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MR. SHELDON: I think we had a little mistake in circulating the

last Minutes. We had a page missing and failure in numbering. Has that
been corrected?

MR, SHELDON: On the bagis of the final Minutes, are there any changes
anybody wishes to suggest?

COLONEL WALTACE: Sir, I have one on page 5, the fifth line from the
top, the second word. It is the first full word. It has "Committee than".

I think it is simply a typographical error.

MR. SHELDON: Page 5, what psregraph?

COLONEL WALLACE: The top paragraph, the fifth line from the top,
under Captain layton's statement. It says "the Watch Commitiee than the Watch
Committee.” It should be "then the Watch Committee".

MR, SHELDON: Yes, "then".

COLONEL WALLACE: And then on the last page in the final line of .
Ceptein Layton's statement I would like to insert the word “"and & commend
structure of tile JCS". Now it reads "end a commend of the JCS". I would
like to Insert that wording "command structure".

MR. SHELDON: That is most appropriate, good. Are there any other cor-
rections that enybody wishes to meke? If not we will consider the Minutes
approved as circulated and as smended ét this meeting.

Millard, we were hoping perheps you might have a solution to this para-
miiitary definition.” Have you had any success along those lines?

GENERAL IEWIS: Well, I will ltell you what I found. The success --
degree of success -~ I think it a question . . . but I will tell you what I
did find, I found that the word paramilitery as generally used is a very
narrow word, and combining it with military, as we have in two places, one in
the Mission and then another in paragraph 2, to make the term military and
paramilitary, I find that the combination of those two 1s inadequate to
express what I believe is our concern.

Now I approached this thing this way. After getting that general impres-

sion that the term military and parsmilitary was inadequate, I asked why and got
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into the various things which I believe are pretty cleanly our concern.
There were some fuzzy ones which may or may not be, but I got into the
things which I really think mey very well be our concern and which, I think,
will undoubtedly show up in the Factor List, for instance, and I came to
this conclusion that in the first place, let's say, that we have various
types of hostile actions. The first type, of course, is pretty clean.

That is military action in the traditionsl sense and which should be, for
exemple, e mobilization, or movements, or operations of the regular military
forces vhich are in genersal based on Soviet orbit territory. Then there
might very well be military support action which is pretty hard to very
clearly put with any other category types which I am going to give you, but
it 1s a matter of opinion, but an example of that is this one which we

heard about on the television and the press today, for example, of delivery
of atomic weapons, or BW agents by covert means into the Unifed States

or areas which are not under Soviet control.

I am contrasting here now something which I think is important as a
differentiation, the differentiatlion being the Soviets not only wage war
with their strictly regular military forces on their side, but they, of
course, wage war at the same time -- we can call it irreguler war if
you want to -- on our side in support, direct or indirect support, of the
militery actions, and this one here of what you might call the second
type might be called military support action by Communist operators. It
might be any nationality or orgenizational ties which would be undertaken
to enhance, supplement, or substitute for militery action, including, as
I said, the clandestine delivery of atomic weapons, BW agents, or even the
operating of electronic devices such as guidance systems to guide their alr-
craft into targets, see, so there 1s another type of hostile action which
I think we would be quite interested in from an imminence of hostilities
standpoint. Now I have jJust for convenience lebeled that "Military Support
Action".

Now paramilitary is another one, but in trying to find out what para-
mllitary seems to mean to most people, it apparently mesns mostly operations
-2 -
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by guerrillia and partisan forces. It could meean some other things if you
broeden it, but I think that maybe that is the meaning to most people.

MR. SHELDON: The normsl concept of it.

GENERAL LEWIS: Yes, to most people, and then I think there is another
fourth type of action which you could call, for 1nstanpe, subversive actions,
and there are & number of different kinds of subversive actions, and, of
course, whether you would put these things under "Subversive" or not de-
pends upon your definition of subversive, but subversive actions might be
strikes in key factories. They might even be mess strikes, sabotage,
mutiny, terror, plans to assassinate key military and political figures,
even military rebellions which were not paramilitery. Any of these things
would be capable of producing militery, economic, or political crises, so
my conclusion is that our term military end paramilitary if you use those
two words the way they are generally understood do not cover the waterfront,
that is, the pure waterfront, what I think is pretty cleanly of our interest,
and so my reaction would be, therefore, that we ought to first in these two
places where under B. in Mission and under C. in Functions . . . I think that
we ought to give serious consideration to broadening the statements Military
and Paramilitary. There are several ways you could do it, but I would sug-
gest we consider either adding "or other hostile actions", which would pick
up these other things which aren't covered in "military or paramilitery", or
maybe you would prefer just to use the term "hostille actions" in the first
place as covering all of these things.

MR. SHELDON: In lieu of peramilitary?

GENERAL IEWIS: In lieu of military and paramillitary. In other words,
you could be less definitive by using the general term "hostile actioms", or
you could add "or other hostile actions to the military end paramilitary”.
Do I meke myself clear?

Now in any case I feel that we ought to have sooner or later, and maybe
now is not the best time, but I think we ought to have as an appendix say . . .
you don't care what you label it, but I think we ought to have some definitions,

a8 definitlon of what this military, paramllitary, and other hostile actions
-RDP91T01172R000400150005-8
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encompasses because I just don't think that the words are adequate now. They
are not clearly enough understood as to what we are talking about, end I
think --

MR. SHELDON: With the amount of time we heve taken to try to define
them.

GENERAL IEWIS: Yes, I think that 1s exactly the point, so I am in com-
plete sympathy with all of you folks who have wrestled with this problem,
end my explanation of it 1s the words and the understending of the words are
not adequate, so the only thing I see to do is to spell it out.

COLONEL WALLACE: Just thinking right off the cuff here, I wonder if
we could use the phrase "indications of hostile action" which would cover a
pretty broad front as I see it then? We have the traditional indicators we
might look for, and then these other things you have indiceted. It sounds
to me as if we jJust label them as "indications of hostile action".

MR, TRUEHEART: I wonder if it would be in order to put this particular
point on ice until after we have drawn up our Indicator List? I still can't
help feeling thet you are thinking of the Indicator List rather than the
ultimate mission of the Committee. That is, the things the Committee should
be looking for encompass meny things other than military and parsmilitary
acts, but they are looking at those things as ultimately as indicators of
military aggression.

‘ GENERAL IEWIS: I see what you mean. As a matter 6f fact, I had the same
discussion at grest length with my own people. There is a very direct relation-
ship as far as I am concerned, direct relstionship between what our statement
of mission 1s and the Indications List. There is no question about it, but
what we seem to be trying to do here is to define the scope of this thing,
you see, by the words militery and paremilitary. Now is that right?

MR. SHELDON: I would agree with that. In other words, I think we have
all saild right along here that what we went 1s the longest leed time of
warning against an eventualrhoatile act, and then the question is: How do

you operate your mechenism to bring that sbout? And there is a concept of
-4 -
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that being part of the indications; however, your mission still must be
broad enough so that when you come to write your indicators -- your list of
indicators -- you don't have to throw out & whole bunch of indicators because
they are not pertinent to your mission, and there is where the difficulty lies.

GENERAL LEWIS: Right, so assuming we all agree that there is a direct
relationship between the Ind:lcations List and the Statement of Mission.

MR. SHELDON: They heve to be tied in together.

GENERAL 1EWIS: I don't think there is any question.

MR. TRUEHEART: There is & relationship; there i1s no question about that.

GENERAL LEWIS: And aren't we trying to define the scope -- to delineate
the scope -- when we state the miséiou? I think we are. If we all agree
that we are, then I think you have to meske that statement large enough to be
sure that you don't do as he said, that you don't limit yourself or give the
impression of limiting yourself later, and what I have Just tried to point
out here is that I am very sure now that the two words "military" and "para-
military" are too iimiting for what we all seem to be clearly talking about.

