Eizenhower used and treated his Presidentisl papers as
his own personal property snd at his death deeded them to the

covernment in his will.

/s, John §. D. Eisenhowenr
JOHN 5, D, EISENHOWER

Subseribed and sworn to bofore me this 30th  day of

Jure, 1975,

o

Motary Public

Miriam T. Magyar, Wotsry Public
Chester County Pa.
My commission expires Oect. 28, 1%77

w pnemac-ig ek elsay on dooumsnt
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

January 10, 1961

MEMORANDIM FOR

Lt, Col., John 9. I'. Eisenhowor

Since you will be dealing with my papers in the near
future, I would like you to acecomplish the task For
me of regrading all Memoranda of Conference in

which I have participated to PRIVILEGED rather

tlken the security elassifications which they now beav,

Exhibit B
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January 15, 1962

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD:

Mr. Tim Stanley, formerly of the White House Staff, and now

an offipisl in the International Security Affairs of the Department
of Defense, called this afterncon requesting an opportunity to
check into the files of former President Eisenhower.

Apparently there iz a search going on between Secretary Ditlan,
Mr. Nitze and members of the State Department to ascertain

some facts (which Mr. Stanley could not give over the phong)
pertaining to our discussions with the French at the time of the
Suez crisis in 1956. T received the impression that the issue
applied to a possible United States response to Khrushehev's
threats to use "rockets" if the Suez operations were continued.

Apparently the FPrench are currently making wuse of slleced in-
consistencies in the U.5. position et that time in discussions now
being held with the State Department. Secretary Dillon, who was
Ambassador to Franece at the time in guestion, reczlls a certsin
U.5. position which he represented te the French govermnent:

the French, on the other hand, claim that Ambassador Alphend

in Washington received a different impression from the U.S. State
Department. PFr. Dillon recalls writing a memorandum on the
subject but such memorandum is not to be found in the State De-
partment files or in the Dulles papers. Mr. Stanlev's request

is to make a check of President Eisenhower's files to asecertain
whether they may be here. He did not, of ecourse, insist on doing
it himself and would be delighted for us to do it for him.

I explained to Mr. Stanley that had this request been made while
Fresident Eisenhower wss still in office, such an arrangement

would be easy. However, upon his leaving the Presidency snd being
succeeded by & new administration of different political perswasion,

it is now necessary @s a matter of principle to restrict access to the
files to those to whom President Eisenhower gives personsl permission

to check. T indicated somewhat directly to Mr, Stanley that the channel
for this permission should not go from him as a junior staff officer

to me as another., #As procedure I suggested that if the issue is one
which truly involves national security (which seems highly doubtful)

Exhibit B
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.

then Secretary MoNamara should feel free to telephone President
Eisenhower in Palm Desert, Califernia and ohtain permission to
aen B represontative to sep him b cw=lnds cwantlu tha notowe of
his request. Il such request appesrs lecitimate, then President
Eisenhower would instruct me to do the required ressarch within
the Files., BMr. Stanley thought this procedure wonld be feasible

since the item in question is not a "erash™ item with respect to time,

1 then telephoned President Eisenhower in California at 5 P.M..

EST, and advised what had been done. I alerted him that he might
be receiving a phone call from Secretary MoNsmara, althovsl I
doubted seriously such would occur. President Eisenhower agreed
completely, and expressed some surprise that any agency of the
government would attempt to obtain permission to met into his papers
through such an indirect approach. I explained that this had been =
personal idea of Mr. Stanley's, based on omr former association in
the White House, and thaet Mr. Stanley had mevely overlosked the
requirement for protection of Presidential papers.

John 5. N. Eisenhower

C-0=P=Y
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEBIA

 RICHARD WIXON, indiwvidually and as
former President of the United

States
Plaintiff,
C. A. Mo, T74-=1852

ADMINISTRATOR OF GENERAL SERVICES,
et al.,

Dafendants.

