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open Session, November 15. 1350, Meorning

The Open Session of the 1990 meeting of the Advisory Committee:
on Historical Diplomatic Documentation began at 9:05 a.m. Prof.
Richard M. Cooper arrived at 9:25. Dr. William Z. Slany proposed -
that a Chairman be selected and an agenda be adopted. Prof. Warren
F. Kimball was selected by acclamation as Chairman. The draft :
agenda circulated eerller By Slany wag adopted provisicnally.

Deputy Assistant Secretary for” Public Affairs G. Alfred. Kennedy-
was the first speaker. He-stated that the Department wants to L
cooperate with the Committee and feels its work is important. He
mentiocned the controversy caused by the resignation of former -
Chairman Warren Cohen, and said that he did not belisve that an Act
of Congress would be nacessary. to improve the Series; working. in
concert with the Committee should ba sufficient. Kennedy said that
Slany would describe in more detail PA's plan. ©Once the Department
agreed to the plan, coordination with other agencies would be -
possikle. Publication of a volume was net enough; it was necessary
for scholars tc verify its accuracy, completasness, and 1ntegrlty.

HO was being reorganized . to concantrate more resources on. o
complilation and pubklication. Kennedy concluded by saying that he
would report on the meeting to A551stant Secretary Tutwiler, : e

Kimball then opened the floor to queetlonsa~

Prof. Bradford Perkins said that Warren Cohern-had believed that
he had reached an agreement with state, ‘and- had_qult after State had
reneged on it. Last year's meeting, incidentally, had been. the '
first at which neither the Assistant Secretary nor the senior DAS
had been present. : Perkins was skeptical that State could deliver.

‘Kennedy replied that nobody had shown him documentary evidence
of a State~Committes agreement: perhaps there was & verbal. _
agreement. It was time to put this issue behind us. The Department
wants to deliver on the Foreisn Relations series. The absance of
senior people did not mean a lack of commitmant. Tutwiler was aware.
of the problem and had breought more senior pecple into the
discussion. Under Secretary Selin sald that he looked forward to
meeting with the Advisory Committee. Moreover, a year after Cchen's
resignation, the Department senior leadership . is engaged with the
issue. They are moving to reduce tensions within the agency and to -
convince the Congress that State can fix the problem. . He hoped to .
have a plan ready before Congress took up the 1eglslat10n again. :

Kimball asked whether Advisory commlttee membere could meet Wlth“"
Tutwiler. Kennedy replied that the request was not unreasonable, '
but any meeting might take place at short notice.

Prof., Stephen T. Zamora asked whether State was stiil uncertain
about the Advisory Committee’s role. Kennady denied ity Zamora
stated that, after only two meet’nge, ‘he was-unclear abouti his own
role. Slany said that part of the'problem was - the dynamics: of
changing Committee nembership; he Tooked forward to a.stl_l;more
active Committee in the menths.to. come. | :




Prof. Ronald H. Spector asked whather State had a
ccunterproposal to the legislation which =pells out the Advisory
Committee*s role. Kennedy replied that a work plan was being
developed and that possibly Congress could be persuaded thsat
legislativa action was uhnecessary. - Slany would describe the
committee’s role at greater length,- - :

Slany stated that the Department lacks unanlmlty on a deflnltlon
of the Committae’s role. The aim was to give it a more specific
role in the productlon of’ the volumes and to avoid a repeat of the

Iran flap.

Perkins aeked if it wWere true that someene in FPC Had said the

Advisory Committes had no "need to know.“ Kennedy denled that this .

was now the case.

Kimball said that ‘ACCESE WAS the key to the Adv1sory Cemmitteeﬁs;.
evaluation sanction. The. Secretary can designate a "need to know'
for State's reccrds. If he doeg, a major problem is solved,
Kenneady replied that Baker was unlikely to say anvtihing that :
explicit, or that *need to know" would sver be complete. -State was -
trying to upgrade the Committee members? clearances, but even then

there would be statutory and other limitse. - Kimball replied that the:

key matters were "need to know" and level of ‘access., He was.
stressing the former, and the Committee’s rieed to have a high-level.
person come ocut and say that they had it, within statutory 1imits.

Perkins said that he understood from ‘FPC ‘that copies of
documents stored in PA/HO for the preparation of ‘Forelgn Relations

were temporarily downgraded to Secret. - Richard Morsfield of FPC/HDR -

replied that documents were downgraded to Secret for handllng
purposes only» : -

Prof. Hargaret Hermann,_a new’ member, expressed surprlee that
access for the Comnmittée was not -automatic, Slany replied that
State would consider how to grant access and would work with other -
agenciss on specific topics.

Prof. Betty Glad askeéd whether there ‘Were' any- proposals ‘to ease f'”"
access guideline restrictions. Slany réplied that there were no new .~

laws or regulations, just proCedural changes to fac11ltate -
disclosure. :

Hermann asked whether the. Advieery”cemmittee"ceﬁld'take”oﬁé S
volume and see what was excluded so as to get a better feel for thée
guidelines. Perkins called the guldellnes 56 Vvague that even the.

Declaration of Independence could be kept classified. Much dependediﬁ-e“'

on individual FPC membetrs. Slany replled “that ‘Staté 'is corisidering

involving one or more Committee members in the publication cycle for:

one volume--a Pcdompanion editor¥~=but that it would take awhile to
arrange, Slany said that he had mzde the proposal to the Committee
-during the past 2 years. Participation would require visgiting the
Department regularly. Ximball then said that a working session
would be necessary to discuss such a proposal. Specter said that



the Advisory committee .preferred cooperation to another year of
fguerrilla warfare,“ but that it could ‘hot.. endorse non-formulated |

proposals.

Cooper wanted to RHOW’ 1) what were tha terms of the Cammittee su N
mandate and 2} what were Statets objections to the 1eg151at10n7
What specific criteria did they oppose?

Slany replled ‘that he had 1dent1fied the ‘Committests major T
concerns. Thé Committee had tried to address issues on 2.
case~by~case basis. Documents from other ageaiicies compllcated the
declassification process. State was now trying to publish 10 :
Poreign Relations .volumas each year. Cooper said that if the
Ccmmittee had no access. to classified material, how were they to
determine why escmething was excluded, and wondered what their role
was, Slary noted that the Advisory Committee had had "“episodicH®
accegs during the 19508, 60=8, and 70s when questions of skewing the .
record had arisen. The discussion now centered on -a broader .
mandate. Perkins said that, beginning 4 years ago, FPC began to |
report excisions to them,._Slany_replied;that_such,a briefing would
be held tomorrow,_.- : : . _ a

Morafiald trled to dlfferentiate between dec1a551ficatlon " :
guidelines in the Executive order and the guidelines given to the ..
archives. Perkins asked whether the general guidelines were
classified. He had never seen a copy of them, but they had to . o
differ from the Executive order. Both Cooper and Kimball said that
the Committee was very much concerned with NARA’s declassification -
guidelines and would like to sese a copy. of. ‘them; while Spector :
observed that @ach agency: 1nterpreted the Executive order .
differently and set its own declassification guidslines. Ho?efleld
explained that the Executive order required declassification after S
systematic review, or else for the agency to give instructions to
‘NARA about what topics still nesded protection. ZKimball wanted more. .
details on the guidelines and said that the matter should be
discuzsed at greater length, :

Zamora reiterated that the Committee lacks a defined role. The
legislation gives it one, although perhaps it is too broad. Ximball
stated that the committee should make clear to. the Department what
its view of its role. 15._ ‘The Forsign Relations. series and ‘the
Department faced a crisis of confidence. fThe Committee should be
ready to help the Department but in order to help, it must have
confidence in the. Department‘s operatlons._ .