MR. TRUEHEART: I would be glad to see an alternative suggested, but I
am very worried about this thing being too broad. For exsmple, to take the
0ld case of Guatemala, I teke it that 1t 1s not the responsibility of this
Committee to warn the U.S. of a Communist coup in Guatemala. I think that
eny indications of a Communist coup in Guatemala should be taken into con-
sideration by the Committee as an indication of Soviet military or paramilitary
action in prospect, but that is the kind of distinction I am trying to meke.
I don't believe that this definition here will adversely limit the indications
which will be considered by the Watch Committee, but if you meke it broasder I
think you will diffuse their attention altogether too much.

GENERAL 1EWIS: That doesn't worry me in the least.

MR. SHELDON: You Just sald they have to look at it anyway.

MR. TRUEHEART: Well, but they are going to look at those indications
as bearing on Soviet intentions, and it won't be their primasry responsibility
to warn of a coming coup in Guatemala.

-5
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GENERAL LEWIS: Now haven't you teken care of your concern by saying
that this relates to imminence of hostilities? I think you have. I think
that you have checked that by tying it to imminence of hostilities.

MR, TRUEHEART: As long a8 it remains tied to that. As I say, I am
glad to consider any kind of & change to this military or paramilitary, but I
Just wanted to meke cleer what would worry me sbout changes in it, that it
might go too far in the other direction and get us away from imminence of
hostilities if you like,

GENERAL LEWIS: All right, I will tell you frankly what my concern is.
My concern is we won't go quite far enough, and yet I don't want to go too
far either. I am not interested in these people doing anything that dcesn't
relate to imminence of hostilities, but I think there is a serious possibility,
end it may have sctually existed in the past, & tendency to be limiting, and
I don't think we want it. I think we want to be sure that we have tied in
all of the things which are of direct concern or even indirect concern to
imminence of hostilities.

MR. TRUEHEART: I egree with that.

GENERAL LEWIS: Right, and that is my intent, and yet we don't want it
wide open. Now to get back to your other suggestion of waiting, I would he
very happy to walt because I think that we all are probably going to feel
better about a number of these things, as I have said before, after you
teke a lock at the Indications List. I know when you get to arguing about
Indicetions Lists, as I have experienced myself now for ebout five years,
that there is going to be a twilight zone there of controversy as to what is
end vwhat isn't, but I think that there if you teke the slightly liberal
approach that it is & little bit healthier than taking the narrow approach,
you see, in the interest of being sure that you don't mi#s something that is
‘not readily recognizable as important but turns out to be Important, you see.

MR. TRUEHEART: I would be extremely liberal on the List and less so on
the Mission, but anyway thet, I think, it would be really helpful if we could
hold this until we have had a look at our Indicator List and see Just what

-6 -
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needs to be done, if anything, to thls to encompass --

MR. SHELDON: I am not quite persuaded that 1s the right attack on this
thing because actually .the preparation of the Indications List should be made
in the light of the agreed mission, and it seems to me that until you heve an
agreed mission and the function spelled out, as we heve tried to spell them,
that the Terms of Reference of those trying to agree on ean Indications List
isn't firm.

MR. TRUEHEART: It certainly is that kind of & ham and egg situation.

DR. REICHARDT: We seem to be going back to what we had before. Anyway
in the first drafts of Functions we had “"hostile action", and then we changed
this to "militery or paramilitary action which would Jeopardize the gecurity
of the United States . . ."

MR. SHELDON: Well, the reason for that was a fear quite widely voiced
in the Committee that it might tend to d4iffuse the forces that were avail-
sble to the watch function.

DR. REICHARDT: That is right.

MR. SHELDON: And I personally did not subscribe to that; however, I
wag perfectly willing if the rest of the Committee wanted to write these
words in, I was willing to accept those words, but it has always seemed to
me that the word "paramilitery" was too limiting also. It did not encompass
for my money the introduction of by clendestine means of things that would do
us some real harm, including BW, atomic weapons, end all the rest of the
bag of tricks, but I was perfectly willing to accept these words provided we
could get a definition which brought into or encompassed the watch function
in the manner that I just suggested. And that is what we have been wrestling
about here, I em perfectly willing to buy the "hostile acts" phrase, but I
didn't feel that the Committee as & whole was prepared to buy a phrase quite
as broed as that, and then we turned around and tried to define "psremilitary"
in a broader way, and we reached at a point the suggestion that turning it
around sey "in the context of this paper this includes action concerned with
clandestine,"” etc., etc. In other words, that was simply an elsboration of

-7 -
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the word "paremilitary”, and everybody felt that the word "paramilitary" wes
a little too limiting, and I would agree entirely with Millerd's expose of the
word "paremilitary".

DR, REICHARDT: That is right. I Just throw out as an idea as to whether
it 1s easier to broaden a term by definition or to limit a term by definition
end which would be the best. In other words, if we used again --

MR. SHELDON: Use the word "hostile action" and then define that in a more
narrow way?

DR. REICHARDT: I mean we consider hostile action, giving us then a
" loophole, realizing human frailty.

MR, SHELDON: Maybe that is a means of attack on the problem.

COLONEL WALLACE: Could I make a statement, Mr. Chalrman?

MR. SHELDON: Surely.

COLONEL WALLACE: In reading this it seems to me that paragraph b
starts very generally, and then it gets narrowed down by the use of the
word "military or paramilitary” in the last part of it. If it were to read
as it now does up until "exploitation", then you could say "by any Soviet/
Communist action which would jeopardize." That would leave it broad on
both ends then.

MR, TRUEBEART: It certainly would.

GENERAL. 1LEWIS: Yes, but you see certain of us who are worried about 1t
being too broad, end for those who are worried aebout it, what we have tried
to do is to try and get words that would cut it off, and the words don't exist
I am convinced of it. In other words, the English lenguage and the words that
are understood in the English language sere not sharp enough to cut this thing
off that way. Therefore, I concluded that you are going to have to either
add "or other hostile actions" in here or else Jjust leave it "hostile
actions", and then you would have to define what you are taiking about in
order to set your fence around this thing, you see, so the thing doesn't get
out of hand.

MR. TRUEHEART: With gll reservations, and in a lot of your étatements
you are convinced the English language ca.n't. do this. Would you take a look
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at that original definition thet the Chairmen gave us on paramilitery, the
one that began "armed esctivities aside from operations of recognized military
forees". We struck out that.

MR, SHELDON: Well, we bos"?azéled on the word "armed”.

MR. TRUEHEART: Weit I am proposing a revision of that to see whether
this might encompass everything you had in mind, and we suggested this
before, but we didn't really give it much considerat.:lon. Strike "armedb
activities" and put in "acts of violence, aside from . . . " and right on
through the way it was.

MR. MCKEE: They might not necessarily be acts of violence though. It
may be some -=-

MR. SHELDON: That was the argument we reached before.

MR. MCKEE: I wonder whether it is desirable to use the word "hostile"
because it could so easily be misunderstood. There is a tendency, I think,
to regard, especially used in this particular connection,the word "hostile"
or "hostilities" as relating to armed forces. For instance s We speak of
Soviet/Conmunist intentions to initiate hostilities, so that when you get
down b_elow and when you speak of hostile action, that could seemingly imply
agaln the employment of armed forces in some way, and I wonder if this
couldn't be handled without having it open up too many flood gates by adding
a couple more adjectives, by seying, "military or paramilitary action,
clandestine or revolutionary action". Of course, the last is a very broad
thing, but, after all, that is at 1_:he basis of the whole Soviet campaign
worldwide. The Soviets are dedicated to a world revolution, and, of course »
any actlon which they initiate could be regarded as a definite action along
those lines, could be harmful to our interests, could be preliminary to
something, and is something that perhaps we should obeerve,

MR. SHELDON: I think that is a good deal along the lines of what you
were really getting to.

GENERAL LEWIS: I think we all have the same idea, but here is the thing
I em reasonsbly sure of now 1s that there is not enough meeting of minds on
what some of these words mean to simply use them without saying what they

Approved For Release 2001/03/07 :9CTA-RDR91T01172R000400150005-8
S mhir



Approved For Retease 2001/03/07 : CIA-RDP91T072R00040550005:%

R = 3

mean, and I think one possible approach is here. I have here some copies of

a possible definition. I think probably we could use this in two ways.