L]

AFFIDAVIT OF PAUL HENEY NITZE

COUNTY OF ARLINGTON )

) ==:
COMMONWEALTH OF WIRGINIA }

PAUL HEMRY NITZE, being first duly =zworn, deposes and

Says:

|

1 1. I have for thirty-five years been actively involved,

ihﬂth in and cut of government, in the study and conduct of

i
!

iuhmerican foreign and military policy, and have occupied posi-
tions in the Administrations of Franklin D. Roosevelt, Harry S.
Truman, Dwight D. Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, Lyndon B. John-
son, and Richard M. Nixon.

2. During World War II, my work included service with
the O0ffice of Coordinator of Inter American Affairs, PRoard of
Economic Warfare, Foreign Economic Administration and as Direc-

tor and then Vice Chairman ¢f the United States Strategic Bomb-

Iing Survey ., From 1946-194%, I served as Director of thoe OF-

Fice of Interpatisnsl Trade Policy  und DEpaty Besgistant Sécra-—

tary for Economis Affairs and from 1950-19%3, as Dirsckor of




lthe Policy Pianning Staff in the Department of State. From
Il?El—EJ, I served as Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inter-
national Security Affairs, and subseguently {(l963-67) as Secre-
;tary of the Ravy, and (1967-69) as Deputy Secretary of Defense.
From July, 1969 until June, 1974, I served as a member of the
United States delegation to the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks with the Soviet Unien.

3. Outside of government, I have served as President
of the Foreign Service Educational Foundation, as Chairman of
the Adviscry Council of the School of Advanced Internaticnal
Studies at Washington, D. C. and as a Trustee of Johns Hopkins

| lniversity.

4. While serving az Assistant Secretary of Defense for

for the coordination of U.5. Defense Policy with U.S. Poreign

|Pm1icy; working with the State Department, the White House,
fthe N3C and the other pertinent parts of the Executive Branch.
!In addition, President Kennedy had personally asked ma to take
Ean active role in certain matters having to do with arms con-
trol and with France. In late 1961 and early 1962, one of the
difficult national security issues we faced concerned the ef-
| forts of the French Government under President DeGaulle to

raise doubts about the reliability of the American puclear de-—

terrent, with respect to Soviet threats to the security of

Western Evropes. Such doublis were Invoked to justify the French

i policy of establishing a national nuveclepr striking forceo,

b1

| termed the "Ferce de Frappe.” A major objective of United
i

International Security Affairs, I was responsible to Mr. McMNamara

e

e e —




!States policy was to discourage the proliferation of nuclear
!;weapuns inte the hands of additional national governments.

5. During the abeove period, it was alleged by the
iFrench Government that, during the Suez crisis in 1256, when
iEﬂ?iEt Framier Ehrushchev had publicly threatened a nuclear mis-
%sile strike against French and British cities if the Suaz oper-
IaLiDna were continued, the United States Government had failed
to support the French and British. The French alleged that in
1956 the United States Ambassador to France, . Douglas Dillon,

|had been personally asked by the French Prime Minister, Mr. Guy

Mollot, whether the United States would commit its own intercan-—

itinental nuclear foree to counter such a Soviet threat against

{France, even though the situation provoking the crisis was lo-

=

[rr———

construed, pertained. The French alleged that the United States

P

%had not in 1956 provided firm assurance that its allies could
iouwnt on bhe foll support of the United States under the circum-
stances.

6. Mr. Dillon, who in 196]) was serving as Secretary of
ithe Treasury, had told me and others that 'he had in 1956 giwven

the French Primne Minister firm assurances that the United States

nuclear deterrent could be counted upon to Support its Western
| 2

Furnpean allies in the face of any nuclear threat from the

| . : ;

Soviet Union, 1ncluding any such threat to France arising from
|
:ihe Sucz incident. ABlthough Hr. Dilleon recalled sending o wme-

|
fporting Lelegram to Washington on this subject, it could not he

Fucated in the State Department files.