Slany. introduced Gary Chafin from ‘the. Department’s Bureau of
Legislative Affairs who. discussed State's reéaction to the

legislation. Chafin reported that the Department had been sﬁrprlsed*"

at the speedy approval of the bill in. the Senate after b31ng told to
expect no .action. .The bill wlll be reintroduced in the 1591 o

session, probably as part of the. Department authorlzatlon bill. The
House took ne action on the hlll, but the. toplc would come up next

year in sone form.



H Bureau had sent its cbjections to the House Forelgn Affairs
Committee (HFAC). and the’ Senate Forelgn ‘Relations Cowmmittes (SFRC),
but unless State could. present an alternative, Congresa would be =~
heard from and hearings might be held, State's first objaction to
‘the bill was that it derogated. from the EXecutive order and mandated”e
a piecemeal change in: government»wide practice, The- major effort is
to avoid damage from the. leglslatlon. ' S

Perkins asked what damage the’ Department env151ons, Chafih
responded that the legislation would derogate from the Executive
order. Legislation should not be Foreign Relations-spacific.

Cooper ‘then. asked whether State oon51dered the hill too broad or__“

too narrow 1n ‘SCOpP&.. Chafin replled that the {ssue should be .
addressed in a broader way rather than by dlsrupting goVernment~W1de;”

practices.

Spector commented that no. government—wide decla551f1catlon now
existed; thé Executive order was. 1nterpreted differently by '
dlfferent agencies, Glad noted that’ specific leglslative aetlon
might give a push toward a better government-wida system..

Chafin noted that a second objection t4 the: legislation was the _
creation of fiirther layers of . bureaucracy.” ‘The: leglelation would
also aholish the Committee in its’ present form. Cooper. sala it
would not be the end of the world WL - o _

Glad asked if the Department supported any parts of the
legislation. Slany responded that while the Department. appreczated
the generalized sentiment of support for Foreign Relations in the
bill, the guestion was whether the leglslat on i¥ pampead would make
coordlnatlon and work on the series more effective. '

The Committee recassed at 10:30 a.m.

Closed Session, November 15, 1990, Morriing

The Committee reconvenesd at 10150 a.m. Kimball -anncunced that |

the Committee had declded to depart £rém the agenda in. order to holdtffff

a closed, Commlttee-only session. from 3: 30 P.W. to the. end of tlie
afternoon. : . : .

Paul Washlngton sPoke on the distrlbution of the 1=‘ol':e1§n
Relations series. Beginning in 1986, the Government Printing
Office, in the interest of economy, had dietributed 23 veolumes of.
Foreign Relations to 1,100 depository. llbrarles in microfiche form.

This distribution Had been completed last April. PA/HO ‘had learned: ”:e

of the conversion to #icrsfiche dlstrxbutlon only 2 years agoe, If
all the depository libraries weére to be given hard copieés. of each of
the. 23 volumes; the reprints ‘would. coet at an average of $15
apiece; $37%,500, or $16,500 a voluma.. This cost would be spread

over the next 5 years. The question was, who would pay?



Some of the depository libraries had indicated a preference for
fiche because of space llmltations, but 273 wantéd the prlnted
volumes. If GPO obtains the needed funds, these libraries will be
reaurveyed to see if they still want the paper copies. Thére was
also the question ‘of ‘whether the dep051tory libraries would receive
paper copies of future volunes. Sone, agaln for epace reasons, did
not want to. Washington also hénded out a c¢hart showing
availability and sales of in-print Foreign Relations volumes. - -
Cooper wondered how the print run of the volumes was determined, and
was told that it was determzned by the GPQ and was often ‘BN odd

number.

Pref. GeEcrge Herrlng wondered 1f the Committee should repeat 1ts
reccnmendation of last year; thHat ‘the libraries sheuld all receive

paper copies. cDoper daid that maybe the Committee should not make -

a recommendation on this point, and allow the libraries toc make
their own decisions on the basis of their individual use patterns
and space availability. KXimball thought that users had the right to
put their car in, and that the cemmittee were users and sericus ones
&t that. Glad peinted out that paper coples wére in the interest of
students as well as professors, but. there should ke provision. for N
microfiche at small depositories.

It gradually developed from the ‘diseussion that GPO's pPresent
plan was - definitely o haveé some ‘form 6f a dual hard copy and
microfiche distributicn system. Washington and Slany pclnted out
that this was not wasteful because of thé comparative
inexpensiveness of m;crofiche.

Glad suggestad making prisft everﬁruns available to individuals.
Washington said this would reverse a lU«year pollcy of maintalnlng
an overstock for future generationa of scholars,

Cooper pointed out that printing costs are a function of
technology and that prlnt runs of future volumes would no doubt be
less expensive. The discussion closed with the Committee reserv1ng

for the time being its position on the issue,

Slany then. presented his Teport on the status cf tha Foreign
Relationg series., He noted that the Office of the Historian had
reorganized in order to assign more historians to work as Foreign
Relations ccmpllers,” only a small staff had gulded Fcreign '
Felatiocns in recent years, but the pace of the series had not
suffered because the declassmflers had been clearing out a large

backlog of volumes.;ﬁ

Now the Office was redeploylng 1ts prcfesszonal ‘staff to keep
the pipeline full and to keep the scope of the series in rough '
equity with that of the three’ prev1cusly~prepared triennia. He
introduced the Division thiefs:y Charles Sampson ‘Europe and Canada,'j
Paul ClaussSen, East Asia and Latin America; Wina Néring, Hlddle '
East, Africa, "and South 351a, David Mabon, Arms Contrel and

Economics; Sherrill: Wells ‘General and Spec1al PrOJects. A total cff"



19 people will give full or part-time attention to complllng and
editing material for the Kennedy years: o .

A new Deputy Historian/Gerieral Editor was being recruited to
give substantive and management guldance to.the Forsign Relations
program. Slany asked particularly for: the. Ccmmlttee s .suggestions
regarding potential appllcants for this position. The new person;
he said, would have prlmary responsibility for the Kennedy and '

Johnson. periods.

8lany described briefly ‘the proposed tables of ccntents fcr the
1961~1%63 pariod, of which the Committee had received a copy.
although constrained by reduced funding, the 0fficé planned. to
produce 25 volumes plus microforn - supplements. . Thé. Department
‘sought to match the series at the level of completeness reached by
the series for the Eisenhower period. He emphasized that the tables
were still flexible.anduopen'ta-the,CommittEE?s;suggestiohsw..He o
described the work dene so far for ths triannium: . . four volumeés on.
Vietnam, two already publlshed and two . in the publicatlon process; .
two volumes con Laos and Westerm Europe, delivered to the = ST
'decla551flers last summer; and. five more volumes completed or near - -

completion.

Slany said that the coftent and scope: of the volumes had become -
an important topic due to a shrlnklng resources at the office: 5

disposal. He discussed- the ‘ever~increasing necessity to tighten the  ,_
standards of eelection, again. stressing thea potential helpfulness of .
the Committee in making suggestions for}items.tOufocuS~on.._Itumight, SR

be necessary to contract-out certain volumes to make up. for gaps in
the Office’s expertise, Another possibility wasgs to do the entire &
‘yaars of the Johnson administration as.cne unit.

Rosenberq asked how it wvas. p0551b1e to keep- the volume sizes the
same given the increass in the number of documents: avallable to.
historians for this time pericd. Perhaps a different format was .
needed for the series to reflect this, . ... .. ..