(1) Just to see for ourselves that there is no set word that means certain
things, and I think thet is pretty clear. I don't think there 1s any doubt
about it. Here is subversive action, and I bet you all have a definition of
subvergive action, but still I think we are all generslly talking sbout the
same things, but the lebels you put on them are not the same. That is the
reason vhy I say I think we have to eventually come to some sort of a clear
statement of what we are reelly talking ebout.

The most liberal way you could do that would be to lean on the Indications
List later as to what you think should be considered, you see, make this
broad here now and then lean on the Indicetions List to cover it. If that
is too liberal, then I would say it ought to be defined. Now here is . . .
I would like to pass these out for the benefit of you folks, and, as I say,
I think one use of this is Just to show the inaccuracy of words, and the
second is to try to come to a conclusion as to whether 6r not these things
are generally vwhat we are talking about. Then if you do have a meeting of
minds that this is what we are talking ebout, and there may be some others,
then I think that will at least have a meeting of minds as to the general
coverage involved, you see, even though we still don't have the words to
lsbel.

MR. SHELDON: Well, what that really means to me is that we should
add an adjective in b and then state that Appendix A, or whatever you
want to call it, defines what we intend to mean by these words.

GENERAL LEWIS: Yes.

MR, SHELDON: That rather than cluttering up the main paper with a
definition. _

GENERAL LEWIS: I wouldn't put the definition in the main pesper. I would
put 1t as an appendix, but to broaden b and ¢ I think that we either ought
to replace these words with "hostile actions" or -=-

MR, SHELDON: And then define them in an appendix.

- 10 -
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GENERAL IEWIS: And then put an asterisk and say, "the hostile actions
are defined in the appendix," or add the words "or other actions" or
"other hostile actions". I would be happy to add "or other actions", but
I think some of you would prefer to be more limiting than that and put the
"hostile_" in there.
MR, SHELDON: And then define those in an eppendix. Would that techaique
appeal to the members of the Committee?
GENERAL IEWIS: Might I suggest that you look this thing over and see
if you agree generslly that these are the things, not maybe all of them,
but these are things which you consider to be of concern, the imminence of
hostilities. _
MR, MCKEE: I must confess I still am a little troubled by the possibility
of repetition, and where you have repetition that always leads to uncertainty
thereafter, meaning by that that your first function is a, is very definitely
the employment of ermed forces in hostilities, end then 1f you use the word
"ho_stile action" again, that would also encompass the employment of armed
forces, and it seems to me that some statement should be found which would
not repeat what has been steted already. That may be a quibble, but this
is certainly an illustration of how difficult it is to reach asgreement on
the meaning of words, and thinking ahead through the years when all of these
persons sitting around this table iua;y be gone, and they will be trying to
get at exactly what was meant here, it could create difficulties.
GENE:RAL IEWIS: I think there is less possibility of difficulty if you
define vhat it was you intended it to mean, spell it out.
MR, MCKEE: I am simply pointing it out, the repetition in 1t, that
you say you have functions, and you state specifically the function in & ,
is crystal clear, and then you get to the function b, and you dfag in a
repetition of what has been in a, and I still feel that that could lead to
confusion.
GENERAL LEWIS: You are suggesting taking out militery and paramilitary?
MR. MCKEE: I think perhaps that 1s true. No, not necessarily for this

reagson that the first is hostile action sgaeinst us or our sllies. For
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instance, there is such & thing as military action which might not be
against either ourselves or our allies and yet could be a preliminery movement
of further action which would be very inimical to us.

CENERAL IEWIS: Yes, in the second case, in 2, I wouldn't put the word
"hostile" in there. I would put "or other actions”.

MR. MCKEE: I realize I am quibbling, but I am simply fesrful that
it could lead to trouble later if the idea of hostility is repeated there.

GENERAL IEWIS: I would leave the word "hostile" out. In the Mission
gtatement I would put "or other hostile action", but down in the Function
statement I would say "or other action".

DR, REICHARDT: Delete "military or paramilitary"” and put an asterisk
after "action", and in the Functions after b say "by other Soviet/Comunist
action". Agein putting an amsterisk after "action" and putting out at the
end . . . defining action in the Appendix to limit 1t. In other words, it
would be a very broad . .

MR, MCKEE: Is it desireble to bind the work of the Committee too much?
It would seem that the Watch Committee has alweys got to be left with some
power to interpret the events which 1t must analyze.

GENERAL LEWIS: You are not talking to the right fellow about this because
I am very Interested in this thing being as broad as it is necessary to do
the 100% Job. Some of the other gentlemen here are interested in being sure
that this thing is limited, you see.

MR, MCKEE: Well, I can perceive the desirability of not converting it
into a Committee which considers all intelligence of interest to the welfare
of the United States, but also it does seem to me to be a mistake to bind the
~ objects of interest of the Committee, either a Statement of Mission, the
Functions, or the Indicstions, since I think we all realize that it is
practically impossible to anticipate 8ll the situations that might arise
which would probably be the concern of the Committee.

MR, SHELDON: I couldn't agree with your statement more, but that is one
of the nubs of the noncomplete unsnimity in the Committee, and we have been

willing to accept certain limiting phrases simply to go forward with this
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problem and trying to get it solved.

CAPTAIN ELIER: Mr. Chairmsn, I feel that in our discusslons the people
have been pretty close together. Géneral Tewis recommended that when we got
to the Indications List that we would begin to see more clesrly whether our
mission covered or was beyond what we intended, and I really have felt from
the beginning that regardless of Just how we phrased it, since there are so
meny different interpretations of the various words, that the plan, the
paragreph C, the function is "to develop and operate on a current and con-
tinuing besis an Indications Intelligence Plan", and that plan or part of
that plan presumebly will be the Indicator List, or will have an Annex as
an Indicator List. I felt all along that reelly is the key to what the
Watch Committee « . . how it will actually perform its duties. As we dis-
cussed the other dey in connection with the Secretariat vhen it first ceme up,
should we consider personnel limitations, or should we consider the duties
of the group, it became apparent thet you would have to consider a little of
each.

I think here again it probebly would be profiteble to go ahead recognizing
thet we may have to come back and modify the Mission in order to either
enlarge or decrease the nuwber of indicators that we might want to view. 1In
other words, I believe we are close enough together to go ahead and work
through and come back and modify as it would later develop.

MR, SHEIDON: Who do you conceive of as being the group thet would
actually write the Intelligence Plan?

CAPTAIN ELLER: I think it was mentioned earlier by someone here that
we would have a subcommittee. I hadn't given it enough thoughtvto offer any
constructive. suggestion.

MR. SHELDON: Of course, there is the other technique of accomplishing
that, and that is if one could agree on the mission, and the functions, and
the constitution of the Working Group in the Center thet it might be the
first responsibility of the Working Grou;} to produce that plan. I mean that
is a possible way of att_acking this job.

- 13 -
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MR. TRUEHEART: But I think it goes without saying that that group

can't possibly produce any plans unless we give them here some guidelines.

MR. SHELDON: That is the point. It is a question of which is the cart
and which is the horse here, and if we say that we can't really write the
Mission and Functions until the Intelligence Plan has been produced, then‘
you cen't have anybody but e subcommittee of this Committee draft the Intel-
ligence Plan, whereas if we could agree to the Missions and Functions in this
Committee, then 1t would be quite appropriate from my view to have the Working
Group Members as a drafting team come up end present to thils Commitiee the
Intelligence Plan. It is just a question of how you want to work this
thing.

And they are going to find themselves perhaps in asbout the same position
we find ourselves in if we say, "Look, sharpen your penclls and come up with
an Intelligence Plan". They are going to say, "Well, we went the specific
Terms of Reference, what is the Mission and what is the Function,' and then
you are simply chasing your tail.

MR, TRUEHEART: I had thought we were in close agreement on this thing,
but I am not at all sure we are.

