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| oss PREFACE | 

The publication Foreign Relations of the United States consti- 
| tutes the official record of the foreign policy of the United States. 
| The volumes in the series include, subject to necessary security 

| considerations, all documents needed to give a comprehensive 

| record of the major foreign policy decisions of the United States to- 

| gether with appropriate materials concerning the facts which con- 

| - tributed to the formulation of policies. Documents in the files of 

| the Department of State are supplemented by papers from other 
| ‘government agencies involved in the formulation of foreign policy. 

- The basic documentary diplomatic record printed in the volumes 

of the series Foreign Relations of the United States is edited by the 
Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of 

! State. The editing is guided by the principles of historical objectivi- 

| ty and in accordance with the following official guidance first pro- 

| mulgated by Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg on March 26, 
7 1925. | | 

| There may be no alteration of the text, no deletions without indi- 
| cating where in the text the deletion is made, and no omission of 

: facts which were of major importance in reaching a decision. Noth- 
| ing may be omitted for the purpose of concealing or glossing over 

| what might be regarded by some as a defect of policy. However, 

| certain omissions of documents are permissible for the following 
2 reasons: : a 

| a. To avoid publication of matters which would tend to 
impede current diplomatic negotiations or other business. 

2 . °. To condense the record and avoid repetition of needless de- 
ails. | 

: - c. To preserve the confidence reposed in the Department by 
| individuals and by foreign governments. | 

: d. To avoid giving needless offense to other nationalities or 
individuals. | 

| e. To eliminate personal opinions presented in despatches 
| and not acted upon by the Department. To this consideration 
) there is one qualification—in connection with major decisions 
| it is desirable, where possible, to show the alternative present- 
| ed to the Department before the decision was made. | 

Documents selected for publication in the Foreign Relations vol- 
| umes are referred to the Department of State Classification/Declas- 

| sification Center for declassification clearance. The Center reviews 

| III



IV PREFACE | | 

the documents, makes declassification decisions, and obtains the 
clearance of geographic and functional bureaus of the Department 
of State, as well as of other appropriate agencies of the govern- 
ment. The Center, in coordination with the geographic bureaus of 
the Department of State, conducts communications with foreign 
governments regarding documents or information of those govern- 
ments proposed for inclusion in Foreign Relations volumes. 

This volume was initially prepared under the general supervision 
of Fredrick Aandahl and, at a later stage, of William Z. Slany, his 
successor as General Editor of the Foreign Relations series. John P. 
Glennon, Charles S. Sampson, and William F. Sanford, Jr., assisted 
in final preparation. Neal H. Petersen was responsible for the plan- 
ning, review, and editing of the volume. Mr. Petersen compiled the 
documentation on the President’s Committee on International In- 
formation Activities and collaborated with Lisle A. Rose in the 
preparation of the documentation on atomic energy and regulation 
of armaments. Mr. Rose prepared the compilations on national se- 
curity policy and the foreign information program. | 

Rita M. Baker of the Publishing Services Division (Paul M. 
Washington, Chief) performed the technical editing under the su- 
pervision of Margie R. Wilber. The index was prepared by the Twin 
Oaks Indexing Collective. 

WILLIAM Z. SLANY 
| The Historian 

Bureau of Public Affairs
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| LIST OF SOURCES ~ | 

| This list provides a brief description of the unpublished sources which, in addition 

to the central decimal files of the Department of State, were used in the preparation 

| of the volume. Published primary materials which were consulted are cited where 

| appropriate throughout the volume. , | 

Department of State a | 

A/MS Files, Lot 54D 291. | 

| Consolidated administrative files of the Department of State for the years 1949- 

| | 1960, as maintained by the Management Staff of the Bureau of Administration. 

Atomic Energy Files, Lot 57 D 688 : | - | 

7 Consolidated collection of documentation in the Department of State on atomic 

energy policy for the years 1944-1962, as maintained principally by the Special 

Assistant to the Secretary of State on Atomic Energy Affairs but also by other 

| offices of the Department of State. 

CON Files, Lot 53 D 223 — | | 

| Files of the Office of Security and Consular Affairs from 1946 to 1953. Includes 

general administrative records, consular management files and miscellaneous 

| subject files of divisional components of the office. 

Conference Files, Lot 60 D 627 

| Collection of documentation on official visits by heads of government and for- 

| eign ministers to the United States and on major international conferences at- 

2 tended by the Secretary of State for the period 1953-1955, as maintained by the 

| | _ Executive Secretariat of the Department of State. a Oe 

| Disarmament Files, Lot 58 D 133 _ - | a | | ; 

| Consolidated collection of documentation in the Department of State on the reg- 

| ulation of armaments and disarmament for the years 1942-1962. | - 
| 

| INR Files — | | a | | | 

! Files retained by the Bureau of Intelligence and Research. Se 

| INR Files, Lot 59 D 27 | / — 

_ Miscellaneous files for the years 1948-1954 as retired by the Bureau of Intelli- — 

| | / gence and Research including master file of minutes of the Intelligence Adviso- 

| | ry Committee (IAC). oo 

| 10 Files, Lot 60 D 463 | - 

| Official United Nations documentation for the years 1946-1956, as maintained 

| in the Bureau of International Organization Affairs. | | 

| 
| vil
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VIII LIST OF SOURCES 

IO Files, Lot 71 D 440 

Master files of classified records and correspondence of United States Delega- 
tions to sessions of the United Nations General Assembly for the years 1945- 
1965, maintained by the Bureau of International Organization Affairs. | 

OCB Files, Lot 62 D 430 : | 
Master files of the Operations Coordinating Board for the years 1953-1960, as 
maintained by the Executive Secretariat of the Department of State. 

PPS Files, Lot 64 D 563 . 

Master file of documents, drafts, records of meetings, memoranda, and related 
correspondence for the years 1947-1958 of the Policy Planning Staff. 

PPS Files, Lot 65 D 101 
| 

Master file of documents, drafts, records of meetings, memoranda, and related 
correspondence for the year 1954 of the Policy Planning Staff. 

PSB Files, Lot 62 D 333 

Master file of minutes and papers of the Psychological Strategy Board for the 
years 1951-1953, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat of the Department | 
of State. 7 

Presidential Correspondence, Lot 66 D 204 , | | 
Exchanges of correspondence between the President and the heads of foreign 
governments for the years 1953-1964, as maintained by the Executive Secretar- 
iat of the Department of State. | 

S/AE Files, Lot 68 D 358 7 

Files relating to atomic energy policy matters for the years 1950-1967, main- 
tained initially by the Office of the Special Assistant to the Secretary of State 
on Atomic Energy Affairs and later by the Office of Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of State for Politico-Military Affairs. | | a 

Secretary’s Daily Meetings, Lot 58 D 609 - | a oo 
Chronological collection of the records of the Secretary of State’s daily meetings 
with top Department of State officials for the years 1949-1952, as maintained by 
the Special Assistant to the Secretary of State. 

Secretary’s Letters, Lot 56 D 459 | | . 

Correspondence of the Secretary of State for the years 1945-1956, as maintained 
by the Executive Secretariat. | 

Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation, Lot 64 D 199 . 

Chronological collections of the Secretary of State’s memoranda of conversation | 
and the Under Secretary of State’s memoranda of conversation for the years 
1953-1960, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat of the Department of 
State. 

S/P-NSC Files, Lot 61 D 167 

Serial file of memoranda relating to National Security Council questions for the © 
years 1950-1961, as maintained by the Policy Planning Staff.



_ LIST OF SOURCES IX 

S/P-NSC Files, Lot 62 D 1 

| Serial and subject master file of National Security Council documents and cor- 

| respondence for the years 1948-1961, as maintained by the Policy Planning 

| Staff. . 

! S/S-NSC Files, Lot 63 D 351 | | ; a 
| | 

| Serial master file of National Security Council documents and correspondence 

| and related Department of State memoranda for the years 1947-1961, as main- 

| tained by the Executive Secretariat of the Department of State. | 

| S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files, Lot 66 D 95 | a 

| Administrative and miscellaneous National Security Council documentation, in- 

| cluding NSC Records of Action, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat of 

the Department of State for the years 1947-1963. , 

| S/S-NSC Files, Lot 66 D 148 | 

| Miscellaneous files concerning subjects considered by the National Security 

| Council during the period 1949-1962, as maintained by the Executive Secretar- 

| iat of the Department of State. | 

| State-JCS Meetings, Lot 61 D 417 - 

| Top secret records of meetings between representatives of the Department of | 

State and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the period 1951-1959 and selected prob- 

| | lem files on the Middle East for the period 1954-1956, as maintained by the Ex- 

| ecutive Secretariat of the Department of State. 

| USUN Files : 
| Files of the United States Mission at the United Nations. 

| United States Department of Energy | 
| | 

| Atomic Energy Commission Files 

| Files of the United States Atomic Energy Commission, retained by the U.S. De- 

| partment of Energy. 

| United States Information Agency 

| USIA Files, Lot 56 D 581 

| Miscellaneous files of the United States Information Agency. 

! USIA Files, Lot 60 D 322 
: Chronological files of the Director of USIA for the period of the 1950s. | 

| 
| Dwight D. Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kansas 

| Dulles Papers 

Papers of John Foster Dulles, 1952-1959. Dulles was Secretary of State, 1953- 

| 1959. 

| Eisenhower Papers, Whitman File | 

| | Papers of Dwight D. Eisenhower as President of the United States, 1953-1961, 

2 maintained by his personal secretary, Ann C. Whitman. The Whitman File in- 

| | cludes the following elements: The Name Series, the Dulles-Herter Series, Ei- 

| senhower Diaries, Ann Whitman (ACW) Diaries, National Security Council 

|



x LIST OF SOURCES tt 
Records, Miscellaneous Records, Cabinet Papers, Legislative Meetings, Interna- | 
tional Meetings, the Administration Series, and the International File. 

Eisenhower Records 

_ Records of Dwight D. Eisenhower as President of the United States, 1953-1961 
(White House Central Files), including the daily appointment books of the Presi- 
dent. | lee 

C.D. Jackson Papers . | 

The papers of C.D. Jackson, 1931-1967. Jackson was Special Assistant to the __ 
President, 1953-1954. Re 

Project “Clean Up” SO 
Project “Clean Up” collection. Records of Gordon Gray, Robert Cutler, Henry R. | 
McPhee, and Andrew J. Goodpaster, 1953-1961. - 

Staff Secretary Records | | noe 
Records of the Office of the Staff Secretary, 1952-1961 (records of Paul T. Car- 
roll, Andrew J. Goodpaster, L. Arthur Minnich, Jr., and Christopher H. Rus- 
sell). | | 

Harry S. Truman Library, Independence, Missouri __ rr 

Truman Papers, President’s Secretary’s File (PSF) | oP 

Papers of Harry S. Truman as President, 1945-1953, maintained by his personal 
secretary. | 7 | 

Princeton University Library, Princeton, New Jersey 

Dulles Papers - oe 

Papers of John Foster Dulles, including a daily log of his meetings and appoint. 
ments as Secretary of State, 1953-1959. |
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS | 
| oe 

| Eprror’s Note—This list does not include standard abbreviations in common 

| usage; unusual abbreviations of rare occurrence which are clarified at appropriate 

| points; and those abbreviations and contractions which, although uncommon, are 

understandable from the context. — a eo 

| A, Office of the Assistant Secretary of the United Nations General Assem- 
State for Administration | bly — 

ADCOM, Advisory Commission (or Depcirtel, Department of State circular 

: . Committee) - - | a telegram co oe . 

AE, atomic energy * Deptel, Department of State telegram 

| AEC, Atomic Energy Commission , DMPA, Defense Materials Procurement 

| AFN, Armed Forces Network | Agency oe 

| _ A/FS, Director General, Foreign Serv- DMS, Director for Mutual Security 
ice, Department of State | DOD, Department of Defense — , 

A/MS, Management Staff, Department Dulte, primarily a series indicator for 
of State 2 telegrams from Secretary of State 

ANZUS, Australia, New Zealand, — vanes wns absent from a caning: 
; | ee | ton; also used as a series indicator for 

| ARA. Bureau. of Inter-American Af- telegr ams to Dulles from the head of 

| fairs, Department of State the United States delegation at an 

! ARA/P, Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau international conference oe 
! of Inter-American Affairs, Depart- BGA, Economie Cooperation Adminis- 
| ment of State | | ; ; ; 

| BBC, British Broadcasting Corporation eet eee ‘t and Social Council 

| BNA, Office of British Commonwealth E csc - nite ‘Coal an d Steel Com- 

| and Northern European Affairs, De- caunity a 

| ae biological Orectare ms oe EDC, European Defense Community 

| CA, Office of Chinese Affairs, Depart- EPC, European Political Community 
| men t of State | » “ep EUCOM, European Command | 

| ay . oe EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, De- 
CEA, Council of Economic Advisers | | a 
| , - | partment of State Ls | 

CEV, Churchill-Eden visit FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
| CIA, Central Intelligence Agency FBO, Office of Foreign Buildings Oper- 

| COMINT, Communications Intelligence ations, Department of State 

| CON, Office of Security and Consular FCDA, Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
| Affairs, Department of State tration — me, 

CPC, Combined Policy Committee FE, Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, De- 
| | CS, Division of Central _ Services, partment of State — 

Bureau of Administration, Depart- FECOM, Far East Command 

ment of State _ oaed FE/P, Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau 

L CSC, Coal and Steel Community of Far Eastern Affairs, Department 

| CW, chemical warfare ae! of State > aos 

| DAC, Interdepartmental Working FI, Foreign Service Inspection Corps, 
| Group on Disarmament - 7 Department of State 3 | 

DC, United Nations Disarmament Com- FOA, Foreign Operations Administra- 

mission | Ss tion 
Delga, series indicator for telegrams FY, fiscal year oe 

| from the United States Delegation at FYI, for your information 

| xI 
| 
\



XII LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS | 

G, Office of the Deputy Under Secre- L, Office of the Legal Adviser, Depart- , 
tary of State ment of State 

G-2, Army general staff section dealing LOG, line of communication 
with intelligence at the divisional L/P, Assistant Legal Adviser for Public 
level or higher Affairs, Department of State 

G/PM, Office of the Deputy Assistant L/YNA Assistant Legal Adviser for Secretary of State for Politico-Mili- United Nations Affairs, Department tary Affairs of State 
ON oneral Assembly of the United MDAP, Mutual Defense Assistance Pro- 

Gadel, series indicator for telegrams to MCR Ministerstvo Gosudarstvennoi the United States Delegation at the Bezopasnosti (Ministry for State Se- 
United Nations General Assembly curity of the Soviet Union) 

GER, Bureau (from 1953, Office) of MSA, Mutual Security A ; ’ y Agency German Affairs, Department of State MVD, Ministerstvo Vnutrennykh Del’ 
GER/P, Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau (Min ; bry rth T t a rth Soviet | (from 1953, Office) of German Affairs, Union) TY Of mae “nterlor of the Sovie 
Department of State . ; 

GSA, General Services Administration NAO, New York Administrative Office, 
H, Office of the Assistant Secretary of tion Agere International Informa- 

State for Congressional Relations , 
HICOG, United States High Commis- NATO: North Atlantic Treaty Organi- 

sioner for Germany 7 zalion . 
IAC, Intelligence Advisory Committee NCFE, National Committee for a Free 
IAEA, International Atomic Energy Europe an 
Agency | 7 NEA, Bureau of Near Eastern, South 

IAE/S, Departmental Staff, Commis- Asian, and African Affairs, Depart- 
sion on Educational Exchange, ment of State 
United States International Informa- | NEA/P, Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau 
tion Administration of Near Eastern, South Asian, and 

IBRD, International Bank for Recon- African Affairs, Department of State 
struction and Development niact, night action, communications in- 

IBS, International Broadcasting Serv- dicator requiring attention by the re- 
ice cipient at any hour of the day or 

ICIS, Interdepartmental Committee on night 7 
Internal Security NIE, National Intelligence Estimate — 

ICS, Information Center Service NSC, National Security Council 
tee Steen’ Estimate (Department § NSRB, National Security Resources 

or otate Board 
IFI, Field Programs, United States  QBF. Office of Budget and Finance, De- International Information Adminis- partment of State _ 

tration : C inati r 
ITA, International Information Admin- one Cie a eemnnating Board | 

istration NEVGY Te gs | 
IA:IPO, Office of Policy and Plans,  OMEC, Organization for European Eco 

United States International Informa- nomic Cooperation” » Y Te tion Administration Ol, Office of. International Informa- 
IIC, Interdepartmental Intelligence cerhnent of S he Public Affairs, De- 

Conference | . 
IMS, International Motion Picture OIR, Office of Intelligence Research, Service Department of State 
10, Bureau of International Organiza- OM, operations memorandum 

tion Affairs, Department of State __ ONI, Office of Naval Intelligence | JAEIC, Joint Atomic Energy Intelli- OOF, Office of Operating Facilities, De- 
gence Committee partment of State 

JCAE, Joint Committee on Atomic OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Energy : OWI, Office of War Information 

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff P, Bureau of Public Affairs, Depart- 
JIC, Joint Intelligence Committee ment of State 
KT, kilotons PAO, Public Affairs Officer



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS XII 

PER, Office of Personnel, Department TC, Division of Language Services, De- of State partment of State 
POC, Psychological Operations Coordi- TCA, Technical Cooperation Adminis- nating Committee tration, Department of State 
POW, prisoner of war Tedul, primarily a series indicator for PPS, Policy Planning Staff, Depart- telegrams to Secretary of State | ment of State Dulles while absent from Washing- PRS, Program Planning and Evalua- ton; also used as a series indicator for tion Staff, Department of State telegrams from Dulles to the head of PSB, P: sychological Strategy Board _ the United States Delegation at an ; PSF, President S Secretary’s File international conference 

(Truman Papers, Truman Library) Tousi, series indicator for telegrams to PWR, pressurized water reactor the United States Information RAC, Executive Committee on Regula- Agency from posts abroad 
tion of Armaments U, Office of the Under Secretary of reftel, reference telegram State 

REP ’ Division of F oreign Reporting, UK, United Kingdom 

RF Nea mate UNA, Bureau of United Nations Af- 
? : . | fairs, Department of State 

RFC, Reconstruction Finance Corpora- UNA/IC, Division of International Con- RFE Ra dio Free Europe ferences, Bureau of United Nations 
RIAS, Radio in the American sector of UN. VP oper tions Planing Staff 
ROK Be public of Korea pareau of : ora Nations Affairs, 
RW, Radiological warfare — partment of otate ; | S/AE, Office of the Special Assistant  UNA/R, Refugees and Displaced Per- 

(after May 1954, Consultant) to the Asie Done raed Nations 

coeretary of State for Atomic Energy UNC, United Nations Command 
S/IAE, Office of the United States Rep-  UNDC, United Nations Disarmament resentative for International Atomic uNnecan. ted Nations Educational Energy Negotiations mM at ational, _ $/P, Policy Planning Staff, Department Scientific and Cultural Organization of State UNGA, United Nations General Assem- 
S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department bly 7 of State UNP, Office of United Nations Political 
S/S-S, Committee Secretariat Staff, and Security Affairs, Department of 

Executive Secretariat, Department of State State USAF, United States Air Force 
| SAC, Strategic Air Command USCIB, United States Communications 

SACEUR, Supreme Allied Commander, Intelligence Board Europe USDel, United States Delegation 
| SC, Security Council of the United Na- | USGS, United States Geological Survey | tions USIA, United States Information 

SD-MICC (SD-MIC), State-Defense Agency 
Military Information Control Com- USIE, United States Information and 
mittee Education (program) 

| SE, Special Estimate USHA, United States International In- 
SHAPE, Supreme Headquarters, Allied formation Administration 

Powers, Europe USIS, United States Information Serv- 
SY, Division of Security, Bureau of Ad- ice 

ministration, Department of State to Usito, series indicator for telegrams 
June 1953; thereafter, Office of Secu- from the United States Information 
rity, Bureau of Security and Consular Agency to posts abroad 
Affairs USUN, United States Mission at the 

SYG, Secretary-General United Nations 
TAC, Tactical Air Command VOA, Voice of America





LIST OF PERSONS | 

Eprror’s Nore—The identification of the persons in this list is generally limited to 

| positions and circumstances under reference in this volume and is confined to the 

| 1952-1954 period. Where no dates are given, the individual usually held the position 

throughout that period. All titles and positions are American unless otherwise indi- 

cated. This list does not include individuals referred to only in passing, although 

| such individuals are sometimes identified in context as their names appear. : 

| | ACHESON, Dean, Secretary of State until January 20, 1953. | | 

| Apams, Sherman, Assistant to the President after January 20, 1953. 7 , 

| ADENAUER, Dr. Konrad, Chancellor and Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Federal 

Republic of Germany. | | , 

AtLEN, Raymond B., Director of the Psychological Strategy Board, January-August 

~~ 1952. | | | | : 

| ALLEN, Ward P., United Nations Adviser, Bureau of European Affairs, Department 

| of State. | | 

Amory, Robert, Jr., Assistant Director of the Office of Research and Reports, Cen- 

| tral Intelligence Agency, from March 17, 1953; Acting Deputy Director for Intel- 

ligence from November 6, 1952; Assistant from February 19, 1953; Deputy for 

Intelligence from May 1953; Member of the Solarium Special Committee, 1953. 

AnpbeErsON, Robert B., Secretary of the Navy after February 4, 1953; Deputy Secre- 

tary of Defense after May 38, 1954. : 

Arenpbs, Representative Leslie C. (R-Illinois), House Majority Whip, 1953-1954; 

| Member of the Armed Services Committee. — 

| Armstronc, W. Park, Jr., Special Assistant for Intelligence, Department of State. 

| ARNESON, R. Gordon, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy 

Affairs until April 1954. 

Arnot, Charles P., Assistant Chief, International Press and Publications Division, 

United States International Information Agency; Assistant Administrator, 

International Press Service, after February 14, 1952. | 

ATTLEE, Clement R., Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, 1945-1951; thereafter, 

Leader of the Opposition in the House of Commons. 

Austin, Warren R., United States Representative at the United Nations until Janu- 

| ary 22, 1953. : 

j Bacon, Ruth E., United Nations Adviser, Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, Depart- 

| ment of State. — 

Bargpour, Walworth, Director of the Office of Eastern European Affairs, Depart- 

| ment of State; Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs after 

May 26, 1954. | oS 

| _ BECHHOEFER, Bernhard G., Officer in Charge, International Security Affairs, Depart- 

| ment of State, until April 10, 1954; Special Assistant to the United States Rep- 

resentative for International Atomic Energy Negotiations after December 1, 

1954. | | 

| Becker, Loftis, Deputy Director for Intelligence, Central Intelligence Agency, Janu- 

ary 1, 1952-April 30, 1953.



XVI LIST OF PERSONS 

BERDING, Andrew H., Assistant Director (Policies and Programs), United States In- 
formation Agency, after November 28, 1953. 

Bicke, Alexander M., Special Assistant to the Director of the Policy Planning Staff, 
Department of State, after August 24, 1953. 

Bmpautt, Georges, French Minister of National Defense, 1952; Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, January 8, 1953-June 19, 1954. | 

Brock, Ralph J., Acting Director, Foreign Policy Information Staff, Department of 
State; after August 16, 1958, Chief of the General Policy Information Staff, 
United States Information Agency. 

BLOOMFIELD, Lincoln P., Member, United Nations Planning Staff, Bureau of United 
Nations Affairs, Department of State, 1952-1953; Planning Adviser to the As- 
sistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs, 1953; after July 1954, 
Planning Adviser to the Assistant Secretary of State for International Organiza- 
tion Affairs. | | 

Boces, Marion W., Coordinator, National Security Council Staff Assistants, 1952: 
Coordinator, NSC Planning Board Assistants, 1953-1954. 
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1953. 

Bruce, David K. E., Ambassador in France until March 10, 1952; Under Secretary of 
State, April 1, 1952-January 20, 1953; Consultant to the Secretary of State until 
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| Disarmament Commission, 1952. 
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Panel of Consultants on Disarmament, 1952. Ss | | 
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1953. | | | 

HARRIMAN, W. Averell, Director for Mutual Security until January 20, 1953. 

Harris, George L., Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, Depart- 

ment of State, 1952-1953. 

HeeEnry, A.D.P., Canadian Ambassador in the United States after August 3, 1953. | 
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Atomic Energy; died July 28, 1952. 
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Special Assistant after February 21, 1954. | : 
OPPENHEIMER, J. Robert, Director of the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, 

New Jersey; Chairman of the General Advisory Committee of the United States 
Atomic Energy Commission until August 8, 1952; Chairman of the Secretary of 
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January 21,1953. ae | 

PETERSON, Val, Administrative Assistant to the President, January 21-March 1, 
1953; thereafter, Federal Civil Defense Administrator. « 

PHILLIPS, Joseph B., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs, March 
6-October 28, 1952; Acting Director of the Office of Public Affairs, Department 
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SmytuH, Henry D., Member of the United States Atomic Energy Commission until 

September 30, 1954. | Re | : 
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STOESSEL, Walter J., Jr., Member of the Office of Eastern European Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, 1952-1954; Acting Director in Charge of Soviet Affairs after 
March 1954. | | 

Srraus, Richard, Member of the Office of German Affairs, Department of State, 

1952-1954; Acting Public Affairs Adviser, 1953. : 

Strauss, Lewis L., Chairman of the United States Atomic Energy Commission after 

July 2, 1953; also Special Assistant to the President on atomic energy matters 

after March 9, 1953. . os | | | | 

STREIBERT, Theodore C., Director of the United States Information Agency after 
August 1, 1953. - 

TABER, Representative John (R-New York), Chairman of the House Appropriations 

Committee, 1953-1954. . 

TaLsortt, Harold E., Secretary of the Air Force after February 4, 1953. 

TayLor, Lieutenant General Maxwell D., Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and 
Administration, United States Army, 1952-1953; Commander of the U.S. Eighth 

Army in Korea after February 1953. | 
THURSTON, Ray L., Deputy Director of the Office of Eastern European Affairs, De- 

partment of State, 1952-1954; Director after May 26, 1954. 

| TomkINs, Edward E., First Secretary, British Embassy in the United States. 

TRUMAN, Harry S., President of the United States until January 20, 1953. 

Turts, Robert W., Member of the Policy Planning Staff, Department of State, until 

April 1953. 

TWINING, General Nathan F., USAF, Vice Chief of Staff, United States Air Force, 
1952-1953; Chief of Staff after June 30, 1953. 

Urter, John E., Consul, Embassy in France, until March 20, 1952; Director of the 

Office of African Affairs, Department of State, after September 2, 1952. 

VANDENBERG, General Hoyt S., USAF, Chief of Staff, United States Air Force, until 

June 29, 1953. | 
Van HO.uen, Christopher, Staff Member, Executive Secretriat, Department of 

State, until December 1954. 

VEDELER, Harold C., Officer in Charge of Polish, Baltic, and Czechoslovak Affairs, 

_ Department of State. 

VyYsHINSky, Andrey Yanuaryevich, Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs until March 
1953; First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs and Soviet Permanent Repre- 

| sentative at the United Nations, 1953-1954; died Novembver 22, 1954. | 

WADSWORTH, James J., Acting Administrator, Federal Civil Defense Administration, 

| 1952-1953; Deputy United States Representative at the United Nations after 

| February 23, 1953; also Deputy United States Representative on the United Na- 
: tions Disarmament Commission after August 1953. 

Wai.es, Edward T., Assistant Secretary of State for Administration (then Personnel 

and Administration from March 26, 1954), May 29, 1953-June 22, 1954; Ambas- 

sador in South Africa after September 15, 1954.
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WaINHOoUSE, David W., Director, Office of United Nations Political and Security Af- © 

fairs, Department of State, until February 1954; thereafter, Deputy Assistant 
_ Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs (International Organization Af- 

fairs from August 25, 1954). | 

WasuBurn, Abbott M., Executive Secretary of the President’s Committee on Inter- 

national Information Activities, 1953; Deputy Special Assistant to the President, 
1953; Deputy Director of the United States Information Agency after November 
30, 1953. 7 | 

Watts, Philip H., Executive Secretary of the Policy Planning Staff, 1952-1954. 
Wauau, Samuel C., Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs after June 5, 

1958. as 

WILEy, Senator Alexander (R-Wisconsin), Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, 1953-1954. | 

WILson, Charles Edward, Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization until Janu- 

ary 1953. | : 

WILson, Charles Erwin, Secretary of Defense after January 28, 1953. | 
Wisner, Frank, Deputy Director for Plans, Central Intelligence Agency. 
Woop, C. Tyler, Deputy United States Special Representative in Europe, 1952; Asso- 

ciate Deputy Director, Mutual Security Agency, 1952; Deputy to the Director, 
MSA, 1953; Member, Task Force “A”, Project Solarium, 1953; United Nations 
Command Economic Coordinator (Seoul, Korea), Foreign Operations Adminis- 
tration, 1953-1954. : 

ZARUBIN, Georgiy Nikolaeyevich, Soviet Ambassador in the United Kingdom, 1952; 

Soviet Ambassador in the United States after September 25, 1952. 
ZORIN, Valerian Aleksandrovich, Soviet Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, also 

Soviet Representative at the United Nations, 1952-1953. 

| 

|



UNITED STATES NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY: U.S. OBJEC- 
TIVES AND PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY; ESTI- | 
MATES OF THREATS TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY; 
MILITARY POSTURE AND FOREIGN POLICY; ORGANIZA- 
TION FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 1 | 

_ Editorial Note 

A substantial portion of the documentation appearing in the For- 

eign Relations series for 1952-1954 concerns subjects of relevance 
to the national security. Documentation in the present compilation 
is related to the formulation of high-level, general policy. This ma- 

terial should be considered in connection with papers on specific 

| issues and areas found in other Foreign Relations volumes. The fol- 
lowing compilations are of particular importance in relation to the 

material presented here. — | 

For material on United States policy regarding the regulation of 
armaments and foreign policy aspects of United States develop- 
ment of atomic energy, see pages 845 ff. | 

General political and economic matters, including foreign aid 

and the Mutual Security Program, are documented in volume I. 
United States policy with respect to the defense of the Western 

Hemisphere is treated in volume IV. For documentation on United 
States participation in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, in- 

| cluding development of the “new look” defense strategy in 1953- 
1954; on the European Defense Community; and on the adherence 

of the Federal Republic of Germany to NATO, see volume V. For 
documentation on general United States policy toward Eastern 
Europe and events of significance in the relations of the Soviet 

Union with other nations (particularly the United States), see 

volume VIII. Included in that volume are a number of National In- 
telligence Estimates regarding various aspects of Soviet military, — 
economic, and political capabilities plus estimates of the possibility 

| of war with the Soviet Union. For documentation on United States 

1 Continued from Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff. For information on U.S. 

| organization for national security, including extensive material on the administra-_ 
| tive structure and functions of the National Security Council, see Organizing for Na- 
| tional Security: an Inquiry of the Subcommittee on National Policy Machinery, Sen- 

ator Henry M. Jackson, Chairman, for the Committee on Government Operations, 

U.S. Senate, 3 vols. (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1961), particularly 
volume II. | 

1
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relations with the United Kingdom and France and on discussions 
with the United Kingdom and Canada concerning the danger of | 
general war with the Soviet Union, see volume VI. 

For documentation on United States national security policy re- 
garding the Near and Middle East and Iran, see volumes IX and X. 
Compilations regarding United States national security policy with 
respect to the Africa and South Asia areas and the East Asia and 
Pacific areas are in volumes XI and XII, respectively. For documen- 

tation on the Korean war, see volume XV; on Indochina, see 

volume XIII; on the Geneva Conferences of 1954, see volume XVI. 

Truman Library, Truman papers, PSF-Subject file 

The Secretary of Defense (Lovett) to the President 

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 4, 1952. 

DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: At the meeting in the Cabinet Room of the 
White House on 28 December 1951, ! attended by the Secretary of 

State, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Secretaries of each of the Mili- 
tary Departments, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 
Chief of Staff, Army, the Chief of Naval Operations, the Chief of 
Staff, Air Force, the Director for Mutual Security, the Director of 

Defense Mobilization, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 

and others, you directed that I work with the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget to revise the budget of the Department of De- 

fense to reflect your decision to stretch out the build-up of the de- 
fense program because of material and fiscal considerations. This 

stretch-out was to be accomplished within expenditures estimated 

at $44 billion for F.Y. 1952 and $60 billion for F.Y. 1953. It is un- 

derstood that these estimated expenditure figures cover both ex- 

penditures for the account of the Department of Defense and the 

military portion of the Mutual Security appropriations. 

While there was no decision as to the amount of new obligational 

authority to be included in the budget for F.Y. 1953, it was under- 

stood that it was to be adequate to sustain the stretched-out pro- 

gram, and to permit the Department of Defense to achieve a steady 
build-up of production over as much of this period as possible. 

1 No record of the meeting under reference has been found. Documentation from 
December 1951 concerning proposed revisions in the Department of Defense budget 
so as to “stretch out” the buildup of the defense program is in the Truman Library, 
Truman papers, PSF-Subject file.
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After consultation with the Secretaries of the Military Depart- 
ments, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Military Chiefs of each of 

the Services, I propose the following to give effect to your decision: 

1. That new obligational authority for the Department of Defense 
for F.Y. 1953 be as follows: | an 

Department of the AMY .........eceeeeees — $14,800,000,000 
Department of the Navy... ceeeees  $13,314,155,000 

Department of the Air Force ......... cece — $20,922,338,000 

Office of the Secretary of Defense............ceeeee  $466,265,000 

Total ....secseseccsecessessssssessesneessceneeneeseessescesessasens $49,002,758,000 

Attached is a list 2 setting forth new obligational authority by 
Departments and by appropriations. The above totals for new obli- 
gational authority are exclusive of the new authority required for 
financing public works projects in F.Y. 1953, originally estimated 
by the Department of Defense as $3 1/2 billion. 

2. That the expenditure limitation be modified to provide for a 
total of $86.5 billion for the 18-month period of 1 January 1952 to 
30 June 1953 (the $86.5 billion represents the unused portion as of © 
31 December 1951 of the $44 billion estimated for F.Y. 1952, and 
the $60 billion for F.Y. 1958). oO | 

3. That the funds appropriated for Military Assistance be made 
available to the Department of Defense in such a manner as to 
permit the most advantageous overall production program that can 
be achieved, taking into consideration the combined needs of the 

| U.S. Forces and our Allies. 
4. That the Military Departments, with the approval of the Sec- 

2 retary of Defense, be granted permission, prior to or during the 

: coming Congressional hearing, to adjust the amounts between ap- 
propriations if further study of the proposed program indicates 

| that such adjustments would result in a better balanced program 
| within the total appropriations being recommended for each of the 
| Departments. This request is made because of the limited period of 

: time during which the Department of Defense has had to consider _ 
| the results of the revised appropriation distribution. 

| There will be forwarded to you for your information a statement | 
| prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff * as to the military implica- 

| tions of these modifications. | | | , 

2 Not printed. | | 

| 3 The same day, Lovett transmitted to the President a one-paragraph response by 
| General Bradley writing on behalf of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Bradley memo- 
| randum reads as follows: “With reference to the reduction in the proposed military 

budget for Fiscal Year 1953, the Joint Chiefs of Staff desire to reaffirm that they 
| consider the general period of 1954 to be the most dangerous for the security of the 

United States in the foreseeable future. Adoption of the reduced program postpones 
until 1956 our military capability to meet this threat.’’ The Bradley memorandum 

Continued 

| 
! 
j
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On the basis of the above proposal, the Department of Defense 
will make every effort to secure the maximum military effective- 
ness possible within the funds being made available. | 

With great respect, I am | | 

Faithfully yours, | 
| RosBert A. LOVETT 

and Lovett’s memorandum of transmittal to President Truman may be found in the 
Truman Library, Truman papers, President’s Secretary’s file. — | 

On Jan. 21, 1952, President Truman submitted to Congress his Annual Budget | 

Message for Fiscal Year 1953. The budget provided $52.4 billion in new obligational 
authority for the military services as compared with $61.7 billion in 1952. The Presi- 
dent declared that “This reduction is possible because a substantial portion of the 
obligational authority required to finance our military expansion has already been 
provided by the Congress.” The President’s Annual Budget Message for Fiscal Year | 
1953 is in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, - 
1952-53 (Government Printing Office, 1966), pp. 63-117. 

| Editorial Note 

President Truman and Winston S. Churchill, Prime Minister of | 

the United Kingdom, met in Washington January 5-18, 1952, to 

discuss a wide range of issues of common concern. These discus- 
sions included consideration of matters affecting the national secu- 

rity policy of the United States. For documentation on the 
Truman-Churchill talks, see volume VI. 

Editorial Note 

The Ninth Session of the North Atlantic Council was held at 

Lisbon, February 20-25, 1952. The main item on the agenda was 

the “Co-ordinated Analysis of NATO Defense Plans.’’ The Council 
adopted the military force goals and production targets suggested 

in a report submitted by the Temporary Council Committee com- 

posed of Harriman of the United States, Plowden of the United 

Kingdom, and Monnet of France. Firm goals were established for 

1952 and provisional estimates were made for 1953 and 1954. For 

documentation on the Ninth Session of the North Atlantic Council, 
see volume V, Part 1, pages 107 ff. rs |
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68 & 114” _ | | | | 

- Memorandum by the Counselor (Bohlen)1 —- a 

TOP SECRET na [WASHINGTON,] March 27, 1952. 

| The Bases of Soviet Action (The General Nature of Future Soviet 

Actions) — om a om See 
1. Whatever the estimate, and the field is, of course, highly spec- 

ulative, of Soviet future actions or long-range and short-range in- 
tentions, there are certain fundamental features of the Soviet 
system which are generally uncontested by all analyses. These fun- 
damental factors represent the solid and unchanging basis for the _ 

| programs of rearmament in the Western world. Regardless of any _ 
| particular phase of Soviet policy, it is generally accepted that the 

Soviet system: ee ) eee 

a. Is a totalitarian state, heavily armed and continuously seeking 
to increase its military potential, where the power of decision rests 
entirely in the hands of asmall group of men; © woh oe. 

b. By the nature of its state structure, reinforced by its ideology, 
is fundamentally and unappeasably hostile to any society not sus- 

| ceptible to its control; | _ - 

c. The directing group of the Soviet Government and of interna- | 
tional Communism are totally uninhibited by any considerations of 
a humanitarian, moral, or ethical character which have acted, in 

| history, as restraints upon the use of force. ae 

These factors, quite apart from any other considerations, require 
that the non-Soviet world and the United States in particular, not 

permit a decisive imbalance in military force in favor of the Soviet 

Bloc. — - - | 
2. Drawing conclusions about future Soviet actions is not only 

| difficult but can be dangerous unless it is borne in mind that the 
| purpose for which one attempts to do so is to find the best—or least 

| _ bad—assumption for planning purposes, in other words, to draw 

only those conclusions which it is safe to make the background of _ 
one’s own behavior. | | rn me : 

| TT?) re , | | | 
| 1A notation on the source text reads: “Revised paper as transmitted to NSC’. 