Slany admitted that an ever smaller“percentage,cf'aﬁailablé
docunents were being printed than in earlier decades, and that fewer -
of these documents were. State-Department~document5r_;._;._

Cocper said that the 1ncrease in ‘the number of avallable
documents might necessitate a naw. strategy for complllng Forelgn

Relatlons.

glany said the publlcatlon might hava to move to A ‘mora _
bikliograhic function, serving as. an archlval source .and. dlrebtlng :
scholars to existing documents not contained in the volumas.,

Perkins said that there was a choice between covering all topics
in a shallow manner or reverting to a "post-holing¥ technigue of
singling out important issues for detailed coverage while acting as
a biblicgraphic source on others.



Cooper pointed out that what scholars today may single out for
detailed coverage may turn out to be of little importance to future
scholars.

Kimball sald tha cﬂmmittee might ‘consider asking HO to prepare a
study on this issue to gensrate thlnking on- future strategies for

the. Foraizn Relatlons Series. s

Van Camp agreéeed and emphaslzed that the iscue needed to be
considered beyond that meeting.

Glad suggested that some. guldellnes ‘on this subject must. already
exist for some of the Kenhedy volumes to hiave been compiled and e
asked Slany to share'thESe. <Slany;repliad~that.novsuch explicit
guidelines exlsted :

Perkins asked that the chmittae receive a flaw chart showlng
where each 6f the planned volumes was in thea ccampilaticn and
publication process. HO had furnished siich a chart in previous
years and it had been very helpful. Rosenberyg requested a chart
which would show the proportion of deénied materials in each volume.

ag published, for the period 1948~1963,

The Committee discusszed the problems and opportunities presented
by computerization of records. -David Herschler pointed out that a '
great many documents ﬁever-made it into the Departmeént’s. :
computerized database, David Langbart, the National Archives
gpecialist on retiresment of Department of State. records, descrlbed :
the special program for the retirement of lot files from the '
Executive Secretariat, stregsing that these were not, even after
accessioning, integrated intc the Central Files.because they had
never been meant to be part of them. Preserving these records was .
vital because they including many items which, *by both accident and
intent,® had not been logged intoc the automated system. Cooper made
a dlstlnction between official and unofficial records but was o
assured by many of those present that this distinctieon often broke

down in practice.

Kimball lnqulred whether these problems were & leg;tlmate
concern of the Committee.  Van Camp disagreed saying that the toplc
was fundamental to the Committes and to the Foreign Relations
serles. If information were not well-managed, the job of compiling:
and publizhing Foreign Relations would be made more difficult and =
‘would affect tha manner in wnick HO functions. Ximball stated that
the Committee should therefore have a statement from the Department
on just what its records policy was. ~Van Camp replied that she -
thought that such a raport mlght be difflcult o generate.-

The chmlttea recessed at 12 05 p m.



Luncheon, November 15, 1990
Buchanan Rogm

Present

Committes membars

G, Alfred. Kennady

Susan Peovenmire.

William 2. Slany

John. Fawcett, National Archlves

Elaine McDev1tt o .

The Advisory Commitiee held a working luncheon. Jolin Fawcett,
Director of the Office of Presidential Libraries, National Archlves
anrd Records Adninistration, Joined the Committee asg did Deputy '
Assistant Secretary Xennedy and Special Assistant Povenmire. In
informal discussions during the meal the Committae members reviewed
the morning proceedings and FawWcett's. efforts to imyrove the public’
use of documents at some of the more’ newlywastablxshed Presidential

librariess.

As the meal ended, Under sgcretary Selln ]Olned ‘the Commlttee
The Urnider Secretary greeted the committée and expressed his
appreciation for its valuable advice to the Department and the
Historian. He assured the Cammlttee ‘'of the Department’s cnnt1nu1ng f
commitment to &n accurateé &énd camprehen51ve Foreiygn Relatiens

series. The Under Ssacretary personally acknawzmdged the importance e

of the Advisory Committée’s role in verlfylng the accuracy of
published volumes in the series. He was cquite aware that the
Committee members could not evaluate the quallty of books proposad
for publication unless they couild themselves see what was deleted
during the declassificatioen process. only that sort of examlnatlon
could determine whether the printed record was distorted in any
important way. He recognlzed that Committee members?® access to .
classified records was absolutely 1ndispensable for them to do their -

work. _
Under Secrstary Selin understood that the procéss of _pfdifi’d’ihg’_

Committee members with Top Secret clearances was underway. He

warned that the process could be lengthy,_and the whole AdvVisory

Committee might not have their clearances soon.  The Under Secretary   ”

reninded the. Adv;sory Committee of the difficulties in ex*edltlng

clearances:. He suggested that the Committee might. want to form a

-subcommittes or worklng party of those members who were ‘cleared by
the spring of 19%1 in order to get on with the process of raviewing

classified recocrds withheld from a volume or volumes proposed by the
Depiartizent Historian for Committee scrutiny.

In response tec a guéstion from Kimball regarding the relative
uselessness of security clearances without 2 "need to know," Under
Secretary Selin assured the Adviscry Committee that it would, of
" course, have such a Yneed.”®
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The Under Secretary took up the guestion of the pending
Congressional bill regarding the Foreign Relatiens series. There
were many problems with the existing draft legislatiomn. The
Department knew that it had to improve the series and was certain it
could do so far better than Congress could. Tha Dapartment had,
however, been slow in bringing before the Congressional committees
the Department’s views on the legislation and its plans to assure
the accuracy and completenass of the published record. The Under
Secretary assured the Committee that the Department would have its -
action plan on the reform of the Forelon Relations series in the.
hands of the relevant Congressional committees befere Congress
convenad on January- 17, 1991. The Advisory Committes would be
consulted and.kept-informed about the contents of the plan.

Under . Secretary selin’ reepcnéed t¢ the Advisory committee .
members who anticipated they night be involved in the expected
Congressional hearings. in 191 regarding the leglslatlon. He
acknowledged that the menbers of the Committee mi ght be. asked to _
comment to the Congress regarding the legislation.  The Committes -
was, however, a creation of the Departmént, and the Under Secretary
could not imayine how the Committee as a whole could possibly take a
formal, public position regarding the 1egislatlon; especially
legislation that the Department oppesed,

Perkins was particularly concernad to know if the Under N
Secretary understocod the importance to the Advisory CQmmlttee of
access to the Department guidelines for the page—bywpage _ ' '
declazgsification reV1ew of Department documentation transfeérréd to _
the Natienal Archives. The Committas felt strongly that its mandate .
must not be confined to documents included in particular Foreign
Relations volumes but must extend to the larger body of Department .
documentation from which the contents of the printed volumes were
drawn. Under Secretary Selin acknowladged that the Committeg’s
access to the Department’s relevant systematic review
declassification guidelines was necessary to allow it to fully
evaluate the accuracy and completahess of the published historical
record and other recorde made accessible to the public at the

National Archives.

Under Secretary Selin cencluded ‘his remarks to the Advisory
Committee by assuring them of the Department & intertion to move
qulckly to perfect its planning for an improved Foreilgn Eelations
series and the hope that the Committee can work with the Department -
and the Klstorian in modernizizg the publication.

The luncheon concluded at 1:45 p.m.
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Closed Session, November 15, 1890, Afterncon

Qithere Present

John Fawcett, National Arzhives
Nanesy Smith, National Archives
Thomas Thorne, PA/HO

The session reconvened at 2 p.m.