GENERAL IEWIS: Well, that is the reason why I am suggesting this, that
whether you agree totally on this piece of paper, I am suggesting that we
ought to get some sort of & reading on whether we are far apart or generally
together on the things that go in there, things that go to the different types
of actions, the different types of actions no matter what you call them,
but is this generally what we are talking about? If it is then I think that
we are ready to proceed, and we will Jjust have to do something about the
term "military and persmilitary" sooner or later because it certainly to me is
inadequate, and I wouldn't be heppy with 1t enymore, but whether we do some-
thing now or later sbout the term, I still think we ought to know here now
generally whether we are close together on such things, such hostile actions,
or whether we are far apart. If we are far apart, then I think maybe we
better resolve theat one and get closer together before we proceed at all

because maybe we are not talking about the same genersal size of this thing,

- 1h -
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you see, the scope.

MR. SHELDON: I think you asre quite right, Millard. That is why I would
prefer not to skip this at this time. I think we want to continue focusing
our attention on the scope, and the easiest way to carry forward on that for
my money is to address ourselves &8 an exercisé to this paper, and then we
can determine whether we sre 90 degrees away from one another or whether
pretty close alignment, and if it meets with the others' wishes, I think we
night well teke é few minutes out to study this paper and then discuss it
openly and see where we stand on it.

GENERAL IEWIS: I don't think we need to agree on this thing in detail.
I don't want anybody to agree with a title here because I know you have got
your own. You have probably got entirely different titles or headings for
sonme of these things, but if we are talking sbout the same general things,
types of hostile actions, then I think that we are fairly close together. If
we are not, then we better see sbout 1t right here.

MR, SHELDON: I think that is right. Let's take a little time out and

25X1B

study this thing.

.25X1B DR. REICHARDT

25X1B

MR. SHELDON:
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MR, TRUEHEART: Exsctly mine. 25X1B

MR. SHELDON: That would be my personal feeling of it.

25X1B MR. MCKEE:

MR, SHELDON: There again tying it back end reading it in the light of
possible eventual militery activities against us.

MR. REICHARDT: Right.

MR, SHELDON: And secondarily I would answer you in a differenﬁ context,
that is, in an economic context. I had a long discussion since the last
meeting with the ONE Board on this question of estimating and the relstionmship
between the estimators and the watch function, and it was perfectly clear to
me that part of the watch funection, I believé, should be to try to develop
long-range economic indicators which might reflect an ultimate hostile act,
but that in the reports of the Watch Committee until you had reached a con-
cluslon that and had got the experience that a given series of economic moves
then portended a hostile act, it would not be reported as an indicator of
{mminent hostilities, you see. 1In other words, they were fearful -- ONE was
fearful -- that the Watch function might in some sense impinge on their own
estimative functions, and I have pointed out that the watch reports had
been assiduously written to avoid that function, but I did point out to
them that if and when the watch function geined the experience over a long
period of time perhaps of being able to read an economic indicator as some-
thing that portended a hostile act, we would then heve added something to the
general security of the country, but until that had occurred, until that

- 16 =
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experience had been developed, it would not in any sense impinge on their
functions. Now would anybody disegree with that general concept?

MR. TRUEHEART: I think that is dead right.

MR. SHELDON: So I will answer you in two parts.

DR. REICHARDT: The difficulty is in really assessing this on a relative
time scale as far as the Watch Cénnnit‘bee function.

MR. SHELDON: There is no experience developed today to say whether a
series of economic pool shots indicates imminence of hostilities or not.
We haven't reached that stage of development, and maybe we never will, but
25X1C

it seems to me we should try.

GENERAL LEWIS: I think you will. As a matter of fact,_

25X1C _ Yet the farther in time you go from one or two days

into weeks, into maybe & matter of two or three months of warning, the
fuzzier these things, and the more difficult they are.

DR, REICHARDT: That is right.

GENERAL, LEWIS: 7You see, and the more youw have to study them, and yet
I think it is entirely possible to get this warning business, as I said
before, into a matter of maybe two or three months, but 1t is going to take
8 terrific terrific effort in digging eand getting information, and studying
it, and there is no way that this can be done uniservicewise. It has got to
be done together, and it may actually result in some special studies having
to be made by somebody or other at the direction of the IAC to try and develop
some of these nebulous things. I wouldn't expect this Center to do such
studying, no.

MR. SHELDON: I would agree with that.

CGENERAL IEWIS: No, the Center shouldn't do the studying.

MR, SHELDON: They can initiate the studying.

GENERAL LEWIS: They might initiate i1t or recommend it.

DR. REICHARDT: Getting back to my point, or my question, two or three
months to me is imminent action. I mean long-range I am thinking of, more
than several years, and I am wondering if part of our difficulty in this

- 17 -
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doesn't stem from the fact that things we are trying not to watch, and not

to worry about, I mean not to include in the definitions of actions, are those
things which, well, we know that certain actions toward world domination,

ete., and the Watch Committee isn't worried about examining this general

text, and whether we can somehow . . . I haven't given it the thought. The

question wes raised in looking over General Iewils' question here because

in the firet part there the term "hostile actions . . . includes actions of

a8ll types which may be underteken by enemy forces, organizations end indi- 25X1B

viduals aimed at affecting directly or indirectly and in a substantial ina.nner s

the security of the United States.”

MR, SHELDON: Well, in addressing myself to this paper, there is Jjust
one thing that I personslly miss in it, and that is . . . it would suit me
if were to add after the word "individuals" in the third line "in support
of its military strategy"”. That concept to me is not clearly brought out
in that context, is not made clear, and if those words were added there
and possibly at the tail end i'epeated agein, 1t would come nearer my concept
of what we were striving to accomplish here.

COLONEL WALLACE: Would you repeat those words again, Mr., Chairman?

MR. SHELDON: "in support of its military strategy" after the word
"individuals" in the third line of 1. Otherwise I think we have the water
front, Millerd.

GENERAL LEWIS: I am not so sure we have. You don't have what you all
were discussing? A reorientation of the economic. Where is thet? That is
not in here. You might read it between the lines, but in my case I think
this demonstrates what I am trying to give you today. Here 1s the fact that
there is no question in my mind we are Just going to have to have pretty clear
understanding of just what we are talking about.

MR. TRUEHEART: Can I mske a try at that, another? The Watch Committee

- 18 -
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Report now consists of & summery of current indications and a set of con-
clusions. What we‘are talking about here as I see it is what should be
contained in these conclusions because that is what it says to develop from
this information, the conclusions as to the following. Now as I recall the
present Watch Report concludes usgually something like this. (1) There are
no indications of a resumption of hostilities in Korea. There are no
indications that the Chinese Communists are plenning to attack anything.
There are no indications that the USSR is planning to initiate hostilities
with its own forces in the immediate future. That is ebout all it says in
the conclusions, and that is the guts of it. What a reader of that report
ought to be able to do is turn to those conclusions and reed those and know
whether any asction waes required. He will read the rest for his general
information, but the prime watch function is in drawing up those conclusions,
and that is what they will stand or fall on if there is enything edverse
happens. '

Now whatever we put in b here I feel the Watch Committee is going to

have to make a specific statement in its conclusions each week. Now if we

take the definition that General Lewis has provided here, does this mean,

Now I teke it that any of the kinds of actions mentioned in this whole

paper might well be contained in the body of the report as indications leading
up to the conclusions that you drew with respect to hostile action by the
Soviet bloc, but I don't take it that they would be responsible for drawing
conclusions with respect to each one of these kinds of eventualities. To put
it another way, if there is a general strike in France next week, I don't
think anybody can call the Watch Committee to account for not having predicted
it. If the Russians attack, and as a part of their plan they have brought on
a general strike in France, and the Watch Committee didn't see this as an

indication of possible attack by the Soviet Union, then I think they would be
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very much at feult. Do I mske myself clear?

MR, SHELDON: Yes.

MR. TRUEHEART: I think it is largely the same kind of point you were
talking sbout on the economic thing. So it might help to look at this
paragraph 2 as the outline of the Conclusion Section of the Watch Committee
Report and think of it in those terms.

MR, MCKEE: Bill, I am not sure that in a Watch Committee Report it would
be necessary to bresk it down quite to the extent that you stated. For instance,
that could all be lumped instead of spelling out every conceivable activity
which could jeopardize our security. It could all be summed up that there
are no other indications of Soviet/Communist ections which could jeopardize
the security of the United States and let it go at that.