This memorandum by Bohlen was in response to NSC Action No. 575-c, Oct. 17, 
| 1951 directing the NSC Senior Staff to submit for Council consideration at an early 

date a reappraisal of the policies and programs set forth in the NSC 68 and NSC 114 
: Series. See the memorandum by Bohlen, May 19, p. 17. For documentation on the 
| NSC 68 Series, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, pp. 126 ff.; for documentation on 
| the NSC 114 Series, see ibid., 1951, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff. For text of NSC Action No. 575, 

) see ibid., p. 235. | | 7 a 7 
Bohlen was the representative of the Department of State on the Senior Staff of 

the National Security Council. For information on the administrative composition of 
| | the National Security Council and recommended changes thereto, see the memoran- 

dum by Cutler to the President, Mar. 16, 1953, p. 245. “ cl 

| 

| |
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3. In order to have some context within which profitably to draw / - 
conclusions about future Soviet actions it may be helpful to make 
an arbitrary distinction between two dangers: (a) the danger of be- oe 
coming involved in global war, and (b) the danger of being defeated * 
in a global war. In that way we can at least put aside initially 7 
what it is we are not studying. Because there is no important dis- | 
agreement that if matters reach the point where the Soviets attain 
the capability of delivering a “decisive” * initial blow on the United a 
States without serious risk to their own regime, they would do so, os 
1.e., that they would do so would have to be considered so probable - 
for planning purposes, that it would be unprofitable to argue about OS 
degrees of possibility. What we are considering here then is the 
probable nature of Soviet actions short of delivering a “decisive” | 
blow on the United States. | BS 

4. The Soviet regime came to power in October 1917 with what oe 
the Bolsheviks considered to be a clear, thoroughly thought out - 
thesis, or doctrine, which described the direction of the future 
course of world history. In seizing power by a coup d’état rather ; 
than by the prescribed revolution and in a country which had none 
of the doctrinaire prerequisites for socialism they immediately vio- | 
lated the doctrine, and have continued to do so ever since. The life 
of the Soviet regime has been one continual contradiction and, in | 
essence, Soviet actions have represented an unending series of com- - 
promises as, with each concrete situation facing them, they have et 
attempted to resolve this contradiction. The moment that they : 
seized power they discovered that doctrine was totally inadequate Ss 
to answer the questions as to how to exercise power in that coun- | Be 
try, under those circumstances, at that time. Compelled to consoli- | 
date the power attained and to strive for absolute control over the “ 
captured state, Lenin compromised with doctrine. Stalin has con- a 
tinued to do so, and since 1917 whenever a conflict has arisen be- | 
tween doctrine (the revolutionary ideology) and any question of | 
power, the latter has prevailed without exception. Where Lenin, 
however, acknowledged each compromise as such, Stalin has twist- a 
ed the doctrine to fit the compromise. His policies therefore have 
been completely opportunistic—but by necessity, not by design. 

®). The basic contradiction, then, lies in the twin necessities of . 
maintaining power at home and advocating revolution abroad. | 
From this has sprung the dual nature of the State wherein the 5 
same men are at once the rulers of the Soviet Union and the Board 
of Directors of an international conspiracy. To date no sacrifice of oy 
the State has been made for the benefit of the world revolutionary _ 

* A “decisive” blow is one which renders the enemy incapable of further serious . 
action. [Footnote in the source text.] - 7 -
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movement. It is unnecessary, however, to state dogmatically that 
the Stalin regime is interested in maintaining power in Russia en- 

tirely for the sake of power and not at all as a base for eventual 

world revolution since, for the foreseeable future, they amount to 
the same thing. The prime preoccupation of the masters of the 
Kremlin remains the security of the home base and there is no re- 
alistic sign that in the foreseeable future the internal situation in 
Russia will undergo such radical alteration as to remove this preoc- 

cupation from their minds. 

6. Furthermore, the specific and artificial nature of the Stalinist 
regime, which bears little resemblance to any socialist or commu- 
nist society as envisaged by either Marx or Lenin makes it proba- 

ble, if not inevitable, that any Communist regime not susceptible of _ 

control by the Soviet Union would be basically different in its de- 
| velopment from Stalinist Russia and hence potentially hostile to it. 
| The relationship of the Soviet Union and other Communist states 

which it cannot control is a subject of extreme complexity and one 

on which we have very little evidence to base any firm conclusions, 
but as Tito illustrates, the mere fact of being Communist does not 

| eliminate the possibility of a hostile relationship with the Soviet 
Union. | | 

7. To say that the ideology of Communism and the doctrine of 
Marx and Lenin do not provide any real guide to Soviet action, in 

the sense of cause and effect, does not mean that doctrine does not 

| have an effect on Soviet action. The effect is indirect but nonethe- 
less real. Doctrine has served as the rationalization and justifica- 

tion of Soviet actions taken for different reasons. By this fact alone 

it conditions to an important degree the manner in which the 

| action is taken. And it is the bait that attracts supporters abroad. 
In one field, furthermore, it has a very important effect, and that is 

: in the field of analysis of situations in non-Soviet countries and, 
hence, on the Soviet estimate of the policies of non-Soviet govern- 

| ments. Available information indicates that in the analysis of the 

| development of capitalist society, rivalries between capitalist 

| powers, and the relationship between “colonial powers and colonial 
or semi-colonial peoples” the Soviet rulers operate quite literally 

| according to doctrine. It is in this field that doctrine plays its great- 

| est role and contains the greatest possibility of serious Soviet mis- 

-ealculation as to the reaction of other countries (Finland and _ 

| Korea). In a contradictory sense, however, it also operates as one of 

| the safeguards of world peace and makes our behavior one of the 
| principal factors bearing on Soviet action. _ | 

| 7. [sic] General war is clearly not something into which the 

| Soviet rulers would enter lightly. One of the chief factors which 

they would obviously consider would be the relative strength of the
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enemy. But regardless of their estimate of this factor, they must _ 
regard any major war as highly dangerous to the regime. It would 
subject an overburdened economy and their control of the satellites 
to grievous strains. It would greatly increase the problem of defec- 
tion. Most seriously of all it would alter to the detriment of the 
party the relationship between party and army; and control over 
the army is one of the principal cornerstones of the survival of the 

regime. 

8. For such people, however, struggle is the most natural envi- 

ronment. The interests of the regime have no direct relation with | 

the interests, aspirations, and needs of the Russian people. Preoccu- oe 

pied with the problems of maintaining iron discipline over the cap- ae 

tive peoples, they are obliged to justify it by the bogey of “capitalist _ | 
encirclement” and an ostensible goal of world revolution. A tran- — 
quil relationship with the outside world, then, becomes impossible , 

and their expansionist tendencies spring from a desire to push the 

edge of freedom farther and farther away. ne 

9. Conclusions: | ERTS ee 
Bearing in mind that the purpose of this analysis is neither to 

draw all possible conclusions concerning Soviet actions nor to set 

down everything which might help us understand events as they 

occur but rather to enumerate only those conclusions concerning 
the nature of future Soviet conduct which will assist in formulating 
our own strategy, the following may be stated: 

a. It must be accepted as probable that the Soviets would attack 
us if they felt they could deliver a “decisive” initial blow to the 
U.S. without serious risk to their own regime. 

b. The Soviets might attack if they were convinced as a matter of 
fact, rather than theory, that an attack by the West was actually 
imminent—and the facts would probably have to include a physical — 
preponderance of Western strength in being plus a menacing politi- 
cal attitude on our part. EE 

c. War could come from miscalculation on the part of the Soviets | 
coupled with the unwinding chain of action and reaction—a con- 
comitant of this conclusion is that our actions play an extremely 
important part in Soviet actions. | ae 

d. War could come from accident—as contrasted with miscalcula- 
tion—simply as a result of the confrontation of two armed and 
arming hostile powers. cee PENA 

e. Short of a above, and possibly b, Soviet action is more likely to 
be confined to the “cold war’’—i.e., a continuous hostility and a | 
pushing and probing toward an exploitation of all Western weak- 
nesses. | 

f. The following represent certain criteria, all of which should be 
present before the Soviet Union would be likely to take or support 
overt action against non-Soviet territory but which conditions, even 
if met, would not necessarily impel such actions:
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(1) That the territory’s accession to Soviet power would have 
| a direct and important effect in improving the Soviet strategic 

position; | | | | | 
(2) qt the territory could be brought under total Stalinist — 

control; Oe | 
| (3) That the internal situation would be such as to indicate _ 

the “objective” conditions for revolution, at least to the extent 
| of providing cover of revolutionary or civil war activity to 

which Soviet or satellite forces would bring assistance; and 
(4) That the use of open armed force would not carry with it 

a major risk of general hostilities involving the Soviet Union. 

Truman Library, Truman papers, PSF-Subject file 

- Memorandum by Major General R.B. Landry to the President } 

SECRET ae WASHINGTON, 25 April 1952. 

Here are a few highlights which spell out briefly the effect of a 
cut in appropriations for the Air Force 2 for the FY1953, which you 
suggested I submit to you prior to your meeting with Mr. Vinson 
this afternoon. | - So | | 

| Under your budget submitted to the Congress, the Air Force _ 
would have received $19,233,000,000 for the FY1953. Under the 
$46,000,000,000 expenditure limitation by the Congress, the Air 
Force would receive $17,400,000,000, or a reduction of 
$1,833,000,000. a - 

Insofar as the Air Force is concerned, such a reduction will bring 
about very serious and far-reaching effects. For example, such a re- 
duction for FY1953 will severely reduce the activation, manning 
and equipping of air combat units provided for by the President’s 

_ budget. The attainment of a modern 126 combat wing force would 
be delayed approximately 18 months. | 

Breaking this down further, the Air Force had planned on at- | 
taining a total of 96 combat wings by the end of FY1953; only 83 
combat wings can be provided with the reduction in funds. In 
F'Y1954 the Air Force had planned to attain 120 combat wings: 
only 98 combat wings can be provided under the reduced funds. 
The Air Force had planned to reach 120 combat wings by Decem- 

1 Landry was Air Force Aide to the President. oe | 
| Following President Truman’s submission of his annual budget to Congress on 

Jan. 21 (see footnote 3, p. 3), the Department of Defense requested an appropriation 
| of $50.9 billion, $1.5 billion less than the obligational authority requested by the 

President in January. On Apr. 3, the House Appropriations Committee recommend- | 
ed a $46.7 billion military budget. Cuts totalling $4.2 billion from the Defense re- 
quest included $1.7 billion in Army requests, $1 billion in Navy requests, and $1.5 
billion in Air Force requests. Further cuts on the House floor reduced military ap- : 
propriations to an even $46 billion. (Congress and the Nation, 1945-1964, vol. I 
(Washington, Congressional Quarterly Service, 1965), p. 270) |



10 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

ber 31, 1955; with reduced funds this cannot be achieved until ap- 

proximately June 30, 1957. Such a further delay on the top of the 
previous year stretch-out would be most serious. — 

Under expenditure limitations, aircraft production would have to 

be substantially reduced. This amounts to the elimination of 3,000 

aircraft (approximately 27%), during the period January 1, 1953 to 

June 30, 1954. This reduction on top of the previous stretch-out 

would produce havoc in the industry and probably make it neces- 

| sary to shut down at least one medium bomber, two jet fighter and 

three transport and training production facilities, as well as two 
engine facilities. Obviously the waste that would occur in the build 
up of production facilities would be enormous. Then, too, our pro- 

duction capability to meet an all-out war, instead of being im- 

proved will have been crippled, insofar as our air power is con- 

cerned. 
The effect upon labor would be very harmful in that labor forces 

would have to be reduced, including some located in critical em- 

ployment areas. 
Under this limitation of funds, substantial quantities of combat 

ammunition would have to be deferred for 12 months. The serious 

danger here need hardly be mentioned further. 
There are other items and activities which I shall only mention 

in passing which will be seriously affected and will not be possible 

of procurement until after FY1953 with this limitation in expendi- 

tures. These are: 

a. Substantial quantities of ground support equipment and 

ground electronic equipment for the control of aircraft in the de- 

fense of the United States. | 
b. The capability of the Air Force to maintain its equipment and 

aircraft in a satisfactory and safe condition would be substantially 
reduced. | | 

c. Stock levels of maintenance materials and consumable sup- 

plies below minimum safe levels required for present forces would 

result (to say nothing of the additional forces which are contem- 

| plated). | | | 

Mr. President, in my judgment the results of the expenditure 

limitation on the Air Force, as a consequence of the $46,000,000,000 

expenditure limitation passed by the House, constitutes more than 

a calculated risk and might well wreck our entire preparedness 

program and threaten our National security. ° | 
R. B. LANDRY 

. 3 No reply to this memorandum has been found. Senate action on military appro- 

priations at the end of June resulted in a bill appropriating $46.4 billion, and a con- 

ference with the House. The conference report carrying a $46.6 billion appropriation 

was approved by voice votes in both houses on July 5. (Congress and the Nation, p. 

271)
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68 & 114” | 

Memorandum by the Counselor (Bohlen) to the Director of the 
. Policy Planning Staff (Nitze) 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] May 18, 1952. 
PauL: As you know, the drafting group! has been working for 

some time now on the “reappraisal” of the 68-114 series. You have 
one draft dated April 3 of the sections on Bases of Soviet Action 
and Relative Capabilities. The proposed section on a survey of the 
major areas of the world has been dropped by the Steering Com- 
mittee ? because it was considered that this sort of thing lies more 
in the realm of intelligence estimates. A new draft on the other | 
two sections will be ready in a day or two and I shall send you 
some copies. * It is understood by all concerned that these drafts 
represent only the work of this drafting group and no attempt has 
been made by any of the participating departments to obtain clear- 
ances. 

The time has now arrived when the drafting group will be forced 
to attempt to produce some “Conclusions” and in fact I understand 
that the Defense and JCS members have already written some- 
thing which they will table in the next two or three days. Although 
we have been pressed to contribute something, I have not wanted 
to send anything in writing over there on this most ticklish subject 
until I have had a chance to discuss it with you. I am attaching a 
copy of a memorandum which was designed as a “discussion piece” 
and I would like to get your general and tentative views on the ap- 
proach contained therein to this problem. 

Can we get together in the next day or two to go over this. 
| | C.E.B. 

’ For information on the origins of this group, see the memorandum by Bohlen, 
May 19, infra. 

2 For information on the Steering Committee, see ibid. | 
3 No copy of Bohlen’s draft paper of Apr. 3 under reference has been found in 

Department of State files. For an earlier draft of this paper, dated Mar. 27 , See p. 5. 
: A draft copy of the paper surveying the major areas of the world, dated Apr. 2, is in 

PPS files lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68-114.” This file also contains subsequent 
drafts of various papers concerned with the review and reevaluation of national se- 
curity policy as set forth in NSC 68 and NSC 114. :
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[Annex] / . 

Memorandum by the Executive Secretary of the Policy Planning | 

Staff (Schwartz) to the Counselor (Bohlen) 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] May 12, 1952. 

Subject: A Response to NSC Action No. 575c (Oct. 17, 1951) calling 
for a “Reappraisal of the Policies and Programs set forth in 
the NSC 68 and 114 Series, including a Revision of Part I of 

| NSC 114/2 and in the light of: (1) further analysis of Soviet 
atomic capability as indicated by the recent explosion of an- 
other atomic bomb in the U.S.S.R., and (2) the current evalua- 

tion of the net capability of the U.S.S.R. to injure the continen- 

tal United States’. 4 

We now have the latest estimate of Soviet stockpiles of atomic 

bombs. We are not likely to have any time soon a useful “net capa- 

bility” study. In fact, from what I have heard about this study it» . 

might be better that it not be circulated formally because, unless | - 

radical changes are made in the method of developing it, it will 

probably be worse than useless. Leaving “programs” aside for the 

moment we are faced, then, with the task of reappraising the poli- 

cies of the 68 and 114 Series—or, as it has become the custom to | 

express it, our national strategy. / | | 

That being the case, the first necessity is to identify as clearly as 

possible those ideas which represent the core of our national strate- 

gy. The next task would seem to be to “reappraise” it in such a 

manner that when we are through we have a better idea than we 

have now of the nature of the most serious problems facing us and 

the manner in which we should attempt to meet them. I would sug- 

gest an approach somewhat as follows and I would think that, 

whether we consider this effort as the “conclusions” of the paper 

which the Steering Group is struggling to write, or as the paper 

itself, most of the following thoughts should be reflected therein: 

A. During the two or three years immediately following World 

War II it became increasingly clear to the U.S. that its national se- 

curity was again faced with a threat of major proportions and that 

this threat stemmed primarily from the strength and attitude of 

the Soviet Union, coupled with the unusual means available to the 

4 Information on NSC Action No. 575-c is in footnote 1, p. 5; for text of NSC 114/ 

2, “U.S. Programs for National Security,” Oct. 12, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, 

vol. 1, p. 182. For documentation on Soviet nuclear explosions, see pp. 1185 ff. The 

current evaluation of the net capability of the U.S.S.R. to injure the continental 

United States refers to National Intelligence Estimate 31, “Soviet Capabilities for 

Clandestine Attack Against the U.S. With Weapons of Mass Destruction and the 

| Vulnerability of the U.S. to Such Attack,” Sept. 4, 1951, or Special Estimate 10, 

“Soviet Capability for a Surprise Attack on the Continental United States before 

July, 1952,”’ Sept. 15, 1951, neither printed.
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Soviet Union for making its strength, and our weaknesses, felt 
abroad, particularly the apparatus of international communism. | 

B. In 1948, several documents (the NSC 20 Series) > were pre- 
pared by the National Security Council setting forth the nature of | 
the threat and some ideas as to what we should do about it. The 
summary conclusions of NSC 20/4 were approved by the Council 
and by the President. The essence of these ideas was that by meth- 
ods short of war we would have to encourage and promote a gradu- 
al retraction of undue Russian power and change the attitude of 

the Soviet Union. Implicit in the development of these ideas, and 

all others that flowed from them, was the belief that we did not 
have to and should not try to attain these objectives in any specific 

time period. (To quote from 20/1: “In the first place, there is no 
time limit for the achievement of our objectives under conditions of 

peace. We are faced here with no rigid periodicity of war and peace 
which would enable us to conclude that we must achieve our peace- 
time objectives by a given date ‘or else’’’). Among the most impor- __ 

_ tant requirements set forth by 20/4 as essential to the attainment 
of these objectives were: Po a | 

a. “A level of military readiness which can be maintained as long . 
as necessary as a deterrent to Soviet aggression, as indispensable 
support to our political attitude toward the U.S.S.R., as a source of 
encouragement to nations resisting Soviet political aggression, and 
as an adequate basis for immediate military commitments and for 
rapid mobilization should war prove unavoidable’’, and . 

b. To get as much help from others as possible. | 

For the purpose of this study, then, these thoughts can be consid- 
ered the essence of U.S. national strategy as of the date of approval 
of 20/4. = | Sense | 

_C. By direction of the President, NSC 68 was designed to exam- 
ine this national strategy in the light of recent evidence that the 

Soviets had developed an atomic bomb, and to determine whether 

or not it was still valid and to what extent. NSC 68 reaffirmed the — 
validity of the national strategy set forth in the NSC 20 Series, but 
found that our level of military readiness was inadequate—in fact, — 

dangerously so—particularly in the light of what we could expect 
in the way of a developing Soviet atomic capability. The President 

- approved the conclusions of NSC 68. | ote 
| _ D. The rest of the 68 Series was concerned primarily with the 

_ buildup of our military strength in the light of this conclusion and 
of the Korean war. NSC 114/1 © and 114/2 were generally inconclu- 

| 5 For documentation on the NSC 20 Series of 1948, see Foreign Relations, 1948, | 
vol. 1; Part 2, pp. 507 ff. | | 

- §For text of NSC 114/1, Aug. 8, 1951, see ibid., 1951, vol. 1, p. 127. .
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sive and in the process of preparing them sufficient doubts were 
raised about the validity of U.S. national strategy to make neces- 
sary the current “reappraisal”. A basic question is again raised: 
Does currently approved U.S. national strategy remain valid in the 
light of the apparently rapidly growing atomic, and possibly ther- 
monuclear, capacity of the U.S.S.R.? In other words, is time of the 

essence? Can we really hope to “contain” the Soviet Union even if 
we maintain a high-level military strength indefinitely? Or must 

we adopt a more “aggressive” policy? To what extent can we rely 
on the threat, explicit or implicit, of global war to protect the pe- 

riphery? Can we seriously hope to change the nature of the Soviet 
Union if we place greater emphasis on the avoidance of war? 

E. That analysis of the balance of military power between the 
U.S.S.R. and the U.S., as it is now and as it is expected to develop, 

which most sharply challenges the validity of our current strategy 

goes as follows: 

1. If a certain number of targets in the U.S. were destroyed, the 
U.S. would face unavoidable defeat. | 

2. The Soviet Union is capable of producing the requisite number 
of atomic, or thermonuclear, bombs to destroy those targets and is 
capable of producing the means of delivering the bombs. — 

3. Because primarily of the nature of the weapons, the U.S. will 
not be capable of preventing the Soviet Union at some time in the 
not too distant future of delivering the requisite number of bombs 
on targets in the U.S. 

4. We must assume—because we cannot afford not to assume— 
- that when the Soviet Union attains such a capability, it will be 

used against us. 
5. Therefore, we must overthrow the Soviet Union prior to the 

time when we think the Soviet Union can attain and employ 
against us such a capability. Time is, then, of the essence. We do | 
have to attain our national objectives with respect to the Soviet 
Union by a certain date, ‘‘or else’. That date can be put off some- 
what by the nature and extent of our armament effort; but, by the 
very nature of the mathematical inevitability of the Soviet attain- 
ment of the capability under reference, it cannot be put off indefi- 
nitely. And our currently approved national strategy as set forth 

herein is invalid. 

F. If, however, we examine this atomic analysis, we find that it is 

unsound for a number of reasons, of which the following are the 

most important: 

1. A key part of the analysis (subparagraph H, 3) is based not 
only on the fact that we do not have today defenses adequate to 
keep out a large percentage of our attacking force but also on the } 

assumption that we are incapable of developing such defenses for 

the future. (50% on target of bombs sortied seems to have been ac- 

cepted as a constant.) This assumption gives no consideration to the 
fact that new weapons are constantly being developed, and that, in
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the past, new defensive weapons which could successfully challenge 
new offensive weapons have invariably been produced. The point is 
that while we cannot rely on the development of adequate new 
weapons neither is it wise or advisable to ignore completely the 
possibilities in this field. That the possibilities are great is evi- 
denced, in one important instance at least, by the fact that the 
atomic bomb itself was designed, developed and used within a four- 
year period. 

2. The analysis must assume one, or some combination, of the fol- 
lowing: 

a. That, regardless of the defensive measures which we may 
take, the Soviets will be able to destroy our retaliatory capac- 
ity; 

4. That, although the Soviets might not be able completely to 
destroy our retaliatory capacity, they could inflict on it such 
damage that we in turn would be unable to do major damage | 

| to the Soviet Union, particularly as the Soviets would measure 
“major damage” against the advantage of eliminating the U.S. 

. as a world power; | 
c. That the Soviets would be willing to accept any damage 

that we could inflict upon them with our retaliatory capacity 
- in the belief that they could rebuild much faster than we could 

ane be more successful than we in maintaining internal con- 
trol. | | 

Taking these up in reverse order we find that, although differing 
in degree, neither Assumption b. nor Assumption c. reflects what 
we know about the Soviets and the bases of their actions. In Part I 
of the “reappraisal” it is stated that “should the Soviets attain the 
capability of delivering a ‘decisive’ initial blow on the U.S. without 
serious risk to their own regime, they would do so”—or, at any rate, 
that we would have to assume that they would do so. It is also 
pointed out in Part I that the major preoccupation of the Soviets is 
with internal security and that they must consider any major war 

as “highly dangerous” to their regime. That they would deliberate- 
ly choose a course of action sure to result in heavy atomic blows on 
their major centers with effects which neither they nor we can ac- 

curately predict seems highly inconsistent with the analysis. 

Assumption a. and, to a certain extent, Assumption b., seems to 

ignore the nature of our retaliatory power, the tremendous difficul- 

ty of destroying it, the possibilities open to us of increasing that dif- 

ficulty and, finally, the decisions which the Soviets would be forced 
to make before they could attempt to destroy it. | 

In the first place we must assume, at least until the contrary is 
demonstrated, that we are now and will remain capable of doing 

greater damage to the Soviet Union with atomic bombs than the 

Soviet Union can do to the United States unless the Soviets, by 
taking the initiative, critically damage our retaliatory striking
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force before it can be put into action. But looking at our retaliatory _ 

striking force as a single target system, what the Soviets must con- 

sider, if they plan to destroy it, is the following: 

(1) Air bases scattered over half the globe, some—although not a 
large number at present—specifically designed for the purpose of 
launching strategic bombers on combat missions, but many others 
which could, under dire circumstances, be used for that purpose. 

(2) Planes and crews which, if in the air, cannot be destroyed 
and which, given a relatively short warning, can somehow or other 
get into the air. 

(3) A warning system which, in addition to a radar screen that 
can be completed prior to the time that the Soviets obtain the min- 
imum capability necessary for the attempt at a decisive blow, in- 
cludes the fact that if all elements of this complicated target 
system are not hit concurrently, the other elements will, ipso facto, _ 
be warned. | 

(4) Bombs which can be protected from destruction. 
(5) Fuel which can either be protected from destruction or which 

can in circumstances of dire emergency be obtained elsewhere than 
those places designated by current plans. | 

(6) Potentialities for flexibility of employment of SAC which 
must always leave the Soviets in doubt as to how much of our. 
striking force we could send against them if they failed to knock 
out all of our bases and keep them knocked out. 

It is reasonable to assume, therefore, that we can maintain a po- 

sition which will indefinitely face the Soviets with the following as 
a comparable dilemma: either that they throw all of their atomic 
power against ours with the strong possibility of succeeding only in 

eliminating both atomic capabilities, while starting a long war with 

U.S. industrial potential largely undamaged; or face the probability 

of incalculable damage to the Soviet home base as the price for 

rendering the U.S. incapable of a full scale effort in a long war. 

G. From the foregoing it can be concluded that it lies within our 

power for the foreseeable future to prevent the Soviet Union from 
attaining the capability of waging general war against the United 
States without serious risk to the Soviet regime. | 

From what we know of the Soviets we can also conclude that it is 

unlikely, in these circumstances, that they will deliberately initiate 
a general war against the United States. ee | 

The essence of our national strategy, then, remains valid; and we 

can continue to work toward our objectives with respect to the 
U.S.S.R. without feeling the compulsion of achieving them by a cer- 

tain date, “or else’. | 

Such is the nature of relations between the Communist and non- 

Communist world, however, that general war is now, and will con- 

tinue to be for the foreseeable future, an ever-present possibility.
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_ Furthermore, we must assume that any general war will be | 
sooner or later an atomic war and that, as time goes on, damage to 
both sides in such a war will be progressively more serious, and 4 
both general war and the threat thereof less and less rewarding. 

We cannot assume from this, however, that the Soviets will cease 
their probing; nor that we must give up marking [marching?| 
toward our objectives. What does follow is that we must develop | 

| both a greater willingness and a greater capacity for dealing with 
local peripheral “cold war’ situations than we have, as a nation, 
demonstrated to date. | | ee 

. Harry H. ScHwartz 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68 & 114” | | | | : 

Memorandum by the Counselor (Bohlen) to the Director of the — | 
oy Ba Policy Planning Staff (Nitze) | | 

- TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, May 19, 1952. 

Subject: U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security = 

As a result of its consideration of NSC 114/2, the National Secu- : 
rity Council issued the following directive (Action 575c): 2 

“Directed the Senior NSC Staff to submit for Council consider- ) 
ation at the earliest practicable date a reappraisal of the policies : 
and programs set forth in the NSC 68 and 114 Series, including a 
revision of Part I of NSC 114/2 and in light of: | 

| (1) Further analysis of Soviet atomic capabilities as indicat- 
ed by the recent explosion of another atomic bomb in the 
USSR. 2 _ Co | | | 

(2) The current evaluation of the net capability of the USSR | 
to injure the continental United States.’’ 4 hoa , | 

A Steering Committee of the NSC Senior Staff consisting of the | 
representatives of State, Defense, JCS, CIA and ODM was set up to | 
produce a response to this directive. The Steering Committee decid- | 
ed that a start should be made toward drafting a paper which 
would be generally responsive to the diréctive without waiting to | 
receive the net capability study referred to in the above quoted di- 

~1 Also sent to George C. Perkins, Assistant Secretary of State for European Af- | 
| fairs; John M. Allison, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs; | 

Burton Y. Berry, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern, South Asian, : 
and African Affairs; Willard L. Thorp, Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Af- 2 
fairs; and W. Park Armstrong, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Intelli- 
gence. | 

2 See footnote 1, p. 5. - | | | 
3 For documentation on Soviet nuclear explosions, see pp. 1185 ff. | | 

_* See footnote 4, supra.
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) rection No. 575c. A drafting group consisting of the respective Staff 

Assistants of the Steering Committee Members was asked to 
produce a first rough draft to serve as a basis for discussion. The 
attached is that rough draft > and it is in reality the product only 
of the drafting group, has no other status, and represents only the 
views of the members of that subcommittee. Part I “The Bases of 
Soviet Action”, however, was written in the first instance in this 

office and substantially represents my views. 
The present tentative outline of the entire study calls for at least 

one other part in which past, present and future overall strategy 

would be discussed and recommendations made thereon. 
There will be a preliminary Steering Committee meeting on this 

draft on Thursday, May 22 to be followed early next week by a 
second Steering Committee meeting at which it is expected that 
the members will be in a position to advance the tentative views of 

their respective departments. I would therefore like to have your | 
comments on the attached draft in my hands no later than noon on ~ 
Monday, May 26. In making your comments, please bear in mind 
that you will be given opportunity to see and comment on further 

drafts and that therefore for this first round general comments 
rather than suggested drafting changes would be more useful. 

Please send your comments in duplicate to this office and an- 
_ other copy to 8/P. 

5 Not printed, but see the editorial note, p. 56. 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68 & 114” 

Memorandum by Robert W. Tufts of the Policy Planning Staff 

| TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] May 21, 1952. 

Memorandum Concerning Review of U.S. Political-Military Strategy 7 

1. An NSC drafting committee has now completed a first draft of 
: a study entitled: “United States Objectives and Programs for Na- 

tional Security: A Preliminary Reappraisal of NSC 68 and 114 Poli- 
cies”. 1 This is in response to NSC Action 575c, October 17, 1951, 

. which “Directed the Senior NSC Staff to submit for Council consid- 
eratién at the earliest practicable date a reappraisal of the policies | 

and programs set forth in the NSC 68 and 114 Series, including a 

revision of Part I of NSC 114/2 and in the light of (1) Further anal- 
ysis of Soviet atomic capabilities as indicated by the recent explo- 

1 Not printed; a copy of this 62-page study is in the S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, 
“NSC 114.” The reappraisal of the NSC 68 and 114 Series under reference culminat- 
ed in NSC 114/3, infra.
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sion of another atomic bomb in the U.S.S.R., (2) the current evalua- 
tion of the net capability of the U.S.S.R. to injure the continental | 
United States.” | | 

2. There has been a further analysis of Soviet atomic capabilities, 
but the project to arrive at a net evaluation of the net capability of | 
the U.S.S.R. to injure the continental United States has not yet | 
been completed. Nevertheless, the Steering Committee of the NSC 
Senior Staff decided that it was necessary to proceed on a prelimi- 
nary basis with the work called for by NSC Action 575c. 

3. The drafting committee has not had access to a large body of | 
information which relates directly and significantly to a reapprais- 

_al of NSC 68 and 114 policies. This includes information relating to 
the atomic tests scheduled for this fall; to the problem of civilian 
defense; to the tactical uses of atomic weapons; and to accomplish- 
ments in the field of research and development which may greatly 
affect both our defensive and offensive potentialities. Largely be- 
cause of its lack of access to this information but partly for other | 
reasons which are not self-evident, the present draft study is 
almost wholly irrelevant to the major issues on which this Govern- | 
ment must take decisions within the coming months. It would be, | 
in S/P’s opinion, positively harmful for the NSC to proceed with 
the consideration of the present draft study with a view to its even- 
tual approval as a reappraisal of NSC 68 and 114 policies. | : 

4. The paper does not consider, for example, such questions as: 

a. The risks associated with this fall’s atomic tests; | | 
b. The implications—in terms of relative military strength—of 

| successful tests; | 
c. The exploitation of a radical shift in our favor in power ratios; 
d. The implications of the foregoing for political and military 

policies; | | 
e. A reconsideration in light of the above of our objectives in 

peace and war and the conditions of a peaceful settlement; 
f. The relation to the foregoing of the actual and potential 

strength of our civilian defenses and of accomplishments in the 
field of research and development. | 

0. The paper also does not consider the relation of such specific 
_ problems as Berlin and Germany, Iran, Indochina, and Korea to 

our general strategy, even though much work has been going on 
through NSC channels which indicates that developments in such 
specific situations may have a strong and perhaps decisive influ- 
ence on the conduct of our general strategy. ae | | 

6. In light of the information available to it, S/P believes that . 
| the General Conclusions of the draft study are inadequate, mislead- | 

ing in some respects, and inaccurate in others. 

[
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7. In S/P’s opinion, there is a need for a high-level review of na- 
tional political-military strategy in the light of developments since 

the completion of NSC 68 and foreseeable future developments. 

This review should be made by a group having access to the rele- 

vant information. When NSC 68 was prepared, the State-Defense 

Working Group had very little to go on and broke almost entirely 

new ground. Now there has been much thought on many aspects of 
the problem and it is important for one group to draw together all 
the bits and pieces in order to see what they add up to. It should be 

possible to define our problems and to make recommendations with 
much greater precision than was possible two years ago. Such a 
group should include representatives of State, Defense, and JCS 
and should be able to consult as necessary with other departments 

and agencies, notably AEC, and with private citizens who have 
knowledge of importance to the group’s work (such as the partici- 

pants in Project East River). 2 | | a 
| 8. S/P believes that the present NSC project should be dropped 

after discussions with the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Executive Secretary of the NSC and if 
necessary the President and after agreement with them on the set-_ 
ting up of a group to make a review of the kind indicated above. 

2 Project East River was sponsored by the Federal Civil Defense Administration, 
the National Security Resources Board, and the Department of Defense to evaluate 
the vulnerability of the United States to atomic attack and the steps needed to 
reduce this threat. The Project published 10 volumes during the summer and 

autumn of 1952, and all parts except III and IV were released to the general public 
in January 1953. An exhaustive review and discussion of Project East River, “The 
Strategy of Civil Defense” is in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, vol. IX, Sep- 
tember 1958. 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 114 Series | 

Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 5, 1952. . 

NSC 114/38 | oe 

Nove BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 

CounciL oN UNITED STATES PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY | 

1 Copies to the Secretaries of the Treasury and of Commerce, the Attorney Gener- 

al, the Acting Director of Defense Mobilization, the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 

trator, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman of the Council of 

Economic Advisers. | |
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References: | | | 
| A. NSC 114 Series ? 4 | oo 

B. NSC Action No. 575 ? | a a 
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 

dated October 18, 1951 4 | 

The President on October 18, 1951, approved the recommenda- _ 

tions of the National Security Council (NSC Action No. 575-a) with 
respect to the FY 1953 national security programs described in | 

NSC 114/2, subject to certain additional reviews and understand- 
ings stated in Reference C. Subsequently, the President requested _ 
that the departments and agencies responsible for each of these 
programs, prepare for his information and for the National Securi- | 
ty Council, current summary statements of those programs, as ap- 

_ proved by the President for presentation to the Congress. 
The enclosed current summary statements, prepared in response 

to the President’s request, reflect his decisions as to the objectives, 
nature, magnitude and timing of the FY 1958 national security pro- 

grams, and supersede those contained in Part IT of NSC 114/2. Ac- 
cordingly, the enclosures are transmitted herewith for the informa- 
tion of the President and the National Security Council. 

oo | JAMES S. Lay, JR. 

| - [Enclosure 1] : a 

Summary Statement No. 1—The Military Program (Prepared by the 
_ Department of Defense) | 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,] May 10, 1952. 

The following is a statement of the military program for fiscal 
1953 as approved by the President and submitted to Congress. | 

The Objectives and Minimum Tasks which the Program is designed 
to fulfill — . | 

1. The objectives of the Department of Defense program are: | 

a. Protection against disaster; and | | | | 
b. Support of our foreign policy. 

In the course of meeting these objectives, the Department of De- 

fense program is designed to provide, at the least possible cost in — 
| manpower and national resources, a maximum deterrent to enemy 

- aggression and, in case war occurs, give the nation a reasonable as- 

2 For documentation on the NSC 114 Series, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol.1, pp. | 
1 ff. 

| 
3 See footnote 1,p.5. | 

-* For text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 287. |
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surance of victory. However, imposed fiscal limitations will result 

in postponing until 1956 the full realization of the United States 
military capabilities originally planned for achievement in 1954. 

2. In order to attain the above objectives, the forces listed herein 
are intended to carry out on an austere basis the following ap- 

proved basic military tasks: 

a. To provide a reasonable initial defense of the Western Hemi- 
sphere and essential allied areas, particularly in Europe. 

b. To provide a minimum mobilization base while offensive forces 
are being developed. | oo 

c. To conduct initial air and sea offensive operations to destroy 
vital elements of the enemy’s war-making capacity and to check 
enemy offensive operations until allied offensive strength can be 
developed. | 

d. To defend and maintain the lines of communications and base 
areas necessary to the execution of the above tasks. | 

e. To provide aid to our allies to assist them in the execution of 
their responsibilities. 

3. The major wartime tasks to be performed by the several Serv- 
ices, and the timing and nature of the operations have generated 

the bases that have been used for the development of the forces re- 

quired. 

a. Army and Navy forces, in view of their basic responsibilities, 
have been developed on the basis of tasks as set forth in NSC 68/ 
45 and listed in paragraph 2 above. 

b. Since the Air Force is responsible for the air defense of the 
United States, by both defensive and offensive air operations, and 
since it is also responsible for strategic air warfare (both tasks 
being D-Day tasks), the forces of the Air Force have been developed | 
to accomplish, under the basic tasks listed in paragraph 2, the fol- 
lowing Air Force missions, listed in order of priority: 

(1) To defend, by both offensive and defensive air operations, 
critical areas in the Western Hemisphere, with particular em- 
phasis on defense against atomic attack. 

(2) To conduct a strategic air offensive to destroy the vital 
elements of Soviet war-making capacity. | 

(3) To assist in the direct defense of the NATO area and the 
defense of critical areas in the Far East, to include the defense 
and maintenance of essential lanes of communications and 
base areas. | 

(4) To provide such aid to our allies as is essential to the 
execution of their responsibilities. 

5 For documentation on the NSC 68 Series, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, pp. 

126 ff.
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The Nature, Magnitude and Timing of the Basic Elements Compris- 
ing the Program 

4. a. The approved force levels to be maintained during FY 1953 
are as follows: 

(1) Army* 

_ Major Forces, Active Army ft eductions ge m NSC 

Infantry Divisions 16* | 
Armored Divisions 2*—] | 
Airborne Divisions 2* 
Infantry Regts/RCTs 11* | 
Armored Regts 5* 
Airborne RCTs : 2* 
AAA Battalions 110*—7 
Man-year Strength§ 1,552,000—73,000 
End Strength Active Army§ 1,552,000—44,000 | 

Army Reserve Forces End FY 1953 

Ready Reserve not on Active Military Serv- 
1ce . 