John Fawcett summarized the Presidential libraries® former
procedure of simultaneously processing classified documents for use
by PA/HO historians and for the public &t large. Because this
procedure did not adequately mast PA/HO needs; . materials are now
partially processed for Department of State historlans in order of
prierity Ior Foreign Relatlons volumaes. .

Fawcett repcrted there were over. 20 VlSltS by PA/HG histerisns.
te the John F.. Kennsedy Library during 1989, Hs also reported
resourcas ware increased at the Lynden B. Johnson and Kennedy
Libraries to expedite the. examlnatlon of documenta by Department of

Stata hlstarians.

Slany stated these prccedures and additional resources had
definitely enhanced research perfermed by PA/HO historians, He
briefly ocutlined the PA/HC reorganization, and said the
reorganization will increase the number of historians performing
research at Presidential libraries during 1992 and 1993. Slany _
indicated he would work out a schedule of visits by PA/HD histerians
to Presidential libraries that ®won't overwhelm everyone,® and that -
PA/HO historians would only resort to using Presidentlal libraries
for documents not found. elsswhere. Fawcett said it would be helpful
and essential for the Presidential librariés to have as much advance
notification as poseible of Forelgn Relatlons naeds.

Fawcett and his assistant, Nancy Smlth, stated that ‘accegs by
PA/HC to documents is typlcally much easier directly at the agency -
level than at Presidential libraries because of the NSCis review
procedure. AE an example, Fawcett outlimed the following procedure
for historians to gain access teo classified NSC and White House :
documente at Presidential libraries: 1} the NSC is notified PA/HO -
would like to review a certain file or files, 2} NSC ie potified a |
second time when PA/HO requests a copy of the documents, and 3} NsSC
is asked to reviéw'cnmpilations~for-declassification.

Charles Sampscn noted, however, that tha. ESC has never denled
PAR/HO timely access to doZuments. :

Fawcett treferred to a recent article in the'Washingtdn'Post that .. ..

reported former Secretary of State George Shultz had remsoved copies .
of his official papers. Fawcett commented that Secretary. Shultz was-
the first Secretary of State tc have implemented a procedure for
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removing his papers, and that all classified documents are in the
Federal Records Center managed by the National Archives in San
Bruno, Californis.

Sampson, speaking on behalf of PA/HC, expressed appreciation for
all the assistance provided by Suzanne Forbes at the Kennedy

Library.

The session adjourned for a break.

;Clmséd~5assien? November¢15;.199&;;Afternoon--n

Thomas Thorne fiade a presentation. on the volume on. thé: -
relationship between intelligence and U. S. foreign. policy that Wlll :
supplement the Foreicn Relations series. .The project had been o
started several years ago, interrupted, then resumed in May 1990 on.
a part-time basis {about &0 percent)}. The ma]orlty of the material
had bkeen collected before he began work on- the project although soms
collecting ieg $till keing done with the aid of the CIA. Compilation .
and annotation should be cempleted in early 1991. _ S

The volume will be & combin#tion fiche and print publication.
covering the formation of the intelligence community during the
period 1945-1950. ' The project will comprise about 3,400 pages of
documents: 2,200 pages of memoranda, repcrts, minutes; and 1,200 . . .
pages of finished intelligence, il.e., estimates, intelligence
memoranda to the President which transmltted raw intelligence data

{about 174 of the 1, 200 pPD. )
Thorrie explalned his standards of selectlon..

1) In compiling an'insfitutionalﬁhistory,-heﬁsought~tnfcover_the-
main issues and themes of the beginning of the intelligénce .
community: military vs. civilian control, size of the agency, the
erigins of covert action in the late 1540s; the integration of
clandestine intelligence collection,; and the davelopment of the
evaluativa and estlmating Process.,. :

2) He also included samples af flnlshed 1nte111gence {to be o
reproduced in the fiche portion), includlng estimative material, and
interagency intelligence estimates for thes period 1946 through
mid~1950 urtil the outbreak of the Korean war. .

In collecting the documentatlon, Thorne dlscovered that
materlals are widely scattered amcng government agencies and w;thln
agencies: Central and lot files of the Department of State, Truman
Presidential Library, Military Record Groups at NARA, Bureau. of the:
Budget (especially 1943-1946), and other files at NARA The¥e are a
few record collectlons. that have cumulated material that wotld be

otherwise difficult to locaté.. He cited the Troy Papers. at NARA and._.-

the collections at the CIA History staff.
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Overall, he found CIA records rather dlfflcult to use because he had
no dlrect access to the files but had to go through ‘tha History
Staff. Nor are there any finding aids that would facilitate
rasearch. RECDrdkEEPlng in the early years of the ‘Agency wae
neither regularized nor centralized, o

A “surpr151ng” amount of material has already ‘been: declaSSlfled
except in two =ategories: covert. actions’ and the orlglns of
clandestine ;ntelllgence golleztion.. Thorne was optlmlstlc,
howaver, that the age of the. documente and already-réleaséed
information would help to. oVercome problems in declassifying these

documents,

J. Kennéth_HCDcnald,3Histdriaﬁ'Gf-thé”CIA;_CharaCtéfiQEdfthe’
volume on intelligence as a model of collaboration betwesen the
Agency and PA/HO. 1In 1985, the Agency inaugurated its Historical
Review Program to review and release records. and established an
adviscry panel of consultants consisting of both government
officials and distinguished historians. . Under systematic
declassification, the CIA has released two. hlstor;es of the early

years of the Agerncy. ..

McDonald cited the two recentlympubllshed histories: one by
Arthur Darling publlshed in November 1989 covering the 1345 1850
period and one by Ludwell Montague publlshed in September 1990C
covering Walter Bedell Smith's tenure as Director of Central
Intelligence, The Agency was currently working on declassifying s
supporting documents for the first history.. . o

Mary McaAuliffe, Deputy Historian of the CIA, reitérated Thorne's .

statement of the dlfficulty of using tha CIA files. She attribluted
this difficulty to two factors: _ o

1} thers has been o orderly recordkeeplng in the . CIA, ‘leading .
to great difficulties in finding early documents; and

2} the cempartmertallzatlun of ‘the Agency has resulted in each
directorate maintaining separate files: . . -

The CIA History Staft,. HOBLLY histcrlans oh. the staff engaged 1n”e]e:”

writing histories, has made an effort to collect scme EBolrce
documents from around the agency. This cooperative project with
Thorne has stimulated more of this effort to collect and identlfy

files within the Agency..

In response to a questlun regarding future 1ntelllgenca volumes .
for the post-~1350 perlod McDonald. said- CIA. had ‘no plans: to produce .
more special volumes. [The State Department Historical Office, :
however, will be planning 1ntelllgence supplements to span the
Eisenhower peried.} McAuliffe lookad forward to building on the
close and productlve working ¥elationship the CIa History Staff and

the 5tate historians-~-pill Deary, Neal. Petersen, Ted. Keefer,.and ncw]_t t-

Tom Thorne--had developed in working on this volume.
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In regard to including documents on specific covert actlons,
Thorne noted that the volume was only ‘& broad overviaw of the
subject and contained no detalls on epec1f1c actioris. There were,
however, specific 1nte111genCe estimates on, for example, Soviet
military strength, included in the documeénts that would be -
reproduced in the microfiche portion of the pubklication.

on the issue of State historians?® access tc CIA records; which
Zamora pointed out was a- problem identified last year; Slany said

that access to CIA records in the files of other government agencies . -

was better, but there are no doubt episodes for which State does not
have access to key docuwentation, ‘Mc¢Donald again madé his point '
that the problem is not access but declassification, which the CIA
History Staff can facilitate somewhat by actlng as a broker with the
CIA declasslflcation ‘staff.