MR, TRUEHEART: Gentlemen, I would hate to see the Watch Committee
draw any such conclusions as that because that would be, in my opinion, in
order to draw that coneclusion, they would have to be carrying out virtually
ell the functions of all the intelllgence agencies in Washington.

MR. MCKEE: You first seem to think that they have to have 1t line after
line, and I am simply suggesting that they can lump them. As the desirsbility
of reporting that way, I would say that I don't know, but it does seem that
in the present system of reporting there is very definitely the implicetion
that there are no other known indications of any actions which could be
hostile to the United States. You deal with the indicetions which you have,
and you leave out a consideration of what you have not, I suppose.

MR. TRUEHEART: I am not talking about indications. I am talking ebout
Just what they are drawing -- conclusions -- with respect to --

MR. MCKEE: Oh, excuse me, I thought you used the word "indications"
here. v

MR. TRUEHEART: As I said, the body of the report contains all manner
of things, but the Watch Committee draws its comclusions only with respect to
initiation of hostilities really by the bloc at the present timé. It covers
the water front. It covers strikes; it covers the propaganda of the Soviet

- 20 -
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orbit; it covers all kinds of things that are indicators, but in the end 1t
concludes there are no indications that the Soviet Unidh is planning to
initiete hostilities with its own forces in the immediate future,

MR, MCKEE: That is because the mission of the Watch Committee at present
is very explieit, and, therefore, it comes to grips --

MR. TRUEHEART: Yes --

MR. MCKEE: As I listen to this discussion I wonder if what is here
under 2,a of Functlons may be somewhere in the Mission too with respect to
intentions to initiate hostilities in these three respects, if that isn't
chiefly the mission of the Watch Committee, and what is being discussed is
these other activities for b are really indications of the intentions which
are set forth in a, that they are not our concern except insofar as they
point towards this possible initiation of hostilities.

MR. TRUEHEART: I would be hsppy to see b dropped altogether as far
as that goes.

MR, MCKEE: Because all of those activitiles, for instance, which have
been mentioned in comnection with b are invariably included in all lists of
indications of either long- or short-range preparetions for hostilities. It
seems to me they are indications of the thing in which we are primarily
interested.

DR, REICHARDT: Wasn't part of this raised? For instance, the Watch Com-
mittee always looks at the situastion in Indo-China. As I recollect, some of
this was raised on the basis that we were wondering . . . there was always
& question as to whether Indo-China should be specifically in the Conclusions,
or whether some reference to Indo-China should be in the Conclusions, which it
is not &t the present time on the basis of the present Terms of Reference.

It was Just a gquestion of perheps Indo-China is not really importent, but it
might at some particular time become a situation which would.

MR. SHELDON: Well, there is a very live question, however, which has to
be considered, and that is whether or not Chinese Communist forces may be
employed to assist Ho Chi Minh end hils Viet Minh activities directly.

- 2] -
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MR. MCKEE: Chuck, coming back to the present mission, which is that of
dealing with indications of intentions to initiated hostile action -- Soviet/
Communist intentions of hostile action ~-- you have already had the hostile
action initiated in Indo-China, and the question has been raised in the past
in the Watch Committee as to how far it should review and analyze current
operations involving the Communists in any part of the world, and there have
been some members of the Committee who have raised the question of the
correctness of that. For ingtance, at one time operations in Korea were
followed very closeiy by the Committee, and some persons wondered Just how
that squared with the mission of the Committee to detect these intentions
of hostile action. There was no doubt that the hostlle action was a fact.

COLONEL WALLACE: Well, I think what we were particulerly looking for
there was whether they would be stepped up éo a much greater scale or not too.
W§ hed this long period of a year or so without much going on, and we were
always concerned whether there would be a major effort made which would
catch us off balance and perhaps be a prelude to driving us out of Korea.
That was the burning concern of everybody responsible for security and
welfare of the United States, and we wondered whether it should gravitate,
particularly to the Watch Committee.

MR, TRUEHEART: Well, I have esgreed that present 2,e is requiring the
Watch Committee to draw some conclusions each week with respect to whether
the Viet Minh is going to launch this attack on the Delta, for example.

They discuss that, but they don't put 1t In theilr conclusions todey, but I
would say it was included under 2,8,2 -- "Soviet/Communist intentions to
initiate hostilities against the U.S. allies or their forces" and that,
therefore, you would have a conclusion on the Indo=-China thing.

DR. REICHARDT: Right, well, Indo-China is probebly a bad point, but we
would leave 1t out if we cut 1t down to 2,8 strictly. We would leave out some
area; and I am lost right now to think of one . . » well, no, let us say some=-
thing happens in the Belgien Congo which is of very much importance to my
organizetion.
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MR. KUHRTZ: Teke British Guiana rightnow.

DR, REICHARDT: It is not covered in 1, 2, or 3.

MR. TRUEHEART: It i1s very important, and there are a lot of things
terribly important the Watch Committee 1is not responsible for.

DR. REICHARDT: I thought the feeling that was being developed in the
Committee earlier was some of these we should leave for consideration, and
something like b was put in theré es an additional little thing.

MR. SHELDON: That is why b is in there.

DR. REICHARDT: That is right, and so now we are taking it out again
without providing a substitute.

MR, SHELDON: I don't think we are teking it out, no.

DR. REICHARDT: No, we are considering the fact as to whether we should
consider those things again, you see, and --

MR. SBELDON: Just for those very good reasons. Well, let's return to
the issue that 1s before us here now. I take 1t, Bill, you have expressed
yourself as feeling that this 1s perhaps a little too broad?

MR, TRUEHEART: I think it is not a bit too broad if you are talking
about indicators. I think if you are talking sbout conclusions or the ultimate
objective of the Committee, then it is too broad, yes.

GENERAL LEWIS: The ultimate obJective?

MR. TRUEHEART: ObJective of the Committee which, as I see it, 1s
imminence of hostilities.

GENERAL LEWIS: On these things?

MR. TRUEHEART: These are indicators all of them which must be considered
in arriving at a conclusion as tc whether or not hostilities are imminent.

GENERAL LEWIS: Right. |

MR. TRUEHEART: But it is not the function of the Committee in my view
‘to report on the imminence of these things, if you follow me.

GENERAL LEWIS: Without any relation to imminence of hostilities?

MR. TRUEHEART: Right.

GENERAL LEWIS: But we have tied in this, as I see 1t, the fact that we
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are talking ebout imminence of hostilitiles.

MR. TRUEHEART: If that is made clear, then I don't have any quarrel
with thege things.

CENERAL IEWIS: That is what I em thinking about, end if it isn't clear,
let's make it clear, but I em thinking sbout imminence of hostlilities in
connection with these things.

MR. SHELDON: That is right; thet is my understanding. That is the con-
text in which I attack this paper.

MR, TRUEHEART: Yes, but the way this would fit it in, seems to me is
this. The Watch Commlttee analyzes informetion and is developing conclusions
as to 2,a, all of those things in 2,8, and then 2,b, you see, in effect
specifically includes the following types of hostile actions, so I would say
the Watch Committee had to develop under this e conclusion as to whether mass
strikes of Communist instigation were in prospect anywhere in the world, and
I don't think they have to do that.

MR, SHELDON: Thet is not what your Function ssys. Your Function says
an act, let's call that mess strikes, "susceptible of exploitation by Soviet/
Communist military or paramilitery sction" -- as we now have it written --
"which would jeoperdize the security of the United States." Thet doesn't in
any way as I read it meke it incumbent on the Watch Report to include an
estimate as to whether there is going to be & mass strike in Italy or France
tomorrow.

MR. TRUEHEART: No, well, I will buy 2,b as it is written. I am satisfled
with 2,b.

MR. SHELDON: Yes, but I don't think that forces the Watch Report to
contain a crystal gaze into a mass strike next week 1n France.

MR. TRUEHEART: I don't think it does either, and, as I say, 1 am
satisfied with 2,b.

GENERAL IEWIS: The thing that 1s concerning you is this isn't clearly
enough lebeled -- lmminence of hostilities?

MR. TRUEHEART: Yes.