icated outside the boundaries to which the NATD Agreement, strictly



! 7. There was, of course, no guestion on the part of
myself, or any other concernad officials, as to the accuracy
of Secretary Dillon's recollections regarding the statement of

the American position given by him to the French Prime Minister

in 1956. MNevertheless it appsarad desirable to shtain such

%writtﬂn records as had been made by our government at the time
%ﬂf the disputed events. As a result, Dr. Timothy Stanley, then
;5ﬂrving as my Special Assistant and who had also served as Spe-

cial Assistant to my predecessor in that office during the

closing years of the Eisenhower Administration, was directed

Lo request Secretary Dillon's report on the Suez incident and

~such other pertinent records of the American position as might

|

f

be available in former President Eisenhower's papers. &As is
noted in the affidavit of John S. D. Eisenhower (4 23} sobmit-
]

ed to the District Court June 30, 1975, on behalf of former

President Nixon, and in Exhibit B to Mr. Eisenhower's affidavit,
|

Pr. Stanley telephoned Mr. Eisenhowsr to reguest the materials
1
in guestion from former President Eisecnhower's papers. As

Mr. fisenhower indicates in Exhibit B to his affidavit, Dr.

tanley did not insist on making the necessary search of former

:PrEEiﬁEnt Fisenhower's papers himself, but stated to Mr. Eisen-
hower that it would be acceptable for those in charge of the
FiEEnhGWEr collection to retrieve the materials.

; 8. Upon being informed, as is recounted in Mr. Eizen-

}

huwe:'s affidavit and Exhibit B thereto, that the materials
Fnght could not be cobbkained except through a personal roguast

! , :
from Secretary McWamara to former President BEisenhower, Dr.

P e e T T
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Stanley reported back to me. It is my recollection that I took
the matter up with Secretary McWamara and that after some con-
sideration, taking acecount of the deliecacy which then marked
relations botween the new Administration and the former Presi-
dent, and considering also the need which the new Administra-
tion had discovered to make a variety of reguests of the for-
mer President, including reguests for his support on certain
important current foreign policy decisions, it was determined
not to pursue this matter further. he decision was that, al-
though the guestion of the credibility of the american deter-

rent, especially regarding our West Eurpoean allies, was of

high significanocg, and although the matter of the American re-

sponse to Soviet nuclear threats in 1256 bore centrally on this
issue, it would nevertheless have to be sufficient to rely upan
Gecretary DMllon's statement of his recollections, in view of
the general importance of minimizing thainumhar of occasicns

on which the Adminiztration would make a reguest of former
Proesident Eisenhower. Hence, the decision was made to procesd
without written record of the Anerican Government's official
responses to the issuwance of Soviet nuclear threats during the

1856 Suez crisis.

| g, I have reviewed the affidavit submitted by Mr. John

5. D. BEisenhower in support of former President Nixon and Ex-

'hibit B thereto. I note Mr. Eisenhower's obserwvation in Ex-
[

lhibit B to the effect that if the isswve "truly involves na-
“#ional securicy {which geems highly doubtful) ," that Sscretary
| MeNamara could therefore reguest of former President Eisenhower




T

pﬂrmlaslun to send a representative to him to demaonstrate the

:lagitimacy of the reguest. I would have here to emphasize

|

that the decision not to pursue the matter further was not made
because it did not "truly involve national security." HNor did
this decision reflect any judgment on our part that it is not
essential to preserve written records of major commitments

and actions taken in the field of national security policy.

On the contrary, the continuity of government requires that ’
officials have at hand the written record of past commitments
and actions taken on beshalf of the nation by its highest offi-
cials. Access to materials restricted on national security
graounds should be confined to officials properly cleared, and
to those who properly reguire such access. But on the basis
of my experience, it would be my judgment that it is not in
the nation's best interests to reguire personal intervention
of the highest officials, such as the Becretary of Defense,

to obtain access to such materials., HNor should access to cri-
tical records be conditioned on the outcome of what are in ef-
fect negotiations with former chief executives exercising per-

sonal dominion over such records.

____Lceuﬁzlikﬂéﬁlék;\th}kg;L_ -
Paul Henry Nitze {(

Subscribed and swern to before

|me this ..E.L day nfdu‘.’: 1975.
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