The isste of reguesting acceéss to CIA recorde at- the
Presidential Libraries or regquesting access directly from the CIA
was discussed. The inteliigence documents at the Libraries were
gensrally cuite accessible and @llowed the historians a larger
selection; the CIA records are dispersed throughout the Agéncy and-
are extremely difficult to find or gain access to even for CIA :
historians. There are few if any finding aids. Nonetheless, as _
McDonald pointed out; thé collaboration bétweern Thorne and Mcauliffe -

should be used a¢ a model for designing future State-CIA cocoperative

research for Ferelgn Relations volemes.

Ximball asked 1f there wers a poeition the CGmmlttee ceuld take
in this issue that could be helpful. Hermann noted it appsared that
beyond urging contiiued close coopération hetween the €I and the
State Department; no further Committee statement was necessary.

McDonald digressed to speak about the legislatiori and the
problems it posed for the agencies in the foreign affairs
community. The legislation proposed estebl»eeeng a Ysuper
declassification board,® a panel made up of historians that WOuld
determine ultlmate_declaseiflcatlon. The pansl would imstitute
sanctions on the agency involved:.  #cDonald indicated that -an _
Executive/Congressional. cuarrel was not the best way to sclve the
declassification impasse. In response to a question, however,
McDonald sald that the CIA was not working on alternatlves +to the -

legislation.

Slany expressed hls and the Office’s apprec1atlon for Thorne’ 5
contritution to the progress on the important project of an
1nte111gence supplement to the Foreign Relations seriles, due largely
to Thornets exXperience as the former Directer of the Bureau of

Intelllgence and Research._ Hopefully the Vclume ‘would be published =
in 19353, _ -

Cooper asked" about the p0551b111ty ‘of pabllshlnq Natienal
Intelligence Estimatas ‘which" represented finished intelligence
stripped of all references to sources and methods. The NIEs were
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important in the pollcymaklng process. Ha wonderad why it was so
difficult to declassify them. McDonald and Mcauliffe agreed,

Morefield and McDonald explained'thét'pﬁbllshlng the NIEs a= a
serles of numberasd documents could reveal lorig-term trende of
ntelligence collection and methods of analysis and evaluatisn--the

so called *mésaic argument®. .

Kinball noted that the Comfilttes would take the. position that
inclusion of NIEs weuld be very valuable to the publighed record and 

would urge their declassification.

McAuliffe briefly summarized the guidelines of declassification
of covert actions that the Agency usess. no pressnce in foreign
countries and no activities in foreign dountries are acknowledged by
the Agency, unless a *window¥ has bean opened by, for sxample, the
assassination of a CIA Station Chief. :
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Cloged Sesscion, November '16, 1330, Morning

Participants
Advisory Committee . o
Warren Kimball, Chairman Emily Roganbery -
Betty Glad Ann Van Camp
George Herring - . . ‘Stephen -Zamora -

Bradford Perkins

Bureau of Public nffairs

G. Alfred Kennedy, Deputy 3551stant Secretary
Susain Povenmlre

Office of the Hlstorlan

William Z. Slany, The Historian
PA/HD Staff

office of Freedom of Information, Privacy, and Classification Revieéw

Richard Morefield
Hugh McL. Woodward
Philip Valdes

Others

George Chalou, National Archives

Mary McAuliffe, Central Intelligence Agency
Kenneth McDonald, Central Intelligence Agency
Nancy Smith, Natlonal Archives

The Committes convened at 9 a.m., Slany circulated to the
members: 1) coples of model pages for a facsimila edition of a
Foreign Relations volume, and 2} copies of a 1988 memorandum
outlining various options for the futurse format of the series.

Morefigld said that he wished to brief the Committee on the work
of his unit, the Historical Documants Review Staff of the Division
f Freedom of Information, Privacy, and Classificaticn Review
{FPC/HDR} , prior to the volume briefings to ke given by Philip
Valdes on the 1355~1957 Eastern European voliume, and by. Hugh
Woodward on the 1958~1960 Cuba volume.

‘Morefield explained the relationship of HDR to other elements of
the IS bureaucracy. He said that HDR®s woerk fell into three areas:
40 percent of the time was spent reviewing for declassification
Foreign Relations velumes and other gpecial projects submitted by HO
{such as tha intelligence volume discussed yesterday or a lot file
project on the Secretary of State's Memoranda of Conversation); 40
percent of the time was spent on systematic review of the
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Department's documents as part of the transfer to the National
Archives; and 20 percent of the time went. to other. agency support.
He used this breakdown to underline:that: HDR could only devote less
than half of its time to reviewing Foreign Relations. .

Morefisld emphasized that the: productlion. of Foreign Relaticns
volumes should be viewed &s a- pipellne,~ ‘He pointed cuf that. over
the last 5 yeakrs many volumes had been leaving the plpellne, but_few-
had been entering it. This was not completely HO's fault, but '
rather reflectéd the difficulty in gaining access to. Kennedy Library
documentation. But the paucity:of volumes entering the pipeline had
created prograwming problems for HDR which had to properly. oversee

its budget and inférm annuitants whether their services would be
fegquired during the coming year. -He said that recently HDR and HO _
had been working: toward achiev;ng a- schedule that would ‘help addresse

‘thess. problems,

Morefield sald that HO had three probleme iR regard to the ___fﬁ;-n.-

Foreion Relatiens serles:

1} How to handle editorially the growing number of issues within
increasing space limitations. He expressed concern that if HO did
not cover a particular issue for ‘space reasons and did not explain
thig in & preface, then the readéer would presume that the HDR

"troglodytes® had rajected it‘

2} How. to handle the subject- of covert act1v1t1es when &
government-wide decision denies their declassification. Horefleld
indicated two recently declassified Foreign Relations volumies which
handled the intelligence quest;on adroitly: the coverage of
assassination intrigue by using Church Committee hearings and
coverage within the Suez volume of the 1mpact of 1ntelligence ‘on . the

decisionmaking procesg:- and

3) How to achieve cbject1Ves W1th decllnlng avallable
resources. HDR, he pointed cut, needed to: know when Foreign -
Relations manu5crlpt was .going to be- submitted to HDR because. it ‘had
to deal with staff and budget 11m1tatlons,

Horefleld'then-br;efly-summarzzed»recent’diSEuSSEGHSLbetweenuﬁo .
and HDR which had produced a schedule for the submission for review -
of Foreign Relations volumes through March 1591, -Morefield pointed .
out that the scheduling guestion involved the size of the Foreign.
Relations series and the need to abide by plans and agreements madé. .

Morefield also raised the guestion of joint planning. In August
and Seéptember a schedule had been'worked out through March 1591. He -
referred to.a 1986 nemorandim by the declassification leadership
that committed the Department to féwer and smaller volumes.
According teo Morefield, HO had reneged on this, and now FPC will be
stretched to the limit to meet demands. posed by the documeriting of
the Kennedy administration.
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Morefield pralsed the briefing on the. 1ntelllgence volume given the.
previous day and said that HEO should provide HDR with similar -
briefings on all volumes. He felt the remark thdt most of the
documents had already been declassified was particularly helpful.
Morefield described the lengths of time involved in each step of.
the declassification process. - The initial HDR.- review, during which
the HDR reviewer consulted with: the . appropriate State Deparinent
desk, took $-9 months for an 800-page volume. . When this was _
completed, HO could if it wished appeal the results. Slmultanenusly'
documants were sent to-other govarnment ‘agencies and, when .
necessary; to foreign governments.. This second step took 6=-9 :
months, during whlch time MDR had no . control over the processﬁ_ once -
these reviews were: recerved documernits: were then sent once again to.
the desk and then to NSC. Follaw1ng NSC review, .the volnme once
more went through the desks. HO could appeal the results when the
process was done a#nd this appeal might take a year. The whole
declasgificatiorn process {without the. appaals) takes 2 to 2-1/2
years., With publication time included, it is around 3 years if all

goes well.