GENERAL IEWIS: All right, then I think we ought to look at the piece of
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paper, the consolidation of the whole business, to see whether or not the

imminelnce of hostllities label is on it in such a way that someone could get
outside of the imminence of hostilities field and do something separately
because that wouldn't be my intent at all.

MR. KUHRTZ: Pardon me for breaking in, General. Before you go into
that I would like to explore Bill's point Just a little further and see if
this 1s in line with yowr thinking. I don't know for sure in my own mind,
and I would like to clarify it. The imminence of these indicators, we will
call them, is the agency's responsibility. In other words, they sre
responsible for considering the raw materiel to determine whether they are
imminent, leading towards hostile action. Once that 1s determined by the
agency, then it is a metter of calling it to the attention of the watch
structure, or do you meen for the watch structure to have in its files all
the raw material going back which may not indicate imminence of these
towards hostile action, but once that is raised by the agency who reviews the
raw material, the watch structure should have all of that background to
8lso consider 1t along with the Agency responsible for it?

MR. TRUEHEART: Well, that I think is a separate question of how the
Committee operates and specifically how the Center operates, whether they
have raw information themselves or whether they get it through only when given
to them by the Agency is & separate question which we ifere going to come to
today, but it looks like we are not meking it.

DR, REICHARDT: Well, I -~

MR. TRUEHEART: This is purely a pretty abstract question really of
Just what answers the Committee is supposed to provide each week or however
often it meets.

MR, KUHRTZ: Maybe I am going around it the back way, but I will withdraw
it then until we cen come up with something rather than hold this point
we are working on at the moment.

MR. TRUEHEART: Iet's teke Osk Ridge, for exsmple. I think that would be
& mighty significant indicator, a strike at Osk Ridge, but I don't think it
is up to the Atomic Energy Commission to tell them a strike is coming off at
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GENERAL 1EWIS: I certainly had no idesa that they would.

MR, TRUEHEART: Then we ere in complete agreement. I think we have to
be careful we don't put something in here which leads the Watch Committee
to think they are being looked to for that kind of thing.

GENERAL IEWIS: I think it would be mighty presumptious if they did.

COLONEL WALLACE: The expression up here, the first part of 2 -- "to
develop therefrom the conclusions" -- covered the point we had in mind. We
might consider this and develop therefrom the conclusion as to whether it was
or was not a preliminary to hostilities, and it wouldn't be beyond our
shoulder in the Watch Committee to predict such strikes or some other events.
That is the way I understand it.

MR. TRUEHEART: I em just afraid if we aren't careful in this b, if we
get it into all kinds of things that are not military or parémilitary that
we will be by that fact imposing such responsibility on the Watch Committee.

MR. KUHRTZ: I agree with you. That has been concerning me.

MR. SHELDON: In other words, the question does's Soviet/Communist
intentions to initiate hostilities" also govern b? That is really what is
bothering us, isn't 1t%

GENERAL LEWIS: Well, maybe so, but I think that the statement in 2
is not clearly labeled as imminence of hostilities. 1In other words, if some-
thing in words in 2 made it clear that the things below were tied to imminence
of hostilities -- of course, the whole paper is sbout imminence of hostilities
and warning, you see, but now if you went to pin it down some more, then I
think we could put some words right in here that would meke it very clear that
we are talking about imminence of hostilities. Would that do it?

MR. TRUEHEART: Well, I think it would.

MR, SHELDON: Let's try that because certainly that is the intent.
Heavens, there is no question on that score.

MR. TRUEHEART: I hope it is nothing but a semantic difficulty.

| MR, SHELDON: I think it is. I think that is vhat it 1s.
MR. TRUEHEART: You can see why I am concerned that you could &iffuse

this thing hopelessly.
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MR. SHELDON: My immediéte dattack on tﬁia paper was to put it back in
the context of militery strategy. Our thinking is the same, I think.

MR, TRUEHEART: Yes.

COLONEL WALLACE: May I pose something here? Would the inclusion of b
up in that Preamble to 2 itself do it? It would be a lit'blerweird wording
here, but it 1ea&s off "to analyze and evaluate information . . . and to
develop therefrom the conclusions as to" these, and then 1, 2, 3 under a.

GENERAL 1LEWIS: I didn't quite getr that.

COLONEL WALLACE: This one 27 Novenber.

MR. MCKEE: He is raislng the question as to whether or ndt b is not
inherent in thet first statement.

COLONEL WALLACE: Yes, it 1s among the things we examine, and from all
of that determine the 1, 2, 3 items under a you see there.

MR. MCKEE: It is informetion on these activities which we are dis-
cussing which ere of pertinence to this first and primary objective.

MR. TRUEHEART: I think historically what we are trying to get at in
b is something which would enable us to discuss something like Trieste.

DR. REICHARDT: Yes.

MR. TRUEHEART: And I am afraid that wouldn't be possible if you didn't
heve something like b.

MR. SHELDON: I think Millard's suggestion that we clearly lebel the
imminence of hostilities aspect of this thing in 2 would come nearest to
solving the problem at this time. Have you got any words that you would
like to propose that will open the road block?

GENERAL LEWIS: Not that won't do violence to what we already have.
You can either put words in there, or you can refer back to b, but reelly
what we are seeking 1s something which would be & substitute for the words
"imminence of hostilities"” which aren't particularly good words. As a
matter of fact, there aren't any other good substitutes for those few words.
You might tie 1t to the accomplishment of the mission stated in B above,
pin it down, but that is ewkward. I think whatever we want to put goes after
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"furnished by the IAC Agencies", and then describe --

MR, SHELDON: With respect to imminence --

GENERAL TEWIS: With respect to, or on so and so.

MR. SHELDON: Relating to imminence of --

GENERAL LEWIS: Relating to would be fine.

MR, SHELDON: Thet would pin point that.

GENERAL 1EWIS: Yes.

MR. SHELDON: Why don't we try that out on the piano, something like

"relating to imminence of hostilitiles"?

MR, TRUEHEART: How is this going to fit in?

MR. SHELDON: Well, we are Just suggesting tentatively that we look at
this on the bagis of after the word "Agencies" in the second line of 2 we
insert "relating to imminence of hostilities".

GENERAL IEWIS: I can think of nothing better at the monent.

MR. SHELDON: And tentatively let's try that out on the plano. Does
that help you, Bill, on that?

MR. TRUEHEART: let's see, that comes in the Preamble, and "relating to"
modifies "information" and "intelligence"?

MR, SHELDON: Yes.

MR. TRUEHEART: And then what do you do about b?

MR, SHELDON: Nothing.

MR. TRUEHEART: You leave b like it 1is?

GENERAL IEWIS: You have lsbeled everything under the heading of para-~
graph 2 as relating to imminence of hostilities, and I thought that was what
you were interested in doing.

MR. SHELDON: Your a and b is governed by thet tag.

MR. TRUEHEART:; Does that mean you would then accept military or para-
military down in b?

MR, SHELDON: No, no, no, no.

MR, TRUEHEART: That is still -~

MR, SHELDON: This is to try to help you over the hurdle of this paper,

see.
- 28 -
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MR. TRUEHEART: Where does this peper fitx in at this point?

MR, SHELDON: We are trying to be sure thé,t we know what we are all
talking sbout when we use glven phrases, and presumebly we would revert later
on to the possibility of inserting militery, paramilitary, military support
action or subversive action in your mission, y&u see, and then have an
appendix which elaborated on those words. That is what we are trying to do
here.

The question that General Lewis raised was whether if we were to put
those two additional adjectives or labels in the mission we would have one
mind as to approximately what we meant by those words, and he presented this
paper to indicate what he meant by those words. Query: Are we in unison or
are we at a tangent?

MR, TRUEHEART: Well, I would like to see a little more how_it goes
along. Offhand I am inclined --

MR. SHELDON: Tentatively let's do it this way. The Mission then would
presumsbly at some point read "to provide earliest possible werning to U. S.
Government of milita.ry, paramilitery, militery support and subversive action"
or words to that effect,

MR. TRUEHEART: Where is this thing in the Mission?

MR, SHELDON: Misgion?