National Guard ~~: 862,000 
Army Reserve 580,000% 

Total | 942,000 

“A portion of these units will be maintained at reduced strengths dependent 
upon the situation during FY 1953. [Footnote in the source text.] 

{Reductions, resulting from budgetary and expenditure limitations, in force 
levels contained in NSC 114/2. [Footnote in the source text.] 
FY 1953 Presidential Budget provides for 270,000 to be in pay status. [Footnote 

in the source text.] : | 
§Includes West Point cadets. [Footnote in the source text.] 

(2) Navy | | 

Ships | 
| CV/CVB 12 

CVL 5 
CVE 10 
BB 4(3)|| 
CA/LL/CLAA 19 
DD/DDE/DDR/DL 248 © 
gs 110(10)| 
Mine & Patrol 200 

| Amphibious | 296 
Auxiliaries 287 

Aircraft 
CV/CVB Gps 16 
VS Rons 15 : 

|| Number in parentheses indicates units, within total number, to be maintained 
at reduced strength. [Footnote in the source text.]
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VP Rons | «84 

Marine Air Wings ce 3 
ZP Rons | 4 

Marine Divisions 3 | 

Total Strength 
Active Navy 835,875 (End Year ’53) 
Active Marine Corps 243,730 (End Year ’53) 

Reserve Components | 
Navy 700,000 (End Year ’53) 
Marine Corps 107,773 (End Year ’53) 

(3) Aur Force - | a 

Combat Wings ra 

Strategic Air Forces | 

Heavy Bomber | | TD) 

Medium Bomber | 30(8)]] 

Strat Ren (H) 4 | 

Strat Ren | 6(2)] 

Fighter Escort 102) 

Air Defense Forces 
Fighter Interceptor 29(4) 

Tactical Air Forces 
Medium Bomber — 22)i 

Light Bomber 5(1)]] 
Fighter Bomber | 22(7){| 

Fighter Day | 6(2)f] 
Tactical Ren 5(1)1] 

Total Combat Wings 126 

Airlift Units oye | 

Groups | oS 
Troop Carr (H) 4 - 

Troop Carr (M) | 13())]] 

Total | | | 17) 

FY 1953 | 

Air Reserve Forces cae 81,735 
End Strength, FY 753 Active Air Force — | 1,061,000 — 

{Number in parentheses indicates units which will not become combat effective 

until after FY 1953. [Footnote in the source text.] :
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b. The target dates for the equipping and modernization of the | 
above forces are as follows: — | 

(1) Army ! a ft 
a. Matériel. Under optimum conditions only can those active : 

forces in KUCOM and FECOM (including Korea) be equipped with | 
combat-worthy matériel by 30 June 1952; a minimum of training 
equipment only will be available for other elements of the active | | 

_ Army. This situation is created primarily by heavy consumption of 
, equipment and munitions in Korea and extension of the Korean ) 

operation beyond the dates previously estimated with resultant de- | 
pletion in reserve stocks; budgetary and expenditure limitations | 

_ under a policy of limited mobilization; added impetus on MSP de- | 
____ liveries for NATO pursuant to the Presidential directive (a portion 

_ of this at expense of State-side forces); and production difficulties. : 
b. Training. The target dates for completion of the training for | 

major units are as follows: | | 
By 80 June 1952—18 divisions 

— By 1 Nov. 1952—1 additional Inf. Div. — | | 
By 1 Dec. 1952—1 additional Inf. Div. 

(2) Navy a | 
The approved FY 1953 active forces will be in place and oper- 

ational from 1 July 1952 (1 January 1958 for Marine Corps forces) 
on, at manning levels which are the best attainable within the | 
budgeted personnel strengths and which will vary for different 
units from about 85 per cent to full war strength. Currently pro- | 
grammed modernization of the equipment of these active forces can 
be substantially completed with the funds provided in the FY 1953 | 
Presidential budget and prior appropriations. However, because of 
policy decisions taken during the review of the FY 1953 Budget Es- 
timates, dictated in part by the necessity for holding FY 1958. ex- 
penditures within prudent limits and in part by the desirability of | 
maintaining expansible production capacity for an indefinite period | 
of years, actual deliveries of modernizing equipment will not in all | 
cases be completed before 31 December 1954. As a further result of 2 

_ the same policy decisions, the acquiring of mobilization reserves | 
has been extended through a longer period with maximum long- 

| range reliance placed upon the principles of industry capacity and | 
production in being. Training, both individual and organizational, | 

| will be emphasized throughout FY 1953. In summary, although : 
force levels remain constant, significant improvements in combat | 
effectiveness at those levels are anticipated. | | 

| | |
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(8) Aur Force | - 

| Fe soJun — 30,Jun—30,Jun pe 
CoMBAT WINGS | O28 56 

Strategic 
Heavy Bomb 6 6 7 7 7 

Medium Bomb 20 22(14)** 27(10)** 30(1)** 30 

Strat Ren (H) 4 4 4 4 4 

Strat Ren (M) | 4 4(3)** 6 6 6 

Ftr Escort 7 8 10 10 10 

Air Defense 
Ftr Intercept 20 25 28 29 29 

Tactical 
Medium Bomb 0 0 0 2(2)** 2 

Light Bomb 4 4(3)** 5(4)** 5(3)** 5 
Ftr Bomb 11° =15(1)** 22 22 22 

Ftr Day 0 4 6 6 6 

Tac Ren 4 4(3)** 5(1)** 5 5 

Total 80 96(28)** 120(15)** = 126(6)** 126 

SUPPORT FORCES , 

(Flying) 
Air Lift Units Groups 

Troop Carr (H) 3 4 4 4 4 

Troop Carr (M) 12 = 12(1)** 13 13 13 

**The total above represents the numbers of units equipped by the designated 
times. The number in parentheses, included in the total, represents the numbers of 

wings which will not be modernized by that time. [Footnote in the source text.] 

| Assumptions and Policies upon which the Program is Based 

5. a. The assumption that hostilities in Korea will end on or 

before 30 June 1952. | 

- b. The policy that the defense build-up, as reflected in the FY 

1953 Budget, will be achieved within a framework of partial mobili- 

zation which would concurrently: | | 

(1) Develop forces possible to be maintained and equipped for so 

long as a period of tension may exist; — 4 

(2) Permit the active forces of the U.S. and our allies to achieve 

a high state of training and initial equipment as soon as feasible; 

(3) Permit the expansion of our basic industrial potential concur- 

rently with an expansion of essential armament capacity; 

(4) Achieve a high level of production of long lead-time military _ 

items as soon as feasible; | 

(5) Maintain a continuing level of military output from living | 

- production lines over as long a period of time as feasible; 

(6) Safeguard and increase the economic and fiscal strength of 

the nation as the essential foundation upon which an indefinitely 

sustained military program must rest.
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Cost of the Program | 
6. a. The following schedule shows the estimates of the cost of | 

the U.S. Armed Forces and the Defense Department portion of the 
MSAP Program for FY 1950, 1951, 1952, and 1953 (Request) by 
major categories. | 

CATEGORY DISTRIBUTION OF U.S. ARMED Forces Costs AND MDAP : 
| PROGRAM | ! 

FISCAL 1950, 1951, 1952 AND FISCAL 1953 REQUEST ) 

(Millions of Dollars) | 

| oo 1953 | 
Mayor Cost Category 1950 1951 1952 Re- 

| | quest [ 

I. Military Personnel Costs | 4,558 8,154 10,385 10,9338 
II. Operation & Maintenance 3,749 11,448 12,051 12,228 : 
III. Major Procure’t & Produc’n Costs 2,067 22,696 29,4381 21,807 

a. Aircraft (1,894) (9,655) (14,941) +4(14,059) 
6. Ships & Harbor Craft (45) (769) (1,945) (1,150) : 
c. Other (628) (12,272) (12,545) (6,598) I 

IV. Acquisition & Construction of Real Property 348 2,426 3,994 TT I 
V. Civilian Components 739 844 703 852 
VI. Research & Development 612 1,175 1,471 1,711 
VII. Industrial Mobilization — 94 312 143 81 : 
VIII. Establishment-wide Activities 380 1,181 1,224 959 

Total . 13,048 48,182 59,403 48,566 
Proposed Legislation ssteececeeeeessssssstttteteeeees, — 1,000 3,000 

Total U.S. Armed Forces 13,048 48,182 60,903 52,066 
MDAP Allocations to Defense 1,282 4,985 5,106 5,350 

Total U.S. Armed Forces & MDAP Allocation 14,330 53,167 66,009 57 416 | 

Pe peinsied in 3,500 figure under “Proposed Legislation’. [Footnote in the source 
text. ; 

tiIncludes $3,500 for the extension of lead time for aircraft procurement from an 
average of 18 months to an average of 24 months. [Footnote in the source text. ] 

b. If Korean hostilities do not end by 30 June 1952 it will be nec- 
essary for the Department of Defense to utilize such funds as may 
be available to support sustained hostilities. This may require the 
submission of a supplemental appropriation request during FY 
1958. | 

c. The build-up of the military program has been stretched out so | 
as to be accomplished within an expenditure limitation of $85.6 bil- I 
lion for the 18-month period from 1 January 1952 through 30 June : 
1953. This $85.6 billion covers expenditures of Department of De- : 
fense funds and the military portion of the Mutual Security Assist- 
ance Program. It reflects the Presidential decision that expendi- 
tures for FY 1953 for these programs should be less than $60 bil- 
lion, and adds to this amount the $25.6 billion half-year unexpend- ; 
ed portion of the $43.3 billion of expenditures estimated for FY : 
1952. The funds appropriated for military assistance will be utilized |
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in such a manner as to permit the most advantageous over-all pro- — 
duction program which can be attained, taking into consideration 

the combined needs of the U.S. forces and our allies. 
d. Production goals for the current year remain about the same _ 

as previously planned, and it will be necessary to double the output 

of hard goods and construction during the year in order to achieve 
these goals. Production rates during calendar year 1953 will be 

somewhat lower than the schedules contemplated in 114/2. Under 

the present program, maintenance of production on a high plateau 

will result in greater production subsequent to 1953 than was pre- 
| viously scheduled and a correspondingly higher mobilization base 

in the event of an emergency. 
e. The obligational authority included in the cost table set forth 

in paragraph 6 a above, for the U.S. Armed Services and MDAP, 

will result in expenditures of approximately the following amounts | 
in FY 1952 and 1958, (in billions of dollars): | 

Hard 

Coon Other Total 

tion . 

FY 1951 | 6.8 18.9 20.7 
FY 1952 | 24.0 19.3 43.8 
FY 1953 38.0 22.0 60.0 

[Enclosure 2] 

Summary Statement No. 2—The Mobilization Program (Prepared 
By the Office of Defense Mobilization) 

SECRET . [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

[Note: The reports submitted by the Director of Defense Mobiliza- 

tion to the President, beginning on January 1 and April 1, 1951, 

and monthly and quarterly thereafter, ® should be utilized for a — 

fuller exposition of this summary analysis. The Budget Message to 

| Congress of January 19527 also contains detailed exposition of the 

fiscal 1953 program which is not repeated herein. — | 

| The mobilization program in the over-all sense was not explicitly 

considered in NSC 114, or in its annexes, since they were closely 

6 The reference reports of the Director of Defense Mobilization are in the Presi- 

dent’s Secretary’s file at the Truman Library. _ | | 

7 President Truman’s Annual Message to Congress on the Budget, Fiscal Year 

1953, of Jan. 21, 1952 is printed in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United 

States: Harry S. Truman, 1952-53 (Government Printing Office, 1966), pp. 63-117.
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related to the federal budget presentation. The mobilization pro- 
gram (as distinguished from direct military expenditures) is largely 
being carried out by private industry, and direct governmental ex- 
penditures are a small part of the total program.] ® RSS | 

I. Concept of a Mobilization Prograra During Cold War st 

1. The mobilization program, as it was originally conceived in 
late 1950 and as it will continue into fiscal 1958, has been built on 

four concepts: Se | | 

| a. To attain current production rates of military equipment ade- 
quate for American forces in being, to aid NATO allies and friend- 
ly nations in accordance with our commitments, and to provide 
adequate military reserve stocks. © | | - 
_b. To develop carefully planned capacity for output of military | 

- matériel in full-scale war, to be held in reserve either as idle capac- 
ity in existing plants, as side-by-side plants with those now active, 
or as dual-purpose plants used, prior to full hostilities, for other 
products and readily convertible. oo 

c. To expand our sources of materials, processing and fabricating 
facilities, and basic industries so that a current program of mili- 
tary production can be conducted alongside a normal civilian econ- 
omy and so that an enormously expanded military effort could be 
supported immediately without waiting for further expansion of 
the industrial base. | | | ee 

d. Consistent with the foregoing objectives, to maintain a healthy 
and growing civilian economy as a valuable source of national 
strength to meet the possible shock of full-scale war. | : 

2. These objectives, as formulated for the guidance of the Execu- 

tive Branch, have not been altered. Reconciliation of specific con- 
 flicts between the objectives, the refinement of precise quantitative 
goals within each objective, and pressing for the accomplishment of 

these goals, have required and will require the bulk of the mobili- 
zation agencies’ efforts in fiscal 1953. a 
3. The term “mobilization base” includes both the second and 

third objectives, and “industrial base” the third only. In this discus- 

sion the term “military matériel mobilization base” will be used to 
describe the second objective. “Industrial base’’ will be used in dis- 
cussing the third objective. In fiscal 1953 the distinction will 
become of greater importance because the problems involved in at- 

: taining selectively the two objectives will be more clearly separable 

than in the first eighteen or twenty months of simultaneous and 

| rapid pushing ahead on many fronts. a ae | 

) IT. Current Military Production ee eee ne 

4. In terms of the planned military strength in the United States | 
and in other countries of the free world, particularly in the NATO 

8 Bracketed note in the source text.
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area, the flow of many items of current munitions production (the 

first objective above) is not yet great enough. Production of particu- 

lar items will attain the rate necessary and level off at various 
times, and new models will of course always be coming in. For the 

program as a whole, expenditures should level off at the end of cal- 

endar 1952 and continue level at least two years. 
5. In determining the point to which expenditure rates should be 

raised a choice was involved between short-range and long-range 
strength. It was necessary to decide on a position on a range be- 
tween two extremes. One extreme would be to build up strictly 
military strength as fast as possible by freezing the models and 

techniques and pouring out today’s arms today even though many 

categories would rapidly become obsolescent. The other extreme 
would be to minimize current production. An intermediate position 
would be a broader and more sustained build-up of current output 

while concentrating on research, development, and the mobiliza- 

tion base. We would then concurrently be producing substantial 

amounts of equipment, developing our resources, our techniques, 

and our production lines for the newer weapons of the future, and 

keeping our civilian economy as strong as possible for the long 

pull. 

6. Because we and other free nations were girding to defend our- 

selves, not to attack others, we knew we could not choose the day 
on which our stock of weapons would be put to test—nor can we 
now. 

7. Therefore, the nation must be strong against an attack which 

may come at any time over an indefinite future. With such an out- _ 
look, our best defense program has seemed to be one of moderate | 

production of current weapons, a continued development of the 

newer and better weapons, and creator of greater resources and 

more effective production lines, all at levels which a healthy civil- 
ian economy can build and sustain as a long-range program. We 

have thus placed emphasis on the intermediate position, even 
though it entails a calculated risk. 

8. The result is a production plateau to extend through 1953 and 
1954. Through most of fiscal year 1953, however, we must continue 

to push ahead to achieve the levels required by this “plateau”. 
Toward the end of the fiscal year 1953 the monthly rate for deliv- 
eries and construction put in place is expected to rise to about $3.5 
billion. (The rate was $2.4 billion in March 1952). For hard goods 

only, the monthly rate is expected to increase from $1.8 billion in 

March 1952 to about $3.0 billion early in calendar year 1953. 
9. Nevertheless, on some items, we are already facing the prob- 

lem of how to schedule continued production to meet the require- 

ments resulting from obsolescence and the need for replacement.
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For the program as a whole, obsolescence caused by technological : 
advances in matériel could become (probably early in fiscal year 
1954) the primary determinant of future production needs. The : 
date of the turning point—from buildup to maintenance—may | 
depend on policy determinations not yet made. | 

Ilf[. Attaining an Adequate Military Matériel Mobilization Base 

| 10. Outbreak of full-scale war would require rapid expansion of 
production of military matériel above the rate to be reached in a : 
period of partial mobilization. As our current production nears a 
plateau, increasing attention must be given during 1953 to making 

ready added production capacity for military end-items beyond cur- 
rent armament needs, as a protection in case of full-scale war. : 

Careful planning, initiative in action, and substantial direct and in- 

_ direct financial assistance must be the function of government in | 
the attainment of the second objective. | 

11. Development and maintenance of standby or readily convert- : 
ible capacity is a necessary but not sufficient step in preparedness. | 
The capacity must be supported by a broadening and strengthening. : 
of our general industrial base on which it must rely for raw mate- | 
rials, additional facilities, and, indeed, manpower with the neces- 
sary skills and experience. The government’s function in all of this 7 
latter area is largely general guidance and direction. _ : 

12. The development of standby, partially utilized, or readily 

convertible capacity for direct military production involves special 

problems, techniques, and costs to the government not met in ex- : 
panding and maintaining the general industrial base in an econo- | 
my operating at a high and expanding rate such as we have had 
since 1950. | | 

18. Planning for the military matériel mobilization base is only 
now getting under way. Both planning and action must be acceler- 
ated during 1953. The U.S. base must be reviewed in relation to : 
current and future efforts to develop munitions production in the i 
NATO countries and in other areas. | 

14. Following are some examples of current planning for the : 
military matériel mobilization base. The Air Force had computed, | 

| as of early 1952, that a monthly production rate of 86 million air- 
_ frame weight pounds is required under full mobilization to sustain 

all-out efforts in global war. This compares with a maximum pro- _ 
duction rate of 21 million pounds under the current schedule. Pro- | i 
duction for partial mobilization will in the main be on a one-shift 
basis. A large part of the increased capacity for full-scale war : 
would be the result of moving to a three-shift operation. The Air | 
Force proposes to arrange the needed additional capacity in three _ : 
types of plant: (1) plants which are partly devoted to civilian pro- | 

| |
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duction; (2) separate plants adjacent to civilian production plants; 
and (8) independent plants not used for civilian production. From 

15 to 20 plants are in each category. Contractors are being asked to 
specify their tool requirements for such plants and to estimate the 

cost. Obviously, however, initial tool costs represent only one seg- 
ment of the cost and planning problem involved in maintenance of 

this standby capacity. 

15. The problem of what kind of supplementary industrial capac- 

ity to develop is illustrated by the example of the hull of the M-48 

tank. Capacity is approved or proposed for only half the planned 

rate of 2,150 a month. Plant construction has been delayed until 
further tests on an eleven-piece hull to replace the one-piece hull 
have been made. | | 

16. Mobilization agencies in accelerating planning and action in 

developing the military matériel mobilization base in 1953 will 

seek: | . 

a. to foster parallel and integrated planning action by the armed 
services. | : | | 

b. to develop facilities suitable for a rapid change to three-shift 
operations while meeting current requirements by one-shift or 
other types of reduced operation. a ee PB 

c. to give particular attention to the manpower and training 
problem required for a rapid expansion of production both by : 
adding shifts and utilizing the standby capacity. 

d. to acquire or assist industry in acquiring a reserve of machine 
tools and other production equipment needed for shift expansion or 
conversion. Particular attention must also be given to the replace- 
ment and modernization of tools as it affects the expanded oper- 
ations. 

e. to assist in developing techniques for maintaining the military 
matériel mobilization base at maximum readiness; that is, in such 
condition that full production of military requirements may be ob- 
tained within the time that military reserve stocks would be con- 
sumed so that tactical operations will not be delayed for want of 
matériel. | ope ee 

17. In some areas of the economy, actions to achieve the desired 
military matériel base (second objective) merge into efforts to 
achieve the industrial base (third objective). The machine tool in- 
dustry is a case in point. In World War II, and again in this emer- _ 

gency, military production waited while machine tools were de- | 
signed and ordered and the industry geared up to the needs of mili- 

tary production. . Jeske | - 

: 18. To avoid such delay in the future, two things are necessary. 

Tools must be on hand and the tool industry must also be kept op- 

erating at a moderately high level.. The problem is immediate be- 

cause the backlog of orders for some tools is beginning to decline. 

The point at which this decline should be checked and stabilized
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must be determined. The initial step is a calculation of specific and 
| realistic requirements by the military services and by important 

contractors, who have the primary responsibility for identifying the 
tools that will be needed in full-scale war. Continuing civilian re- 

' quirements, availability of existing machine tools in the economy, 
. and government-owned reserves, must be taken into consideration. 
: Provision must be made in military budgets for the initial slice 
! where that has not already been done. Congress, industry execu- 

tives and the public must understand the difficult long-run objec- 
: tives of the program and be ready to accept and support the neces- _ 
| sary cost. Finally, orders must be placed on a realistic basis of 
| | needs, and assurances given of their firmness. The machine tool in- 
! dustry is only one of several industries for which rather specific 
: support may need to be given in the coming years to sustain pro- 

| duction somewhat above that required by the current demands for | 
the defense build-up and the civilian economy. ee ee 

_ IV. Attaining an Adequate Industrial Base RS OE 
| 19. The over-all industrial capacity of the United States is the 

foundation on which current military production and the military _ 
matériel mobilization base, as well as a healthy civilian economy, — 
must jointly rest. This capacity was twice as high early in 1952 as 
it was in 1940. Even more important, a large part of this expansion 
in the great basic industries has been accomplished since 1945. A 
major remaining task of the mobilization program is to supplement _ 

| the enormous expansion which has already taken place. Private in- 
| dustries’ own capital has provided all but a small part of the total 
| expansion. This will continue to be true. Guidance and direction is | 

the function of government in developing an industrial structure | 
capable of supporting a full war effort (the third objective) leaving 
until the actual war period only those minimum emergency addi- 
tions which the indeterminate nature of certain full war require- 
ments makes necessary. | 

| 20. Expenditures for new plant and equipment in 1951 were at a 
| high level. While capital outlays in almost all manufacturing in- 

dustry rose from 1950 to 1951, the increases were substantially 
_ greater among the defense-related industries. Certain of the de- 

| fense-related industries, such as chemicals, electric power, and 
: metals, are scheduling even greater capital outlays in the coming 
| fiscal year. These actions are in accord with mobilization program 
? objectives. a ee 
2 21. Two major tools have been used to channel the enormous 

flow of private capital in the directions desired. One has been the 
| authority originally granted in the Defense Production Act of 1950, — 

to permit an accelerated amortization of facilities in the determina-
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tion of tax liability.§§ This permission to amortize the cost of added 

facilities in five years, instead of the ten to twenty-five or more 

years normally permitted under the corporate tax laws, may oper- 
ate as a powerful inducement to make decisions to invest in new | 

facilities. If the new facility will have maximum usefulness and 

earning power during the five years, the total tax liability for earn- 
ings from the investment during its life may be lessened. On the 
other hand, if the new facility continues to have earning power 
after the expiration of the five-year period throughout its normal 
physical life, total tax payments may be little altered, since pay- 
ments in later years would be proportionately larger in the absence 
of the normal depreciation deduction. However, a future but real 

inducement to private corporate investors in new plants and facili- 

ties is the possibility that prescribed corporate tax rates may be 

lower after 1956 or 1957; in that event, the five-year write-off | 

would become particularly attractive. | 

22. Actually, the rapid amortization of new investment over the , 
five-year period has operated to induce additions to capacity to an 
unexpectedly high degree.|||| | 

23. There is thus a major responsibility to make any additional 
grants effective in attaining the correct proportions of added capac- 

ity over the whole range of American industries. This necessitates 
the establishment of balanced expansion goals. The Defense Pro- 
duction Administration will be actively engaged in fiscal year 1953 
in the task of adjusting and approving expansion objectives. This 
task cannot be fully completed in the sense of covering each of 
hundreds of industrial segments. Such determinations of the objec- 

tives for expansion are made in cooperation with other government 

agencies, and after consultation with industry.]] 

24. A second helpful tool of government, useful in guiding the 
rate and direction of expansion, is the quarterly allocation of mate- 

§§ Outlays under certificate are currently running at over 30 percent of the coun- 

try’s total investment by manufacturers in new plants and equipment. [Footnote in 

the source text.] | 
|||| As of May 1, 1952, the total value of industrial investment thus aided exceeded 

$19.5 billion. Another $7.0 billion in applications were pending at that time. The 

Treasury is now preparing more detailed estimates of the “cost” of the rapid amorti- | 
zation program, in terms of lowered revenue. However, rough calculations, based on 
the value of certificates issued as of the end of the month of March 1952, show a 

probable revenue loss of $600 million this fiscal year (1952) and $1 billion loss in 

each of the next several years, up to perhaps five years. Varying certain assump- 
tions in such a calculation can alter the results substantially. [Footnote in the 
source text. ] 

1] Expansion goals to be reached between 1953 and 1955 have been established by — 
DPA for just under 100 major commodities and products. Important commodities for 
which goals have been set include steel, pig iron, manganese, chrome, lead, and a 

number of nonferrous metals. Aluminum, copper, and numerous other commodities 

are still under study. [Footnote in the source text.] |
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rials going into industrial construction. This will also be used in 
the light of balanced expansion goals as those are established. As | 
materials controls become less of a limiting factor on private indus- | 

trial planning and actual construction, this tool will be dulled. : 

25. Some of the expansions planned by American industries in | 
the next three years are very large. To a considerable degree they } 

represent capacity sufficient to support a future war economy on 
the one hand, and on the other to support the current output of : 

munitions, new capital investment in tools and equipment, and the : 

requirements of a healthy civilian economy in the absence of full | 
hostilities. The higher of these two requirements is theoretically 2 
controlling in determining an expansion goal. Except for some crit- 

ical raw materials, official Defense full war requirements are often 
not available, and goals tend to be based on requirements of partial | 

mobilization plus a high level of civilian activity, rather than full ! 
war. | | | 

_ V. Healthy Civilian Economy | | | 

26. The fourth objective of the mobilization program encom- + 
passes achieving the other three while at the same time maintain- : 
ing a healthy and growing civilian economy as a valuable source of | 
national strength. | | 

27. The present security program is large, but the strain on the : 

economy caused by the program so far has been surprisingly small. 
Though the impact in the coming fiscal year will be larger, it is 

well within our economic capabilities. Actually, a larger program : 

would be economically feasible if it were militarily desirable and if : 
political and public support for larger military appropriations could + 

be developed. : 
28. Since the beginning of the mobilization effort, total gross na- ) 

tional product has increased more than have governmental securi- 

ty expenditures. Through 1953 this relationship is likely to contin- _ 

ue. Moreover, if total private investment declines as seems possible, | 

more output will be available for personal consumption. Consumer 
expenditures in 1951, measured in real terms, were only slightly 
lower than in 1950, but higher than any other recent year. This de- : 
cline was only partly, if at all, the result of shortages since the : 

demand for many commodities did not keep up with output. | : 

29. The requirements of the defense program, however, did no- 

ticeably affect some segments of the economy in 1951. Housing : 

starts declined, less essential civilian construction fell, and passen- 

ger cars and other consumer durable goods production was re- ' 

duced. Credit and other anti-inflationary controls and materials | 

shortages were partially responsible for this decline but falling off : 

in demand also played a part. Rising military requirements for ma-
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terials, as well as for defense-supporting industries, made neces- 
sary, during the first quarter of calendar 1952, contractions in the 
output of consumer durable goods, and, in some instances, public 
and private investment, but significant expansion will be possible 
in the second and third quarters barring severe strike losses. | 

30. With the expansion of total output, as well as that for key 
materials expected in the next. two years, consumer supplies can, in 

general, expand beyond any levels previously reached in this coun- 
try. Such temporary curtailments in limited areas as may be neces- 
sary will not involve sacrifices for the general public which can be 
regarded as severe measured by levels of consumption in 1948-51. 

VI. Expanding Production of Raw Materials | 

31. Underlying all four objectives is the need to provide assured 
sources of all essential raw materials. The United States is, in 

whole or in part, dependent upon sources outside its continental 

boundaries for many key materials—iron ore, manganese, petrole- | 

um, wood pulp, natural rubber, industrial diamonds, nickel and 

certain other alloying metals, copper, zinc, and lead, fibres, and | 

some staple foodstuffs. For some materials, there simply is not 

enough in the whole free world to meet an unrestrained USS. 
demand, including a satisfactory rate of ;stockpile building. Con- 

gress has provided authority in the Defense Production Act for a 

program of expansion. The program has been developed and is 

being carried out. When it is completed, it should take care of all 

but a few problems of shortages. However, shortages of many 

metals will last through calendar year 1952 and to a lesser degree 

into 1958, and in some cases it will be 1955 or beyond before re- 

quirements are met (i.e., nickel and certain other alloying metals). | 

For a few commodities, such as copper, unrestricted requirements 

may continue to exceed supply for two or three years, although es- 

sential requirements may be met in the latter part of the current 

year. There will be no single date on which all shortages will be 

ended. Co | | 
32. Major responsibility for implementation of materials expan- 

sion rests in the hands of private producers, both at home and 

abroad. Success of government efforts to extend the scope of explo- 

ration, the construction of new mining or processing facilities, and 

the immediate supply from existing sources depends heavily on the 

actions of private producers. Government stimulation is provided 

mainly through accelerated tax amortization, long-term contracts | 

guaranteeing “floor” prices, grants for exploration, direct pur- 

chases of high-cost output for the stockpile and purchase-and- 

resale-at-loss operations in particular commodities. Increased em-_ 

phasis is being and must be given to the expansion of secure for-
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eign sources of supply by both private and governmental undertak- 
: ings in order that the U.S. may meet its requirements for raw ma- 

terials in the years ahead. Budget funds required are primarily — 
working capital for the purchase and resale operations, which may 

| or may not result in actual losses.* | | cs a 

| 33. To meet the four objectives of the present mobilization plan, | 

| larger amounts of some materials may be required, paradoxically, 

| than under full war conditions. Sharp reductions in wartime civil- 
| ian usage could bring this result. In other cases, however, the oppo- 

| site would occur and demand would sharply increase. In these 
| latter cases, conservation and substitution measures are crucial. 

| Balancing the alternative of conservation possibilities with the con- 
cept of ready-but-not-currently-used facilities to increase output — 

| after war began (thus treating the problem as part of the second 
_ objective) will remain a key problem in planning for this group of 

| materials during 1953. | a | 

84. Achievement of a satisfactory position in several materials, 

for which known and potential free world sources are inadequate 
under conditions of either defense mobilization or full war, requires — . 

efforts to channel demand away either by substitution or other ma- 

terials (which may either be more expensive or technologically un- 

familiar), or by conservation, i.e., use of smaller quantities to 

achieve the same results. Those cases where the current supply is _ 
reasonably adequate but long-run balance is doubtful, or where 

supply is inadequate under either situation, will receive major at- 

tention during the coming year. oe 

VII. Guidance in the Distribution of Materials | | 

30. To sustain day-to-day progress in the attainment of the four 
mobilization objectives, some government guidance is needed over — 

the flow of materials, to meet current consumption needs, stockpile 

goals, and construction requirements. The Defense Production Ad- 
ministration is charged with basic responsibility for guiding the use 

| of resources in the economy, and especially of the materials which 

have a central controlling role in the direction, volume, and pace of 

industrial output and of the expansion of facilities. In carrying out 
this responsibility, DPA has followed the policy that the determina- 

: tion of the security needs of the nation is a matter for the Depart- 

: ment of Defense, and that the task of the mobilization agencies is 

| to meet the material requirements of that program. In the event : 

! . * For fiscal 1958, an increase of $900 million in borrowing authority to cover raw 

| _ materials and other expansion requirements has been requested of Congress in addi- 
| tion to the existing borrowing authority of $2.1 billion. Ultimate costs to date of the 

total expansion program are estimated at only $200 million, but a much larger sum 
is tied up in working capital funds. [Footnote in the source text.]. —
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those requirements are so large as to interfere very seriously with 
essential industrial programs, the question would be taken to the 

President as to whether military or industrial needs would be cut. 
86. So long as military demand plus the needs of the stockpile 

requires the diversion from civilian use of a substantial percentage 
of the total supply of particular materials the government must 

take responsibility for control. There are three reasons for this: 

a. There must be assurance that military needs are met. This is a 
relatively simple problem, once the program is determined, since 
military orders are readily identified for preferential treatment. 

b. There must be assurance that defense-supporting and essential 
civilian needs also are met. This is a complex problem involving 
the maintenance and expansion of industry, the stockpile, the ma- 
terials sources themselves, the agricultural base, and the transpor- 
tation and communication services. 

c. There must be a fair division of the remaining supply among 
less essential needs. This is a difficult problem in reconciling clash- 
ing interests, and the Government must perforce take primary re- 
sponsibility for its solution. | 

37. Because of the easing of the materials situation in the Spring 
of 1952, consideration has been given in consultation with industry 
and claimant agencies to the future relaxation of the Controlled 

Materials Plan, which governs the distribution of steel, aluminum 

and copper. Top priority for essential defense projects would still be 

retained. The intention otherwise is to remove the demand-control 

aspect of CMP to the maximum extent possible, but to maintain 
standby control machinery ready for future use if needed. Mainte- 
nance of the control function as such is dependent upon extension, 

beyond June 80, 1952, of the necessary authority from Congress. 

38. In addition to the controls exercised on the three commod- , 

ities through CMP, the Government intervenes in a wide range of 

other commodities to insure their proper allocation, conservation 

and end-use. This is particularly important for the nonferrous 
metals which will continue to be in short supply. — | 

39. Stockpiling—The development of a national stockpile is par- 

tially dependent upon the authority for general control over the 

flow of materials. The policy is now established that controls will 

not be completely abandoned in any case until stockpile needs are 
met. | 

40. Building war-reserve stocks of key materials, owned directly 

by the Government, rests on the assumption that supply sources 

outside the United States during full war would be subject to loss 

or crippling by enemy action, or that these sources plus domestic _ 

sources of supply in a full war period would be inadequate to meet | 

enlarged demands. The stockpiling program of the Munitions 

Board antedates the 1950-52 mobilization effort. (The status of the
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stockpile is covered in the summary statement on the National | 
Stockpiling Program (No. 5) below.) The stockpile goals will be 
given thorough review in the coming year, particularly to define 
various levels of urgency, to eliminate some materials, and to em- 
phasize the particular materials where expansion or purchase pro- | 

_ grams should be stepped up. 
41. In this review the “rating band” to which a strategic and 

critical material is assigned will reflect a judgment as to the supply | 
position that would exist should total war come in January 1953. 
After the materials have been assigned to agreed rating bands, de- ) 
termination of the action to be taken beyond present expansion or | 
controlled measures will be made. It is anticipated that these ac- | 
tions may include extra-ordinary programs to expand supplies, de- 
velopment of transportation facilities, encouragement of construc- 
tion of additional processing facilities to prevent disruption of : 
supply through destruction of one of the limited number of present 
facilities. The Defense Production Administration will be charged 
with responsibility to see that there is implementation of the 
action recommendations. 

42. How the four objectives of the program are balanced has 
been strikingly illustrated in the management of the current pur- 
chasing for stockpiles in the past eighteen months. Where neces- 
sary to bolster current supply, particularly to permit carrying out 
expansion programs for new munitions facilities (the second objec- 
tive) and for additions to the industrial base (the third objective), | 
current output of some materials destined for the stockpile has | 
been diverted to current consumption. In other instances, materials | 
actually in stockpile have been released. The maintenance of a | 
healthy civilian economy (the fourth objective) has also been taken | 
into consideration in these decisions. | 

43. International Action to Meet Defense Needs for Raw Materi- : 
als—It became clear, shortly after the outbreak of hostilities in | 
Korea, that some action in the international sphere was called for : 
to support national efforts to channel the flow of scarce materials 
to defense and essential civilian needs. In early 1951, the Interna- 
tional Materials Conference, (consisting of seven commodity com- : 
mittees, a central group, and a staff) was established. The raw ma- : 

| terials selected for coverage by the commodity committees were 
those which required immediate attention because of the wide- : 
spread need for them and the great apparent shortage. The seven } 
committees are as follows: Copper-lead-zinc; Cotton-cotton linters; : 
Manganese-nickel-cobalt; Pulp-paper; Sulphur; Tungsten-molybde- : 
num; and Wool. | | | 

44. The first task of the committees was to review the facts of | 
supply and demand. The second task of the committees was to de-
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termine what, if any, action should be recommended to govern- 
ments to alleviate the difficulties revealed by a review of the facts. 

45. In a number of cases the facts revealed such a disparity be- 
tween available supplies and the requirements of the free world for 
defense and essential civilian purposes that the committees recom- 

mended distribution according to defense and essential civilian re- 
quirements. Sulphur, tungsten and molybdenum, copper, zinc, 
nickel and cobalt were thus recommended for allocation. These al- 
locations are renegotiated periodically, usually quarter by quarter. 

46. Other commodities studied by the committees were not rec- 
ommended for allocation. Supply and demand in lead and manga- 

nese were judged to be about in balance; cotton and cotton linters, 

while in short supply last year, are now expected to be much 

easier; the Wool Committee did not agree on the scope of the wool 
shortage, nor on steps to alleviate it. The Pulp and Paper Commit- 
tee has recommended small emergency allocations of newsprint to 
help the press of many countries of the free world continue in oper- 

ation, but no over-all allocation of newsprint or pulp has been rec- 

ommended. : | | 
47. The share of world supply recommended for the United 

States has, in every case, corresponded closely with the share the 
United States secured for itself in the days of free competition for 
supplies in the years 1948, 1949, and 1950. At the same time, the 

general acceptance by the governments involved of IMC allocation 

recommendations has helped to check what might have been run- 

away price increases in the short materials. | 

48. It seems clear that efforts to solve problems of shortage or 

surplus in raw materials must be developed on a basis of genuinely 
effective cooperation among a fairly large number of sovereign 
states and their industries. If such cooperation had not been devel- 

oped, countries might have bargained the raw materials they held 
or controlled against the raw materials and manufactured goods 

they needed; but to do this on a narrow bilateral basis would have 
led only to holding back supplies, reducing levels of production and 
increasing international animosity. Instead of trading one specific 
commodity or resource against another, countries must “trade” all 
commodities in general cooperation for the defense of the free 
world. Leadership by the United States in supporting this principle 
will continue to be of prime importance in obtaining a fair share of 

the free world’s raw materials for the U.S. and in bolstering public 

| support for mobilization in allied or friendly countries of the free 

world. | | | |
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| VIII. Manpower ves ge nes aes 
_ 49. A primary problem in the manpower field in fiscal year 1953 

: will continue to be an accurate assessment of manpower require- _ 
, ments and supply for a mobilization program of varying size and 

| for full war. Under current plans the active strength of the armed 
_ forces will increase by about 100,000 to 3.7 million men at the end 

of fiscal 1953. This further augmentation will not have a serious _ 
: impact on the size of the civilian labor force. Furthermore, by the 
: second quarter of fiscal 1953, the number of soldiers returning to 

the civilian labor force is expected very nearly to equal the number 
| of men entering the armed forces. Thus, under the mobilization - 

program currently scheduled, it may be said that the worst impact 
fo on the civilian economy of manpower withdrawals for the armed | 

forces has already been felt. Civilian employment including non-de- | 
_fense and defense employment which is now over 61,000,000 will 
rise to between 62,000,000 and 63,000,000 in fiscal 1953. Civilian 
employment in defense industries will rise to over 7 million. Bar- 

_ ring significant changes in the active strength levels of the armed 
forces and given the gradual acceleration of the defense production 
program in fiscal 1953, manpower resources appear to be adequate 
to meet both civilian and military needs during the year. een 

_ 00. As time passes the increasing number of men who have been 
released from the services will swell the reserve forces. This could 
result in a situation where the main initial complements for expan- 
sion of forces in full war would be subject to direct call by the mili- 
tary. Thus it is important that a sound reserve call-up policy be de- 
veloped which will recognize fully the civilian requirements for 
manning defense industries in full war. __ a 
51. The development of a military material mobilization base 

(second objective) will also require detailed planning to insure man- 
power needs can be met in both partial and full mobilization. Ideal- 
ly, the second objective—literally achieved—would result in cre- 
ation of a standby pool of skilled employees, trained and ready to | 
step into the expanded production lines of a war economy. This is 
impossible policywise since it would necessitate idling of many em- 
ployables for an indefinite period. Encouragement of specialized 
training programs for workers is a partial answer. Extensive. 

| knowledge of available skills potentially transferable from current 
_ employment also is a partial answer. Experimentation with the 

most effective short-period training methods is another. ce 
_ 52. Planning for future manpower needs, plus wide publicity for © 

the resulting aims and plans, will continue in 1953 as a major pre- 
occupation of the manpower agencies, | |
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IX. Stabilization of Prices and Wages OO . 