Perkins recallsd that several yaa*s ago HO had prepared flcw
charts for each of the volumes which were guites helpful in .
determining which component of the processz was responslble for

delay. He recalled that the last flow chart he had se&en showed that_rr'

the major delay was at the NSC. Morefield replied that by detailing
FPC staff to NSC they had rescolved this problem. Himball suggested
that HO prepare a type of "buck sheet® (as “flow chart' was an.
out-of-date concept) that would ‘indicate who was responsible for

" which deletions.

Kimball ndted that'E'ta Q'months,géemed-very 1cng to him; he
wondered why it took so lonyg. Morefield replied that smome reviewers
keep going back to the bureaus to get as much as posszble released.
He reviewed thelr efforts with NSC and explained how FPC had cut
back -on the amount of material sent to other agencies. He raised
FPC's brokering of the NIE and SNIE reports with CIA.

Kimball assumed that the Committee would obtain access to deriisd |
and excised documents and stressed the need to know which agency had
denied or excised a documeént. He felt the. cormlttee could not do '
its job without this access. Horefleld stated that access would be.
a problem and stressed that: po;ntlng fingers at other agencies. would"

be counter-productive.

‘Kimball replisd that Foreisn Relations. was authorized by a
Presidential directive and Executive order.. Morefield noted that
nonetheless it was: hard to get other: agencies to spend. woney for . our
programs and that flngerwp01nt1ng would only make it harder.

Kimball aSkEd-if-FPC”COUIderVETSGMNSCudEClSiOHSu
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Morefield indicated that it could not and that in any case it
was probably imprudent to do so. He indicated that State had to
give consideration to other agency concerns, because if an agency
feels it has been hurt by a State release it will not cooperate
further. Morefield then went on to describe the INFORM system for
tracking declassified documents and making them available to the
public. He noted that as soon as a volume was published there were
requests for the documents cross-referenced and for those excised as

well.

There followed a brief discussion on the limits on earnings of
the FPC staff annuitants.

Morefield then stressed that clearance of Foreign Relations
volumes was not the top FPC priority. He could juggle the staff
within a quarter but had to balance HO demands against those of
Archives. FPC could not ignore its mandate to turn over to the
Archives State Department files at about the 30-year line. He
reiterated that for the past year and a half he had been trying to
get a schedule from HO without success and that finally he had given
HO the parameters of what FPC could handle: he asked that HO spread
out submission of manuscript over a given year and that it not all

be on one subject.

: Slany observed that he had given FPC preliminary schedules and
that the present one stretched into 1992.

Van Camp believed a long-range plan would help. She asked how
the 30-year line in the proposed legislation would affect FPC.
Morefield replied that this would detract from the effort to clear
Foreign Relations volumes since more time would be needed to do the

processing.

As Morefield concluded his remarks, Kimball brought up a letter
from a number of HDR staffers recently published in the Foreign
Service Journal. Kimball particularly objected to the statement
that the mandate of the Committee did not include declassification.
Kimball called this "wrong." He said it did not reflect the
cooperative attitude that the Committee was trying to encourage with
the declassification unit and said he was "deeply troubled" by it.
Kimball said it reflected an attitude problem in HDR.

Morefield responded that the Committee and part of the
Department had differing views on the Committee's mandate.
Morefield said there was not more specificity in the Committee's
charter because agreement could not be reached within the State

Department.

Perkins stressed that was old business. The Committee felt
strongly that it was advisory on declassification as well since as
the volumes became more selective in the face of exponentially
growing numbers of records, this function would become even more
important. Perkins pointed out that as Foreign Relations was forced
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to become more and more selective from the mass of documentation, it
was more and more imperative for the Committee to become involved in

the general declassification issue.

The meeting then turned to the declassification briefing of
Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, volume XXV, Eastern Europe. Kimball
posed the question of whether in the absence of appropriate access
to documents the Committee members wished to hear the briefings at
all, as this would be a form of acquiescence in the denial of
access. The Committee disagreed and consideration turned to the

briefing.

This portion of the minutes is Confidential and is maintained as
a separate document.

The meeting recessed at 10:30 a.m. for a break.

Closed Session, November 16, 1990, Morning

The Committee reconvened at 10:45 a.m. to hear Frank Sieverts of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee (SFRC) staff and Jim Curry of
the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence (SSCI) staff discuss the
proposed Foreign Relations legislation.

Sieverts began by explaining the genesis of the bill. The
impetus for the legislation came from the extensive public criticism
of alleged significant omissions in Foreign Relations, 1952-1954,
Iran. This included criticism by all the major historical
organizations. This criticism had come to the attention of the
SFRC, its Chairman, Senator Claiborne Pell, and its ranking minority
member, Senator Jesse Helms. Senators Pell and Helms had found
allies in the majority and minority leaders of the SSCI, Senators
David Boren and William Cohen.

When the Senators focused on the problem, they had discovered
that Foreign Relations had no legislative mandate: "it exists
because it exists". Sieverts explained that this was reason to
worry because the Department of State Bulletin had once existed and
is no more. Given the fate of the Bulletin, which also lacked a
mandate, Sieverts felt that it was important to provide the Foreign
Relations series with one.

Sieverts outlined the history of the bill. It was approved by
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee as an amendment to a
Department of State supplemental authorization bill; the Department
of State then determined that it did not require the supplemental
authorization; the legislation was then introduced as a
free-standing bill. It was passed by the Senate in the final days
of the last session (thereby constituting an "action of the
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Ccurry argued that 30-ysar-old.documents--sxcept those dealing
with certain activities--do not nzed to be remain classified. .
Embarrassment and stupidity should not be used as grounds for
denial. The American people are entltled to know the basis for U.S.
foreign policy and .30 years is not too -short a time. It was not :
+rue. that U.5. national security. wculd be endangered. by the .

legislation: Natlonal security would. be- Pprotected, but. wauld hct becl~-

used as an axcusea for withholding documents.

Curry also dealt with the contention thet the proposed bill -

would conflict with the Atomic Ensrgy Act, the Nationmal Security Act:-..

of 1947, or other legislaticn. . He belleved that with reason and
responsiblllty, the material could ba. released, i .

curry denied the letter’s complaint th&t preparatlcn cf

unclassified abstracts or eummaries. of w1thhe1d documaents under the ﬁ;ie;
proposed bill would be a fiscal. problem for the- ‘Department. .and said -

that only a handful of docustents would: need summarizing:. -If more _
resources were reguired, the. Department should- ask. cOngress for ths -
money. He also disagreed with the letter's contention that- the
Advisory Committee weuld become a high-level review body, rdther
than a scholarly advisory body. Some additional work would be
required but. Curry: pointed out that the Ceumittee would be o
authorized to. review procedures, ‘which should not take- toc mach. more.
time. Under the. Iegislatlcn, the Committee weculd have access, would

receive a sampliing of. dccumente__and would know what had been_left }}~¥

out of Forelgn Relatians..m,.--

Perkins asked for an: explanatlcn of the end of the prccess 1f
the Advisocry Cormittee did not agree with declassification ..
decisions. <Curry responded that the agency would then have to Fake
a case to the SFRC and the HFAC for withholding. the document.
However,. he. described this as. a *sanity check” and said that the

conmittees would. not. force an agancy teo release withheld. dccuments,..' c

the cr;glnating agency wculd always haVe the final say. :