MR. TRUEHEART: You are back up to Mission?

MR. SHELDON: Back in B.

GENERAL IEWIS: You have to make the change in two placés.

MR. SHELDON: That is the first place the change is made.

GENERAL IEWIS: Remember we discussed the fact you couldn't just make
the change down in paragraph 2,C. You have to make it in B as well.

MR. TRUEHEART: And how would that read, the Mission, now?

MR. SHELDON: "To provide earliest possible warning to the United
States Govermment of military, paramilitary, militery support and subversive
action" or words to that effect. And then you would have that noted as being
elsborated and defined in the appendix, the appendix being something in the
light of this paper something which would be represented by & paper of this

sort.
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MR, TRUEHEART: ' Offhand it seems to me if you put that in the Mission
you have reslly thrown it wide open to --

MR. SHELDON: No, because =--

GENERAL IEWIS: You are limited by imminence of hostilities.

DR, REICHARDT: You still have to indicate your imminence in the Mission.

MR. TRUEHEART: Yes, where would you put imminence of hostilities in the
Mission?

MR. SHELDON: The Mission is to provide earliest possible warning, and
then the question is How do you do that? And you do it by putting a lot of
requirements and having a lot of materiel come in, and analyze it, but that
material is directed towards the imminence of hostllities, and then you turn
around, snd after you have looked at all of that material, which deals with,
we hope, the imminence of hostilities aspect of information and intelligence,.
you then exsmine it in the light of whether that materisl indicates or doés
not indicate the possibility of hostilities being initiated against 1, 2, 3
under &.

GENERAL IEWIS: You see, your limiting factor in your Mission statement
is "endangers the security of the United States".

MR. TRUEHEART: Yes, and thet phrase is not very limiting to me.

DR. REICHARDT: No, you still have to have lmminence in there.

MR. TRUEHEART: I think that would include your strike at Qak Ridge right
down -- I mean I think if you put that in the mission, endangering anything . . .
what was it? . . . subversive . . . endangering the security of the United
States . + o I think you would be right smack into strikes in key facilities
in the U.S., for example.

" GENERAL IEWIS: Remember when we talked ebout the mission we said we
were going to make a general statement in the mission and not try to spell
it out in deteil in that one stetement, but we would spell out what we were
talking about under Functions.

MR, SHELDON: That is Just what we have done.

GENERAL IEWIS: That is Jjust exactly what we have done. We were spelling
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out what we were telking about, but now we heve come to the fact we can't
spell it out enough because military and paremilitary aren't good enough words,
so we have to go farther then that. We have to go to an appendix and start
what we are telking sbout, but it is unfortunste, but I think that is just the
way it is.

MR. SHELDON: You see the words that are put down here are really
operating guidelines, as I would understand these definitions, to assist the
Working Group and the Watch Committee in deciding what "indicators” they
‘will discuss and deal with and subsequently reach conclusions on.

I don't think we are epart on the philosophy at all as I remembered the
Cormittee. It is a question of saylng it in a menner that reflects that
concept.

Mr. Dulles intends to get the blessing of the NSC on this whole program.
There is no question about that.

DR. REICHARDT: I am still worried, as I think Bill is, that we don't
have an "imminence" phrase egain in the Mission. "The earliest possible
warning" doesn't . . . I mean that just says that we have warned people
earlier; it doesn't say of what getting back to the question I raised
earlier.

MR, SHELDON: Yes, we do say what; we say of military or paramilitary.

DR. REICHARDT: Right.

MR. TRUEHEART: And what else? _

MR. SHELDON: Well, then we are talking about adding the phrase "sub-

: 25X1B
versive and militery support action'.

25X1B DR. REICHARDT:

GENERAL LEWIS: Well, actuelly what he is saying, "which endangere the
gecurity of the United Sta.teé" , doesn't mean imminence of hostilities to
him, you see.

MR. SHELDON: Yes, of course, 1t does meé.n that to me, but there we are;

it is a semantic problem.
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DR. REICHARDT: It is “a s;:mantic problem really, and I am afraid that
rsomeone reading this, you see, can forget sbout the imminence part of it
because espiqnage no matter how that endangers the security of the United
States --

MR. TRUEHEART: To look Back at this very good Preamble which seems to
set the tone at least of what I think would be the Mission of the Committees
"Recognilzing the implications of a surprise attack on the United States".

MR, SHELDON: That immediately spells out imminence.

MR. TRUEHEART: Yes, that somehow or other I almost would like to see
put down a8 the Mission of this Committee.

GENERAL LEWIS: Except I don't like the word "surprise". Never have
from the time I looked at it because you are talking about 24 or 48 hours
instead of this one, two weeks, or maybe a month or so that we are, you see,
go "surprise" is too narrow in time, you see.

MR. SHELDON: What would hsppen if we put in "imminent attack" there?

GENERAL LEWIS: We will get to that eventually, but I think all of this
Jjust shows the inadequacy of words, and also that if you meke something
general it is going to be open to interpretation, so what are we trying to do?
We are trying to meke that gemeral and still specific at the same time, and
the two Just don't go along together very well, you see, and they Just
aren't . . . they don't go hand in hand. '

MR. SHELDON: Well, let's get back to this other paper again here. Let
me ask this question. If the context of imminence of hostilities is adequately
reflected in the paper as a whole, would then the definitions as posed by
General lewis meet with your favor as a wholé?

MR. KUHRTZ: Well, I would certainly have to go along with that statement,
sure.

DR, REICHARDT: I think so.

MR. SHELDON: That is the whole intent here that the context of this
paper should reflect imminence of hostility, but it should feflect the con-
text of the militaery strategy of the opposing forces. Then with that in mind,

-32 -
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Insuring that we reflect that adéquétély in the paper, then are these defini-
tions broadly speaking in tuﬁe with your concept of it?

MR, TRUEHEART: Except I don't think they are broad enough.

GENERAL, LEWIS: Well, thet 1s one thing I would like to ssk. Now I would
very much appreciate since, of course, we have only been working on this
thing a week, and without getting into an argument sbout whether you call
it == put it under one heeding or another -- I mean there we get into endless
arguments gbout what 1s the label you put on it, but generally I would like
with regard to the types of actions if you all will get your people to
challenge this and see if we have included generally all the types of actions.
Then I think that we can refine this paper over a period of time from week
to week so it probably will reflect pretty nearly all the things that we
generally have in mind in connection with this activity. I have never seen
anything exactly like this before and approsching it from the standpoint of
types of actlions, and I think maybe it might be constructi%e.

MR. SHELDON: It is unquestlonably constructive in addition to which it
is going to assist in the developing of the Indicator List because it is
again a guldeline to that.

GENERAL IEWIS: And I am sure that you all can make substantial contribu-
tione to the improvement of it. Of course, it wmay be that we ought to re-
arrange what goes under what and under some other label, but I think that is
beside the point at the moment. The point is generally have we included
all the types of action that we are concerned with here and under "imminence
of hostilities".

MR, TRUEHEART: In general it leaves out all the political and military
kinds of things that you would want on an Indicator List, political and
economic kind of things that you want on an Indicator List. That is why I
think it is important we address this either as an Indicator List or something
else.

MR, SHELDON: Well, that raised the question as to whether or not we
want to try to define the word "military" in addition to defiﬁing the gray

areas of subversive act or & militery support action.

Approved For Release 2001/03[07{;3&IA-RDP91T01172R000400150005-8



AHIC(W)-T-8
Approved For Redg@ase 2001/03/07 : CIA-RDP91TOW2R00040015(')0%)0 -8

5 3 o ®

MR. TRUEHEART: Have you ever looked &t any of the Indicator Lists that
have been drawn up in the pa.st> for the Watch Committee and previous =--

GENERAL LEWIS: Pardon me, say that again.

MR, TRUEHEART: Have you looked at eny of the old Indicator Lists that
were drawn up for the Watch Committee and predecessors?

GENERAL LEWIS: Here?

MR, TRUEHEART: Here in Washington, yes. 25X1C

25X1C
GENERAL IEWIS: Ve used . . . in the revision of the lists in Europe,

we used all the ones we could get our hands on,_
' - They have a list, the first one which I saw in 1949, but I am not
intimetely familiar with the one here.