58. All four of the basic objectives are affected, and their success _ 

conditioned, by money costs. Cost-price increases could seriously 

handicap the immediate procurement program since they would in 

effect reduce Congressional appropriations and would also impair 

production incentives. Similarly, inflation could slow down the cre- 

ation of the mobilization and industrial base by disrupting invest- 

ment plans which are derived from multiple decisions made by pri- 

vate concerns. | | 

54. After Korea, a speculative boom skyrocketed prices to very 

high levels; although wages lagged somewhat, they also rose rapid- 

ly. In January 1951, after it was recognized that monetary and 

fiscal controls were inadequate, direct controls were imposed. From 

that time retail prices remained relatively stable until September 

1951 when they rose again slightly until February 1952, followed 

again by a slight drop. Wholesale prices, being more sensitive in re- 

flecting speculative pressures, fell steadily from March 1951 to | 

April 1952. Wages have risen steadily since Korea and have not 

: shown signs of weakness as yet. However, average weekly hours in | 

manufacturing have declined. Unemployment is still at exceedingly 

low levels, so that consumers’ disposable income has been main- 

tained at a high level. 

55. It is anticipated that in the absence of a further speculative 

buying crisis, the trend toward weakness which has developed in 

some markets will continue; but strong price pressures on industri- 

al materials and fabricated products will also continue for the bal- 

ance of fiscal 1953 and probably as long as military spending and 

private investment remain at presently projected high levels. 

Wages will probably continue to rise moderately. 

56. When the decision to impose direct price and wage control 

was made and the general freeze instituted early in 1951, the price 

and wage structures had been badly distorted by the sudden specu- 

lative boom. The first task was to smooth out the imbalances at the 

lowest levels that were fair and equitable. This involved some roll- 

backs as well as some increases. In areas where that process is 

complete we have attempted to hold ‘the line, except in cases of 

hardship, within general standards established to measure the 

merit of requests for ceiling increases. While these standards do 

not need to be and are not as rigorous as they were in full war, it 

| is necessary that they be established at some ijevel and held consist- 

ently in order to assure that no industry or business group gets 

special treatment. | |



i  . ..___L__ eee 

| 
i 

NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY | 43 | 

57. The standards developed to date include the “industry earn- 

ings standard”, the “product standard”, and the “essential supply” | 

standard. , a | 

58. The industry earnings standard allows industry-wide price | 

relief when the earnings to net worth ratio of an industry falls 

below 85% of that ratio in the three best years during the period 

1946-1949. This standard uses the excess profits tax test and says 

essentially that so long as an industry as a whole is in the excess 7 

profits tax bracket it shall not be entitled to price relief. In the | 

spring of 1952, this standard became an issue in the steel cases | 

where it resulted in denial of ceiling increase requests which were : 

made as a result of the wage increase recommended by the Wage 

Stabilization Board. The standard has been attacked on the ground 

that it does not allow sufficient incentive in cases where large ex- 

pansion is desired and necessary and also that it applies a rigid 

dollar test to stockholder earnings in a situation where farmers 

and labor both are on escalators which allow increases with the 

cost of living and in the case of labor may also include an annual | 

| “improvement” addition to wages. | 

59. The product standard is designed to assure that no industry ; 

is forced below the break-even point in producing a particular prod- ! 

uct line. The essential supply standard is rarely used but can be : 

applied to justify price ceiling increases where necessary to insure 

supply which is essential to the national defense. | 

60. Requests for wage increases are considered within the frame- 

work of several criteria. Under present policies wage increases are | 

limited to compensation required because of increases in cost of 

living, correction of inequities in pay scales, operation of merit and | 

length of service systems, establishment of health and welfare — 

plans on a limited scale, and recruitment of workers into defense 

industries. The increases required by increased productivity or 

annual improvement clauses have also been approved where they | 

existed before controls. A policy to allow annual improvements in 

new contracts may be approved in fiscal year 1953 or perhaps earli- ’ 

er.T | 7 

+In a recent major dispute in the oil industry, the Wage Stabilization Board rec- 

ommended something more than could be justified under the specific wage policies 
established heretofore. It was made on the ground that it was “fair, equitable and 
not unstabilizing.” It should be noted that in its disputes function the Board has not : 

been required to keep within established specific policies. i 

The oil recommendation taken together with that in steel will undoubtedly act as j 
something of a target for future negotiations, although every effort has been exerted : 
to make clear to labor and industry that every case must be considered separately ! 
on its own merits and only after the fullest free collective bargaining possible. [Foot- 
note in source text. | !
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61. Since institutional factors of great complexity increase the — 
difficulty of reducing wages to reflect possible price declines, seri- 
ous profit squeezes can be anticipated during fiscal 1953. 

62. Credit control measures taken to date include the Voluntary 
Credit Restraint Program which aimed at reducing credit expan- 
sion in the non-defense areas, and Regulations X and W which ap- 
plied restraints on housing and consumer durables credit. In re- 
sponse to the softening markets in the Spring of 1952, in many con- 
struction materials and most consumer durables, the Voluntary 
Credit Restraint Program and Regulation W have been put on a 
standby basis. 

63. The softness in some markets has also been reflected in the 
price control program by the development of a price ceiling-suspen- 
sion policy. Its purpose will be to keep price controls flexible 
enough for the presently mixed and changing market situation. 
Ceiling suspension action will be taken where the market price is 
“materially below” ceiling and there is no prospect of a need to re- 
impose the control in the near future. | | 

64. Stabilization activity in fiscal 1953 will center around devel- 
oping further policy with reference to (a) the market softness 
which probably will continue, (b) the rising level of wages and its 
accompanying effect on profits and incentives for investment, and 
(c) changes in monetary and fiscal measures which may be re- 
quired by changes in the total economic situation. 

X. Protection of the Industrial Base in War | 

65. An integral part of future mobilization and defense planning 

will be the problems of potential damage to industrial and econom- 

ic capacity under war conditions. This is a new element in Ameri- 
can planning, as compared with the two World Wars. Calculation 
of claims upon scarce resources during future hostilities must in- 
clude the potential drain of enemy-inflicted damage. 

66. During fiscal year 1958, there will be a growing emphasis on 

this segment of mobilization planning, under the leadership of 
NSRB, ODM and the National Security Council. The Council itself 
has already taken action in one portion of this area through its In- 

terdepartmental Committee on Internal Security, which is con- 
cerned, among other things, with preattack security and problems 

of sabotage and personnel risks. Another portion is the “emergency 
phase” planning and nationwide organization under FCDA, which 
is also concerned with a number of preventive and damage-reduc- 

ing measures. Its work is discussed in summary statement on the 
Federal Civil Defense Program (No. 4) below. A final area of neces- 

sary planning and forethought will be the rehabilitation burden 
following upon attacks, once the immediate emergency phase of an
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attack has passed. Active development of these phases of the mobi- 

lization program will involve a new phase of consultation with 

communities, industry groups, and local governmental units in the 

coming year. Here also the problem is not primarily one of current 

budget appropriations by Congress (except for important portions 

of FCDA activity), but of integration of effort between private in- 

dustries or services, local communities and governments, and the — 

appropriate Federal agencies. | | 

XI. Federal Budget Requests in Fiscal Year 1953 to Support the 

Mobilization Program | Se 

67. Just over 1.1 billion dollars in new obligational authority is 

being requested in FY 1953 to finance the mobilization program 

(see Table I). The great bulk of the funds requested ($900,000,000) is 

to increase the borrowing authority of DPA required to continue 

the expansion and purchase-sale programs being administered by 

DPA, DMPA, RFC, and the Department of Agriculture. Since some 

of this amount is for working capital needed in purchase and resale 

programs, net expenditure may ultimately be much less. A signifi- 

cant fraction is for administrative expenses of the mobilization 

agencies. , | 

65. This authority plus related new obligation requests for mobi- 

lization activities in 1953 total 1.5 billion. This excludes expendi- 

tures by the Department of Defense, Department of State, Mutual 

Security Agency, Atomic Energy Commission, and the Federal Civil 

Defense Administration, which are budgeted separately. It includes 

budget authority for the promotion of the merchant marine, de- 

fense housing, community facilities and services, and Defense 

Transportation Administration. | 

| a TABLE I | | 

Direct requests for new obligational authority in the fiscal year 1953 

| budget are as follows: . . | 

| Expansion of Defense Production | ~ $900,000,000 

| Other defense production and economic stabi- En Bees 

/ | lization costs | : 236,960,000 

| - Defense production activities (Natural re-. a 

| . sources) | 5,500,000 

Defense Production activities (Labor) 2,800,000 

: Total direct mobilization included in National | 

Security Programs | - 

| $1,145,250,000
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Related programs included in Budget estimate of National Security 
Programs 7 

Promotion of Merchant Marine $72,543,000 

Related defense programs not included in Budget estimate of Na- 
tional Security Program 

Defense housing, community facilities and 
services 329,400,000 

Defense Transport Administration 2,800,000 

$328,200,000 
Grand total direct and related defense 

mobilization activities | $1,545,993,000 

69. This direct cost of mobilization represents only a small frac- 
tion of investment and expenditure which has been flowing—and 
will continue to flow—into the mobilization-affected segments of 
the economy. Private investment is financing the bulk of the ex- 
pansion of industry necessary to meet defense needs and maintain 
a high level of civilian production. 

10. The aggressive action of private industry to expand capacity 
has been partly a response to the large and increasing volume of 
direct procurement by the armed services and partly a desire to 
take advantage of the provision in the Defense Production Act for 
accelerated amortization of plants and other incentives. Of equal, if 
not greater importance, has been the influence of optimistic expec- 
tations of the level of business activity over the foreseeable future. 
All segments of the economy have been affected to a degree. Gross 
private domestic investment rose to a new post-World War II high 
of 59 billion in 1951 (see Table II). In 1952 it is expected to decline 
and may fall further in calendar 1953 as the requirements of the 
total mobilization program for new capacity and new equipment 
are gradually fulfilled. | 

[Here follows Table II, setting forth the actual and projected 
movements of the gross national product, national security expend- 
itures, and gross private investment between 1950 and 1953 (pro- 
jected). )
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[Here follows Summary Statement No. 3, a 12-page report on the | 
Mutual Security Program prepared by the Office of the Director for | 
Mutual Security. For documentation on the Mutual Security Pro- : 
gram, see volume I, Part 1, pages 460 ff.| | | | 

[Enclosure 3] 

Summary Statement No. 4—The Federal Civil Defense Program : 
_ (Prepared by the Federal Civil Defense Administration) : 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] March 26, 1952. 

1. The Civil Defense Program ° is designed, through the use of an , 

organized and trained civilian population, to minimize the effects | 

of enemy attacks and to insure the retention of our productive ca- ; 
| pacity and will to fight. FCDA is approaching its objectives through | 

two phases: (1) the planning and developmental phase and (2) the 

operational phase, which arises during a period of civil defense | 

emergency. | : 
2. The Federal Civil Defense Administration, as a result of con- 

tinuing study and analysis, as well as the recent availability of 

final 1950 census data, has revised its list of target areas used for : 
civil defense planning purposes. The present list, announced on : 

February 4, 1952, includes 191 target areas, of which 67, including 

89 principal cities, have been designated as critical target areas : 

from the standpoint of atomic attack. The civil defense plan con- : 

_ templates organization not only for effective defense of these areas | 
but also for the possibility of attacks on other areas throughout the | 

Nation by atomic, biological, chemical and other weapons. In brief, | 

the plan provides for individual and community self-help, for aid to 
be made immediately available from neighboring communities i 
when needed through the operation of mutual aid agreements, for 

mobile support forces to move in on orders from unaffected areas, ! 
and for fixed support facilities in the unaffected areas to furnish : 

aid to casualties and refugees. | 
3. Progress toward a state of operational readiness is being made, 

although it is admittedly uneven in the several States and local- : 
ities, and among the several programs within the total civil defense ! 

plan. Local organizations are being staffed, volunteers being re- : 

cruited and trained, supplies and equipment being procured, ; 

mutual aid compacts being concluded, and mobile and fixed sup- | 

9 Further documentation on the Civil Defense Program is in the NSC 131 Series, 
“Evacuation of Civilian Population in Civil Defense,’ May 19 and June 12, 1952 in 
the S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 131 Series. 

|
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port forces and facilities being organized. Perhaps the best index to 
hard, material progress, however, is the Federal appropriation 

record, because of its direct relationship to civil defensive strength. © 

That record is summarized in the accompanying table,1° and 

shown in relation to the estimated total non-recurring program 

cost. It will be noted that the latter item has increased, largely as a 
result of the addition of 13 new critical target areas, as indicated in 

par. two above. For fiscal 1958, the FCDA submitted an original 
budget request in the amount of $1,041,149,950. Following the 

President’s approval on October 18, 1951, of NSC Action No. 575- 

a,'! and in compliance with the directive inherent in that approv- 
al, the FCDA submitted a supplemental request which, together 

with the original submission, would have made possible the pro- 
curement of all of the non-recurring items in the total program 

except a few on which delivery could not reasonably be anticipated 

during fiscal 1953. The Budget decision to limit the combined re- _ 
quests to a total of $600,000,000, however, necessitates that the 

completion of this part of the program be substantially deferred, as _ 

set forth below. ns 

4. The table reveals that by the end of fiscal 1952, less than 5% 
of the required protective items can be in place. If the total amount 

requested in the Executive Budget for fiscal 1953 is appropriated, 
an additional 30% of the needed program items can be procured. 
Under the best of circumstances, however, more than 65% of the 

total program must be deferred until fiscal 1954 or later. In more 
specific terms, by way of example, the several programs will have 

achieved the following degrees of readiness by the end of fiscal 

1953, assuming that the requested appropriations are forthcoming: 

a. Medical supplies will be adequate to carry 2,000,000 surviving | 
| casualties through two weeks, although only half the necessary im- 

provised hospital equipment will be available. The total program 
_ makes provision for two weeks’ care of 5,000,000 living casualties 

surviving the first 24 hours after attack, 
b. Slightly more than one-half the needed portable pipe, water 

purifiers and chlorinators and mobile generators will be stockpiled. 
c. 60% of the necessary cots, blankets, and cooking equipment 

will be available. | ce 
d. The national attack warning system will be in place, and each 

of the 191 target areas will have bell-and-light and radio alert fa- 
cilities to transmit the alert to an average of ten points within 
each target area. Two-thirds of the necessary sirens and other 
public warning devices will be installed. — 

e. Necessary organizational equipment for communications will 
be in place in the 67 critical target areas, in State Control Centers, 

10 Not printed. | 
11 See footnote 1, p. 5. | | -
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: and in some of the remaining target and support areas. More than 
| one-half of the total requirement, however, will remain to be met. 
| | f. 2350 fire pumpers will be in place, out of an estimated 6000 
: needed. Fire wardens will have 420,000 portable extinguishers of 

an estimated 800,000 needed. be og hae a a 
: g. Rescue teams will have available 1725 equipped rescue vehi- 
| cles, and an additional 2025 sets of rescue tools. The estimated re- 
: quirement is 9600 equipped vehicles. - eee 
: h. Through the use of presently adequate facilities, the modifica- 
, tion of the maximum number of existing facilities, and a small 
| amount of new construction, protective shelter will be available to 

18,150,000 people who need it. No adequate shelter will be avail- | 
| able to an additional 15,350,000 people who are normally to be 
! found in areas of likely bomb damage. 

2 _ §. Although Federal expenditures by the end of fiscal 1952 will. 
equal less than 5% of the total requirement, there are some hope- 
ful signs in other quarters. States and localities have appropriated 
nearly 20% of the total amount to be required from them. Approxi- 
mately 15% of the total estimated requirement for volunteers has 

. been met (exclusive of those who have merely registered, or indi- 
cated a willingness to serve). There has been increasing evidence of 
interest on the part of industrial leaders in adequate civil defense 

| measures in their plants, although it is too early to point to sub- — 
stantial specific accomplishments. A major gain has been the rapid- 

ly increasing public awareness of civil defense, the rate of increase 
in less than a year being unprecedented in the experience of one 

- Opinion research group. A major danger, however, has been the 

growing public faith in the ability of military measures to provide 
complete security. Morale-building magazine articles and public 

statements on radar, intercept squadrons, and wonder weapons are 

giving growing numbers of people a false sense of security and are 
hurting the civil defense effort. Balancing the gains and losses, 
however, there is noticeable progress in civil defense. It is reasona- 

ble to anticipate, assuming that the funds requested in the Execu- 

: tive Budget for 1953 are appropriated, that the civil defense pro- 

gram will be approximately one-third complete by June 1953, in 
terms of both material items and trained volunteers. The rate of | 
completion thereafter can only be speculative, depending on the 

| availability of funds. — | Loetie 

| [Here follow Summary Statements Nos. 5 and 6. Statement No. 5 
| _ is a 8-page report on the National Stockpiling Program compiled by 
| the Department of Defense. Statement No. 6 is a 5-page report on 
| the Foreign Information Program prepared by the Department of | 

State. Neither is printed.] | 

: |
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[Enclosure 4] 

Summary Statement No. 7—Foreign Intelligence and Related Ac- 
tivities (Prepared by the Central Intelligence Agency With the 
Concurrence of the Intelligence Advisory Committee) 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,]| April 17, 1952. 

Foreign Intelligence 

1. Insofar as possible the intelligence programs of the intelli- 
gence agencies and CIA are tied into the President’s over-all pro- 

gram for Fiscal Year 1953, although in many cases indirectly. It 
should be noted, however, that many of the functions and programs 
of intelligence must be of a continuing nature quite apart from the 
specific aspects of any given over-all annual program. Thus the de- 

| partmental intelligence agencies and CIA, which compose the Fed- 
eral Intelligence Community, must make certain that the substan- 

tive objectives controlling their collection, research, and estimating 
activities are properly related to the problems posed by the Soviet 

world and to others which confront the National Security Council. 
These activities must be so developed and related that the re- 

sources of each provide maximum support for the attainment of 

these objectives. Many intelligence programs have an intimate | 

bearing on one another or are a composite of departmental pro- 

grams and activities so that the strengthening of our habits and 
means of collaboration is in a sense a major part of the intelligence _ 
program. 

2. As a matter of convenience and means of giving an appraisal 

of the extent to which intelligence programs may achieve their 

goals for Fiscal Year 1953 within the resources available the follow- 

ing are analyzed below separately: | 

a. National Intelligence Estimates; | | 
b. Research in support of National Intelligence Estimates and in- 

telligence programs for departmental needs; 
c. Current intelligence; and 
d. The collection of intelligence information. 

3. National Intelligence Estimates: These Estimates, under the 
arrangements developed since October 1950, are today the authori- 
tative intelligence opinion of the Government. Through the support 

of the programs for research and collection discussed below, and 
with the existing resources employed directly in the estimating 
program, it is expected that continued improvement in the quality 
of our National Intelligence Estimates can be expected during the 

period under discussion.
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4. Research in support of National Intelligence Estimates: ‘“The | 

achievement of the standard of research in support of National In- 

telligence Estimates, which is our goal, must be viewed in terms of ; 

years rather than a limited period such as FY 1953. This achieve- | 

ment is dependent on a sharper definition of the essential research | 

required, on new methods of cooperative effort, and in certain cases E 

on increases in staff. = | | 

a. Political intelligence research: The political intelligence pro- 

grams of the Department of State are oriented towards the urgent 

problems confronting the NSC and the policy makers in the De- | 

partment, towards research-in-depth into the situations out of 

which the immediate problems arise, and towards new demands for ft 

specialized intelligence products, notably in the psychological war- 

fare field. Adjustments have been made, and will continue to be 

made, in organization and in priorities with a view to meeting 

these objectives. However, it remains true that the intelligence pro- | 

duction resources of the Department are insufficient to meet / 

urgent and specialized needs and at the same time to maintain the 

research effort essential in the longer term if intelligence efforts di- 

rected at immediate problems are to have a sound basis. 

| b. Military intelligence as a result of Korea and the threat of hot 

war is faced with increased demands of an operational nature. At 

the same time it is faced with responsibilities in support of Nation- 

al Intelligence Estimates. The Military Services will also bear the 

brunt of the increasing demands of NATO and its commands for | 

tactical and strategic intelligence. Despite efforts to rationalize in- 

telligence research activities to meet these demands, the resources 7 

presently allocated to these activities will not permit such demands : 

to be met as they should. | : 

c. Economic intelligence: It is expected that the coordinated pro- | 

gram which has been launched for the systematic analysis of Soviet ! 

and satellite economies will have made considerable progress 

during this period. It should provide a better, though by no means : 

complete, appraisal of the long-range capabilities of the USSR and 

should suggest possible avenues of U.S. counteraction by exposing ; 

economic vulnerabilities. By the end of FY 1953 the cooperative re- : 

search in this area under the guidance of the Economic Intelli- | 

gence Committee should have made satisfactory progress toward , 

defining the major problems, identifying the available and relevant | 

information existing in the Government, developing new methods | 

of research and producing a substantial number of studies which | 

will provide a firm foundation for N ational Intelligence Estimates | 

and reliable departure points for continuous survey and appraisal . 

of Soviet economic activity. The needs of intelligence support for : 

economic warfare have not yet been clearly defined though it is be- | 

lieved they will be of a magnitude beyond the existing resources of 

the intelligence community. | 

d. Scientific and technical intelligence, to a certain extent like | 

economic intelligence, is a responsibility of the agencies in respect | 

of their individual needs. The intelligence community is seeking to | 

define clearly the areas of responsibility in this field and will devel- 

- op mutually satisfactory arrangements for pooling of resources re-
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quiring joint effort. This planned cooperative attack on vital scien- _ tific and technological intelligence problems should result by the 
end of FY 1953 in considerable improvement. Notable success in 
these respects has already been achieved in the coordination of atomic energy intelligence. | | 

e. National Intelligence Survey: The production schedule for NIS 
has been revised during the last year to take into account changed 
world conditions. It is expected that the goals established for the 
coming year will be substantially met with the existing resources 
available for this program. This year’s program will be the equiva- 
lent of eight complete country national intelligence studies. This 
will leave approximately 60% of the high priority areas to be com- 
pleted. a | 

0. Current intelligence programs are of course related to both 
operational and strategic needs of the departments and the Presj- 
dent and are keyed to the responsibility of intelligence to provide 

| warning of imminent attack by hostile powers and of situations 
abroad affecting U.S. security. For purposes of this warning the col- 
laborative efforts of the current intelligence resources of the de- 
partments and CIA are brought together through the IAC Watch 
Committee. It is expected that by the end of FY 1953 the individual 
and cooperative efforts should be more sensitive in the detection of 
hostile threats as well as current trends which necessarily have a 
bearing upon National Estimates and policy matters. 

6. Collection: The guidance for those resources devoted to collec- 
tion activities both overt and covert should be materially improved 
by virtue of the foregoing programs although the nature of the 
Soviet society will greatly limit our achievement. Programs are 
being designed to exploit more effectively existing U.S. governmen- 
tal and other available sources of overt foreign intelligence infor- 
mation which have hitherto gone unexploited. Although by far the 
greatest quantity of intelligence information can be collected by 
overt means, much of the most critical information needed can be 
obtained, if at all, only by clandestine means. The objective here, 
because of the difficulty of the target, namely, the Soviet orbit, 
must be to define clearly the most important targets. United States 
efforts in clandestine operations are relatively new and the number 
of personnel trained and qualified as is necessary for successful op- 
erations is small. Clandestine intelligence, therefore, must be 
viewed in the long perspective of 15 to 20 years and our objectives 
for the Fiscal Year 1953 call for the elimination of marginal tar- — 
gets and greater concentration on the significant targets, the build- 
ing up of operational bases and nets which inevitably require a 
great deal of time and are frequently faced with setbacks arising 
from counterespionage activities of the enemy or detection and ex- | 
posure of our effort. It is recognized, of course, that the military
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-gervices have urgent tactical intelligence requirements which also | 

require the use of clandestine collection activities. By the end of | 

this period considerable strides will have been made toward isolat- | 

ing the most essential elements of information which must be col- | 

lected by covert means giving proper attention to priorities. There : 

has been some success in the collection of intelligence on the Soviet 

| and satellites by clandestine technological and scientific means. 

The achievement of greater success in this field is to a great extent | 

dependent on the establishment of arrangements for cooperative - | 

concentration of efforts. | | 

7. With respect to the foregoing discussion of U.S. intelligence 

programs, it should be noted that our intelligence system is con- 

fronted by certain limitations which will inevitably result in a 

margin of uncertainty both in our estimate and in our ability to | 

give early warning of attack. These limitations arise from the secu- 

_ rity consciousness and practices of the Soviet State; the high state 

| of war preparations of the Soviet; their flexibility in making deci- 

sions and the speed with which, under their system, such decisions 

can be implemented. It should be emphasized that the best collec- 

tive effort of which the United States intelligence community—or 

any other—is capable cannot guarantee adequate advance warning 

of a surprise attack. oo | | nN , 

Related Activities | | | 

8. Related activities which have been undertaken or are planned 

in support of the President’s programs will require increasing fi- 

nancial and manpower resources. Related to other programs the fi- 

nancial requirements are not large. However, their size in relation 

2 to the intelligence aspect of the CIA budget is such that special 

| methods of presenting it to Congress may have to be developed. A 

major difficulty with respect to manpower arises from the difficulty 

| in recruiting and training officers for this work. Personnel needs 

will require increased reliance on Armed Service personnel. _ 

[Here follows a concluding Summary Statement (No. 8) dealing 

with the Internal Security Program prepared jointly by the Inter- 

| departmental Intelligence Conference and the Interdepartmental 

| ~ Committee on Internal Security.] | : 

. 
| 

|
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S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 114 Series : | 

Memorandum to the National Security Council by the Executive 
Secretary (Lay) } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 30, 1952. 
Subject: United States Objectives and Programs for National Secu- rity 

References: 

A. NSC 114 and NSC 68 Series 2 
B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “United 

States Programs for National Security”, dated October 18, 
1951 3 | | 

C. NSC Action No. 575 4 
The enclosed memorandum by the President which sets forth his 

desires regarding the functions of the National Security Council in 
relationship to the determination of the programs and budget for 
Fiscal Year 1954, is circulated herewith for the information of the | National Security Council. | 

The reports on the status of the national security programs as of 
June 30, 1952, which are due on August 1, have been requested of 
the respective departments and agencies responsible for those pro- 
grams. The reappraisal of the objectives and policies set forth in 
the NSC 68 and NSC 114 series is being prepared by the Senior 
NSC Staff, pursuant to NSC Action No. 57 o-c, for early consider- 
ation by the Council. 

In the light of these two reports, the Senior NSC Staff will pre- 
pare a draft report for Council consideration by October 1, pursu- | 

_ ant to the third paragraph of the enclosed memorandum. ® 

James S. Lay, JR. 

1 Copies to the Secretaries of the Treasury and of Commerce, the Attorney Gener- al, the Acting Director of Defense Mobilization, the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- trator, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers. | | 
* For documentation on the NSC 68 Series, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. I, pp. 126 ff.; for documentation on the NSC 114 Series as it developed during 1951, see tbid., 1951, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff. | | 
3 For text, see tbid., p. 237. | 

| * See footnote 1, p. 5. | 
* See the editorial note, infra.
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| [Enclosure] | : 

| Memorandum by the President to the Secretary of Defense& _ | 

SECRET | WASHINGTON, June 28, 1952. : 

It is my desire that final determination of the programs and : 
budget for fiscal year 1954 be made by December 1. In order that 7 
the analysis of the Executive Office of the President, in coordina- ; 
tion and consultation with the agencies concerned, can be accom- 

plished by that date, it will be necessary for the Secretary of De- , 
fense to submit his program and estimates for fiscal year 1954 to | 

| the Director of the Budget no later than November 1. This in turn | 

will require strict adherence to the date of September 2 which the | 

Secretary of Defense has established as the date for the budget sub- : 
missions to his office by the Military Services. : 

The Secretary of Defense has requested that the Military Serv- 
ices base their budgetary programs and estimates on present ap-_ | 

proved strength. Every effort should be made to meet commitments | 
and missions within this total strength. | | 

To assist in arriving at carefully considered budget decisions I | 

am asking the National Security Council to complete by October 1 

(1) a review of presently approved national security programs de- 
signed to achieve United States objectives based upon the report | 

scheduled for completion August 1 on the status of these programs, | 

and (2) the desirability of projecting these programs for fiscal year 
1954 in relation to the NSC’s reappraisal of the objectives and poli- | 

cies of NSC 68 and NSC 114. 

The Director for Mutual Security has already established the ar- | 
rangements through which, in consultation with the Director of the | 

Budget and with the other agencies concerned, he can assemble | 
within the time called for by OKEC and NATO schedules, sufficient 
information regarding the scope and timing of the U.S. defense and | 
foreign aid effort to assist tentative planning, subject to final deter- | 
mination of U.S. programs for submission to the Congress. 

The Director for Mutual Security should submit his programs 

and estimates for the fiscal year 1954 to the Director of the Budget | 
no later than October 1. 

Following the review of these budgets within the Executive 

Office of the President, in coordination and consultation with the 
agencies concerned and in light of the review by the NSC, I intend : 
to meet just prior to December 1 with the NSC for consideration | 
and determination of any remaining principal problems and issues 

6 Also sent to the Director for Mutual Security, Director of the Bureau of the [ 

Budget, and the Executive Secretary of the National Security Council.
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involved in the projection of programs and budget for fiscal year 
1954. | 

Harry S. TRUMAN 

Editorial Note 

As noted in the memorandum by Bohlen of May 19, entitled 
“U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security,” (page 17) a 
Steering Committee of the Senior Staff of the National Security 
Council had been engaged since October 1951 in overseeing an on- 
going reappraisal of national security objectives and programs by a 
drafting group of Staff Assistants in conformity with NSC Action 
No. 575-c. This general, ongoing reappraisal produced two separate 
studies designated NSC 135 and NSC 1385/1, respectively. | 

NSC 185, a collection of eight reports by appropriate executive 

agencies on the status of the NSC 114 Series programs, submitted 

to the National Security Council between August 6 and 22, 1952, 
was entitled “Status of United States Programs for National Secu- — 
rity as of June 80, 1952.” The eight reports dealt with (1) “The 
Military Program” (prepared by the Department of Defense), (2) 
“The Mobilization Program” (prepared by the Office of Defense Mo- 
bilization), (3) “The Mutual Security Program” (prepared by the 
Office of the Director for Mutual Security), (4) “The Civil Defense 
Program” (prepared by the Federal Civil Defense Administration), 
(5) “The Stockpiling Program” (prepared by the Department of De- | 
fense), (6) “The National Psychological Program” (prepared by the 
Psychological Strategy Board), (7) “The Foreign Intelligence Pro- 
gram’ (prepared by the Central Intelligence Agency), and (8) “The 
Internal Security Program” (prepared jointly by the Interdepart- 
mental Intelligence Conference and the Interdepartmental Com- 
mittee on Internal Security). A complete copy of this approximate- 
ly 500-page NSC paper is in the S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 
135 Series. For summary statements of four of these reports, see — 
pages 21 ff. In a memorandum of August 19 to the National Securi- 
ty Council, James S. Lay, Jr. transmitted two further Annexes to 

the Psychological Strategy Board report as well as a further para- 
graph to the Central Intelligence Agency report. 

At the same time, the drafting group of Staff Assistants to the 
Steering Committee of the Senior Staff of the National Security 
Council submitted its series of draft conclusions pertaining to a 
“Reappraisal of United States Objectives and Strategy for National 
Security.” These draft conclusions became NSC 135/1 of August 15, 
1952, which was composed of two parts: a draft policy statement, 

printed on page 81, and a separate paper subtitled “Summary and
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General Conclusions” which the Senior Staff first tentatively ac- | 
cepted on August 12, then incorporated as part of NSC 1385/1 at its” | | 
meeting on August 14. The “Summary and General Conclusions’”’ is 
printed on page 73. On August 22, 1952, a two-part Annex to NSC | 
135/1 was submitted to the National Security Council by its Execu- 
tive Secretary. The first part of this Annex was entitled “The Bases 
of Soviet Action,” the second “Relative Political, Economic and : 

_ Military Capabilities.” The Annex is printed on page 89. _ 

The four papers which eventually comprised NSC 135/1 and NSC 
_ 185/1 Annex had been the subject of lengthy discussion, repeated 

drafts, and frequent refinements throughout the first eight months : 
of the year. Although the assignment to reappraise national securi- 
ty objectives and programs had been formally assigned to the draft- 
ing group of Staff Assistants, documentation in Department of 

| State files suggests that the drafting work on all papers save that | 
dealing with “Relative Political, Economic and Military Capabili- | 
ties” (Part II of the Annex) was undertaken by the Department’s 
Policy Planning Staff under the general supervision and direction | ! 

of Counselor Charles E. Bohlen who himself assumed responsibility : 
for drafting what became Part I of the NSC 135/1 Annex, “The 
Bases of Soviet Action.” Authorship of and/or responsibility for the 
drafting of the capabilities paper cannot be precisely determined 
from Department of State files. | | : 

Documentation on the entire exercise culminating in NSC 1385/1 : 
and its Annex is extensive. A number of papers selected for their ; 
summary and/or critical pertinence are printed below. Copies of 
the varied and numerous draft statements and related memoranda 
and criticisms which preceded the submission of draft conclusions | 
may be found in PPS files, lot 64 D 568, “Review of NSC 68 & 114”, | 
“NSC 68 & 114-135”, as well as in S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, 
“NSC 68-114” and “NSC 114”. | os, | :
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G/PM files, lot 68 D 358, “NSC 135” a 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Nitze) to 
_ the Deputy Under Secretary of State (Matthews) } 

TOP SECRET _WAsHINGTON, July 14, 1952. 

Reappraisal of United States Objectives and Strategy for National 
Security | | 

The reappraisal of the NSC 68-114 Series is in draft form and is 
before the Senior Staff for revision. 2 However, the draft papers 
raise issues on which I believe discussion at your level at this stage 

would be helpful. In fact, unless there is clarity on the basic issues, 
detailed suggestions for drafting changes may result in a waste of 

time. 

The basic points on which I take issue with the draft papers are 

the following: | 

1. I believe the papers tend to underestimate the risks which this 
country faces. | 

2. I believe they tend to underestimate U.S. capabilities. 
3. I believe they hold forth inadequate goals for U.S. policy. | 
4. I believe they outline an inadequate strategy. | 

7 5. I believe they give inadequate, unclear, or mistaken guidance 
to those who must prepare specific national security programs. 

The gist of the conclusions which flow from the positions taken 
in the draft papers on these points might be summarized as fol- 

lows: 

1. The risks are much less than we have previously assumed. 
2. Our actual and potential capabilities are much less than we 

have previously assumed and we are going to be at a disadvantage 
vis-a-vis the Soviet system for a long time. 

3. There is nothing much we can do about this or should do 
about it. Specifically, we should abandon: 

a. Any hope of effective air and civil defenses; 
b. any attempts at serious negotiation; 
c. any attempt now or later to roll back the Iron Curtain; 
d. any attempt to get preponderant power. 

1 Drafted by Robert Tufts. A covering memorandum from Nitze to Matthews; 
Bohlen; John D. Hickerson, Assistant Secretary of State for United Nations Affairs; 

Gordon Arneson, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Atomic Energy Af- 
fairs; James C. H. Bonbright, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Af- 
fairs; and Walworth Barbour, Director of the Office of Eastern European Affairs, 
noted that this memorandum ‘“‘is for the 4:00 o’clock meeting scheduled this after- 
noon in Mr. Matthew’s office.’”’ No record of this meeting has been found in Depart- 
ment of State files. 

2 See the editorial note, supra.
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4. The conclusion is that we should accept a long period of rela- | 
tive disadvantage during which we unhopefully wait for the 
U.S.S.R. to change. 

This is, I think, about what the papers add up to, though one of | 

the difficulties is that they are internally inconsistent and that it is : 
not entirely clear what they are trying to say. They do not indicate | 
in what specific respects they are intended to revise NSC 68/2 or _ 
Part I of NSC 114/2. It is difficult to determine in what respects 
they provide guidance for budget decisions (the purpose for which 
the President desires the reappraisal to be made). It is unclear | 

whether and in what respects the conclusions rest on an analysis of 
new factual information and of the experience with current pro- | 
grams or rest on a different interpretation of the Soviet system 
than that contained in the NSC 68-114 Series. 

These are the points which I hope we can discuss. In the at- | 

tached memorandum, each point is taken up separately and at 

some length with the object of providing background material for | 
the discussion. : 

By way of contrast to the draft papers, the NSC 68-114 Series 

leads, I think, to the following conclusions in light of our experi- 

ence. I have seen no evidence of a theoretical or factual character 3 
which would invalidate them. 

1. The risk that the confrontation will lead to war remains great. 7 
The risk that we will suffer piecemeal defeat in the cold war also 
remains great. 

2. The actual and potential capabilities of the U.S. and of allied 
and friendly states are very large. The problem appears to be more | 
the effective organization, direction and leadership of these capa- : 
bilities and the distribution of emphasis in developing new capabili- 
ties than it is one of an overall insufficiency of actual and potential 
capabilities. We can within the next several years gain preponder- 
ant power. 