Glad asked whether thls would be mlcrcmanagement, Curry replled:
that ha hoped riot, but noted that sometimes Congress neaded to
micromanage. 55hégthenyasked_whetheradealing;withcreports~cn-
declassification disputes would be.a burden for Congress.  Curry

replied that this procedure was supposed. to encourage.settlement cfﬁ-.-l

differences. - Congressional. comnittees. 'get :such reports all the
time. Also the. raports would. be used conly as .a. last resort and he .
did not believa they would be: partlcularly burdensomeq

Zamora ccmmented that the proposed legislatlon did not. . seem to .
change the declassification: -guidelines; except for the Deparxtment of -

State. He. pointed out that the excepticn mo. 3 allewed documentsutc-reext

be withheld if their releass would demcnstrably impede current
diplomatic negotiations or other ongoing official activities of. the -
U.S. Government and said that "other activities” seemad awfully
broad. Sieverts explained that some historians wanted to allow only
very specific and limited grounds for denial. The drafters had to



23

have guidelines flexible enough ”retect Hational ssecurity, but

these were not to be used as loop__-

_”,to aveid declaesifieatlon._t_;*”

Rcsenberg asked what the dlfferences were betwesrn the ‘Senaté and o

House bills. .Noting that the 1egieletion would be redratted in. the

next session, Sieverts said that thers were'oniy minor differences. -

He explained,. for example, ‘that the House'
of Committee. members wére to.stary and gailgd at the Senate would

probably adcgt the. Houee language,; Perklns'noted that the Houge

1 specified when terms =~

language also tightened up theé date in whicH thé system wonld go’ “"'?7"

inte effect. Sieverts observed that, if anything, the House was
mere suspicious thaf: tha Senate. about declaseiflcation._;_'

Klmball esked 1f the leglslatlon applled only to Fcremgg

Archlvegwas well, . Sleverts requndéd_ ‘hat it would certainly apply_”
@8 well to the éecuments destined for the. Archives because of the
provision. for automatic deelessif&eatien afta® 30 yeere,_ curry’ "
added that the Advasery chmzttee would revmew Depavtmeat of State

withheld dccuments : ;
declassifiers, Sieverts pointed out that the”new Automatic .
declassification process would be sxmpzer than the current syetem.
After 30 years, the burden of proof would be shifted to the agency.,.

Kimball noted that the Committee wes most cancerned ebout the
guidelines.

Sievertsé stated tHat if the bill. was. adopted the guldellnes

would be changed and it would make declassification sasier. With a;;fftt

tip of the hat to Senator Helms; he. suggested that the. present L
system Of dec;a551fieatlon could be viewed as. “Corporate statism®

whereby the. government. contrallad: release of. hlstorlcal materials,zj,;fle[

The bill envisioned a ¥Free Enterprlse“ ‘approach. in which private .
scholars would take control. There was gensral awe that Sieverts
had managed to. hlt the. appropriete 1deeloglca1 buttons with that
analogy. - . T R : C

Perkins 'cem;‘siaiﬁe'a”tha‘t 'i’t"'waé' "hot qﬁi’fé'faiﬁé f'-a*asgumé- that

the Depertment declassifiers. automatically wanted tc keep documents

classified and asked whether actisn by the Department to change its. .
declassification modis operandl weuld mean that Forelgn. Relatlons__;“_.,m.

legisiation would not be needed. . .Curry saig that he agreed that
this might have been p0551b1e 1f the Department ‘Had ccoperated “but
pointed out that it had bsen fighting the legislatlion "tooth and
nail.* Perkins asked 1f & new law was necessery, tc whlch chry

replied yeas.

Herring commented7thet'the'fecue”of”the.bill,hadhbeenQenejjn___
Department of State records and asked what about those of other
agencies, noting that such. agencies presented an:. increasing share of
policy and declazsification problems.  Sieverts. replled ‘that the R
origins of the bill had been Department of State problems and
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concern over material omitted from Foreign Relations, but agreed
that this was. just & beglnning._ ‘He noted that use: of the documents
of other aqencies ‘wag & growing problem for histerians, even those
with access. He pointed out that earliexr 1nte111gence documents had
been transmitted through the Department of" state. “This was no =
longer true, but if historians lacked acdess to these documents, =
they would not have a full pzcture of what’ happened. ‘The - S
legislation constituted an important step in the right dlrectlon.-_*l”
curry added that release of CIA: documents’ wrll, of course; be o
diffiecult, but he belleved that the biii wae a major step forward

Kimball expreesed ‘concern’that the’ proposed language on the -
content of the series might prevent necessary changes ‘and reforms.
He asked what would happen if HO were to claim that because there
wers too many decuments, Forezgn Helationeé should ‘become a- findlng
aig consisting primarily of indexés and biblzographzcal _-
informatién. Would the legisletaon prevent this? Curry said yes,
it would prevent ohangzng the bagic formar of the series. He argued -
that this was a good thing because Fureidn Relations constituted ag -

major rescurce for historiang who cannot come to Washingten. Curry

noted that he had used Foreign Relatiohs as an undergraduate; he

argued that the government shoulid continus to publish the ‘series and:ofhe

try to make it as comprehenexve as’ poesmbie, L

Kinbkall repeated that he was concerned with the practlcal
aspects of producing Foreign Relatlons. Would the leglslatlon be-ah
obstacle to reforms in 15 years? o o : '

Sieverts suggested that there might be a point at which major
changes in Foreign Relations would become necessary. Sleverts
thought this would. ‘perhaps occur with the’ Department 81973
conversicn to EIEctronic record~keeping and he saw that as a tlme to’
consider changee. ‘Clearly autematic- declasgification would then be -
necessary. Sieverts stated that Foreign Relations. had a epec1al '
status and the legislatlon sought to preeerve it

Perkins asked what would happen 1f the- Hlstorlcal office neadad
to expand resources to maintain the format? Curry answered that the-
Department should come to Congress wlth an approprlatlon request.

Van Camp commented that Foreiqn Relatlons might have to be -
reformed in 2 years, not 15; thus perhaps the legislation ‘was not

realistic. Curry asked why - it would be ‘netessary or desirable to-'i-”'

change Forelqn Relatlons to merely an lndex of documents,

again 1f the Department of State and the Advisory Commlttee dec1ded '
to change the format, would the bill dimpede that? Would reform be
possible without a hew law? He observed that the leglslatlve
process wasn't neat and clean.” '

Sieverts gtated that the’ Congrese would certalnly be- prepared to*"al--

think about change, especially in- connectlon with electronic
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record-keeping and computerized access. It would be prepared to
lock at how these developments . would asffect Foreiogn Relations,

Curry suggested that if the Department did not woerk with the
Congress it would find that the bill “would be rammed down their
throat™. So far, the Department had responded only with a flat HAGH,

Zamora asked whether the Departmant could forestall the_..”.
legislation by instituting a new plan. Sisverts replled yes, but:
argued that Foreign Relations needed a legislative mandate;_thus,.~
they intended to go forward with the legislation. Important
declassification and Foreign Relstions goals belong in the law. In -
addition, curry peointsd out this could not be done just by the
Department of State.. Obviously State cannct force access by other .
agencies, but the bill can., Van Camp askad how- legislation would do.
this. Curry said that the Bi11 sets 1t out in law. . _ S

McDonald agreed with the basic lntent of the leglslatiOn but ha&
some reservations. The provisions for access te CIA material would
mean that scores, if not more, people would .have access. to o
extraordinarily sSensitive material. It was not just the case. of
compiler and reviewing editor of. Foreign Relations, but. numerous
officials in State, CIA, Congress, the Advisory Commlttee, etc.,...u
down the line. It lncreased the risks of leakage.. S L

McDonald. also observed that the Adv1eory Commlttee wae riow an-. . -
amateur, temporary body. The law. would transform it into a .
different organization and require it to become more bureaucratic.
It might even develop its own staff. He noted that the present _
system was slow, frustrating, and arcane, but wondered if the new. .
system contemplasted under the bill would be any better.