Well, I had two others that I didn't include because they were too
controversial, and they are fuzzy. They are not as clean, and they sre hard
to describe, but one of them is political warfare action.

MR. TRUEHEART: Well --

GENERAL ILEWIS: And another one is what you might call a form of
psychologica;l warfare action, but those . . when you begin to talk abouf
psychological, it is so fuzzy to start with, and then when you try to define
exactly what you are talking sbout under 1t, it is so muddy that you see
nothing clear at all, but I didn't include these two because I thought we
wanted to be perfectly clean on what we were talking sbout, but I have been
too clean now, you see. I have been so clean that I haven't made you happy.

MR, TRUEHEART: Well, if you are talking sbout an Indicator List, yes,
you have been too clean, but if you ere talking about the Mission of the
Watch Committee, you have been as dirty as hell.

GENERAL LEWIS: You see, I think the thing that we haven't convinced you
yet is that there has to be a very direct relationship between the Statement
of Mission and your Indicator List. I don't see how you can sepsrate the two
because actually what you use as indicators you are going to depend upon
what you state in the Mission as the scope, you see,

MR, TRUEHEART: Well -=-
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GENERAL 1EWIS: I think it 1s inseparable.

MR. TRUEHEART: Certsinly the Indicstor List is going to depend upon
what you say in the scope, but I think all of these things would be included
in the Indicator List. Given the present scope, the present version of the
scope, all the things you have here and many others would be included in the
Indicator List, given the scope now set forth or set forth before this
discussion today. If you use this as the scope, the Indicstor List for this
scope would be unmanageable in my opinion.

MR. MCKEE: And also there are some omissions, one of which you men-
tioned, particularly political developments and psychological wexfare develop-
ments. For instance, in retrospect it would seem that the action which led
to the invesion of Poland by Germany was the consummation of a treaty between
Cermany snd the Soviet Union seven days before the invesion. That was the
tip-off of the invasion and not the part of the treaty that was made public
to the world that seems to meke a green light, but the secret provision made
it clesr as crystal what was going to happen.

May I ask a question with respect to this sheet of definitions?

MR. SHELDON: Surely.

MR. MCKEE: Am I correct in understanding that these are definitions of
words which ere going to appear under Functions in paragraph 2,b, and also
in the Mission, and I am not sure of the words which it is intended to insert,
and I want to be able to tell General Willems that, and I am not quite sure
I understand which words are to be inserted, or is that something to come
later?

MR. SHELDON: We are looking for the right words. As Millerd saeys, he is
not positive that the labels he has put under 2,a,b,c,d are the final word
in what should be included.

MR, MCKEE: I see, this is something in 1llustration of the principle.

MR. SHELDON: The Committee is open for suggestions as to what words
should be put in under the Mission and under paragraph 2 which then would
be defined.

MR. MCKEE: Right, in order not -=-
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MR. SHELDON: In en agreed manner and be subject to an appendix which
would be the clarification and the guidelines for the operation of the
Committee when they were examining and wondering just whet those words meant.

MR, MCKEE: In the course of our discussion then not even tentative
conclusions have been reached as to which words they would be?

MR, SHELDON: No; in other words, the next meeting would start out in
effect by "Let's see what the best words are that can do the trick for us,."

GENERAL IEWIS: So far we have discussed three possibilities, and let's
summarize here =-- three possibilities. You could repla.c‘e 8ll of these words
with a general statement such as "hostile actions" or "actions". You could
get generally the same effect by adding in the case of the Mission statement
"or other hostile actions", end in the case of the 2,b, whatever it is,
you would add "or other actions". Or you could try and get an agreement
on these titles here and put all those titles in there as he suggested, which
T think would be more difficult because actuslly all I em trylng to do without
establishing a precedent or any sort of specific definitions is to tell people
in general what the scope of this thing 1s, you see, and there are going to
be guidelines because this isn't going to include all the exemples. This is
going to say generally the types of action we are thinking ebout, are this
type, and this type, and this type, and this type, and here are some examples
under each, but I think that will be a good enough guide to generslly define
7 the scope, you see, to outline the scope of this whole affeir, and that will
certainly be open to interpretation. I donft think there is any way in the
world short of the Indicator List that you can outline in specific deteil,
and even then you won't because the Indicaetor List will be subject . . .

Each indicetor is subject to a great many subject indicetors, you see, 80 this
is Just an.attempt to generalize the type of actions that we are thinking
sbout as being a part of this entire function.

MR. SHELDON: Yes, we have a minor time problem here. This room has
to be used for enother purpose' at 12:30, and I think this is perheps a good
stopping place. I think everybody understands what the problem is, and I guess
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we will all try to do a little homework before your next meeting in the early
part of January. And this time I can wish you a Happy Christmas and Merry
New Year.

GENERAL IEWIS: Might I ask that you attempt . . . would you care to
do this . . . would you attempt to put enother subparagraph or two under this
to take care of the things that you would be concerned with -- the type of
actions that you would be concerned with -- such as politicel and economic
or possibly psychological?

MR, TRUEHEART: Well ==

GENERAL IEWIS: So that we can get on with the development of the types
of actions?

MR, TRUEHEART: Well, I -~

CENERAL IEWIS: I think you are the best qualified because --

MR. TRUEHEART: I could do that, and I think substantially it is all
done in the form of our Indicator List, but I really am . . . I must have a
mental block on this. I can't see these as Functions, or as Mission, or as
a Statement of Mission of the Watch Committee.

MR. SHELDON: It is not intended as that. There is a misunderstanding
here. This is a clarification of a broasd statement; in other words, if we
were to take one attack on the problem and simply say "hostile acts" or
"acts in genersl", you then have to define that so that you don't have the
entire water front covered without some form of guidelines and definition,
and this is intended as the compartmentation of an eleboration of the defini-
tion "hostile act".

MR, TRUEHEART: Well, if it is hostile acts, then I wouldn't want to
include, for example, under this breaking off dipl§matic relations. I don't
think it is up to the Watch Committee to report on the imminence of the
breaking of relations between the Soviet Union and --

GENERAL IEWIS: They wouldn't, but they would teke cognizanée of that
if it pertained to imminence of hostilities.

MR, TRUEHEART: 7Yes.

GENEBAL LEWIS: Right.
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MR. TRUEHEART: Which meens 1t is an indicator.

MR, SHELDON: I think the difficulty here that we are having lies in
how you are going to use this information or whether it is incumbent upon the
Watch Committee to report on or to be responsible for foreseelng, and that is
not the intent at all. It can't be. We are talking about tools that you
are going to use. |

MR. TRUEHEART: Yes. 3

MR. SHELDON: Indicators are tools, sure, but you still have to have a
definition which gives you the scope of the watch function, and that is all
we are trying to arrive sat.

MR. TRUEHEART: Well, I will certainly do some homework on it and try
to come up with something. I am not sure that I . . . I would just want to
add two peragraphs to this.

CAPTAIN ELLER: One point I think might tle in on the subject. The
word "indlcation" is not in the Mission as it 1s now drawn up, and we all
agree that that is the Mission, is the study of indications, but we don't
have it in the Mission. Now it would fit in there, "indications of militery
or psramilitary action", and I really think sooner or later that we will want
to put it in there, but it is a little puzzling to me &8 to Jjust exactly
how the thing will work out without that word in there.

MR, KUHRTZ: That is a good point.

CAPTAIN ELLER: I think everyone agrees that is one of the key words we
are discussing, end when we leave it out we run into all kinds of bottlenecks
I am afraid.

MR. SHEIDON: I think that i1s a good thought. We are all having & hell
of a lot of trouble with words. That is our big problem.

DR. REICHARDT: = We have developed a little better what we tried to
:l.ndica'bé in the first paragraph of the Mission, and perhaps if we all sit down
and hit it, one of us may come up with a draft, and --

MR, SHEILDON: We all ought to do some homework, I am sure. Thank you
all very much, gentlemen.
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(There being no further business to come before the Committee,
the meeting adjourned at 12:30 P.M.)
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