3. As our total power—political, economic, and military—in- | 
creases we can reasonably hope that opportunities will arise for | 
making progress by peaceful means toward our objectives. It will 
require clearly preponderant power to make satisfactory progress : 
by these means—probably more power than to win military victory | 
in the event of war. | 

PAUL H. NITZE 

Fe
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[Attachment] | He ES 

Paper Drafted by the Policy Planning Staff ® 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

Basic Issuges RAIseD By Drarr NSC “REAPPRAISAL OF U.S. _ 
OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGY FOR NATIONAL SECURITY” 

A. Risks | 

1. The draft papers concentrate much attention on the danger of 
the outbreak of general war or local wars. The Bases of Soviet 
Action (Part I of the Staff Study) appears to conclude that there is 
little danger of Soviet military action, either general or local, 
whether by deliberate intent or otherwise. It does not deal with the | 
danger of Chinese Communist military action. The General Conclu- _ 
sions (paras. 1-16 of the Statement of Policy) are unclear. They 
seem to suggest (in paras. 4, 5, and 15) that there is some danger of 
local military moves in the Far East and perhaps in other key pe- 
ripheral areas at the instigation of the U.S.S.R. and that “the 
maintenance of the free world position will come increasingly to 
depend upon its manifestation of a greater willingness and a great- 
er capability than has been demonstrated to commit appropriate 
forces for limited objectives” (para. 15). Read in the light of “The 
Bases’, however, it is not clear where, unless it is in the Far East, 
there is any danger of local military moves. | 

2. “The Bases” indicates that it is unlikely that the Soviet Union 
“will take or support” overt military action in the cold war unless 
certain criteria are met. An examination of these criteria leads us 
to the conclusion that there is probably no area on the Soviet pe- 
riphery which meets all these criteria. If the criteria are the same | 
for Communist China as for the Soviet Union, there is probably no 
area in the Far East in which Chinese Communist action is a seri- 
ous possibility. eRe | 

3. Such local action, moreover, is more likely, according to “The 
Bases’, than general war arising from miscalculation or from the 
deterioration of a deadlocked situation. There appears to be, there- 
fore, little danger of an undeliberated general war. In light of this, 

it is difficult to interpret para. 3 of the General Conclusions. 
4. The deliberate initiation of general war is unlikely. This fol- 

lows from the definition of a “decisive blow’, from the assurance 

that the Soviet Union does not now have the capability of striking 

a “decisive blow” and can be precluded from obtaining this capabil- 

3 The source text does not indicate the identity of the drafting officer.
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ity, and from the “highly dangerous” threat to the regime which 
any major war would pose. OS ALAR - 2s 

5. We believe that it is very difficult to draw from the analysis of 
risks in the Staff Study and the General Conclusions any guidance 
for the development of military strength. We also believe that the © 
analysis of risks suggests that our strategy should be patterned on © 

the Taft-Dulles retaliatory thesis—a thesis which is, in our view, . 
extremely dangerous. This thesis is expressed in the General Con- 

clusions, para. 24a. | - 

| 6. We believe that the present state of international tensions, the 
| situations in particular areas, notably Korea, Indo-China, Formosa, 

Berlin, and Iran, and the fact that the West does not yet have the 
| capability of successfully defending areas of vital interest to it but 

is trying with some success to develop such capabilities require us 
to assume that the risk of war remains great. We believe it would 
be imprudent to make a contrary assumption so long as we do not 
have the capability of successfully defending areas of vital inter- 

| est—including the defense of the United States against “direct 
attack of serious and possibly catastrophic proportions.” We believe 
that the conclusion that the risks are great would provide guidance 

as to the minimum acceptable goal of our efforts to develop mili- 
tary capabilities and provide a basis for the development of a sound 
strategy. : | 

7. We believe that much of the difficulty in the analysis of the 
Soviet system stems from a false dichotomy between power and ide- 
ology or doctrine. Power, as Bertrand Russell has pointed out, is 

the capacity to achieve intended results. To say that Stalin has 
never placed world revolution above the security of his base in 
Russia is not to say that he does not have an aim over and beyond 
the security of his base. To say this it would be necessary to show 
that he is concerned only with the security of the regime, that this 
is his sole aim, and that the security of the regime is desired for 
itself and not as a means to anything more. We think it would be 
dangerous to make this assumption, which would be to assume that 
Soviet foreign policy encourages tensions abroad only as a contribu- 
tion to the maintenance of the regime. This is surely part of the 
explanation of Soviet foreign policy, but is it the whole explana- 
tion? (See Morgan’s memorandum, July 2, 1952, on Stalin, Ideology | 
and Power.) # ao | os 

8. We believe that another difficulty lies in the concentration on 
: the question whether the Soviet rulers will deliberately initiate 

general war. We are inclined to agree that the Soviet rulers will 

4 The paper under reference cannot be further identified. “Morgan” is presumably 
Marthlyn Morgan of the Policy Reports Staff. |
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not deliberately initiate general war in the sense that the first sign 
of trouble will be an attack on the U.S. or on U.S. forces by Soviet 
forces. We believe, however, that there is a serious danger that cir- 

cumstances may arise in which the Soviet rulers will believe that 
the maintenance of their power position requires them to take or 
instigate actions involving near certainty of war. We think that in 
such circumstances they would attempt to conceal their responsi- 
bility and to pin responsibility on the West, but we would regard 
such actions as representing at least deliberate acceptance of seri- 

ous risk of war. 

9. A special point in connection with risks is that regarding the 
“atomic stand-off’’. NSC 68 held that the existence of two large 
atomic stockpiles might prove to be an incitement to war. The 

present draft paper foresees a mutual recognition that general war 

is no longer a tolerable contingency. In our own case it may well be 

that the public will bring pressure to bear on the Government to 

refrain from use of atomic weapons as the public becomes aware of 

the increasing Soviet ability to inflict damage on this country. The | 
Soviet rulers, as they obtain a capability of inflicting ‘possibly cat- 
astrophic’ damage, will not be under similar pressure. If there is 
an important advantage in surprise and if other circumstances 
tend to produce a showdown, Soviet possession of large atomic ca- 

pabilities may, it seems to us, tend to incite rather than deter a 

surprise atomic attack by the Soviet Union. In short, we think that 

the existence of two large atomic stockpiles is not so likely to deter 
general war as to affect the timing and occasion of general war— 
probably to our disadvantage. | 

B. Capabilities 

1. We find the analysis of absolute and relative capabilities con-— 
fusing. Almost every conceivable viewpoint is somewhere ex- 
pressed. These are statements to the effect that we should continue 
our efforts to organize and develop the free world’s superior re- 
sources (General Conclusions, para. 18). There are other statements 

to the effect that the Soviet Union is and may continue to be able 
to allocate equal or greater resources to military purposes because 

it is not forced to support an elaborate consumer economy (General 

Conclusions, para. 9). Throughout the papers there are various ref- 

-erences to the limitations imposed on our efforts to build strength 
by the necessity of maintaining a free society and by the willing- 
ness of free men to pay taxes, etc. On the whole we find a strong | 
defeatist note throughout the report as regards the ability of the 
free world to develop strength. 

2. This is reinforced by the statements to the effect that even if 
the free world could develop superior strength, this would not
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enable it to make progress toward its objectives (General Conclu- 
| sions, para. 22). If superior strength is not of any use and if the 

effort to get it threatens the free-ness of free societies, it seems to 

follow that we should not and need not make the effort, especially 
since, as shown in the analysis of risks, there is little danger of 
general or local war, unless the Soviet rulers are convinced as a 
matter of fact that the U.S. is about to attack the Soviet Union. 

3. The view of capabilities seems, therefore, to be directly related | 

to the views regarding objectives and strategy, and we shall return 
to it in the following two sections. At this point we will record only ; 

certain differences or doubts with respect to capabilities: 

a. We do not believe that “it is demonstrable that the free world 
is not moving toward” a position of marked relative superiority to ’ 
the Soviet system. We believe, on the contrary, that our relative 
position has already significantly improved, that it will probably 
continue to improve, and that it is possible for the free world to 
gain clearly preponderant power within a decade. 

b. We do not believe that it is now possible to reach definitive 
conclusions about the possibilities for civil and air defense. We 
have seen studies which indicate that highly effective defenses can 
be developed at costs well within our capabilities. We have heard : 
from other sources that new weapons developments may make ef- : 
fective defense impossible or prohibitively expensive in time. Even : 
if this is so it does not necessarily indicate that investments at this : 
time in civil and air defense against present means of attack would : 
be unwise, for there is, in our view, a serious risk of war before 
new means of attack are developed which would render these de- 
fenses obsolete. | | 

c. We do not believe that the ability of free societies to do what is 
necessary to gain their objectives is subject to such severe limita- 
tions as the papers indicate. On the contrary, we believe that the 
margins of tolerance in the United States are much higher than 
the papers suggest. We also believe that the political and economic 
capabilities of other free countries can be increased. It is obvious 
that the development of strength should not be pushed beyond the 
limits of political and economic capabilities. It may be desirable to : 
redistribute the emphasis in our programs, so that we pay more at- 
tention to the development of political and economic capabilities. 
The draft papers, however, provide no guidance on this. We believe 
this is one of their major weaknesses. 

d. There is, in our view, a hierachy of goals with respect to 
strength. This hierarchy is: | | 

(1) political and economic strength. 
(2) the mobilization base, including military production. : 
(3) military strength in being. | 

Political and economic strength is basic. The development of mili- | 
tary strength-in-being should not (and indeed can not) be pushed 
beyond the limit of political and economic capabilities. It should 
also not be pushed at the expense of the development of an ade-
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quate mobilization base. A major problem for the United States 
and other free nations is to preserve a sound relationship among 
these three elements of strength. This is a key question in the de- 
velopment of our FY 1954 programs on which guidance is needed 
but is not provided by the draft papers. | 

C. Goals 

1. The draft papers formally endorse the objectives stated in NSC 
20/4 and NSC 68/2. It proceeds, however, to state that these objec- 
tives can not be attained. It states (para. 22): | | 

“, .. it does not appear that the developing situation will, in the 
foreseeable future, require the Soviets to yield interests now held 
which they regard as important to their security. Nor does it 
appear likely that an increase to any higher level of strength which 
the free world could maintain over an extended period would sig- 
nificantly change the prospect. Neither does it appear that there is 
any prospect, regardless of the level of strength we may achieve, of 
negotiating lasting settlements with the present communist regime. 
Our strength may deter deliberate initiation of hostilities by the So- 
uiets or the undertaking of local aggression, but it will not change 
the implacable nature of communism which dictates that it be hos- 
tile to all not under its control.” | 

This indicates that we cannot roll back Soviet power nor hope that 
the successful containment of Soviet power will produce any signif- 
icant changes in the nature of the Soviet system. The endorsement 
of the NSC 20/4 and NSC 68/2 objectives is therefore a merely 
formal endorsement. Our maximum actual objective becomes 
merely to deter general war and the undertaking of local aggres- 
sion for an indefinite period of time—probably permanently. 

2. We believe that this goal is inadequate and also unrealistic. 
We do not believe that the situation can remain indefinitely static. 
One side will gain and the other will decline as a factor in world 
affairs. It must be our objective to be the one which gains. 

3. Using the term ‘“‘power” in the widest sense to denote all those 
material and intangible factors, both actual and potential, which 
make up the capacity to exert influence in world affairs, the 

United States and the Soviet Union are engaged in a struggle for 
preponderant power. Given the polarization of power around the 

U.S. and the U.S.S.R., to seek less than preponderant power would 
be to opt for defeat. Preponderant power must be the objective of 
US. policy. an 

4. As regards military strength, we also believe that the West 

must seek preponderance in a certain sense. It is agreed by almost 
everyone that war might come at any time and that we should be 
prepared for war. Wars end in victory, defeat, or a stalemate on 

some line. The West must have sufficient military strength at the 
beginning of a war to enable it to hold and to develop preponderant
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military strength in the course of the war. Otherwise it will suffer | 
defeat or a stalemate which would move the Iron Curtain west- 
ward. We must rely primarily on the Defense establishment to de- 
termine what proportion of our potential military strength it is 

necessary to have in the forms of strength-in-being and readily mo- | 
bilizable. It must be our objective to assure that a sufficient propor- 
tion of our potential military strength, whatever this may be, is 

- available in these forms. In this sense preponderant military 

strength is a necessary objective. oo | 
5. We do not see what evidence there is for believing that the 

, side having preponderant power (in the widest sense, which in- 
| cludes preponderant military strength) will not eventually achieve 

, its objectives. We believe that there is a hierarchy of objectives, 

1 namely: | | | | | 

| a. strength at the center 
2 b. strength at the periphery oes 
| | _c. the retraction of Soviet power and a change in the Soviet 
| system. | 

Clearly, we should not undertake actions to accomplish (c) at seri- 

ous risk to the attainment of (a) and (b). This presents strategic 
| problems which are discussed in the following section. But the fact 

| that there is a hierarchy of objectives does not lead to the conclu- 
sion that it is undesirable to set the third objective or impossible to 
achieve it. As to the latter point, we believe that as the free world’s 
capabilities are developed, opportunities will arise for inducing or 

compelling a retraction of Soviet power, not, of course, without any 

risk but at acceptable risk. 

6. At any rate we believe that it would impart a defeatist color- 
ation to all our efforts and eventually weaken our efforts if the 

| Government adopted the view that for the indefinite future the 

best we can hope for is to hold on to a disadvantageous position. 

| D. Strategy and Guidance in Program Development - | | 

1. It is stated (para. 19) that “Parts I and II of the staff study do | 

not lead to a fundamental alteration of the basic strategy as set 

forth in NSC 68 and the NSC 20 Series, but they do underline—by 

| revealing the fuller emergence of developments which in 1950 were 
| discernible only in outline—the increased risks we run in pursuing 
| _ this strategy and the need to adjust in important particulars our 

expectations for its success.”’ In short, the strategy is not going to 
7 produce progress toward the objectives defined in NSC 20/4 and 

NSC 68/2. The new strategy is outlined in para. 23 and developed 
more fully in subsequent paragraphs. These paragraphs are, for the 
most part, couched in generalities which would be, with a few ex-
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ceptions, acceptable as generalities were it not for the context in 
which they appear. The major exceptions are: 

a. Para. 24a seems to formulate the Taft-Dulles strategy. 
b. Para. 27 does not provide for an adequate civil defense pro- 

gram and indeed states the American people should “avoid devot- 
ing their substance to an unrealistic concentration upon purely de- 
fensive measures.” However, in light of the probability that both 
the Soviet Union and the United States will develop atomic stock- 
piles of sufficient size to permit attacks of serious and possibly cat- 
astrophic proportions, it may well be that the side with the best air 
and civil defense systems will be the side with the largest net capa- 
bility and that greater increases in net capability can be obtained 
at some point by additional investments in air and civii defenses 
than by additional investments in offensive power. 

c. Para. 33 goes too far, in our view, when it describes the pros- 
pects for genuine negotiation in the next several years as being 
negligible. 

d. Para. 34 states that our present mobilization policy is designed 
to maximize the chance that general war will be postponed. We do 
not understand the reasoning on which this statement is based. 

2. In addition to the foregoing criticisms of the generalized de- 

scription of our strategy, we believe that this section of the draft 

paper fails to give adequate guidance to those who must develop 

specific national security programs. There are a host of questions 

which must be faced in developing the FY 1954 programs. One of 
the major purposes of the present paper is to define our strategy in 

terms which will provide guidance to those who must answer these 

questions. 

3. As to the broader problems of strategy, we also feel that the 
draft paper is deficient. We would make the following comments on 

this question: | 

a. There are only three conceivable ways in which our objectives 
with respect to the Soviet system might be achieved. One is to 
defeat the Soviet Union in general war and to impose our will. Ev- 
eryone agrees that we should not adopt this strategy. A second is to 
roll back the Iron Curtain in local actions and to wait for this 
change in the world environment to result, first, in a change of 
Soviet behavior and ultimately in a change, either by revolutionary 
or evolutionary means, in the nature of the Soviet regime. We 
might help this process along by political means. The current revi- 
sion writes this off as a practical strategy, but it is not convincing 

: on this point. The third is identical with the second except that we 
would not undertake to use force or even the threat of force except 
to maintain the present line of division. This is now usually re- 
ferred to as “containment’’. The present revision suggests that suc- 
cessful containment would not lead to a change in the Soviet 
regime. It seems excessively pessimistic on this point. Public con- 

. troversy now centers around the question whether we should 
pursue the policy of “roll-back” or the policy of “containment”.
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Probably successful containment would in fact merge into a policy | 

of roll-back by creating opportunities of one kind and another for 

moving back the Iron Curtain. It should be noted that the objec- 

tives are the same and that the controversy concerns, therefore, 

means, not ends. | | 

b. It seems clear that our first job is to develop sufficient over-all | 

strength to contain effectively the Soviet system. We are now far 

from being sure that we have completed this task. It may be, how- : 

ever, that we have already reached this position as regards Soviet 

aggression and that the Soviet rulers dare not risk further expan- : 

sion. It may even be that we could now undertake without exces- | 

sive risk to roll back the Iron Curtain in one or more areas: Korea, : 

Indochina, China, and Albania. This seems doubtful, however. At 

any rate we do not feel confident that we have sufficient strength 

to make the risks of such actions acceptably low, even if circum- 

stances arose in which responsibility for initiating the actions had 

to be borne by the Communists. | | 

-¢. On the contrary, one of the dangers in the current situation is | 

that the Soviet rulers might decide—believing war and atomic 

bombardment to be an unavoidable phase of the struggle for 

power—to “eat” whatever damage we can inflict, to push us back : 

to the Western Hemisphere, and to establish, so to speak, a new 

line of “reciprocal containment”. In this way they would gain a po- 

tential vastly superior to our own in all material factors and set | 

the stage for the final phases of the struggle for preponderant | 

power. We believe there are conceivable circumstances under 

which, from the Kremlin’s point of view, this might appear to be a | 

rational course of action. . : 

d. The great diplomatic tasks are to preserve the opportunity for : 

the West to develop preponderant power in the area and with the 

resources now available to it and to assure as rapid a development 

of military strength as Western political-economic capabilities 

permit. It seems clear that to the extent that the West indicates 

dissatisfaction with the present line of East-West division and ade- _ | 

termination to roll it back by direct action, we tend to strengthen | 

the conviction of the Soviet rulers that war is inevitable and thus 

that since probably neither side now has the power to prevail, the | 

question is on what line reciprocal containment is to be estab- | 

lished. While we should not overestimate the possibility of influenc- 

ing the Soviet rulers by diplomatic action, neither should we un- : 

derestimate the importance of gaining the time necessary to make 

Western Europe and Japan and certain other key areas defensible. 

Nor should we underestimate the fear of general war which is 

probably felt by the Soviet rulers. It is conceivable that both sides 

might at some early time think it in their advantage to stabilize : 

(formally or informally) the situation for the time being, though 

both sides would continue to strive in other ways for preponderant | : 

power. This might make it difficult for free peoples to continue to , 

build up their strength. Nevertheless it does seem that it would be : 

advantageous to us to have a period of stability. At any rate it 
seems dangerous to adopt the political posture that we must roll 
back the Iron Curtain before we are in a position to hold on about 
the present line. We should be willing, if necessary, to pay some | 

| 
|
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price in order to limit the struggle for predominant power in cir- 
cumstances in which, in the event of war, the Soviet Union could 
draw, after the initial phase, on the resources of Eurasia while we 
were confined to the Western Hemisphere and a few outlying is- 
lands. We believe that the draft paper should deal with this prob- 
lem which is now receiving much attention in both private and of- 
ficial circles. There is a real danger that we will be pushed into an 
overt commitment to use our strength at some time to liberate the 
satellites. 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 68 & 114” | | 

Statement of Policy Drafted by the Director of the Policy Planning 
Staff (Nitze) 3 | | 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, July 30, 1952. 

REAPPRAISAL OF UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGY FOR 
NATIONAL SECURITY | Pa 

General | Be A | 
1. Reappraisal of United States objectives and strategy for na- 

tional security reaffirms the basic purposes and policies of the NSC 
20, 68 and 114 Series. The fundamental purpose of the United 
States remains as stated in NSC 68: to assure the integrity and vi- 
tality of our free society founded upon the dignity and worth of the 
individual. Pursuit of this fundamental purpose should continue to 
be through that general policy which seeks: 

a. To develop throughout the free world positive appeals superior 
to those of communism; | 

b. Even at grave risk of general war, to block further expansion 
of Soviet power; ag ees | 

c. By all means short of general war to induce a retraction of the 
Kremlin’s control and influence, and so to foster the seeds of de- 
struction within the Soviet system that the Kremlin is brought at 
least to the point of modifying its behavior to conform to generally 
accepted international standards. oo Si 

1 The source text is accompanied by a covering memorandum from Nitze to Ach- 
eson, July 30, copies to Matthews, Bruce, and Bohlen, which reads: “Pursuant to the 
suggestions made in the meeting yesterday morning, I have revised the Statement 
of Policy in the following manner. Mr. Bohlen has read this. and thinks it is all 
right.” No record of the meeting under reference has been found in Department of 
State files. A handwritten notation on the covering memorandum reads: “This 
seems good to me. Dfean] A[cheson].” A notation on the text printed here reads: 
“Revision of Lay’s Office Memo of July 28, 1952.” The document under reference 
cannot be identified further. However, a memorandum from Lay to the NSC Senior 
Staff of July 29, enclosing a draft statement of policy by the NSC Staff Assistants of 
the Steering Committee Members entitled “Reappraisal of United States Objectives 
and Strategy for National Security” is in S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, NSC 68-114- 
135 Series. , |
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Oo 2. We continue to believe that the free world with its superior 
resources should be able to build and maintain for whatever length 

of time proves to be necessary such strength that the Soviet orbit 

will be unable to make substantial advances either physically or 

| politically, and that if the free world acquires such strength, the 

internal contradictions of the Soviet totalitarian system will, with 

some positive assistance from us, cause that system gradually to 

weaken and decay. Therefore, provided the United States and its 

allies succeed in developing and maintaining an adequate level of 

over-all strength to prevent or win general war and to block fur- 

ther expansion of Soviet power, no specific time can be established 

by which the objectives set forth in paragraph 1c above must be — 

| achieved. | a Ce 

3. Although no fundamental departures from the conclusions of - 

the NSC 20 and 68 Series are required, it is essential that we take 

into account certain factors that have acquired new significance 

since the adoption of these reports: OC ; 

a. The United States and its major allies have responded to the 
perilous situation of 1950; they have responded collectively to the 

attack upon South Korea; they are improving the security position © 

of Western Europe; they, and particularly the United States, have 

significantly improved their readiness for war. These efforts, 

though not yet complete, have already reenforced the deterrents to 

general war and reaffirmed the reasoning of NSC 68 by which both 

preventive war and isolation were rejected as courses of action. 

b. There has also been a substantial further development of 

Soviet orbit strength since 1950. Modernization and expansion pro- 

grams in the Soviet, satellite, and Chinese Communist armed | 

forces are proceeding, supported by a rapidly growing economic 

and industrial capacity and by a high level of scientific and techni- 

cal capability in selected fields of vital military importance. As a 

: result of the developing atomic and possible thermonuclear capabil- 

ity of the USSR, the vulnerability of the United States to direct 

| attack which is now serious, will in a few years assume critical pro- 

| portions. — - 

4. It must remain the objective of the free world to maintain 

| such over-all strength as will (a) confront the Kremlin with the © 

| prospect that a Soviet attack would result in serious risk to the 
Soviet regime, (b) reduce the opportunities for local Soviet aggres- 

sion and political warfare, and (c) permit the exploitation of rifts 

between the USSR and other communist states and between the 

| satellite regimes and the peoples they are oppressing, thus possibly 

| offering to certain satellite peoples the prospect of liberation with- 

| out war. The United States should accordingly pursue with deter- 

4 mination and constancy the courses of action set forth in the fol- 

lowing paragraphs. | |
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Deterrent to General War Bees 

®). The United States should develop and maintain, in cooperation 
with its allies, a position of strength, flexibility and depth adequate 
to deter the Soviets from deliberately initiating general war and to 
discourage them from pursuing courses of action involving grave 
risk of general war. - , 

6. To achieve such a deterrent, the United States should take the 
necessary measures to: 

a. Develop the political unity of and encourage growth of 
strength and determination in the free world so as to deny the op- 
portunity for the Soviets to undertake local aggression which 
might develop into general war. 

| b. Develop and retain, under all foreseeable conditions, the capa- 
bility to deliver an offensive of sufficient power to inflict massive 
damage on the Soviet war-making capacity. 

c. Assure ready defensive strength adequate to provide a reasona- 
ble initial defense and to ensure reasonable protection to the 
nation during the period of mobilization for ultimate victory. 

d. Maintain the mobilization base (both military and industrial*) 
in the United States at a level which in the event of need will 
enable us to expand rapidly to full mobilization; and, consistent 
with the maintenance of a vital and democratic society, provide the 
means for protecting the mobilization base against covert attack 
and sabotage. 

1. The United States should develop a substantially improved air 
and civil defense in the light of the capacity of the USSR to deliver 
an atomic and possible thermonuclear attack against the United 
States, in order to protect the American people and maintain their 
morale and thereby assure freedom of action to the U.S. Govern- | 
ment, and to increase the capability of the country’s economic ca- 
pacity to recover from such an attack. At the same time the Ameri- 
can people must be brought to a recognition of the need to accept 
and live with a substantial degree of vulnerability without an 
undue concentration upon personal safety which would prevent the 

_ projection of our strength outward to the enemy. 

Areas Outside the Soviet Orbit | 

8. A preliminary study of problems in the areas outside the 
Soviet orbit brings out two major causes of concern which indicate 
the need for a restudy and possible change of emphasis and redirec- 

* The concept of industrial mobilization base includes not only readiness of ade- 
quate facilities, manpower, and materials (in active, stand-by, or readily convertible 
status) for military end-item production at wartime levels, but also existence of in- 
dustrial facilities and the over-all economic capacity needed to facilitate and support 
planned wartime levels of military end-item output. (ODM proposal) [Footnote in 
the source text.]
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tion of certain of our efforts with respect to those areas. These 

causes of concern are: | | 

a. The efforts which our major European allies, particularly the 

United Kingdom and France, are called upon to make (a) to fulfill | 

their planned obligations to NATO and (b) to support their existing : 

positions outside of Europe are, in the light of current U.S. assist- : 

ance programs, beyond their present political and economic capac- ) 

ity to maintain; 

b. The readily disposable outside strength of the United States | 

and its allies, together with present indigenous political and mili- | 

tary strength in areas on the periphery of the Soviet orbit, is insuf- 

ficient to escape from the dilemma of having to choose, in the face 

of local aggression, between the eventual further expansion of | 

Soviet power and general war. / 

9. In light of the above, the United States should: | 

a. Reexamine the amounts and allocations of resources to various 

areas in terms of kind, quantity and priority, to determine (1) : 

whether a general increase in the level of programs is required to | 

deal with the several threats; (2) whether the present balance be- | 

tween military assistance and the various types of economic assist- 

ance is appropriate; and (3) whether the allocations as between 

areas are in proper relationship to the importance to the general | 

program of our European allies and to the threats facing the | 

United States in the Far East and the Middle East. | 

b. Make the necessary preparation to be increasingly able to | 

commit military forces, as appropriate and in cooperation with its L 

allies, in support of its objectives in specific geographic areas. At j 

the same time the United States should encourage and as appropri- 

ate assist in the development of indigenous forces and regional de- | 

fense arrangements capable of bearing an increasing share of re- 

sponsibility for resisting local communist aggression. When forces 

are committed to combat a local aggression, the action should | 

whenever possible be of sufficient strength and scope to effect a de- 

cision favorable to the United States. | - : 

Areas Within the Soviet Orbit | | : 

10. Where operations can be conducted on terms which may : 

result in a relative decrease in Soviet power without involving un- 

acceptable risks, the United States should pursue and as practica- 

ble intensify positive political, economic, propaganda, and para- 7 

military operations against the Soviet orbit, particularly those op- | 

erations designed to weaken Kremlin control over the satellites. 

However, we should not over-estimate the effectiveness of the ac- ! 

tivities we can pursue within the Soviet orbit, and should proceed 

with caution and a careful weighing of the risks in pressing upon | 

what the Kremlin probably regards as its vital interests. |
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Political Warfare ee ne | 
11. Both within and without the Soviet orbit the United States 

should conduct political warfare operations as an integral part of 
its over-all strategy. However, we should recognize that, barring ex- 
traordinary opportunities for exploitation such as the death of 
Stalin might provide, such operations cannot be depended upon to 
reduce drastically the basic threat which the Soviet system poses 
for the free world. | | 

Public Support | | 

12. The United States should undertake systematically and con- 
sistently a program of clarifying to the American public and to 
other peoples of the free world the complex problems of the free 
world in meeting the Soviet threat, the nature of that threat, the 
strength and resources the free world possesses to meet that 
threat, and, to the extent possible, the reasoning behind the gener- 
al lines of policy and action described herein, in order to secure 
that public understanding and support which is essential to the 
success of our policies and actions. ones | 

Negotiations | oe 

13. The United States, in cooperation with its allies, should de- 
velop a sound negotiating position vis-a-vis the USSR and should be 
prepared to enter into any negotiations with the Soviet Union 
which offer promise of achieving modi-vivendi, or which, for other _ 
reasons, appear to be desirable. On the other hand, we should rec- 
ognize that only enforceable agreements are meaningful and that 
the major contributions of negotiation in the foreseeable future 
may be to convince the world of the validity and sincerity of our | 
position and to serve as a political warfare weapon. | 

Mobilization Policy | Oe | 
14. The United States should continue to pursue a policy of lim- 

ited mobilization designed to develop and maintain a favorable 
power position without resort to an armament effort that would 
disrupt the economies of the free nations and thus undermine the 
vitality and integrity of free society. Such a power position should 
be sufficient to (1) maximize the chance that general war will be 
indefinitely postponed, (2) provide an effective counter to local ag- 
gression in key peripheral areas, and (8) provide the basis for win- 
ning a general war should it occur. | 

15. It continues to be impracticable to fix a tentative D-day by 
which our preparations for war should be at their peak, although 
there are estimated time periods within which measures must be 

taken to reduce or eliminate vulnerabilities of a critical nature.
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16. The adequacy of currently projected mobilization goals is a 

| question separate from that of the soundness of the concept of lim- 

_ ited mobilization. Appraisal of the present goals must be accom- 
a plished on a continuing basis as the various programs are fulfilled 

and in light of changes in the world situation. The rapid growth of 

the Soviet atomic capability, the prospect for our continued heavy _ 
commitment in Korea, the serious threat to Southeast Asia, the 

danger of further deterioration of the situations in Iran and Egypt, _ 
| the grave implications of further Soviet efforts to force the West- 

ern powers out of Berlin—all of these portents underline the risks 
we run in adhering to the policy of “‘stretch-out” and to presently 

| ‘programmed force levels. a ne | 
17. Recognizing the risks involved in adhering to the policy of 

— “stetch-out” and to presently programmed force levels, in the light 
_ of the situation facing us, the United States should: __ , 

| _a. Accelerate the production of selected military end-items under 
_ _ present programs. ; oe ee | 

b. Place continued high emphasis upon scientific and technical 
programs in fields of military applications and give careful consid- 

| eration to the desirability of substantial new programs and changes 
of emphasis in research and development. | | 

c. In proper balance with the programs developed in connection | 
with the reexamination called for in paragraph 9 above, consider 
raising the goals of military production now contemplated. An ac- 
celeration and upward adjustment of our national defense pro- 
grams as a whole are well within our capacity and can be accom- 
plished without serious adverse effects on the U.S. economy. | 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 68 & 114” | 

Draft Statement Submitted to the Senior Staff of the National 
Security Council by the Staff Assistants of the Senior Staff Steer- 
ing Committees ee fs 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] August 12, 1952. 

REAPPRAISAL OF UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGY FOR © 
| oF NATIONAL SECURITY - | | 

| oe _ SUMMARY AND GENERAL CONCLUSIONS _ 

1. If the Soviet rulers should attain, in their judgment, the capa- 

| bility of defeating the United States or of so reducing its power po- 

1 This draft statement was transmitted to the National Security Council for infor- 
: mation and circulated as an appendix to NSC 1835/1. For further information on the 

origins and drafting of this statement, see the editorial note, p. 56. The covering _ 
memorandum from Lay to the NSC Senior Staff dated Aug. 18 reads: “The Enclosed
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tential as to render it permanently incapable of effectively chal- 
lenging Soviet power and if they should come to believe that such 

action would not involve serious risk to the maintenance of their 
regime, they would probably deliberately initiate general war. 

2. The Soviets might attack the West if they were convinced as a 
matter of fact, rather than theory, that an attack by the West was 
actually imminent. _ | 

3. Nor can it be excluded that if in the eyes of the Soviet leaders 
developments in the power balance appeared directly and immi- 

nently to threaten the security of the Soviet Union or areas under 
its control, they might feel compelled to force certain outstanding 
issues in such a way that the result might well be the outbreak of 
war without any deliberate intention on the part of the Soviet 
Union to bring about such an event. 

4. War could come from communist action based on initial Soviet 
miscalculation of the free world’s interest in and reaction to the 
situation in some particular area. 

»). War could come from a deadlocked situation in which basic in- 
terests of both parties are involved with an act of one side setting 
off an unwinding chain of action and reaction which neither side 

would be able fully to control. | 

6. In the absence of general war, the Soviet leadership will prob- 

ably continue a pushing and probing exploitation of all weaknesses 

in the free world. This means that the Soviets can be expected to 

continue their efforts to consolidate and expand their influence in 
Asia; undermine U.S. leadership of the free world; break the unity 

of the West; prevent the integration of West Germany and Japan 

into the Western system; disrupt the economies and governmental 

effectiveness of our major continental European allies; and exploit: 

the intemperate nationalism and political instability of the Middle 
East. Thus, there continues to be danger of such a progressive and 

cumulative loss of positions of importance to the U.S. (either as a 
result of deterioration within the free nations or of communist cold 

war actions or a process involving both) that the United States 

would eventually be reduced to an isolated and critically vulnera- 
ble position. 7 

7. The strongest deterrent to general war will be the achieve-— 
ment and maintenance of such an over-all position of strength by 

draft conclusions on the subject, as tentatively agreed on by the Senior Staff on 
August 12, are transmitted herewith for final review by the Senior Staff at its meet- 
ing on Thursday, August 14, 1952 with a view to completion of a report for submis- 
sion to the National Security Council.” A three-line summary of Senior Staff action 
at the meeting of Aug. 12 is in the S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, “Senior Staff, 1950- 

52.”
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the free world as will force the Soviets to recognize the undesirabil- | 

ity of challenging it. | , 

8. The Soviet orbit now has formidable military capabilities. It 

has succeeded in maintaining large and increasingly well-equipped | 

Soviet armed forces, in expanding and improving the satellite 

armed and para-military forces, and in developing significant ) 

atomic, electronic and possibly BW and CW capabilities. The Soviet : 

long-range air force is capable of atomic attack on the United _ 

States and might achieve surprise in the initial strike. The Soviets 

would be able to support extensive military operations of an offen- | 

sive nature during the early phases of a general war. | 

9. The Soviet orbit is expanding its current production; it is also | 

expanding its industrial, economic, and scientific potential. There 

are indications that these latter developments are long range in 

nature. The USSR has demonstrated a high level of scientific and | 

technical capability in several vital military fields, notably nuclear 7 

energy, aircraft design and production, electronics and chemical 

warfare. 

10. The United States and its major allies have responded to the ) 

perilous situation of 1950; they have responded collectively to the | 

attack upon South Korea; they are improving the security position : 

in Western Europe and in the Pacific; they, and particularly the 

United States have significantly improved their readiness for war. : 

11. The United States is increasing its atomic strength and may ; 

soon develop a thermonuclear weapon. There is, in fact, every indi- 

cation that its present quantitative advantage in atomic weapons 

stockpile, in means of delivery and in the production of fissionable : 

materials will be further increased. The U.S. is also developing an — | 

increasing variety of mass destruction weapons and methods for 

their delivery; well dispersed overseas bases are being established 

within range of the sources of Soviet political and industrial power. : 

12. The United States and other countries in the free world are : 

engaged in a mobilization program which is designed both to facili- : 

tate any future shift to a war economy and to maintain an in- 

creased level of strength over an extended period. Moreover, the 

United States has the economic capacity to sustain a generally 

, higher level of armament production than is contemplated by cur- 

rently projected programs and is capable of accelerating the pro- : 

duction of selected items within the framework of present pro- | 

grams. Such an increase in the level of armament production 

would, however, require a willingness in the United States and 

allied countries to accept an increased diversion of scarce materials 

and other resources to such production through more severe direct ) 

physical controls. In addition more vigorous price and credit con-
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trols and a heavier tax burden would be required in order to pro- 
tect the economies of these nations. = | 

18. In the light of the above, the United States and its allies hold __ 
it within their power to maintain a position of such strength, flexi- 
bility and depth as to make it very difficult for the Soviet leaders 
to believe that general war could be undertaken without grave 
risks to their regime. | a | 

_ 14. The free world enjoys a very substantial superiority in basic 
productive potential over the Soviet orbit, but this superiority is 
not the sole measure of the relative ability to undertake large ar- 
mament programs over an extended period in the absence of gener- 
al war. The Soviet orbit, through its total control over the Soviet 

_ economy and population, can utilize a high proportion of the Soviet 
orbit resources and potential to achieve and maintain the present 
level of military preparedness. For the free world an adequate utili- 
zation of its resources and potential to counter the Soviet threat is 
far more difficult to achieve in the absence of general war. 

15. Moreover, the increasingly destructive power that will be 
available to both sides makes it doubtful that time would be avail- | 
able to ensure the conversion of the economies to full war produc- 
tion. In planning the utilization of its resources in the absence of 
general war, therefore, the free world cannot give the same weight 
as heretofore to its heavy preponderance of productive capacity and 
economic potential as a determining factor in preventing or win- 
ning a general war. | 

16. Because of improved methods of delivery, in combination 
with increased atomic and possibly thermonuclear weapon stock- 
piles, the Soviet orbit will acquire during the next several years an 
increasing capability to damage critically the United States and its 
allies. Defensive counter-measures now in prospect probably cannot 
prevent the Soviet orbit from achieving such increasing capability, 
although such measures can certainly affect the rate of increase. 
The same reasoning would apply in general to the defensive posi- 
tion of the Soviet orbit. While continuing to take reasonable active 
and passive defensive measures, and to seek and explore new tech- 
nological possibilities for feasible defense, the free world must prob- 
ably accept a substantial degree of vulnerability and avoid undue 
concentration of resources on defense at the expense of measures 
necessary to project its strength outward to the enemy. 