Kimball said. that the questlon was whe watches the Watchdogs°
McDonald suggested that they might limit complets access to 2-3.
Advisory Committee members who would report to the whole Committes.
He reminded the Committee that with official access comes.

responsibilities 1nclud1nq an ‘agreement. .to- pre~puhlication review. -

Access to Top Secret documents changes. what you write. :Curry said -

that the drafters had bean as. sen51t1ve A8, possible to: the need to -
protect national securlty and the CIA’g integrity, but noted that
these were 30-yedr~old documents. ‘The bill attempted to protect

both national security and the 1nterests of the U,S. publlc.

The Committee then. heard a. decla551f1catlon brlefing of - Foreign
Relatlons, 1958-1960, volume VI;. Cuba. - This portion of the minutes
is Confidential and is maintained as a separate document,

At 12115 piwm., the meeting adjourned-for a working luncheon.
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Durlng this wcrklng 1uncheon, AmhaSSadcr Rcy Rubottom rev1ewed '
the upcoming Foreipn Relatisns volimé on Ciba, 1958-1960: Co
imbassador Ribottom had been Asgistant ‘Sscretary of Stakte for
Inter~American American Affairs during this period, and signed many _
of the documents. that appear in the valume. - : ' -

Ambassador Rubcttcm stated that it was 1mpcrtant to understand
U.s.~Cuba relations in the context of U.8. relations with all of
Iatin America.- The Unitad States followed a three*prcnged pellcy
with regard to Castro during this period:r probe and test; lat
Castro's deeds speak for themwselvesy and rely on international
mechanisms, particularly the QAS (which he said was a weak link).
He provided a number of interesting anscdotes with regard tc hls
experiences in cbtalnlng lnfcrmatlcn abcut Castrc,

With regard £6 the vclume cn Cuba, Ambaesador Rubottcm had jus+5
a few specific ccmments° : '

1y The book covered the U 5. pcllcy (34 alchlng castrc = deeds-
to speak for themselves fuits well, The NIns_prlnted in the volume -
are partlcularly reveallng¢ g ' = : I

2) One anecdote concerned - trlp by Ambassadcr smlth to-

Santiago in which the Batista regime viclently suppressed a: protest"” T

by women. When Smith- publlcly "depléred®™ this; he ‘was criticized in’
the prcwﬂatista ‘press. -According to Rubottom; ‘Smith was naver the
sane. This eplsode, he suggeated could be lncluded ‘in annctatlon '

in the volume. . -

3} He ccuid'find nc'nention in the volume of the'Adviscry _
Council on Economic Affairs, chaired by Milton Eisenhower, which he
thought deserved a. c1tatlcn 1n an apprcprlate fcctnote,_

4y Inm response to a query by Klmball whether he was
*comfortable with the 1ntegr1ty of the volume,” Ambassador ‘Rubottom
replied, "I think so®. And in response to a followup cquestion
whether there was anything of significance. omitted from the volume,
Anbassador Rubottom: did. point-out that the éxtengive and. intefisive
work between the United States and the QAS did not get very thorcugh
treatment in the volume. Mabon noted, however, that this area was
covered in the Latin America regicnal voluma.



27

Closed Session, November 16, 1990, Afternoon

The Commlttee reconvened at 2 p m.

Slany prepesed ‘Ehat in order to allow the Advisory Cemmlttee to

meet in Executive Session, the planneéd discussisns for the afterroon -

be removed from the agenda and substituted with written reperts to
the committee. Thege incliuded long-term planning for the Forelgn
Relations series; facsimile publishing {in- the evant the series
should need to be produced in this way’ in order to meet the cost of
publishing 12 volumes each year}y a proposed microfiche publication
of declassified NsC mlnutes, agendas; actions, and memcoranda of

discuseion for the years 1947-19537 and an explanation of the steps- =

taken by PA/HO in- complllng and publlshing the muchmcrltlcized
volun& on Iren, 1951 1954.

With regard tc the Iran valume, 1t would be useful to- get the :
Advisory Committee to recommend steps in dealing with gaps in the

record and finding ways to supplement the record with dociments now =

available that were not- prev;ously released or’seek additional
docunments- from the CIA. :

Kimball asked if- the tranche ‘of" documents recently released by

Iran is available. McDonald responded that it was available and- the3””'

CIA had a copy. MceAuliffe added that this documentation needs to be
assessed to deteérmine if-it containg information to supplement the
foreign policy record. The Advisory Committee suggested that HO
make recommendations regarding the gaps in the Iran volumeé for the
Committee to review and discuss at the next meeting. Slany adreed
to this.

Glad asked McDonald if Jim Curry's earlier statement was correct.
that the legislation on Forsign Relations would not affect CIA
declasgification procedures. McDonald stated that he thought this
would be the case bascause the release of documénts would remain
within CIA control. Congrazssional sanction, he said, would likely
Pput more pressure.on the agency to reléase material for Forsign
Relations, so to that extent there would ke an impact onh the CIA.

He remained concerned that expanded access to CIA decumeantation
heightened the risk of leaks of the most sensitive information.

Kimball asked if the CIA planned to work with Congress to deal
with this problam. McDonald stated that he thought the CIA could
work with Congress on a practical solution. The Department of
Justice, however, had drafted a technical objection to the

legislation.

Rosenberg said the notion that the legislation will result in
large numbers of contested documents may not be the case if agency
historians and declassifiers would work out conflicts in advance.
McDonald responded that there was much to be said for this view. ©On
the whole, he thought, the legislation was like using a 16~inch gun
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when a rifle was nsesded. He thought the legislation, as presently
laid out, was overkill; tha best solution might be to handle the

matter adminzstratlvely.

In response to a ¢uestion by Kimball whether Congreee “should
enact legislation authorizing the Foreign Relations series znd leave
the details of implementation to:the Executive branch, HoDonald
stateéd that the CIA has an .advisory committee that functlons thls._
way. Accountakility can be built. into the legislation,. he said, .
without having Conqress micromanage its 1mp1ementat1on, S

George Chalou. of the Natlonal Archlves pointed ot that NARA had."

been told by Morefield that under the. leqislatlon Btate- _ =
declassification reviewers would divide: Department of State records o
at NARA into "Department only* and fother =agency®. groups. NARA has .
grave reservations about this procedure, he said, -ag it could result
in "alienation® of Department of State historical files, changing
the ariginal order of the documents.

Slany propoeed that he report to the Committee by mail on the.
remalnlng agenda items flongwtarm plannlng for the series, facsimile
publications, a proposed microfiche publication on N&C documants,
background on the preparation of the Iran volume, and options on
followlng up on.the omissions from theé Iran volume) -and allow the
‘Cormittee to move inte private session. .

Rimball thanked Slany, the PA/HO staff, and other participants
in the 2z-day meetlng._ Tha afternoon: eesslon adjourned shortly
before 3 p.n., and the Advisory Committee went into executive

session.

S0acmins