17. In Europe, Greece and Turkey, with their significant forces, 
are being successfully integrated in NATO; Greek-Turkish-Yugo- 
slav military cooperation is beginning to develop; the juridical basis _ 
for Western German rearmament is being established; and Spain’s 
participation in Western defense plans is a developing prospect. 
However, our major European allies, particularly the UK and



NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY | (7 | 

France, are encountering serious difficulties in seeking both to | 

make a fully adequate contribution to the forces of NATO and to 

support their existing responsibilities outside Europe. The volume : 

and timing in the delivery of U.S. assistance is a major factor in 

determining the size and timing of the effective force goals which 

| can actually be achieved. On balance, the NATO commitments, and 

such additional declarations as those of the U.S. and its allies con- 

cerning Berlin, together with European efforts and U.S. assistance, 

have made it clear that military action by the USSR or its satel- 

| lites would almost certainly lead to general war (except possibly in 

the case of Finland). It is therefore unlikely that the Soviet orbit 

will take military action there unless it is prepared to engage in 

general war. _ — Sagh Ege 

18. Apart from the above problem of military capabilities, the | 

Western European powers continue to be confronted with serious | 

political, economic and social problems despite the great advances, _ 

with U.S. assistance, towards greater stability and cohesion. These 

problems have derived from economic conditions, political instabil- 

ity, neutralist tendencies, social tensions, and, in France and Italy, — 

the continued existence of large and powerful Communist parties. 

| Although genuine progress has been made, further efforts and U:S. 

assistance to the Western European countries will be required to 

overcome these adverse elements and to continue the progress to- 

wards political and social stability, economic integration, and col- 

| lective defense in Western Europe. = 

19. Present and threatened communist aggression and subver- 

sion in the Far East and Middle East currently pose more immedi- | 

) ate dangers to the free world position. , | 

| a. In the Middle East, efforts to maintain or enhance political — 

| stability have not succeeded. Recent developments in Iran, and toa 

| lesser extent Egypt, have emphasized the danger that trends in 

| this area may lead to the denial of the resources of this area to the 

: free world’s security efforts and eventually to the loss of important | 

| countries to Communist control. Western military forces in the — 

| area are now limited, and the U.S. may soon have to give serious 

consideration to the problem of assuming additional responsibilities 

| in the area. oc _ | 

' -b. In South Asia and the Far East, the inexperience of the 

| present leadership and lack of a firm popular base hampers the 

| - ability of various countries to strengthen themselves internally and 

to cope with communist and extremist pressures. The continued 

rise of nationalism in these areas has created divisive conflicts. 

: This nationalism represents a reaction against former or remaining 

colonial controls and creates weaknesses in the free world as a 

) whole. | on
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c. In Indochina, where the situation is most acute, an increase of 
strength has enabled the French Union forces to stand off the com- 
munists but has not brought them within sight of success. 

Thus in the Middle and Far East, the USSR, by instigating direct 
or indirect aggression, can force the Western powers to choose 
among (a) suffering the loss of these areas by default, (b) fighting 
defensive local action for limited objectives, or (c) treating local ag- 
gression as a cause for general war. In the Middle and Far East we 
have not yet succeeded in developing aid programs with the degree 
of flexibility and relationship with political factors required to 
make them highly effective in producing stability. We must concen- 
trate particularly on so designing our aid programs that they will 
contribute to the solution of critical problems in unstable areas 
which the use of allied military forces cannot solve. | 

20. Despite the vital interest of the free world, adequate meas- 
ures to deal with a sudden worsening of situations in the Far and 
Middle East are not now in readiness under present programs, pri- 
orities and force levels. In the circumstances, the questions arise (a) 
whether these serious threats can be met by a redistribution of the 
free world’s effort presently programmed, or (b) whether consider- 
ation must be given to increasing the total effort, or (c) both. 

21. Over the next several years, with the accumulation on both 
sides of atomic and other mass destruction weapons, the developing 
situation may present a continuing and possibly improved opportu- 
nity for Soviet expansion by the techniques of political warfare and 
local aggression if the fear and threat of general war paralyzes the 
free world’s reaction to such local aggression. 

22. In the light of the present threats and foreseeable develop- 
ments, as outlined above, it appears that the ability of the free 
world to maintain its position and progress toward its objectives 
will come increasingly to depend upon: (a) its capacity to stand 
firm against Soviet political warfare despite the threat of increas- 
ing Soviet atomic capabilities, (b) a greater capability and greater 
willingness than have been demonstrated to commit appropriate 
forces.and material for limited objectives, and (c) its ability to de- 
velop greater stability in peripheral and other unstable areas. 

23. Outside the Soviet orbit there exists a need for increased and 
more selective political warfare operations by the United States 
and its allies to combat: 

a. The threat of local communist parties, which remains serious 
although the United States and its allies have demonstrated the 
ability to penetrate and weaken communist organizations and to 

_ reduce the communist potential for revolution and sabotage. 
b. USSR propaganda directed with particular force against the 

United States.
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c. In many parts of the world, distrust of the United States | 

which weakens affirmative support for the purposes of the United 

States. | 

24. Against the Soviet orbit itself, by skillful execution, the | 

United States and its allies can sap the morale of satellite leaders 

and encourage rifts between the USSR and the satellite countries, | 

and over a period of years may gradually force the Kremlin to an | 

increasing preoccupation with internal security. By appropriate } 

economic measures, the U.S. and its allies can help to deprive the | 

Soviet orbit of needed resources and retard the development of | 

Soviet orbit military potential. It should be recognized, however, 

| that these measures alone, however vigorously pursued, against the 

Soviet orbit, cannot be counted on drastically to reduce the threat | 

which the Soviet system poses to the free world. | 

95. During the next few years, it is unlikely that meaningful 

agreements can be negotiated with the USSR, for the Kremlin will 

probably not feel that the power relationship obliges it to make sig- 

nificant concessions to the free world. This situation could change | 

| in the course of time, particularly if Germany and Japan were to 

be restored to strength and firmly aligned with the free world; but | 

during the next several years the prospect for negotiation of lasting 

agreements is negligible, although specific agreements on a quid- ; 

pro-quo basis, such as an armistice in Korea, are not precluded. | 

Nevertheless, development of a sound U.S. negotiating position in j 

any question or dispute involving the USSR would help to convince | 

the world of the validity and sincerity of our position and would | 

serve as a political warfare weapon. | 

26. While recognizing the admitted strength of the Soviet world 

and the as yet undeveloped strength and obvious weaknesses of the | 

free world, it appears clear that the free world has made progress 

toward building a power position which would be capable of (a) per- 

suading the Soviets against a general war; (b) reducing the opportu- : 

nities for local Soviet aggression and political warfare; and (c) ex- ? 

ploiting rifts between the USSR and other communist states and 

between the several communist regimes and the peoples they are 

oppressing, and thus possibly offering to certain satellite peoples 

the prospect of liberation without war. | : 

27. We therefore continue to believe that the free world with its | 

superior resources should be able to build and maintain for what- 

ever length of time proves to be necessary, such strength that the 

| Soviet orbit will be unable to make significant advances in expand- , 

ing its power, either geographically, or politically, and that if the 

free world develops such strength, the internal conflicts of the 

Soviet totalitarian system should, with positive effort from us, force _ :
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a retraction of Soviet power and influence and eventually cause 
that system gradually to weaken and decay, although no time limit 
can be established by which these latter objectives must be 
achieved. | ee 

28. The building and maintenance of free world strength will, 
however, require a re-examination of the adequacy of current U.S. 
national security programs from the standpoint of size, relative pri- 
ority, and allocation. 2 wa 

? At its meeting on Thursday afternoon, Aug. 14, the NSC Senior Staff reviewed 
and amended this draft statement and approved submission of the amended conclu- 
sions to the National Security Council for its information. At the same time, the 
Senior Staff directed the Staff Assistants “as a matter of urgency” to revise the 
source text in light of NSC 135/1 (infra), with the view to submission to the Council 
as an Annex to NSC 1385/1. A copy of the Record of the Senior Staff meeting under 
reference is in the S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “N SC 68-114-135”. The revised staff 
study circulated as the Annex to NSC 1835/1 and dated Aug. 22 is printed on p. 89. 

| S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 135 Series Se GREE 

Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 
(Lay) } | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, August 15, 1952. 
NSC 1385/1 | | 

NoTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
CoUNCIL ON REAPPRAISAL OF UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES AND 
STRATEGY FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 

References: a 
A. NSC Action Nos. 575 and 543 2 | 
B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “United 

| States Objectives and Programs for National Security’, dated 
June 30, 1952 8 PE hes | 

C. NSC 20, 68 and 114 Series 4 : ou EEE 
The enclosed draft statement of policy on the subject, prepared _ 

by the NSC Staff pursuant to NSC Action No. 575-c, is submitted 
herewith for consideration by the National Security Council. | 

Copies to the Secretaries of the Treasury and of Commerce, the Attorney Gener- 
al, the Acting Director of Defense Mobilization, the Chairman of the Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisers, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and the Federal Civil De- 
fense Administrator. a | 

* Regarding NSC Action No. 575, see footnote 1, p. 5. Regarding NSC Action No. 
543 (Aug. 30, 1951), see footnote 2, p. 206. 

3 Ante, p. 54. 
* For documentation on the NSC 20 Series, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 

2, pp. 507 ff. |
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- Also enclosed for the information of the Council as the basis for 

the draft statement of policy is an appendix containing a ‘“Summa- 
ry and General Conclusions” * resulting from the NSC Staff's reap- | 

praisal of U.S. objectives and strategy for national security. | 

A staff study to accompany the enclosure will be transmitted | 

shortly as an annex to NSC 1835/1 for the information of the Coun- 
cil in this connection. | | ore | 

It is recommended that, if the Council adopts the enclosure, it be 

submitted to the President for consideration with the recommenda- 

tion that he approve it as a reappraisal of United States objectives — | 

and strategy for national security, and direct its use as a guide by : 

all appropriate executive departments and agencies of the U.S. | 

: Government, and by the National Security Council in completing 

by October 1 its report pursuant to the third paragraph in the 

President’s memorandum of June 28 (reference B). ® | | 

It is requested that special security precautions be observed in the 

handling of this report. — | | | | 

| | cee Lee James S. Lay, JR. 

- [Enclosure] = —— , 

Draft Statement of Policy Proposed by the National Security — 
— Council | | 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON, undated.] | 

REAPPRAISAL OF UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGY FOR 

NATIONAL SECURITY 

General — ee | a eo ts 

1. Reappraisal of United States objectives and strategy for na- 

tional security reaffirms the basic purposes and policies of the NSC 
20, 68 and 114 Series. The fundamental purpose of the United 

States remains as stated in NSC 68: to assure the integrity and vi- 

tality of our free society founded upon the dignity and worth of the 

individual. Pursuit of this fundamental purpose should continue to 

be through that general policy which seeks: | 

a. To develop throughout the world positive appeals superior to 
those of communism. | : 
pb. Even at grave risk of general war, to block further expansion 

| of Soviet power. | a 

5 Same as “Summary and General Conclusions,” Aug. 12, supra. See also the edi- 

torial note, p. 56. — : ce 

6 The President’s memorandum of June 28 is printed as the enclosure to the © 

| memorandum by Lay to the National Security Council, June 30, p. 55.



82 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

c. By all means short of general war to induce a retraction of the 
Kremlin’s control and influence, and so to foster the seeds of de- 
struction within the Soviet system that the Kremlin is brought at 
least to the point of modifying its behavior to conform to generally 
accepted internaticnal standards. 

2. We continue to believe that the free world with its superior 
resources should be able to build and maintain, for whatever 
length of time proves to be necessary, such strength that the Soviet 
orbit will be unable to make significant advances in expanding its 
power, either geographically or politically. Moreover if the free 
world develops such strength, the internal conflicts of the Soviet to- 
talitarian system should, with positive effort from us, subsequently 
cause a retraction of Soviet power and influence and eventually 
cause that system gradually to weaken and decay, although no 
time limit can be established by which these objectives will be 
achieved. oe | 

3. Although no fundamental departures from the conclusions of 
the NSC 20 and 68 Series are required, it is essential that we take : 
into account certain factors that have developed or acquired new 
significance since the adoption of these reports: 

a. The United States and its major allies have responded to the 
perilous situation of 1950; they have responded collectively to the 
attack upon South Korea; they are improving the security position 
in Western Europe and in the Pacific; they, and particularly the 
United States, have significantly improved their readiness for war. 
These efforts, though not yet complete, have already reenforced the 
deterrents to general war and reaffirmed the reasoning of NSC 68 
by which both preventive war and isolation were rejected as cours- 
es of action. 

b. There has also been a substantial further development of 
Soviet orbit strength since 1950. Modernization and expansion pro- 
grams in the Soviet, satellite, and Chinese Communist armed 
forces are proceeding, supported by a rapidly growing economic 
and industrial capacity and by a high level of scientific and techni- 
cal capability in selected fields of vital military importance. As a 
result of the developing atomic and possible thermonuclear capabil- 
ity of the USSR, the vulnerability of the United States to direct 
attack, which is now serious, will in a few years probably assume 
critical proportions. The same reasoning would apply in general to 

| the defensive position of the Soviet orbit. | 

4. In the light of these concurrent developments, it must remain 
the immediate and, we believe, attainable objective of the free 
world to maintain such over-all strength as will (a) confront the 
Kremlin with the prospect that a Soviet attack would result in se- 

rious risk to the Soviet regime, (b) reduce the opportunities for 

local Soviet or satellite aggression and political warfare, and (c) 
permit the exploitation of rifts between the USSR and other com-
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munist states and between the satellite regimes and the peoples 

_ they are oppressing. The United States should accordingly pursue | 

with determination and constancy the courses of action set forth in : 

the following paragraphs. | 

Deterrent to General War | | 

5. The United States should develop and maintain, in cooperation 

with its allies, a position of strength, flexibility and depth adequate ’ 

to deter the Soviets from deliberately initiating general war and to ( 

discourage them from pursuing courses of action involving grave : 

risk of general war. 
| 

6. To achieve such a deterrent, the United States should take the : 

necessary measures to: | | 

a. Develop the political unity of and encourage the growth of 

strength and determination in the free world so as to minimize the 

likelihood that the Soviets would believe they could undertake | 

local aggression without serious risk of war. | 

b. Develop and retain, under all foreseeable conditions, the capa- : 

bility to deliver an offensive of sufficient power to inflict massive 

damage on the Soviet war-making capacity. | 

c. Assure ready defensive strength adequate to provide in the 

event of general war a reasonable initial defense and to ensure rea- ! 

sonable protection to the nation during the period of mobilization | 

for ultimate victory. | : 

d. Round out and maintain the mobilization base, both military : 

and industrial, in the United States at a level which in the event of 

need will enable us to expand rapidly to full mobilization; and, con- : 

sistent with the maintenance of a vital and democratic society, pro- 

vide the means for protecting the mobilization base against covert 

attack and sabotage. | 

7. The United States should develop a substantially improved 

civil defense in the light of the capacity of the USSR to deliver an 

atomic and possible thermonuclear attack against the United , 

States, in order to (a) provide reasonable protection for the Amerl- : 

can people and maintain their morale, thereby enhancing the free- | 

dom of action of the U.S. Government, and (b) increase the capabil- 

| ity of the country’s economy to recover from such an attack. At the : 

same time the American people must be brought to a recognition of 

the need to accept and live with a substantial degree of vulnerabil- : 

ity. | | 

Areas Outside the Soviet Orbit 

8. A preliminary study of problems in the areas outside the 

Soviet orbit brings out some major causes of concern which indi- 

cate the need for a restudy and possible change of emphasis and 

redirection of certain of our efforts with respect to those areas. 

| These causes of concern are:
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a. Whether our major European allies, particularly the United Kingdom and France, have the political and economic Capacity (a) © _ to make a fully adequate contribution to the forces of NATO and (b) to support their existing responsibilities outside of Europe. 
b. The readily deployable reserve strength of the United States and its allies, together with present indigenous political and mili- tary strength in areas on the periphery of the Soviet orbit, is insuf- ficient to permit us to escape from the possibility of having to choose, in the face of local aggression, either the eventual further expansion of Soviet power, inconclusive local counteraction, or gen- eral war. 
c. Serious internal instability in many areas, caused in varying degrees by the activities of indigenous communist parties, rabid na- tionalism, economic and political backwardness, and defeatist neu- tralism, and stimulated by aggressive Soviet and satellite propa- ganda directed chiefly against the United States, threatens to create conditions where communist influence and control may be extended without Soviet aggression unless effective counter meas- ures are taken. oe | 

9. In the light of the above, the United States should: 

a. Reexamine the amounts and allocations of resources to various areas in terms of kind, quantity, timing and priority, to determine (1) whether a general increase in the level of free world programs | and military forces is required to deal with the several threats; (2) whether the present allocation of resources as between U.S. mili- tary forces and other free world forces is appropriate; (3) whether the present balance between military assistance and the various types of economic assistance is appropriate; and (4) whether these allocations are in proper relationship to the threats facing the United States in Europe, the Far East and the Middle East, to the 
importance of these areas for U.S. security, and to United States commitments. The results of this reexamination should be reflected in the NSC report called for by the President by October 1, 1952. 

b. Be increasingly willing to commit military forces or material, 
as appropriate and in cooperation with its allies, in support of its 
objectives in specific geographic areas, and to this end include in 
the reexamination under paragraph 9-a above the necessary study of requirements and capabilities. At the same time the United 
States should encourage and as appropriate assist in the develop- 
ment of indigenous forces and regional defense arrangements capa- 
ble of bearing an increasing share of responsibility for resisting 
local communist aggression. When U.S. forces are committed to — 
combat a local aggression, the action should whenever possible be 
of sufficient strength and scope to effect a decision favorable to the 
United States. 

c. Increase its efforts to promote internal stability in critical 
areas outside the Soviet orbit. Here the United States should con- 
duct, with greater vigor, political warfare operations as an integral 
part of its over-all strategy, in order to reduce communist and neu- 
tralist influence, combat anti-American propaganda, and create 
stronger support for the purposes of United States foreign policy.
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Particular emphasis should be placed on measures directed against | 
the effectiveness of local communist parties. | : 

Areas Within the Soviet Orbit CSE | 

10. Where operations can be conducted on terms which may ! 
result in a relative decrease in Soviet power without involving un- | 
acceptable risks, the United States should pursue and as practica- + 
ble intensify positive political, economic, propaganda, and para- : 

| military operations against the Soviet orbit, particularly those op- 
erations designed to weaken Kremlin control over the satellites — 
and the military potential of the Soviet system. However, we 

| should not over-estimate the effectiveness of the activities we can | 
pursue within the Soviet orbit, and should proceed with a careful : 
weighing of the risks against the possible gains in pressing upon | 

- what the Kremlin probably regards as its vital interests. ! 

Economic Measures | co Sa | 
11. The United States should: os | coe | 

| a. Utilize its economic power wherever feasible to facilitate the 
growth of strength, stability and unity in the free world. The provi- 
sion of economic assistance designed to achieve these objectives 
should be closely coordinated with military and political measures 
and aid should be allocated in the light of the reexamination called : 
for in paragraph 9, above. © | Ce | | 

b. Be prepared to utilize its economic resources to forestall or, if 
necessary, to resolve favorably political crises which pose a threat : 
to U.S. security interests, particularly those arising in a context 
which precludes the effective use of allied or U.S. military forces. 

Public Support a | : 

12. The United States should undertake systematically and con- 
sistently a program of clarifying to the American public and to | 
other peoples of the free world the complex problems of the free 

world in meeting the Soviet threat, the nature of that threat, the | 
strength and resources the free world possesses to meet that — 
threat, and to the extent possible the reasoning behind the general | 
lines of policy and action described herein, in order to secure that : 
public understanding and support which is essential to the success | 

of our policies and actions. | | ! 

Negotiation | | 

13. The United States, in cooperation with its allies, should de- 

velop a sound negotiating position in any question or dispute in- | 

volving the USSR and should be prepared to enter into negotia- 
tions with the Soviet Union if they offer promise of achieving ac- : 
ceptable modus vivendi, or if, for other reasons, they appear to be 
desirable. On the other hand we should recognize that only enforce- =f 

able agreements are meaningful and that the major contributions
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of negotiation in the foreseeable future may be to convince the 
world of the validity and sincerity of our position and to serve as a 
political warfare weapon. ee 

Mobilization Policy 

14. The United States should continue to pursue a policy of lim- 
ited mobilization designed to develop and maintain a favorable 
power position without resort to an armament effort so large as to 

disrupt the economies of the free nations. Such a power position 

should be sufficient to (1) maximize the chance that general war 
will be indefinitely postponed, (2) provide an effective counter to 

local aggression in key peripheral areas, and (3) provide the basis 

for winning a general war should it occur. 

15. It continues to be impracticable to fix a tentative D-day by 
which our preparations for war should be at their peak, although 

there are estimated time periods within which measures must be 

taken to reduce or eliminate vulnerabilities of a critical nature. 

16. The adequacy of currently projected mobilization goals is a 

question separate from that of the soundness of the concept of lim- 

ited mobilization. Appraisal of the present goals must be accom- 

plished on a continuing basis as the various programs are fulfilled 

and in light of changes in the world situation. The rapid growth of 

the Soviet atomic capability, the prospect for our continued heavy 
commitment in Korea, the serious threat to Southeast Asia, the 

danger of further deterioration of the situations in Iran and Egypt, 

the grave implications of further Soviet efforts to force the West- 

ern powers out of Berlin—all of these portents underline the risks 

involved in the projected rates of delivery and in adhering to pres- 

ently programmed force levels. | 

17. Recognizing the above risks and objectives in the light of the | 
situation facing us, and recognizing that acceleration and upward 

adjustment of our national security programs as a whole, if neces- 

sary, are well within our capacity and can be accomplished without 
serious adverse effects on the U.S. economy, the United States 

should: | | 

a. Assure the acceleration of the production of selected military 
end items under present programs. 

b. Place continued high emphasis upon selected scientific and 
technical programs in fields of military application. | 

c. Make such adjustments in our national security programs as 
may be found necessary and feasible in the light of the reexamina- 
tion called for in paragraph 9 above.
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$/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 185 Series 

The Counselor (Bohlen) to the Secretary of State * oe | 

TOP SECRET 
[WASHINGTON, | August 21, 1952. | 

Mr. SEcRETARY: As I hope to get off at the end of this week for a | 

couple of weeks leave, I may not be back before the NSC 114 Series | 

(now NSC 1385/1) will come up for consideration before the Council. : 

The policy paper,” the only one to be adopted formally by the - 

Council, is I believe in complete harmony with the views worked : 

out at the meetings with you. Part I of the Staff Study is exactly : 

the same as worked out with you. Part II, ° despite our efforts to 

have it laid aside, had to be revised since almost all of the mem- | 

bers of the Senior Staff felt a study of this nature was necessary to | 

support the policy statement. It has been revised in close consulta- | 

tion with S/P and is, I think, in harmony with the policy paper. 

The “Summary and Conclusions” * is merely a convenient pulling | 

together of the two staff papers. : 
| 

There is only one point in the paper as a whole on which S/P 

still has any doubts and that is the portion dealing with civil air 

defense, paragraph 60 in Part II of the Staff Study and the corre- 

sponding paragraph in the summary of the conclusions. They feel | 

that the last sentence warning against applying a disproportionate | 

amount of resources to defensive purposes is unnecessary and pos- 

sibly misleading in that our efforts in this field are far from ade- 

quate and that the warning therefore is unnecessary. I do not feel 

that this is too important since the major parts of the paragraphs 

deal with the necessity of further and improved efforts in the field 

of civilian defense and it is one that Defense and JCS seem to feel 

| rather strongly about. However, you may wish to discuss it with S/ 

P and you could, of course, at the Council meeting propose some 

| rewording. Aside from this point, I believe that the paper is accept- 

| able to the Department as it stands and I would have no sugges- 

tions for changes at the Council meeting. Mr. Walmsley and Mr. 

| Smith ® will both be here in my absence and they could fill you in 

| in regard to any portions which you yourself may have questions 

| | 

| 1 Copies to Matthews, Ferguson and Walter Walmsley, Jr. of the Office of the 

Counselor, Department of State and NSC Staff Member. 

| 2 Reference is to NSC 1385/1, Aug. 15, p. 80. 
| 

; 3 Reference is to Parts I and II of the Annex to NSC 135/1, NSC Staff Study on 

Reappraisal of United States Objectives and Strategy for National Security, Aug. 22, 

unjra. 

‘ Reference is to the Draft Statement Submitted to the Senior Staff, Aug. 12, p. 

73. | 

| 5 Bromley K. Smith of the Office of the Counselor, Department of State.
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about and particularly as to the attitudes of the other Departments and agencies thereto. | a There is one point of considerable importance and that is the manner of implementation of paragraph 9 of the policy study 6 calling for a reexamination of existing and contemplated programs in the light of this paper and the terms of reference set forth in paragraph 9. Our view, which I believe is shared by the other De- partments, is that this could best be done by a special group set up under the President’s direction by the Secretaries of State and De- fense with the participation of other directly interested agencies such as MSA, ODM etc. Jimmy Lay has had doubts about this pro- cedure. Some confusion has arisen in regard to the timing of this examination and its relation to the budgetary submissions called for by the President by October first. It is, of course, obvious that any such study could not possibly be completed by October first so that the last sentence of paragraph 97 of the policy Paper will be deleted. There was a discussion in the Steering Committee of the Senior Staff as to the material that this reexamination would en- compass. Our view, supported by Defense and CIA with JCS uncer- tain, is that this examination should be made on the basis of the programs recommended by October first to the President for fisca] 1954. If in certain aspects the reexamination could be completed in time to possibly have some effect on the fiscal 1954 budget, it could be used for that purpose. If not, as is more probable in view of the time element, there might at least be guidelines for possible in- creases or revisions through a supplementary budget or at least guidelines for the preparation of fiscal 1955. If you approve of this procedure, there is a draft Presidentia] Order, prepared by S/P, calling for the necessary mechanism which you could submit to the Council for adoption. | hs 

I am sorry I will not be here to deal in More detail with the paper but I honestly feel that it is in as good shape as it possibly could be and still be agreed by all Departments and agencies con- cerned. In fact, I consider that the paper as a whole represents a good analysis and recommendations for the situation in the world that we face in the foreseeable future. | 
7 | C. E. B. | 

® Reference is to NSC 135/ 1, Aug. 15, p. 80. 7 Bohlen is referring to the last sentence of paragraph 9a of NSC 135/1.
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S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 185 Series - 

| Annex to a Report to the National Security Council by the Executive 
| - a. | Secretary (Lay) } | an 

TOP SECRET : - Wasuincrton, August 22, 1952. 
NSC 185/1 Annex foe vs ces 

| NSC Srarr Strupy on REAPPRAISAL OF UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES 
_ AND STRATEGY FOR NATIONAL SECURITY __ : 

Lay | Parti a 

OS THE BaSEs OF SovieT ACTION | 

1. Whatever the estimate (and the field is, of course, highly spec- : 
ulative) of Soviet future actions or long-range and short-range in- 

tentions, there are certain fundamental features of the Soviet 
system which are generally uncontested by all analyses. There may — 
be, as there have been, wide tactical swings in Soviet policy, but | 

these features of the Soviet system are fundamental and unchang- ; 

a. The USSR is a totalitarian state, heavily armed and continu- 
ously seeking to increase its military potential, where the power of 
decision rests entirely in the hands of a small group of men. What- 
ever their ultimate ambitions may be, we can say at a minimum : 
that these men seek to develop the power of the Soviet system rela- 
tive to the non-Soviet world so that the security of their regime 
cannot be externally challenged or menaced. | : 

b. By the nature of its state structure, reinforced by its ideology, | 
the USSR is fundamentally and unappeasably hostile to any socie- | 
ty not susceptible to its control and consequently will exploit any | 
opportunity to weaken its enemies and increase its own power posi- 
tion in so far as the Soviet rulers deem such action to be compati- | 
ble with the security of the regime. _ | we 

c. The directing group of the Soviet Government and of interna- 
tional communism is totally uninhibited by any consideration of a 
humanitarian, moral or ethical character. | | | 

These fundamental features of the Soviet system, regardless of the | 
particular tactical phase of Soviet policy, make it clear that an im- : 
balance of power in favor of the Soviet bloc presents a critical : 
threat to the free nations of the world. 7 
_ 2. In assessing the bases of Soviet action, we can draw one gener- 
al conclusion from an historical analysis of Soviet policy. It is that : 
throughout their history the Bolshevik leaders of Soviet Russia 

| 1 The source text is accompanied by a covering sheet indicating that this i the : 
Annex to NSC 185/1 in the form of a Report to the National Security Council by its 
Executive Secretary, James S. Lay, Jr., datelined Washington, Aug. 22, 1952. Re- 
garding the origins and development of this Study, see the editorial note, p. 56.
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have never been deflected by Communist doctrine from taking 
whatever immediate steps they believed necessary to consolidate 
and enhance their position and power in the USSR. The Soviet 
regime came to power in October 1917 with what the Bolsheviks 
considered to be a clear, thoroughly thought-out thesis, or doctrine, 
which described the direction of the future course of world history. 
In seizing power by a coup d état rather than by a mass uprising, 
and in a country which had none of the doctrinaire prerequisites 
for socialism, Lenin immediately violated the inherited doctrine 

and Stalin has continued to do so ever since. Indeed, the life of the 

Soviet regime has been in continual contradiction with pre-existing 
doctrine and, in essence, Soviet actions have represented an unend- 

ing series of compromises as, with each concrete situation facing 
them, the Soviets have attempted to resolve these contradictions. 
The moment they seized power they discovered that inherited doc- 
trine was inadequate to answer the question as to how to exercise 
power in that country, under those circumstances, at that time. In 

the effort to consolidate the power attained and to achieve absolute 

control over the captured state, Lenin sacrificed pre-existing doc- 

trine to considerations of the winning and holding of power. Stalin 

has continued to do so, and whenever a conflict has arisen between 

doctrine (in the sense of the revolutionary ideology) and any ques- 
tion of the security of the regime, the latter has prevailed without 

exception. Where Lenin, however, acknowledged these sacrifices as 
such, Stalin has twisted the doctrine to fit the needs of power. His 

policies therefore have been opportunistic in the sense that he has 

not hesitated, even at the cost of twisting the doctrine, to take ad- 

vantage of every opportunity to preserve and strengthen the securi- 

ty of the regime and develop the power of the Soviet Union. 

3. Similarly, the necessity of maintaining power at home has 
always taken precedence over the interest in revolution abroad. 

Due to the dual nature of the Soviet State, the same men are at 

once the rulers of the Soviet Union and the board of directors of an 
international conspiracy. Stalin’s method of reconciling foreign 
Communists to the subordination of the interests of world revolu- 

tion to those of the Soviet State has been by claiming that these 
interests are identical and by forcing obedience to the concept that 

the first duty of Communists everywhere is to defend the Soviet 
Union. To date no substantial sacrifice has been made for the bene- 
fit of the world revolutionary movement at the expense of the secu- 

rity of the regime. However, great sacrifices have been made to de- 
velop the power of the Soviet system, which could be used to 

expand the area under Soviet control. It is unnecessary, however, 
to state dogmatically that the Stalin regime is interested in main- 

- taining power in Russia entirely for the sake of power and not at
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all as a base for eventual world revolution, since for the foreseeable 

future they amount to the same thing, and since power at the : 

center is in any case a precondition to Soviet expansion. The prime : 

preoccupation of the masters of the Kremlin, whatever their ambi- 

tions may be, must remain the security of the home base and the : 

development of its power, for there is no realistic sign that in the 

foreseeable future the internal or external situation will undergo 

such radical alteration as to remove this prime preoccupation from 

their minds. | : 

4. Furthermore, the specific nature of the Stalinist regime makes | 

it probable that any Communist regime not susceptible of control 

by the Soviet Union would be potentially hostile to it. The relation- : 

ship of the Soviet Union with other Communist states which it 

cannot control is a subject of extreme complexity and one on which 

we have very little evidence to base any firm conclusions, but as 

Tito illustrates, the mere fact of being Communist does not elimi- 

nate the possibility of a hostile relationship with the Soviet Union. : 

5. To say that the doctrine of communism as expounded by Marx 

| and Lenin does not provide any sure guide to Soviet action, in the 

sense of cause and effect, does not mean that that doctrine does not : 

have an effect of [on] Soviet action. The effect is indirect but | 

nonetheless real. It has served as the rationalization and justifica- 

tion of Soviet actions which were actually taken for other reasons. : 

By this fact alone it conditions to an important degree the manner 

in which actions are often taken. Marxist-Leninist doctrine is also 

the bait that attracts supporters abroad. In one field, furthermore, 

it has a very important effect, and that is in the field of analysis of | 

situations in non-Soviet countries. Available information indicates : 

that for the Soviet rulers Marxist-Leninist doctrine forms the basis | 

for their analysis of the development of capitalist society, rivalries | : 

between capitalist powers, and the relationship between “colonial | 

powers and colonial or semi-colonial peoples’. It is in relation to 

their view of non-Soviet countries that Marxist-Leninist doctrine 

| plays its greatest role and contains the greatest possibility of seri- | 

ous Soviet miscalculation as to the reaction of other countries. (Fin- 

land and Korea provide examples of such miscalculations.) This ! 

doctrinaire approach to the outside world has many other indirect. 

effects in connection with Soviet activities. It is the basis on which | 

the idea of an aggressive and hostile world is constantly kept 3 

before the eyes of the people under their control. Like other as- | 

pects of Soviet theory, the doctrinaire approach to the outside 

world contains two contradictory theses: On the one hand, it is the 

rationalization and justification of the consistently maintained 

propaganda thesis, both at home and abroad, that the capitalist | 

world is constantly planning aggression against the Soviet Union; |
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on the other hand, it is an integral part of doctrine that the inter- 
nal and external contradictions of capitalist societies prevent their | 
leaders from taking unified and vigorous action. | 

6. General war is clearly not something into which the Soviet 
rulers would enter lightly. One of the chief factors which they 
would obviously consider would be the relative strength of the 
enemy. But even if the Soviet military position is favorable relative 
to the West’s, they must regard a major war as involving risks to 
the Soviet regime, for such reasons as the added strain on the econ- 
omy and the control of the satellites, the increased problem of de- 
fection, and, most serious of all, a possible altering to the detriment 
of the party of the relationship between party and army, for con- 
trol over the army is one of the principal cornerstones of the sur- 
vival of the regime. , | 

7. An understandable reluctance to enter into general war does 
not mean that the nature of the Soviet system, reinforced by its 
ideology, permits genuinely peaceful or normal relations with non- 
Soviet countries. Struggle and tension are the natural environ- 
ments of such a system. A hostile environment especially abroad, is | 
a necessity for the maintenance of the Soviet system and is not 
necessarily related to the achievement of any specific foreign policy 
objective. The “cold war” relationship with non-Soviet countries is 
not a postwar phenomenon; it began with the seizure of power by 
the Bolshevik party in November 1917. Preoccupied with the prob- 
lems of maintaining iron discipline over the captive peoples, the 
Soviet rulers are obliged to justify such disciplines by the bogey of 
“capitalist encirclement” and the stated goal of world revolution. A 
tranquil relationship with the outside world then becomes impossi- 
ble and their expansionist tendencies spring from a desire to push 
the edge of freedom farther and farther away. 

8. In the foregoing analysis no attempt has been made to draw 
all possible conclusions covering Soviet actions in all conceivable 
circumstances since to do so would involve such widespread specu- 
lation as to make the result virtually meaningless. It is rather an | 
attempt, based on the pattern of past and present Soviet conduct 
and in the light of available information, to indicate the most rea- 
sonable probabilities as to the type of situations under which 
Soviet action initiating or leading to war might occur. Our analysis 
shows that a power imbalance in favor of the Soviet Union involves 
real risks of war. There is, of course, no certainty that past and 
present patterns of Soviet conduct will continue indefinitely into 
the future, but it is highly unlikely that any radical departure 
from this pattern will occur unless it is preceded by an event of 
major importance, such as the death of Stalin, or a radical shift in 
present world alignment which would in itself require a reexam-
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ination of the entire paper. With this thought in mind, the follow- 
ing may be stated: . | ee 

a. If the Soviet rulers should attain, in their judgment, the capa- | 
bility of defeating the United States or of so reducing its power po- : 
tential as to render it permanently incapable of effectively chal- 
lenging Soviet power, and if they should come to believe that such | 
action would not inv’'ve serious risk to the maintenance of their 
regime, they would probably deliberately initiate general war. _ 1 

b. The Soviets might attack the West if they were convinced as a ! 
, matter of fact, rather than theory, that an attack by the West was. 

actually imminent. _ | 
c. War could come from communist action based on initial Soviet 

miscalculation of the free world’s interest and reaction to the situa- | 
tion in some particular area (see paragraph 5 above). | , 

d. War could come from a deadlocked situation in which basic in- : 
terests of both parties are involved with an act of one side setting 
off an unwinding chain of action and reaction which neither side 
would be able fully to control. | | ee 

The statements in subparagraphs a through d above deal with the 

circumstances under which the Soviet Union would be most likely 
to initiate general war, or under which general war is most likely 

to occur. They are not designed to cover all of the infinite range of 
possible circumstances, actions and counteractions that might lead 
to the outbreak of general hostilities. It must be assumed that the | 

Soviet Union would be prepared to use military action to defend 

areas presently under its control deemed vital to Soviet security in- 
terests. Nor can it ever be totally excluded that if in the eyes of the 

Soviet leaders developments in the power balance appeared direct- 

ly and imminently to threaten the security of the Soviet Union or 

areas under its control, they might feel compelled to force certain 

outstanding issues in such a way that the result might well be the 

outbreak of war without any deliberate intention on the part of the | 
Soviet Union to bring about such an event. ae 

9. Although there remains a serious risk of general war, it is our 
present view that the most immediate dangers are of such a pro- 

gressive and cumulative loss of positions of importance (either as a 
result of deterioration within the free nations or of communist cold 

war actions or a process involving both) that the United States 

| would eventually be reduced to an isolated and relatively impotent | 

| position. _ a | 

| 10. In assessing the danger of local expansion, the following rep- 
| resent certain Soviet criteria, all of which should be present before 

the Soviet Union would be likely to employ Soviet or satellite — 
| forces in overt military action against non-Soviet territory. It | 
: should be noted both that the Soviets have miscalculated in the 

| past (as in Finland and Korea) and may again misjudge situations 

:
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and also that these conditions, even if met, do not necessarily 

impel direct exploitative action. These criteria are: 

(1) That the territory’s accession to Soviet power would have a 
direct and important effect in improving the Soviet strategic posi- 
tion; 

(2) That the territory could be brought under total Stalinist con- 
trol; 

(3) That the internal situation would be such in Soviet eyes as to 
provide the cover of revolutionary or civil war activity for the in- 
tervention of Soviet or satellite forces; 

(4) That the use of open armed force would not carry with it a 
major risk of general hostilities involving the Soviet Union. 

The foregoing criteria are not necessarily equally applicable to Chi- 
nese Communist action. We do not have sufficient evidence con- 
cerning the degree of Soviet control over the Chinese Communist 

regime to justify applying these criteria directly to possible Chinese 
Communist actions. Furthermore the Chinese Communist regime, 
only recently installed in power, presumably has more initial revo- 

lutionary fervor and less cold-blooded realism and discipline than 
the present Stalinist regime. 

Part II | 

RELATIVE POLITICAL, ECONOMIC AND MILITARY CAPABILITIES 

Section A: Political 

11. The USSR engages in continuing political warfare* against 
the non-Soviet world. Should the Kremlin in the future launch a 
major effort to relax international tension, the tempo of Soviet po- 
litical warfare may be ostensibly reduced and its methods may 
become more subtle. In one form or another, however, Soviet politi- 

cal warfare against the free world will continue so long as the 

Soviet system retains its present basic character. 

Soviet Political Warfare Capabilities 

12. In conducting political warfare the Kremlin has at its dispos- 

al the political and economic resources of the Soviet state and the 

satellites, the network of Communist parties throughout the world, 

and the Soviet and satellite military potentials. The Kremlin’s po- 
litical warfare capabilities derive from its ability to employ at will, 
either separately or in concert, all of these elements: 

a. With its rigorous control over the political and economic life of 
the Soviet state the Kremlin can profess to pursue—and often 
appear to pursue—domestic policies which have wide popular 

* Political warfare will be here used in its broadest sense, including psychological 
warfare, subversion, political and economic pressure, diplomatic action, world-wide 
Communist activity, etc. [Footnote in the source text.]
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appeal abroad. With its elaborate world-wide propaganda machin- | 
ery and its unique ability to conceal the realities of the Soviet orbit 
from foreign observation the USSR can pose, with considerable | 
effect, as the champion of peace and as the pioneer in many lauda- : 

| ble social and economic endeavors. The effectiveness of such ap- 
peals among the more uneducated and underprivileged peoples of 
former ‘‘colonial”’ areas of Asia, the Near East and Africa has been 
demonstrated. . | 

b. The USSR enjoys greater flexibility than the West in the con- : 
duct of foreign policy because of its greater control over public . 
opinion and its control over the European satellites. It can oppor- 
tunistically exploit the differences among the Western Powers. It 
can stimulate tendencies toward “neutralism’” by playing upon the 
desires of many peoples and governments to avoid involvement in a 
major struggle between the great powers. It has considerable tacti- 
cal flexibility in attempting to force its adversaries to choose be- 
tween difficult alternatives. | 

c. With its virtually absolute control over the economic resources . 
of the USSR and the European satellites, the Kremlin can offer ot 
economic inducements, extend economic favors and apply economic 
pressures in support of its political warfare efforts. ! 

| d. The unique facilities of the international communist move- : 
ment and communist front organizations provide the Kremlin with : 
a world-wide system of strategically placed sounding boards, capa- : 
ble of picking up and amplifying Soviet propaganda themes. These 
Party and front elements can stimulate ‘peace’ campaigns, and 
agitate for disarmament and prohibitions against the use of mass 
destruction weapons. By mobilizing mass pressure groups or pene- 
trating key organizations and government agencies, they can influ- 
ence official policy. This potential is at present especially serious in 
France and Italy, and may become so in Japan. By provoking labor 
disturbances they can impair economic health. By inciting local an- 
tagonisms they can weaken political stability. And they have the 
capability of undertaking missions of espionage, sabotage and open | 
violence. | 

e. The Kremlin’s political warfare capabilities are supported by 
world-wide fears of the Soviet military potential, which is used to 
intimidate the USSR’s neighbors and inhibit the Western Powers | 
from boldly countering the Kremlin’s political warfare operations. | 

f. The capability of the USSR to threaten local regimes by insti- | 
gating guerrilla activity and other subversive measures may force | 

: the Western Powers to choose between suffering the loss of key pe- : 
ripheral areas by default or committing military forces in an effort | | 
to maintain the status quo. . | 

13. Under conditions of general war all of the Kremlin’s political | 

warfare resources would be mobilized to hamper the Western 

effort. The Kremlin probably would seek to manipulate the circum- 

stances surrounding the outbreak of hostilities to make it appear 
that the war was unnecessary, and that it had been brought about . 

by the design of Western leaders against the interests of their peo- 

ples, thereby detracting from the unity and will of the free world 

| | | |
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effort. At the same time, “hard core’ Communist cells in the West 
would attempt to carry out industrial and military sabotage and es- 
pionage, provoke labor disturbances, to stir up racial strife, and to 

undermine the morale of Western armed forces. 
Soviet Political Warfare Vulnerabilities 

14. The Soviet Orbit’s political warfare vulnerabilities stem in 

part from some of the same factors which contribute to its capabili- 
| ties. The Soviet system is highly dependent on its rigid, centralized 

control machinery. It relies heavily on the elaborate false facade of 
political progress at home, of enlightened and high-minded policies 
abroad, of invincible economic and military power, and of the infal- 

| libility of Communist doctrine and Soviet leadership. To the extent 
that this control machinery can be disrupted and the myths out of 
which this facade is built can be discredited, Soviet political capa- 

bilities abroad will be damaged and the Soviet system at home 

weakened. - a 

15. Potential vulnerabilities in the USSR and the European sat- _ 
ellites which might be exploited by political warfare include the 

following: ous 

a. Disillusionment and resentment in both the USSR and the Eu- 
ropean satellites over exactions, repressions and personal helpless- 
ness and insecurity. - | | 

b. Resentment of the rural populations over official agricultural 
olicy. 

" C. Hostility of minority Soviet nationalities to Kremlin rule. 
d. Stifled initiative and mutual distrust among virtually all ele- 

ments of the population, including the Politburo itself, resulting 
rom the fear and suspicion aroused by Party and police surveil- 
ance. ee 

e. Resentment of the satellite peoples over domination and ex- 
ploitation by the USSR, and especially over the heavy economic 
burdens which Soviet-dictated policies have imposed on the satel- 
lite populations. es ee 

f. The highly centralized nature of official control machinery, the 
thorough disruption of which could result in the serious weakening 
of the Soviet state structure. OE Eo 

g. Exposure of Soviet methods of seizing and maintaining control 
over the satellites, which can serve as a powerful incentive for 
other small nations to resist Soviet overtures or communist pene- 
tration. | | 

Some of these vulnerabilities already exist with respect to Commu- 
nist China and others may develop. - 

Political Warfare Assets and Capabilities of the Free World — 
16. The growing realization that the military power and political 

ideology of the Soviet bloc threaten the national interests of free 

peoples provides an increasingly realistic foundation for the devel- 

opment of free world strength. Each effective increment to this
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strength adds to the morale and resolution of free peoples. In par- 
ticular, the development of closer cooperation and rearmament in — 

| Western Europe and the association of Western Germany and 
Japan with the free nations will progressively add to the free 
world’s strength and confidence. | oe | 

17. The principles of free democratic government, the rights of 

individuals and the opportunities for peoples to develop their own 

national and cultural interests free of outside interference still 
have broad appeal. Insofar as the governments of the free world 

are able to demonstrate that these principles are being pursued ' 

and advanced, progress can continue to be made toward enlisting 

popular support both within and without the Soviet bloc. 

_ 18. More particularly, the free world’s political warfare capabili- 

ties include the following: ge OS 

a. The free world still controls the vast bulk of the world’s eco- 
nomic resources and productive capacity. By appropriate economic | 
measures, the U.S. and its allies can help to deprive the Soviet 
orbit of needed resources and retard the development of Soviet 
orbit military potential. By skillful execution of other measures 

_ against the Soviet orbit, the United States and its allies may sap > ; 
the morale of satellite leaders and encourage rifts between the : 
USSR and the satellite countries. It should be recognized, however, 
that measures of these types alone, however vigorously pursued 
against the Soviet orbit, cannot be counted on drastically to reduce : 
the threat which the Soviet system poses to the free world. | 

b. In the countries outside the Soviet orbit the free world can 
weaken Communist organizations and reduce the Communist po- | 
tential for revolution and sabotage. 

‘Political Warfare Weaknesses and Vulnerabilities of the Free 
World | | oa ny | | 

19. Nevertheless, the free world is beset by grave problems, some 

of which—quite independent of any Soviet action—reduce its 
strength and resolution: _ oe Se, - 

a. It consists of independent nations and dependent areas with | 
varying interests and objectives. It consists of the NATO allies, : 
among whom there are important divergent interests; various pro- — 
Western countries such as the Latin American nations and the | 
British Commonwealth countries which are associated in varying : 
degrees with the NATO powers; and a large group of countries ; 
such as Burma, Indonesia, and the Arab States which do not ac- : 
tively participate in the East-West conflict. While basically ele- 

_ments of strength, these varying interests and objectives make the 
free nations susceptible to communist divisive pressures. 

b. The economic and social conditions of large masses of people 
have not improved enough to combat the appeal of communism. _ 

c. The principal nations of the free world have been obliged, for I 
one reason or another, to work with unpopular and undemocratic 
governments. This has caused dissention, resentment, and disillu-
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sionment in various quarters, and has thus created opportunities 
for communist exploitation. 

d. The lack of strong and dynamic governments weakens the 
ability of numerous free countries to cope with social, economic 
and rearmament problems and to act vigorously in the cold war. In 
continental Western Europe, for example, the narrow parliamenta- 
ry majorities and fragmentation of political parties in such key 
countries as France, Italy, and West Germany impairs the develop- 
ment of NATO strength. In the Near and Far East, the inexperi- 
ence of the present leadership, widespread corruption and lack of a 
firm popular base hampers the ability of various countries to 
strengthen themselves internally and to cope with Communist and 
extremist pressures. , | 

e. The rise of nationalism in important areas of Asia and Africa 
has created many divisive conflicts. This nationalism is still largely 
anti-Western. It represents a reaction against the former or re- 
maining colonial controls, and is aggravated by the reluctance of 
certain colonial powers to face the problems created by the recent 
growth of nationalist feeling. | 

f. Continuing economic weaknesses within even the principal — 
non-Soviet powers hamper the development of free world strength 
and provide opportunities for Communist exploitation. Despite con- 
tinued economic expansion, largely with U.S. assistance, the West- 
ern countries are still susceptible to economic crises resulting from 
unfavorable trade patterns, the burdens of rearmament, and inad- 
equate governmental fiscal systems and anti-inflationary controls. 
In Asia and Africa economic weakness results largely from the lack 
of development of national resources, which has prevented local 
governments from satisfying rising popular demands and achieving 
political stability and economic viability. 

20. There are, moreover, varying degrees of resentment, fear and 

distrust of the United States in many parts of the free world. In 
some quarters of Western Europe there is still some fear that the 

United States will recklessly precipitate a general war with the 

USSR or leave Western Europe unprotected after provoking the 

USSR to take military action. There is also popular resentment 
over certain U.S. trade policies and over U.S. pressure for in- 
creased rearmament efforts. In many quarters through the Middle 

and Far East there is a feeling that the United States has support- 

ed the colonial powers, and in the Arab states there is resentment 

over U.S. support of Israeli independence. 

Section B: Economic | 

Economic Assets and Vulnerabilities of the Soviet Orbit 

21. The economy of the Soviet orbit is being steadily expanded, 

including long-term development of the orbit’s strategic potential. 

Particular attention is apparently being given to capital construc- 

tion, chiefly in the heavy industries and in the electrical, transpor- 

tation, and communications fields. Under this program an estimat-
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ed 25% of the USSR’s gross national product is going into capital : 

investment. The USSR is thus increasing not only its actual pro- I 

duction but—more important—its basic industrial potential. _ 

22. A high level of immediate war readiness is being maintained. | 

In 1951 about 16% of the Soviet gross national product went to 

direct military expenditures, and additional substantial sums, : 

amounting to an estimated 7% of the gross national product, were 

spent on research and development in fields of military importance 

and on strategic stockpiling, post-enlistment and pre-enlistment 

training, the maintenance of internal security troops, and other ac- : 

tivities directly contributing to the present Soviet war potential. ; 

23. The industrial economies of the European satellites are being 

expanded and integrated with that of the USSR. They already con- 

tribute to the USSR large, and in some cases critical, quantities of 

raw materials and industrial goods, including uranium ore and : 

concentrates, petroleum products, industrial chemicals, and engi- 

neering equipment. The importance of the contributions will in- 

crease as production programs develop and Soviet-satellite integra- 

tion progresses. | 

94. Many major Soviet plants are designed and equipped for 

rapid conversion to war production, and strategic considerations 

appear to have an important bearing on the location of new indus- | 

trial installations. Because of this emphasis on strategic consider- | 

ations, in many cases accomplished at the expense of consumer | 

needs, and because of the rigorous control which the Kremlin exer- 

cises over all important aspects of Soviet economic activity, a com- | 

parison of Soviet and Western production figures is of only limited [ 

value as a gauge of relative war potential. 

25. In the event of early general war the Soviet economy could, 

in the absence of destruction from Allied attack, support a substan- 

tial increase in military production. The Soviet munitions industry 

has a sizable reserve capacity, and many other industries could be 

quickly converted to serve military needs. During the early phase | 

of operations stringent controls over the allocation of materials, 

transportation and labor could prevent the development of critical 

deficiencies. In a prolonged war, however, certain shortages prob- ; 

ably would weaken or limit some phases of the Soviet military 

effort. Successful allied air attack would, of course, greatly aggra- : 

vate these difficulties. 

26. The Soviet orbit is largely self-sufficient in raw materials, 

and dependence on outside sources in relation to total consumption _ : 

of most commodities is relatively small in peace-time. The chief : 

commodities for which the USSR is dependent on sources outside : 

the Soviet orbit are rubber, tin, wool, jute, and industrial dia- 

monds. Economic deficiencies which are expected to persist during | 

|
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the next few years include such items as certain types of aviation _ 
fuels, some chemical items, electronics, merchant shipping, some 
types of machinery equipment and precision instruments, certain 
nonferrous metals and ferroalloys, and a wide variety of replace- 
ment parts and equipment components. Agricultural production in 
the USSR and the European satellites meets requirements for the 
comparatively low levels of consumption. | 

27. The Soviet bloc transportation system, in which railroads 
occupy by far the most important position, represents a stringency 
in the peacetime economy but in wartime it has the capacity, after 
cutbacks in non-essential traffic, to meet military and major eco- 
nomic requirements in a major war. This estimate assumes no 
damage from hostile attack. The difference in gauges between the 
Soviet and satellite rail systems necessitates the transloading of all 
freight to standard gauge at or near the borders of the Soviet 
Union. Some 16 transfer zones, several of which are extensive in 
nature, retard through freight movements, but their capacity is _ 
adequate to handle Soviet logistic requirements. Despite the forego- | 
ing limitations, the Soviet rail system is probably better equipped 
to support a major war effort than it was in 1940. | 

28. The close balance between availability and requirements in 
many items of importance to the Soviet Bloc economy, together 
with the vulnerability of some important segments of the economy 

_ to air attack, would represent the principal weakness in any effort 
to maintain or strengthen the economy of the Soviet bloc under 
wartime conditions. The concentration of certain industries in 
areas accessible to Allied bombers and the extreme difficulty of re- 
placing or reconstructing plants makes these industries highly vul- 
nerable. Attacks on these industries could produce a serious reduc- 
tion in the supply of vital services and commodities; however, sub- 
stantial stocks of these commodities and of military end items, 
which are widely dispersed, would prevent the full effects of such 
losses from being felt at the front during the early phases of the 
conflict. | ee 7 

Assets and Vulnerabilities of the Free World Economy 
29. The great strength and flexibility of the United States econo- 

my is a principal asset of the free world. This is shown by a few 
data on U.S. gross national product (in billions of dollars at 1951 
prices): | 

L950 1951 1952 1953 

GNP — 802-828-845 8868 
Total Govt. purchases of goods and serv- | 

ices 46 63 83 95
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| ae 1950 1951 1952 1953 

Of which: — | eS | 
| For natl. security 20 387 56 67 | 

| For all other purposes 26 26 27 ~=§628 | 
Personal consumption expenditures 208 206 210 218 | 
Gross private domestic investment and ~~ | 

net foreign investment — 48 59 ~=—s«#wBSCt~‘é‘“C“‘UO | 

| 30. This great strength and flexibility of the United States econ- | 
omy would, however, be subjected to severe stresses under wartime | 

conditions. The United States would be the primary arsenal of the | 
entire free world to an even greater degree than was the case in 
World War II. The degree of shift of resources from normal eco- 
nomic purposes to war-waging activities would be much greater 

than the corresponding shift in Soviet orbit countries. The US. 
- economy is dependent upon outside sources for more vitally needed 

raw materials than the Soviet and this condition would be accentu- 
ated during war. The maintenance of control over producing areas, 

and the maintenance of supply lines to these areas would place an 

added strain upon war-oriented economy. | 
31. However, the United States and some other countries in the , 

free world are currently engaged in a mobilization program which 

is designed to facilitate any future shift to a war economy and to 

maintain a substantial level of strength over an extended period. 

Industrial capacity is being created, susceptible of shifting to direct 
war support, which otherwise would have to be built in the early 
stages of actual conflict. In most cases, under present programs 
and schedules, this capacity will serve concurrently to support a 

| rising consumption level and a structure of weapons facilities and a 

flow of actual weapons output, both in conventional armament and 
in weapons of mass destruction. Sources of materials supply, both 

! within the continental United States and elsewhere in the free 
: world, are being steadily expanded, with exceptions in the case of 

| certain important materials. Actual stocks in the government- 

owned stockpile, though still deficient in some materials, have in- 

creased steadily since mid-1950. ae Mo 
| 32. Elsewhere in the free world, efforts aimed at broadening and 
| strengthening the industrial base are proceeding much more 
i slowly. The United States has assisted this development in such 
| fields as electric power, transport of all kinds, steel capacity, non- 
| ferrous metal production, and agriculture. There has been a wel- 

: come inheritance in Western Europe from four years of Marshall _ 
Plan cooperation. The net outflow of resources from the U.S. econo-



102 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

my is and will be greater than that from the Soviet economy to its 
satellite areas; indeed, the flow of assistance is to a considerable 

degree inward to the Russian economy rather than outward. 
33. The task of strengthening the U.S. economy against the con- 

tingency of war is one which has been accepted and will be carried 
out by U.S. industry. To accomplish the established goals of the ar- 
mament program, a relatively smaller diversion of resources away 

from consumption goods will be required here than is necessary to 

achieve comparable goals in the Soviet orbit. 
34. There is now evidence to support the view that projected 

| U.S. armament programs, including the program for industrial ex- 
pansion, can be maintained with less restriction on the civilian 
economy than was believed possible a few months ago. One reason 
for this has been the steadily increasing capacity of the American 
economy to produce civilian and military goods; each year that 

passes will, by past experience, see further improvement in that ca- 

pacity. In addition, the pressure upon the civilian segment of the 

economy has been less than was expected at the end of 1950 be- | 

cause military requirements then stated have been subsequently 

modified by a stretch-out. This situation could permit an accelera- 
tion in the production of certain military end items over the sched- — 

ules now contemplated; it holds out the further possibility that the 
United States is capable of sustaining a generally higher level of 
arms production than is contemplated by currently projected pro- 

grams. 
35. But the maintenance for several years ahead of a complex 

program of (a) increasing our present lead in weapons of mass de- 

struction, (b) expanding current output of conventional armament, 

(c) expanding and balancing the war-supporting industrial base, 
and (d) assisting free world allies to increase their own military 
and economic strength—all rest on the willingness of the American 

public to sustain and support the resulting burden. This burden 
may involve a willingness in the United States and allied countries 

to accept an increased diversion of scarce materials and other re- 
sources to armament production through more severe direct physi- 

cal controls. In addition more vigorous price and credit controls 
and a heavier tax burden would be required in order to protect the 

economies of these nations. The combined efforts of labor, capital 

and management must contribute to the accomplishment of the 

task at hand, with each accepting a comparable degree of sacrifice. 

The effort must stem from conviction of its value. 
36. Allocation of budgetary money costs to military purposes 

within the free world presents a further difficulty. A relatively free 

price system is sensitive to the threat and actuality of government 
deficits. In 1950-51, the free world endured a punishing object
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lesson in the added money cost of military programs, the threat of | 

inflationary effects, even without budgetary deficits in any of the 

leading free nations (e.g. U.S., U.K., Canada) set off a wave of ad- 

vancing prices. Planning the level of military build-up must there- : 

fore include as a factor, and recognize as a limit, the effect of vary- | 

ing levels of military expenditure upon tax burdens and inflation- 

ary pressures. 
| 

37. A comparison of relative production figures gives only an im- | 

perfect picture of the war potential of the Soviet economy. Subject 

to this qualification, however, the figures in the attached table rep- 

resent the situation with respect to several key items. 

| | USSR sg 

| 
Plus Plus 

| | yssR ussR us  *uroPe NATO 
1940 1951 1951 Ss coun- 

atel- ; ! 

| 
litest for : 
1951 

. Steel 
: 

C (thousands of metric tons) 18,000 30,000 95,370 37,300 135,260 

oalk 
| 

i 

(thousands of metric tons) 166,000 227,000 523,000 400,000 934,000 : 

Crude Oil 
(thousands of metric tons) | 32,000  §438,000 334,000 538,000 342,000 

Electric power 
(millions of kwh) 50,000 104,000 432,000 150,200 653,800 

Bread grains (wheat & rye) 
| 

(millions of metric tons) \|56.2 58.1 27.4 81.2 75.6 b 

Aluminum 

| 

(thousands of metric tons) 59.9 200.0 759 222 1380 

Synthetic rubber 
(thousands of metric tons) 82.0 172 975 223 1039 

Sulphuric acid] 
(thousands of metric tons) 1,540 3,250 13,500 4,268 21,985 

Rail Transportation 
(billions of ton kilometers) 415 673.0 1012 764 | 1202 

+Including Soviet Zone of Germany. [Footnote in the source text.] 

+In hard coal equivalent. [Footnote in the source text.] 

§Includes synthetic liquid fuels. [Footnote in the source text.] 

| Leal pi average. [Footnote in the source text.] 

Annual production rate at end of 1951. [Footnote in the source text.] : 

88 In terms of both available resources and productive capacity, 

the Soviet bloc is in a position of marked inferiority vis-a-vis the 

free world; moreover, although the Soviet position is still improv- 

ing, in the foreseeable future the orbit’s basic economic strength 

| will not approach equality with the free world. Moreover, the 

Soviet bloc would encounter greater economic difficulty than the 

| free world in expanding military production from present levels, 

with or without war, partly because of the low level of civilian con- 

: sumption now existing in the USSR. Nevertheless, the Soviet orbit, 

through its total control over the Soviet economy and population, 

|
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can utilize a high proportion of the Soviet orbit resources and po- tential to achieve and maintain the present level of military pre- paredness. In the absence of general war, it is far more difficult for the free world to achieve an adequate utilization of its resources and potential to counter the Soviet threat. The present Soviet ad- vantage in available military equipment (stockpiles), in current | military production of certain items and in preparedness for expan- sion of military production derives from the fact that such produc- tion has continued at a high rate since 1945, and from the Krem- lin’s centralized control over the economy. : 
39. The increasingly destructive power that will be available to both sides could make it more difficult to ensure the effective con- version of the economies to full war production. In planning the utilization of its resources in the absence of general war, therefore, _ the free world cannot give the same weight as in previous wars to _ its heavy preponderance of productive capacity and economic po- tential as the determining factor in preventing or winning a gener- al war. / | | 

Section C: Military | 
Soviet Capabilities | 
40. The Soviet orbit now has formidable military capabilities. The principal elements of communist armed strength in being are the Soviet Army of about 214 million men organized into about 175 divisions; the several Soviet Air Forces of about 600,000 men and 20,000 aircraft; the Soviet Fleet of about 680,000 men and 810,000 tons of naval vessels, including 370 submarines of which about 100 are long-range vessels. Available to complement these forces in the cold war and to supplement them in the event of general war are the Chinese and satellite armed forces, although their effectiveness is conditioned by their combat-readiness and political reliability. While the size of the Soviet forces is relatively stable, it appears that the Chinese and satellite forces are in the process of being both expanded and modernized as to equipment. The satellite armed forces now total over 1,000,000 men in about 70 divisions, with an estimated expansion to over 1% million men in 120 divi- sions to be reached by late 1953. Satellite air forces are being orga- nized and equipped with modern Soviet planes. The Chinese Com- munist army of over 3% million men is the most powerful ground force in the Far East. Its capabilities will probably increase with the provision of Soviet equipment and higher standards of organi- zation and training under Soviet direction. The Chinese air force appears to be expanding in size and is using modern Soviet air- craft. 

, |
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| 41. It is estimated that at the end of 1951 the USSR possessed a 

stockpile of about 30 atomic weapons with an energy yield between 

30 and 70 kilotons. Current estimates indicate that the Soviet 

stockpile of atomic weapons will increase approximately as follows: : 

mid-1952, 50; mid-1953, 100; mid-1954, 190; mid-1955, 300. In view of : 

| the many uncertainties and variable factors involved, the Soviet | 

weapon stockpile at any given time may be half as large or twice 

as large as the figures stated above. Despite its over-all economic 

inferiority in comparison with the free world, the Soviet system 

has also succeeded in developing significant electronic, and possibly 

BW and CW capabilities. 
| 

42, Because of the advanced state of mobilization of the Soviet | 

| economy, and because of raw material and equipment reserves | 

- which the Soviets probably have accumulated, the Soviets would be | 

able to support extensive military operations of an offensive nature 

- during the early phases of a general war. However, the relatively | 

smaller size of the Soviet industrial base, its relative inflexibility 

and relative shortage of developed resources, would render it less _ 

capable than the U.S. economy of sustaining a protracted general 

war. 
os 

43. The air defenses of the USSR have improved substantially 

since 1945, and an air offensive against the principal Soviet centers | 

of population and industry would encounter vigorous and deter- 

mined opposition. Although deficiencies in Soviet air defenses now — | 

exist, the Soviet air defense system can be expected to make the 

cost of air attack increasingly high within the next few years. 

While it is not possible accurately to estimate the immediate ef- 

fects of our air offensive against the USSR, it appears that we will 

retain the capability of inflicting damage of such magnitude as to 

reduce substantially the over-all Soviet potential through destruc- 

tion of military and economic targets. ese Ma, | 

44, The Soviet advantages in war derive from an abundance of 

manpower which it can use with little regard to losses, large inven- 

| tories of military equipment with production lines in being, a 

highly effective world-wide intelligence and subversive system, and 

! sufficient area to permit absorption of heavy military losses with- 

| out decisive results. Soviet disadvantages result from shortages of 

| raw materials and industrial capacity—which would be accentuat- 

| ed by hostile attack—and the problems involved in the retention of 

| Kremlin control over the armed forces and dissident elements. The 

| advantages which normally would accrue from interior lines of 

| communication would be offset to some extent by limited transpor- 

. tation networks over vast areas. | ne
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Free World Capabilities | 

45. While the armed forces of the free world are significant in size, it would be misleading in terms of capabilities to tabulate their totals. Their far-flung geographic deployments, conflicting na- tional interests, their differences in training, organization, equip- ment, and will to fight, all detract from the value of tabulating totals. 

46. Bearing in mind the above reservations, it is nevertheless useful to indicate briefly the extent to which the military forces of the United States and its allies have been strengthened since mid- 1950: 
| 

a. There are more than twice as many men and women in the U.S. armed services as there were in June 1950 (the increase is from about 1.7 million to about 3.6 million). There will be about 20 Army and three Marine divisions in being in FY 1953. The state of combat readiness is being steadily improved as a result of training, experience, and the flow of modern equipment. 
b. U.S. monthly production of military end items is five or six times as large as it was in June 1950. Between July 1951 and May 1952 the monthly deliveries of military end items have risen from | an annual rate of $6.4 billion to $17.8 billion, and the trend is sharply upward. In the aircraft field, deliveries have increased as follows: 

. 
Average 
Monthly 

—_ Rates 
| | 

FY FY 
L951 1952 

All military aircraft 310 628 Medium bombers 
10-28 Fighters 

136 235 

There has been a substantial increase in the number of NATO forces on active duty in Kurope. Also, the normal service period for conscripts has been increased in most countries. Excluding U.S. forces in Europe, and excluding Greece and Turkey, the data for army, navy, and air forces combined are as follows: | 
1/1/1950 1,407,200 ye 
1/1/1951 1,648,000 eRe | 

— 1/1/1952 1,880,000 | 
In the case of Greece and Turkey, the mid-1952 data for army- navy-air forces on active duty in Europe are: Greece 161,000; 
Turkey, 384,000. 

47. In the NATO area the free world will increase its military strength during the years immediately ahead, if progress continues
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to be made toward solving the political, economic, and morale diffi- | 

culties which hamper the growth of a strong defensive posture. ! 

Greece and Turkey, with their significant forces, are being success- 

fully integrated in NATO; Greek-Turkish-Yugoslav military coop- 

eration is beginning to develop; the juridical basis for Western 

German rearmament is being established; and Spain’s participation | 

in Western defense plans is a developing prospect. However, our 

major European allies, particularly the UK and France, are en- ; 

countering major obstacles in making a fully adequate contribution 

to the forces of NATO and in supporting their existing responsibil- | 

ities outside Europe. The volume and rate of delivery of U.S. assist- | 

ance, which in turn depends upon production and availability of | 

‘material, is a major factor in determining the size and timing of ! 

the genuinely effective forces which can be created. On balance, 

the NATO commitments, and such additional declarations as those 

of the United States and its allies concerning Berlin, together with I 

European efforts and US. assistance, have made it clear that mili- : 

tary action in Europe by the USSR or its satellites would almost 4 

certainly lead to general war. It is therefore unlikely that the 

Soviet orbit will take military action there unless it is prepared to 

engage in general war. If general war should occur, however, even 

with the improvements which would result from achievement of 

the foregoing, it is not expected that the free world will have the } 

capability by mid-1953 of holding more than lodgement areas in 

Europe against a determined Soviet assault, or that Western : 

Europe as a whole can be assured against Soviet occupation prior 

to 1956. 
48. Developments affecting the military position of the free : 

world in the Far and Middle East are more difficult to predict. In 

the Far East, this is due in part to the uncertain situations in 

Korea and Southeast Asia. Additionally, there are a number of po- 

litical and economic problems surrounding the question of Japa- 

nese rearmament, but the contribution which Japan can make to | 

the free world renders it imperative that the restoration of Japan : 

continue to be a major objective. For a strong and friendly Japan , 

would provide a natural anchor for Western defenses in the Pacific : 

and would make an immense contribution to the maintenance of 

the free world position throughout Asia. In the Middle East, the 

primary threat appears to be communist exploitation of political 

and economic instability, rather than direct military intervention. — 

Continued deterioration of conditions there could result in the loss 

to the West of strategic positions and resources. Under a continu- 

ation of present programs, priorities and force dispositions, it does 

not appear that free world military capabilities in the Far East and 

Middle East will significantly improve. |
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49. Free world advantages derive from its ability to project its strength outward to the enemy; its atomic capability; a three or four to one superiority in industrial Capacity; and a vast area many Principal parts of which would not be vulnerable to attack by massed manpower. Offsetting these advantages are the normal con- flicts of interest among sovereign nations; unwillingness or inabil- ity to assume commitments which would produce additional strains on limited resources; and the tendency of free peoples to avoid sac- rifice until they realize that the danger facing them is of such mag- nitude that it can no longer be ignored. oe 
Comparative Prospects in the Cold War | 
00. Through ruthless exploitation and domination, the USSR since 1945 has created a system of satellite states with military forces with which we must reckon. We now credit the satellites, aided logistically by the USSR, with the capability of defeating Yu- goslavia if not assisted by the West, although Yugoslavia prior to leaving the Soviet orbit was the strongest military force in the Bal- | kans. The Chinese People’s Republic, in control of the Chinese land mass and apparently responsive to Soviet influence, has stalemated the situation in Korea and appears to have the capability of over- running mainland Southeast Asia against the pro-Western forces presently in the area. Thus there are available for communist ag- gression, under the direction of the Soviet Union but without direct | Soviet involvement, military forces adequate to achieve local supe- riority in important areas unless the free world intervenes. | | d1. The free world’s response to local aggression is handicapped. by a number of factors. First among these is preoccupation with the threat of global war. The fear of our allies is that the over-all strength of the United States is not sufficient to insure that action can be taken to counter local] aggression without serious risk of general war. From this stems the fear of attrition and dispersion of resources (while the Soviet Union is able to retain the concentra- tion of its military forces) and the doubtful willingness and ability of the European democracies to devote sufficient of their national resources to distant areas while their homelands remain vulnera- ble to direct Soviet attack. There is also the apathy of the threat- ened areas toward communism, which, when coupled with xeno- phobia and nationalist aspirations, hampers the ability of the West- ern powers to defend these areas. | 92. Notwithstanding these inherent difficulties, the free world is not incapable of responding effectively to local military challenges. _. Moreover, its over-all rearmament effort is re-enforcing existing de- terrents to those aggressive acts which would be likely to lead, in the opinion of the Soviet, to general war. Europe is being made safer from direct ground assault and the United States is signifi-
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cantly increasing its armed forces and its readiness for war. One 

result of the United Nations action in Korea has been to create un- 

certainty in the minds of the Soviet leaders regarding future West- | 

ern reaction. The sum of these developments has the result of sig- — | 

nificantly narrowing the opportunities open to the Soviets for ag- — | 

gression by proxy without serious risk of general war. However, | 

there is still a serious threat of communist expansion into South- : 

| east Asia and a more indirect communist threat to the Middle | 

East. Despite the vital interest of the free world in assuring that | 

these areas do not fall behind the Iron Curtain, measures to deal 

with a sudden worsening of situations in the Far and Middle Kast 

are not now provided for under present programs, priorities and 

force levels. In the circumstances, the questions arise (a) whether 

these serious threats can be met by a re-distribution of the free 

world’s effort presently programmed, or (b) whether consideration 

| must be given to increasing the total effort, or (c) both. It is evident 

that a revision of existing priorities would be accomplished at the 

expense of the NATO area. It is to be noted in this regard that the | 

analysis in Part I of this paper views a deliberate Soviet attack on 

Europe (made in the full knowledge that such an act would bring 

the North Atlantic Treaty into operation) as very unlikely, unless_ 

the Soviets believed themselves capable of dealing the United 

States a “decisive” blow or of so reducing the power potential of 

the United States as to render it permanently incapable of effec- 

tively challenging Soviet power. It is the conclusion of a subsequent 

section of this analysis that the Soviets do not now possess such a 

‘capability. From the foregoing it may be argued that the relative 

improvement of NATO defenses, including the organization of 

SHAPE and the promise of greater forces over the next two years, 

would increasingly permit a shift of emphasis to other areas. On 

the other hand, notwithstanding the heavy concentration of the 

military effort in Europe and the fact that considerable progress 

has been made, achievement of the tentatively planned N ATO ar- 

mament goals is by no means assured. NATO is now aiming to 

achieve a balanced 25-50 division force (exclusive of Greek and 

Turkish forces) by the end of calendar 1952, with all force levels 

beyond that date provisional and subject to annual review. The 

prospect is, therefore, that continued progress even toward NATO 

force levels below those regarded as militarily desirable will re- 

quire continued application of effort on that area. | | 

General War 
58. At present the Soviet system has the military capability of 

overrunning large portions of continental Europe, the Near East, 

and Southeast Asia before the free world could mobilize and bring 

to bear forces adequate to halt the Soviet drive. Powerful blows
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could be struck by Soviet air and submarine forces against the 
U.K. and Japan, perhaps sufficient together with BW, CW, and 
sabotage operations, seriously to reduce the usefulness of these po- 
sitions as bases. The Soviet system does not now have adequate 
naval forces and sufficient shipping to enable it to make large over- 
seas amphibious type attacks. The USSR does not now appear ca- 
pable of occupying the U.K. The air forces of the Soviet system are 
now capable of providing adequate tactical support to the ground 
forces. U.S. bases overseas could be brought under attack with 

‘atomic and other weapons. The Soviet long-range air force is capa- 
ble of atomic attack on the United States and might achieve sur- 
prise in the initial strike. Sabotage and overt and clandestine BW 
and CW attacks could be employed against a variety of targets, in- 
cluding important military, industrial, and governmental targets in 
the United States. | | 

04. The most promising development in the defense of Western 
Europe is the prospect of integrating the resources of Western Ger- 
many into the European Defense Community. If the political and 
economic obstacles can be surmounted, and if the output of equip- 
ment can be sufficiently expanded to provide arms for the forces 
that will be available, a significant change in over-all capabilities 
may take place in a few years. Further, the availability of tactical 
atomic weapons in the near future will add greatly to the Western 
defensive potential. The equipping and training of the Japanese 
Police Reserve will provide an additional ten divisions by 1954 for 
the defense of Japan, which will improve the prospect of successful- 
ly implementing Western strategy in the Far East. Under present- 
ly projected programs, it is unlikely that the Free World will be 
able during the next several years to do more in the Middle East 
than provide the forces required to hold certain vital areas in the 
face of Soviet assault. , | 
Atomic and Possible Thermonuclear Developments 
09. The capabilities of the United States and USSR in the field 

of weapons of mass destruction are considered primarily in the con- — 
text of general war. However, it is recognized that the possession of 
stockpiles of these weapons by both sides will have an increasing 
impact on the tactics employed in the cold war and that appropri- 
ate atomic weapons may be employed by either side for limited 
purposes. It should also be borne in mind that atomic and possible 
thermonuclear capabilities must be considered in their relationship 
to conventional military capabilities, since the two are inter-de- 
pendent and mutually re-enforcing. Superiority in one sphere does 
not completely offset deficiency in the other. 

06. The unknown factor in all calculations of relative capabili- 
ties is the effect atomic warfare may have on both sides. The possi-
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bility that either or both sides may, during the next two to five 

years, develop and have available for use thermonuclear weapons : 

many times more powerful than atomic bombs accentuates the dif- 

ficulties of attempting to assess future situations. | | 

57. It is the developing atomic capability of the USSR and the ; 

probable advent of the thermonuclear weapons, together with the 

bipolarization of power and the imbalance of conventional arma- 

ments, which significantly change the security position of the | 

United States and require a searching re-examination of current | 

policies and programs. These developments render the United 

States vulnerable to direct attack of serious proportions. | 

58. The new security problem lies in the great power of atomic | 

and thermonuclear weapons and the possibility that the USSR and ' 

the United States may each achieve a capability sufficient to: 

a. Seriously cripple for many months the ability of the other to 

mobilize and carry on an organized war effort. — | 

b. Place the ultimate victory of the other in grave doubt. 

c. Render both sides through exchange of atomic and possible 

thermonuclear blows incapable of achieving a clear-cut decision. — 

By steady production and accumulation, both sides must be pre- 

sumed to be advancing toward the day when. they will possess the | 

capability to achieve one of the above results; and the prospect is 

that neither side will be able, short of war, to arrest the progress of 

the other toward such atomic and possible thermonuclear strength. | 

59. The United States is increasing its atomic strength and may | 

soon develop a thermonuclear weapon. There is, in fact, every indi- 

cation that its present advantage +n atomic weapons stockpile and 

in the production of fissionable materials will be further increased; 

and means for their delivery exist. The free world will thus contin- 

ue to have a significant advantage in the event of war, but it does , 

not appear to be conclusive that the possession of a superior atomic | 

and possible thermonuclear capability can of itself provide assur- | 

ance against deliberate initiation of general war. This is so because | 

the controlling relationship in the atomic equation appears not to 

be that of stockpiles to each other, but rather the relationship of 

one stockpile, plus its deliverability, to the number of key enemy 

targets, including retaliatory facilities, which must be destroyed in 

order to warrant an attack. If this latter relationship is controlling, 

then it follows that the Soviets may achieve what is, in their judg- 

~ ment, a level of atomic strength sufficient to warrant the risk of an 

all-out surprise attack, even though this level be inferior—in abso- 

lute terms—to the then-existing atomic strength of the United 

States. |
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60. There are several means open to the free world for increas- ing the difficulties and dangers of an attack which the Soviets might contemplate, and thus for extending for the foreseeable future those conditions which will not be favorable to a general Soviet attack. For the present, it apears that the USSR does not have the means to deliver a decisive attack upon the free world. However, Soviet atomic capabilities wil] presumably continue to grow. While increased defensive countermeasures can serve to post- pone the attainment of a Soviet capability which the Soviet leaders might regard as sufficiently devastating to warrant an attack, it does not appear that measures which are feasible for the free world to take can prevent the probable attainment of a Soviet capability to damage critically the United States. Two factors underline this conclusion: (a) the increasing cost of effective defense and (b) the limitations on the development and maintenance of defensive measures which free society can impose upon itself without losing a substantial degree of the freedoms now enjoyed. The free world for its own protection must take measures to improve active and passive defense, including the exploration of new technological pos- sibilities, but nevertheless must probably accept a substantial degree of vulnerability and avoid disproportionate concentration of resources on defense at the expense of measures necessary to project its strength outward to the enemy. _ | 
61. On the other hand, the free world’s continued possession of a superior atomic capability should constitute a powerful deterrent. For in the event of war, the Soviets would understand that, unless they could derive decisive results from the initial attack, in the en- suing series of atomic strikes and counter-strikes the advantage would lie with the side having the larger stockpile and the greater and more flexible means of delivery. In the event of war under such conditions, the Soviets would face the probability that the free world would retain the capacity to carry out atomic attacks after the Soviet stockpile was exhausted. Such considerations would probably re-enforce Soviet reluctance to initiate general war. 62. In light of the reluctance of the Soviets to expose their power center to direct attack, it is basic that we maintain the capacity to deliver an atomic offensive of adequate power under all foreseeable conditions, i.e., despite sabotage, enemy attack, or adverse political developments in overseas areas where U.S. forces are based. Pro- | vided that the necessary effort is made to assure their continuing validity, three factors may be cited in support of the view that we can maintain such a capacity: (1) the free world’s substantial atomic superiority and the high probability that the margin of this superiority will increase; (2) the development of well-dispersed overseas bases close to the sources of Soviet political and industrial
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| power; and (8) the increasing variety of mass destruction weapons 

and of the methods of their delivery. In combination these factors , 

support the view that the United States and its allies hold it within | 

their power to develop and maintain a position of strength, flexibil- 

ity and depth adequate to deter the Soviets from deliberately initi- _ 

ating general war and to discourage them from pursuing courses of 

| action involving grave risk of general war. | | oe | 

63. The concurrent development of two atomic and possible ther- ; 

monuclear capabilities will steadily increase, for both sides, the ad- | 

verse consequences of general war. It must however be expected : 

that the value of the free world’s atomic and possible thermonucle- 

ar strength, while it will remain high as a deterrent to general . 

war, may diminish as a deterrent to local Soviet-inspired aggres- 

sion. For in the face of the increasingly grave implications of gen- 

eral war, democratic governments may experience difficulty in | 

facing up squarely to a Soviet challenge to an area distant from | 

the homeland; whereas the Kremlin can probably take greater | 

risks. The prospect must accordingly be faced that, with the accu- 

mulation on both sides of atomic and other mass destruction weap- 

ons, the developing situation may present a continuing and possi- 

bly improved opportunity for Soviet expansion by the techniques of 

political warfare and local aggression, if the free world permits the 

fear and threat of general war to paralyze its reaction to such 

threats. 

G4. Nevertheless it is also possible that U.S. possession of atomic 

weapons, particularly tactical types, will operate as a deterrent to 

local aggression by providing an effective means of defeating it 

without resort to general war. | 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68 & 114” . a 

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of 

| | Defense (Lovett) ! | | 

TOP SECRET — WASHINGTON, 29 August 1952. 

| Subject: Reappraisal of U.S. Objectives and Strategy for National 

Security and Annex Thereto. * | ona | 

| 1. This memorandum is in response to your memorandum, sub- 

ject as above, dated 19 August 1952, ® in which you requested the 

| 1 A covering memorandum from Lay to the National Security Council, dated Sept. 

2, reads: “At the request of the Secretary of Defense, the attached views of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff with respect to the reference report on the subject are circulated 

herewith for the information of the National Security Council in connection with 

Council consideration of NSC 135/ 1 at its meeting on September 3, 1952.” | 

2 Reference is to NSC 1385/1 and its Annex, pp. 80 and 89, respectively. . 

3 Not found in Department of State files. | 7
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comments and recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with 
respect to NSC 1385/1, a draft statement of policy by the National Security Council Staff on the above subject. _ 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are generally in accord with the pro- 
posed policy on Reappraisal of U.S. Objectives and Strategy for Na- 
tional Security as set forth in NSC 135/1. In view of the present 
and prospective Soviet threats to U.S. security, the Joint Chiefs of Staff feel that the timing of the military buildup is of the greatest importance and that it should be expedited to the extent feasible in 
the light of other compelling considerations. 

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are not unmindful of the importance 
of timely use of military forces in support of national] policies and 
in order to check the cumulative losses to the free world of areas of great importance to our national security. They consider, however, 
that in order to avoid maldeployment with respect to readiness for 
general war a decision as to the use of military forces should be made only after careful consideration of conditions existing at the 
time. | 

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 
Omar N. Braptey 

Chairman 
| | Joint Chiefs of Staff 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 135 Series 

Views of the Chairman, NSRB (Gorrie), on “Reappraisal of United 
States Objectives and Strategy for National Security” (NSC 
1385/1) } 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 
1. The Policy Statement (N SC 1385/1) and its supporting docu- 

ments, when viewed in the light of the status of our national secu- 
rity programs (NSC 135), fail to supply the Resources Board with 
an adequate framework for the evaluation of the several programs 
relating to the nonmilitary security of the United States regarding 
which it advises the President. Programs for passive defense in- 
cluding civil defense, dispersal of industry, rehabilitation of indus- 
try after attack, and the continuity of the essential functions of 
Government, all have been proceeding with inadequate policy guid- ance. 

| 
1 A covering memorandum from Lay to the National Security Council dated Sept. 2, reads: “At his request, the attached views of the Chairman, National Security Re- sources Board, on NSC 1385/1 and the Annex thereto are circulated herewith for the information of the National Security Council in connection with Council consider- ation of NSC 135/1 at its meeting on September 38, 1952.”
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2. The policy needed is one which will relate the military defense | 

and the passive defense of the U.S. to each other and which also | 

will relate our over-all defenses to the estimated capabilities of the | 

Soviets to attack the U.S. There has been a lack, not corrected by 

the NSC 185 series, of guidance which would coordinate the na- 

tion’s passive defense capabilities and its military defense capabili- 

ties. | 
F 

8 As the agencies responsible for nonmilitary defense have de- | 

veloped their programs a basic fact has become increasingly clear. | 

There is very little likelihood that these programs can be made ef- 

fective, unless through military defenses the destruction from | 

enemy attack can be held down to manageable proportions. This : 

means that the two major elements of the nation’s defense struc- 

ture do not meet. The gap leaves us dangerously vulnerable to the 

effects of attack. 

Az Without effective military defense, passive measures which 

would significantly reduce the damage resulting from attack are 

infeasible both from the point of view of cost and time required to 

make them effective. It is essential to formulate nonmilitary secu- 

rity programs in terms of their relationship to military defensive 

capabilities. Similarly, military defense must be programmed in : 

light of the recognized limits of passive defenses to deal with 

attack. 
| 

5. The assessment of our position with respect to the USSR, 

forming the background for this paper and the goals of our pro- : 

grams which are based on the findings of the paper, do not indicate 

that we now have or that we are projecting military defenses for | 

the United States adequate to deal with Soviet offensive capabili- , 

ties in the sense above outlined. 

6. Paragraph 6c of the Policy Statement recommends that the 

United States take the necessary measures to “assure ready defen- 

sive strength adequate to provide in the event of general war a rea- : 

sonable initial defense and to ensure reasonable protection to the 

nation during the period of mobilization for ultimate victory.” | 

"7, One of the underlying assumptions of the paper is that in 

event of war the enemy would endeavor to strike the United States 

with an initial decisive blow. This can mean only that the initial 

blow would carry the full force of the enemy’s capabilities for stra- 

tegic attack. No evidence is found indicating that we now possess 

or that our programs project defenses, military and passive, capa- 

ble of holding the results of such an enemy attack within managea- 

ble proportions. 
| | | | | 

8 The paper also recommends in paragraph 6d that we round 

out and maintain the mobilization base. The importance of protect- 

ing the mobilization base against covert attack and sabotage is 

|
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stressed. However, the necessity to provide military defenses for _ _ the base against overt strategic attack is not dealt with. — 3. Paragraph 7 states that the United States should develop sub- stantially improved civil defense in light of the ‘capacity of the U.S.S.R. to deliver an atomic or thermo-nuclear attack. This recom- mendation is made without evaluation of the feasibility of provid- ing adequate civil defense in the presence of inadequate military defense. 

, 
10. In raising the problem of guiding nonmilitary Security pro- grams, two broader problems are brought into question. They are the over-all] adequacies of our defense effort and the balance of that effort as between offensive and defensive capabilities. The Summa- ry and General Conclusions strongly recommend that we not adopt a policy of strengthening our defenses at the expense of projecting our strength outward to the enemy. This recommendation has this Agency’s full support. Nevertheless, it is clear that we also must deal realistically with the problem of insuring the people and the | economic power of the U.S. against destruction. - 11. Underlying the nation’s defense policies and programs is the assumption that the free world can create sufficient strength to deter the Soviets from precipitating general war. The present major deterrent is our estimated atomic superiority. Certainly an- other powerful deterrent would be defenses adequate to make the enemy doubt his ability to gravely cripple the United States. 12. The staff study which underlies the Policy Statement points out with great force that the deterrent effect of our atomic strength is likely to decline over the next few years. This is due to the fact that “the control relationship in the atomic equation ap- pears not to be that of stockpiles to each other, but rather the rela- tionship of one stockpile, plus its deliverability, to the number of key enemy targets, including retaliatory facilities, which must be destroyed in order to warrant an attack.” | 13. The decline in the deterrent force of our atomic strength un- derlines the need for strengthening other deterrents, including the ability to blunt the enemy’s attack. This, in turn, implies the need for a substantial over-all increase in the national defense effort. 14. The failure of the policy paper to deal adequately with the foregoing problems appears to result from an incomplete evalua- tion of the following points: | | 3 a. It is assumed that the Soviets would attack if they felt capable of dealing the US. a decisive initial blow without gravely endan- gering their own regime. (See appendix, para. 1) | b. Gross superiority of U.S. atomic striking power probably would not deter the Soviets if they felt capable of striking such an initia]
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decisive blow and, hence, atomic superiority in itself soon will 

cease to be a controlling deterrent to general war, 

c. Nuclear weapons have made it possible for the initial attack to | 

be decisive and have greatly enhanced the value of surprise. 

d. Since by means short of initiating general war the U.S. cannot _ 

prevent the Soviets from building increasing strength for the deliv-— 

ery of a mass-destruction attack, our immediate course must be to S| 

offset that increasing strength so clearly as to leave little doubt in : 

the Soviet mind regarding its incapability to strike a decisive blow. : 

e. The growing Soviet strength can be offset by building defenses — : 

that would place the success of an attempted decisive attack in se- : 

rious doubt and by building a retaliatory striking force clearly ca- 

pable of penetrating Soviet defenses to strike a blow that would 

both critically damage the war making capacity of the USSR and 

gravely threaten the continued existence of the regime. 

f. The security of the U.S. can be safeguarded against the danger 

of surprise decisive attack only by a major national effort to create 

| the two foregoing deterrents to Soviet ageression at the earliest 

possible date and under no circumstances at a date later than the 

| Soviet atomic stockpile reaches the level required for decisive 

attack in terms of numbers of bombs vs number of U.S. and other 

free world targets. | | ar | 

15. For the above reasons it is not our view that the NSC 1385 

series provides adequate guidance in these respects for our national 

security programs or for the formulation of the F.Y. 1954 Federal 

Budget. It is our recommendation that the problems before the 

nation and our defense policies and programs be re-evaluated in 

light of the foregoing considerations. | | 

| "Truman Library, Truman papers, PSF-Subject file . | Woe 

Memorandum for the President of Discussion at the 122d Meeting of 

the National Security Council on Wednesday, September 3, 1952 ? 

[Extract] a | 

| TOP SECRET — i | | 

The following notes contain a summary of the discussion at the 

122nd Meeting of the National Security Council, at which you pre- 

See | E 

| 1 Prepared on Sept. 4, presumably by the Secretariat of the NSC. According to the 

| minutes of the meeting, which consist of a list of participants and a brief list of deci- 

| sions taken, the following members of the Council attended: President Truman (pre- 

2 siding), Acheson, Lovett, Harriman, and Gorrie. Others present at the meeting in- 

: cluded Foley, Livermore, Murray, Staats, Keyserling, Wadsworth, General Bradley, 

Allen Dulles, Commander Clausner, Major Rule, Lay, and Gleason. (Minutes of the 

122d Meeting of the NSC, Sept. 3, 1952, Truman Library, Truman papers, PSF-Sub- 

| ject file)



118 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

sided. The Vice President was unable to attend the meeting be- 
cause of his absence from the city. nS eS 

_& Status of United States Programs for National Security as of 
June 30, 1952 (NSC 185) 2 | 

The President stated that consideration of the reappraisal of pro- 
grams for national security was the order of business for the day’s 
meeting. 

After Mr. Lay had noted that there were two reports—one on the | 
status of the programs as of June 30, 1952, and another on reap- 
praisal of United States objectives and strategy—and had explained 
their background and interrelationship, the President asked if 
there were any comments on the status report. ; 

Secretary Acheson replied that the first reaction he had to the 
Council’s consideration of the report was that he was scared to 
death to have so many copies of so vital a document around. He | 
said that he would send back his own copies. | 

Mr. Lay then explained that the distribution of the status report 
had been limited as far as possible in agreement with the NSC 
agencies, and that in most instances certain pages had been deleted 
from copies distributed to other than Council agencies. 

Secretary Lovett strongly supported the anxieties of the Secreta- 
ry of State, and explained that his security people were very wor- 
ried about certain portions of the report. He therefore wanted to 
turn all copies back to the Executive Secretary after the Council 
had finished its consideration of the report. 

The President stated that he was glad to return his own copy, 
and directed that all other copies should also be turned in to the 
Executive Secretary. 

The President then asked if there were any further comments on 
the report. There were none. 

The National Security Council: 

a. Noted the reference report by the Executive Secretary on the 
subject. | 
b. Directed that all outstanding copies of NSC 135 be recalled by 

the Executive Secretary. 

2 See the editorial note, p. 56. |
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3, Reappraisal of United States Objectives and Strategy for Natton- 

~~ al Security (NSC 185/1 and Annex to NSC 135/1; 3 Memo for | 

NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “United States Objec- | 

tives and Programs for National Security”, dated June 30, 

1952; 4 Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: ‘“Re- 

appraisal of United States Objectives and Strategy for National 

Security”, dated September 2, 1952 *) 
7 

The President turned to NSC 185/1 and first requested the com- 

ments of Secretary Acheson. 

Secretary Acheson stated that his comments fell into three cate- 

gories: First, the substance of what the report recommended; sec- : 

ondly, omissions in the report; and thirdly, the language of the 

report in general. As for the first category, Secretary Acheson said : 

that he believed that in general NSC 135/1 constituted a reaffirma- | 

tion of the recommendations previously laid down in the NSC 20, 

68 and 114 series. He then proceeded to summarize these various | 

recommendations of NSC 135/1, suggesting that the heart of the | 

| paper was in paragraph 9-a, which suggested a re-examination of | 

the various programs which had been set in motion by the three | . 

series in question. In general, Secretary Acheson thought that the 

heart of the present report was sound, but that there were certain 

difficulties and problems with respect to drafting and wording. The 

most notable omission, in his view, was on United States economic | 

and trade policy in general, as opposed to policies regarding specif- | 

‘c aid to our allies. Secretary Acheson noted that the Department | 

| of State and Mr. Harriman’s office were already engaged in studies ) 

of this problem, and that it was a matter of the utmost importance. | 

With respect to the recommendations in paragraph 9-a, Secreta- | 

ry Acheson expressed the opinion that the three departments most | 

closely concerned—namely, State, Defense, and Mutual Security— | 

should, in consultation with other agencies, jointly create working 

groups to consider the re-examination called for in paragraph 9-a, | 

and to come up subsequently with recommendations on the sub- 

jects. In Secretary Acheson’s opinion this task could be accom- : 

plished in not more than five or six weeks if the three agencies in , 

question could feel free to call upon the other member agencies for ) 

assistance. He was certain, he added, that the results of such re- 

examination would be of very great use in consideration of the 

budget for Fiscal 1954. | | 

Secretary Acheson then enlarged on what he regarded as the 

most serious omission in NSC 1835/1, namely, the absence of any 

8 NSC 135/1 is printed on p. 80; the Annex to NSC 135/1 is printed on p. 89. 

4 Ante, p. 54. 
5 See footnote 1, p. 118, and footnote 1, supra.
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treatment of general United States commercial and economic policy. He did not feel, however, that it was possible to rectify this _ omission in NSC 135/ 1, and suggested that instead the subject of | economic and trade policy, which was now being intensively stud- led in the State Department and in the Mutual Security Agency and doubtless elsewhere in the Government, should be the subject of a special and separate report which would outline the facts and possibly provide recommendations for the benefit of the new Ad- ministration. In any case, he added, the problem was one of gener- al long-range policy, and NSC 135/1 Should do no more than call attention to the existence of these Separate studies. _ The President then called upon Secretary Lovett for his com- ments on NSC 135/1. | es Secretary Lovett expressed agreement with Secretary Acheson that the general conclusions of the Paper were probably useful. It had nevertheless caused considerable concern in the Department of Defense, especially among the three Secretaries, because of the choice of certain kinds of language. As an example he cited para- graph 1, which he felt was too belligerent in tone and made no ref. erence to our national aim to secure a lasting peace. Secretary Lovett even thought that it would be possible to see in this para- graph the connotation of preventive war. 
As a second instance of defects in drafting, Secretary Lovett pointed to the wording of paragraph 9-b, on pages 7 and 8, particu- larly the last sentence. He said it seemed to him to be a very awk- ward way of stating a truism, and that naturally United States forces should not be committed to combat loca] aggression if they did not expect a favorable decision. This sentence, said Secretary Lovett, as presently written was “absurd”.  — 
Secretary Lovett also took exception to the manner in which paragraph 15, on page 11, had been phrased. The net, of the Depart- ment of Defense’s feeling, said Secretary Lovett, was that the pur- pose of the report was good but that there was considerable room for improvement in the drafting, and he felt that this latter prob- lem should be referred to the NSC Staff. oa | Secretary Lovett then turned his attention to the suggestions which had been set forth by the Chairman of the National Security Resources Board in his memorandum to the Council. © While Secre- tary Lovett expressed Sympathy for the lack of guidance which NSRB and the other Civilian agencies so keenly felt, he said that the type of information and guidance which were requested in Mr. Gorrie’s memorandum were for the most part not susceptible to any satisfactory answer. There was no way at present of being sure 

6 Supra. 
|
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that it would be possible to give even an hour’s warning before an | 

actual attack, nor was it yet possible to estimate exactly what pro- | 

portion of the attacking aircraft would get through to the target. ! 

Thus far we were pretty well compelled to calculate this latter 

problem on the basis of World War II experience, which indicated — , 

that 75% of an armed enemy attack would get through. All this, : 

continued Secretary Lovett, led up to the crucial question of how 

much money was needed to create something like an absolute de- 

fense of the nation’s critical target areas. There was no answer to | 

that question either, argued Secretary Lovett, although one could 

at least say that it would be of a crushing size. | 

The President stated that he had been startled by the briefing on 

this very problem which he had been given that morning in the 

Cabinet Room. As far as he could see, said the President, there 

wasn’t very much of a defense in prospect except a vigorous of- 

| fense. 
On this point Secretary Lovett said that he felt that the rate of 

| development of the nation’s offensive capacity should be acceler- 

ated, but nevertheless he was forced to the conclusion that notwith- 

standing the best efforts of all the agencies concerned, military and 

- ivilian, it was impossible to achieve an accurate foundation and 

basis on which Civil Defense and other agencies concerned with 

passive defense could operate with maximum efficiency. It was, in 

short, impossible to respond to the problem raised by NSRB. The 

defensive weapon of today was almost always an offensive weapon 

also. a | 

! Mr. Gorrie then inquired whether Secretary Lovett felt that the 

Government had really exhausted all its capacities to meet the 

| problem of defense which he had raised and described in his memo- 

: randum. on 

| Secretary Lovett replied in the negative, but insisted that 

| progress was nevertheless slow and difficult. | a | | 

Mr. Gorrie then said that it was his conviction that consideration 

: ought to be given now to an extensive new national effort to solve 

2 this problem, for which purpose the very best brains available 

should be requisitioned for a period of anywhere from two to ten ~ 

| years. At the present time, he added, there seemed to him relative- 

| ly little purpose and point in the formulation of programs of pas- 

| sive defense which were foredoomed to failure in the event that the | 

| Soviets attack. In such a case at present there would be no cities 

| left to defend. mo | oo pe 

| In response, Secretary Lovett said that the Defense Department 

| had for the past two years been making use of the nation’s best sci- 

entists in an effort to deal with the defense problem. In connection 

: with his point, Secretary Lovett invited the Council’s attention to 

| 

.
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the Alsop column in the Washington Post calling for two large “Manhattan District” projects. The conclusions which the column reached were, in Secretary Lovett’s view, “utter nonsense’’, and in any case Secretary Lovett expressed the opinion that any such large project as that which Mr. Gorrie advocated should not be per- mitted to complicate the revision of N SC 1385/1. | 

Mr. Gorrie observed that nevertheless some method should be worked out to enable the civilian and military agencies to work to- | gether to better purpose on this problem and to provide the mili- tary guidance necessary to the Civilian agencies if they were to do an effective job. 
Secretary Lovett still doubted whether this belonged in any revi- sion of NSC 1385/1, and went on to say that he felt that the nation was in much greater danger from covert attack than it was from overt Soviet attack. What troubled him particularly was “bombs in suitcases’. 
The President then asked Mr. Harriman for his opinion of N SC 1385/1, and Mr. Harriman replied that he found himself in general agreement with the views of the Secretary of State and more par- ticularly with Secretary Acheson’s proposal for carrying out the re- examination of the programs recommended in paragraph 9-a. The President then stated that the Departments of State and De- fense and Mr. Harriman’s office should get together and work out something on this problem in the near future. 
In response to a request for his views, Secretary Foley said that he was extremely pleased with the prospect of a study of economic and fiscal policy going along concurrently with other studies by State, Defense and MSA. 7 | 
Mr. Wadsworth then asked for permission to give his views, which he stated were in large measure identical with those set forth in Mr. Gorrie’s memorandum. Mr. Wadsworth was, he said, especially struck by the imbalance between our national security programs, particularly the heavy weighting on the military as op- posed to the civilian side. It was his opinion that the revised report should call attention to this imbalance and advise its correction. — This could be rectified in the rewriting of the paper without actual- ly involving any major change in policy. Civil defense, he thought, ) was rather neglected in the paper as compared to the heavy mili- 

tary emphasis. 
Mr. Staats inquired whether the re-examination called for in paragraph 9-a would have the effect of holding up the processing of the Fiscal Year 1954 budget, and was assured that it would not. Mr. Lay then observed that the Senior NSC Staff had recom- mended deletion of the last sentence of paragraph 9-a. As he un-
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derstood it, he said, the re-examination called for in this paragraph 

would now be accomplished by State, Defense and Mutual Security. : 

| Mr. Harriman suggested, however, that the revised paper include | 

in it a statement to the effect that a re-examination of this coun- 

try’s general financial and economic policy was being undertaken 

by the appropriate Government agencies as a separate study. | 

The National Security Council: 7 | 

a. Discussed NSC 135/1 and referred it to the Senior NSC Staff [ 

for revision. 

| | 

b. Noted that the President directs the Secretaries of State and i 

Defense and the Director for Mutual Security jointly to undertake, 

in consultation as appropriate with other departments and agen- | 

cies, the preparation of materials necessary for a re-examination of | 

- the amounts and allocations of resources to various areas in terms | 

of kind, quantity, timing and priority, to determine: 
| 

(1) Whether a general increase in the level of free world pro- : 

grams and military forces is required to deal with the several 

threats; 
| 

(2) Whether the present allocation of resources as between : 

US. military forces and other free world forces is appropriate; . / 

(3) Whether the present balance between military assistance | 

ang the various types of economic assistance is appropriate; : 

an 
(4) Whether these allocations are in proper relationship to | 

the threats facing the United States in Europe, the Far East, 

and the Middle East, to the importance of these areas for U.S. 

security, and to United States commitments. 
| 

The materials so prepared, together with any recommendations, 

are to be submitted to the President, through the National Security : 

Council, prior to January 1, 1953, with a progress report to be sub- 

mitted by November 15, 1952, if the work has proceeded sufficient- 

ly. 
| 

7 Paragraphs a and b below constitute NSC Action No. 668. (S/ S-NSC files, lot 66 

D 95, “NSC Records of Action, 1952”) 

|
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Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON, ] September 3, 1952. NSC Meeting: Council Action on NSC 135/11 | 
At the Council meeting this afternoon, the President directed the approval of the recommendations in NSC 135/] and the creation of an ad hoc group composed of State, Defense and DMS to carry out the studies recommended in Paragraph 9(a) of the paper. The paper itself was referred back to the Senior Staff for certain editorial changes and for an addition referred to below. — I left with Mr. Lovett and Mr. Lay copies of the proposed direc- tive which Mr. Lay will go over and issue in due course if upon study Mr. Lovett through Mr. N oyes finds no objection to the word- ing. I informed Mr. Lay that Mr. Harriman agreed. In regard to substance, the NSRB view put forward by Mr. Gorrie and answered by Mr. Lovett resulted in no action. 2 Mr. Gorrie became Satisfied that everything was being done which could reasonably be expected along the lines of his request. Some of the matters to which Defense will direct the attention of the Senior Staff, as mentioned by Mr. Lovett, were as follows: Paragraph 1—Reference to the fundamental purpose, as stated in 68, and the three Specifications (a), (b) and (c) were criticized be- cause they ought to indicate that a primary objective of U.S. policy was the maintenance of peace. 

The next passage mentioned was the last paragraph of 9(b). Mr. Lovett pointed out that the object of the draftsman was commenda- ble but the statement as written seemed somewhat absurd. The last paragraph mentioned by Mr. Lovett was Paragraph 15, which to him carried the connotation that we regretted the inability to fix the date for the opening of the preventive war. Defense may have other suggestions also. 
Mr. Wadsworth, representing Civilian Defense, said that he would submit to Mr. Lay some editorial changes in Paragraph 7 which were designed to protect the Civil Defense Administration from the erroneous belief which might be held by the Budget Bureau that their request for funds should be cut even lower than at present. It was agreed that such changes would be made. Mr. Harriman requested that a paragraph be inserted some- where to indicate that questions of economic policy were both 

+ See the memorandum for the President of discussion at the 122d meeting of the NSC, Sept. 3, supra. 
2The answer by Lovett under reference cannot be further identified. For the views of Chairman Gorrie of the NSRB, see p. 114.
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pressing and intimately related to security matters and that work , 

on these questions was going forward both in the State Department 

~ and in DMS, and that together and with the help of other agencies _— 

of the Government a paper or series of papers would be prepared | | 

outside of the NSC so that the importance of this matter and the © 

ideas of the various agencies would be available at the outset of the | : 

new Administration. The President approved of this effort and also : 

approved of the idea that it might be wiser not to attempt to work | 

out a complete governmental recommendation for the next Admin- : 

istration, but a series of papers which would enable the new Ad- | 

ministration to go forward with its own program in this respect in | 

the light of the necessities of strengthening the free world through 

a wise economic policy in the United States. 

| It developed that some fifty or more copies of the large volume of 

annexes had been distributed. The President requested that all 

copies be returned to Mr. Lay, who would reissue them on a “need 

to know” basis to the agencies particularly concerned with future 

work ordered. 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68 & 114” 

Memorandum by the NSC Staff Member in the Office of the 

Counselor (Walmsley) to the Secretary of State’ 

TOP SECRET | - [WASHINGTON, | September 4, 1952. 

Subject: Council Action on NSC 1385/1, September 3. | 

! With reference to your memorandum on the Council meeting 

yesterday, ? I should mention that Mr. Lay did not record the 

| - Council action on NSC 1385/1 as “approved” by the Council, and 

: that the President’s usual directive to the appropriate agencies to 

| implement it will not be ‘ssued until further Council consideration. 

The President’s directive with respect to the re-examination and 

| studies is, however, being issued to permit a start. — Oo 

| According to Messrs. Lay’s and Gleason’s summary minutes of 

the Council meeting, 2 the objections raised by Mr. Lovett to the 

| paper were illustrative. Whether Defense will propose changes ad- 

. ditional to those brought up by Mr. Lovett, and whether the 

changes to be proposed by Messrs. Harriman, Wadsworth and pos- 

| - gibly Gorrie, involve substance, may not be known until the Senior 

Staff reconvenes Tuesday, September 9. In the case of Defense, I 

am informed that Mr. Lovett has before him a great many written 

1 Copies to Matthews, Nitze, Perkins, and Thorp. | 

| 2 Supra. 
| 

| 3 The minutes are in the Truman Library, Truman papers, PSF-Subject file. 

|
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comments, including some rather biting ones from Messrs. Finlet- ter and Pace who for different reasons object to the main implica- tions of the Policy Statement. Mr. Finletter, of course, does not like perimeter actions while Mr. Pace wants to build up immediately along the Elbe regardless of the outcome of the reexamination. 

Thus, it may be that substantive proposals will be made to the Senior Staff which will have to be brought back for examination in the Department; and even if a formal meeting of the Council is not necessary, at least the approval of each member through his re- spective agency’s channels may have to be sought before the paper is circulated with the President’s approval. 
a WALTER N. WALMSLEY 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC. 135 Series - 

Memorandum by the Executive Secretary of the National Security 
Council (Lay) to the Secretary of State } | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, September 4, 1952. 
Subject: Reappraisal of United States Objectives and Strategy for National Security | 
References: | 

A. NSC Action No. 668 2 
| B. NSC 135/1 and Annex to NSC 135/1 8 
Pursuant to the action of the N ational Security Council at its meeting yesterday, the President has directed you jointly to under- take, in consultation as appropriate with other departments and agencies, the preparation of materials necessary for a re-examina- tion of the amounts and allocations of resources to various areas in terms of kind, quantity, timing and priority, to determine: 
a. Whether a general increase in the level of free world programs and military forces is required to deal with the several threats. | b. Whether the present allocation of resources as between U.S. military forces and other free world forces is appropriate. c. Whether the present balance between military assistance and the various types of economic assistance is appropriate. | d. Whether these allocations are in proper relationship to the threats facing the United States in Europe, the Far East, and the Middle East, to the importance of these areas for U.S. security, and to United States commitments. - 

1 Also sent to the Secretary of Defense and the Director for Mutual Security. 2 NSC Action No. 668 formalized Presidential approval of the recommendations in NSC 135/1 and related actions. See footnote 7, p. 123. 
* NSC 1385/1 and the Annex thereto are printed on pp. 80 and 89, respectively.
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The materials so prepared, together with any recommendations, 
| 

are to be submitted to the President, through the National Security | 

Council, prior to January 1, 1953, with a progress report to be sub- ) 

mitted by November 15, 1952, if the work has proceeded sufficient- 

ly. 
Arrangements have been made for an initial meeting of the rep- 

resentatives which each of you designated by telephone to consti- 

tute a steering group for this project. 
| 

| | 
James S. Lay, JR. L 

fe, | 
PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68 & 114” 

| 

| Paper Prepared in the Department of State 1 | 

TOP SECRET 
[WASHINGTON, | September 19, 1952. 

OUTLINE OF RE-EXAMINATION CALLED For sy NSC Action 668-b ? | 

The basic purpose of the re-examination is to respond to the 

President’s Directive (copy attached). ? This work should be divided 

into three parts: 

IL An analysis of the broad allocation of our resources under I 

present programs and of our security posture in 1954 and the im- 

mediately following period. 
) | 

Il. An indication of additional high-priority programs which : 

would be desirable to undertake to meet the threats which face us, ! 

together with an estimate of the resources which would be required 

within the next few years to carry out these additional programs. 

Ill. An analysis of the possibilities of undertaking the additional 

programs by a re-allocation of the planned distribution of our re- 

sources under present programs, as against the desirability and 

possibility of increasing the total resources available for meeting 

our national security programs. | | 

1 Undated slips attached to the source text indicate that this paper was sent from 

Nitze to Acheson for approval. It was subsequently transmitted to Charles P. Noyes — 

and Lovett at the Department of Defense. A covering memorandum by Philip Watts 

of the Policy Planning Staff to Perkins of EUR and eight other addressees on Sept. 

| 99 reads: “Attached for your information is a revised Outline of Re-examination 

) called for by NSC Action 668b which takes into account changes suggested by offi- 

| cers of the Department as well as Defense and DMS.” An earlier draft of this out- 

| line, dated Sept. 16 and circulated within the Department of State is in the PPS 

files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68 & 114”, along with related papers, comments, 

and criticisms. 

2 See footnote 7, p. 123. 

| 3 See the memorandum by Lay, Sept. 4, supra.
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— PartI 
: AN ANALYSIS OF THE Broap ALLOCATION OF OuR RESOURCES UNDER PRESENT PRoGRAMS AND OF Our SEcurity Posture In 1954 AND THE IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING PERIOD 

os A. GENERAL 
The main purpose of this section of the study should be to give a very broad picture of the allocation of the United States and free world resources in terms of the main threats which face the United States and the rest of the free world. In order to be useful] this analysis should be in terms of a period far enough ahead so that if changes are desired there is time to make such changes effective, and, at the same time, not so distant that useful conclusions are impossible. It is suggested that calendar year 1954 and the immedi- ately following period might be the best for this purpose. | The first step will be to indicate broadly the resources which are and will be available for allocation. It will be necessary to give a picture of how the Security posture of the United States and the free world will develop based on present programs. It will also be necessary to indicate the probable amounts of military, economic and other resources which the United States wil] make available to its allies. oe | 

With respect to the United States military programs, the pri- mary problems wil] probably be to present a meaningful picture of the improvement in United States Capabilities as a result of the ac- quisition of the new matériel which is now and will be in process of procurement through fiscal] 1954; and of the increased capabilities of the United States with respect to the defense of the Western Hemisphere. 
| It is suggested that we examine the allocation of our resources to meet the threats to our security in the following five areas: I. Far East (including Southeast Asia) | 2. Middle East, South Asia, and Africa 3. Europe 

4. Western Hemisphere 
d. Offensive striking power and general military reserve 

Effort should be made to indicate for each of these areas what resources are being allocated under present programs. This might be done both on an annual and a cumulative basis. The following resources should be covered and should be given both in terms of United States and free world resources: 
a. Deployment of Military Forces | b. Military Aid 
c. Economic Aid
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d. Other Resources—including political and treaty commit- 

| ments, information programs, covert programs, etc. : 

For each of the five areas indicated above, it will be necessary to i 

indicate a general estimate of the security posture which will have 

been attained during 1954 and the immediately following period as : 

a result of our programs. This will mean an estimate of the threats : 

in the area with respect to general war, local aggression or loss by 

subversion, together with a broad estimate of the free world’s abili- 

ty to meet these threats. a | 

Finally, an effort should be made to draw some general conclu- , 

sions as to the balance or lack of balance in our programs with re- ! 

spect to these five areas and with respect to the relative risks we 

are accepting. In other words, is the position we expect to be in 

during 1954 and the immediately following period a satisfactory 

one in each area? eS : | 

a B. SPECIFIC 

A number of assumptions will have to be made in preparing the 

above data. Broadly speaking, the assumptions should be on the 

| basis that there is no basic change in the international situation 

between now and 1954. This would include the assumption that the 

Korean war continues without major change in scope. Other as- 

sumptions will have to be developed as we go along. With regard to 

the deployment of military forces, some assumption will have to be 

made as to forces not deployed in a particular area but planned 

and committed to that area. A distinction will have to be made be- 

tween such forces and our capability to dispatch elements of a 

flexible general reserve to areas of our choice. — 

| With respect to the fourth general area, there will be a number 

of special problems: (1) the allocation of resources to Latin America 

although small might be segregated; (2) forces allocated for the de- 

| fense of the Continental United States, including both military and 

nonmilitary, will have to be segregated. | re 8 

| | Part Il os | 

An INDICATION OF ADDITIONAL HiGH-PRIoRITY PROGRAMS WHICH 

; Wou.tp BE DESIRABLE To UNDERTAKE TO MEET THE THREATS 

| ‘Wuicu Face Us, ToGETHER WITH AN ESTIMATE OF THE RESOURCES 

| -Wuicu Wovuip Be REQUIRED WITHIN THE Next Few YEARS To 

| Carry Out THESE ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS | : 

: The general purpose of Part II should be to indicate certain geo- 

| graphic areas or functional areas which the analysis in Part I indi- 

: cates need special attention. NSC 135/1 indicates that there is a 

| tentative view that both the Middle East and the Far East merit a



$$" ee 

130 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

larger share of our total resources than they are now receiving. Questions have also been raised as to the adequacy of our programs with respect to the Continental] United States defense—both mili- | tary and non-military—in the face of probable Soviet capabilities. Questions have been raised as to the soundness of the present ratio between our programs of military and economic assistance in Europe. An immediate start should be made on these problems in an effort to put forward a tentative high-priority program for the utilization of a larger amount or different types of resources in these areas than is now contemplated. It will be important to have a realistic estimate of the additional resources which could be uti- lized to good advantage in these areas, as well as a breakdown of the amount of each type of resource needed. Some indication would have to be given of what such a program could be expected to ac- complish in terms of United States and free world security. 

| Part III | 
AN ANALYSIS OF THE POSSIBILITIES OF UNDERTAKING THE ADDITION- _ AL PROGRAMS By A REALLOCATION OF THE PLANNED DISTRIBUTION 

oF OuR Resources UNDER PRESENT PROGRAMS, AS AGAINST THE 
DESIRABILITY AND POSSIBILITY OF INCREASING THE TOTAL RE- SOURCES AVAILABLE FOR MEETING OuR N ATIONAL SECURITY PRo- 
GRAMS 

There is little that can usefully be suggested with respect to this Part until Parts I and II have gotten well under way. It is clear that conclusions under Part III, the questions put in NSC Action 668 b, and appropriate recommendations will call for the highest order of evaluation and judgment. 

TERMS OF REFERENCE, WORKING GROUP ON FAR EAST, NSC 135 
1. Estimate of probable effectiveness of present programs (a) in the contingency of indefinite cold war with Chinese Communist 

military operations continuing in present pattern, (b) in the contin- 
gency of Chinese Communist aggression against Southeast Asia or major Chinese Communist offensive in Korea, (c) in case of general war. 

| 
2. Estimate of programs which might be calculated (a) to give 

Maximum prospects of success in achieving our objectives in that | area in cold war, (b) to give prospects of adequate defense or effec- 
tive counter action against further Chinese Communist ageres- 
sions, (c) to give prospects of successful defense of key areas in gen- 
eral war. 

a. Political programs.
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i, Re securing Japanese contribution to general security. 

| ii. Re Nationalist China. . | 7 : 

iii. Relations with France and Associated States. 

iv. Intergovernmental security arrangements. 

b. Military and military assistance programs. | 

; Forces required (under each of three contingencies de- — | 

scribed in 1 above) and divisions between indigenous, non-US : 

Western, and US. 

ii. Nature, magnitude and cost of equipment and mainte- i 

nance requirements. 

ii, Timing. 
| 

c. Scope, cost and timing of economic programs. 
| 

| | i. Developmental and technical assistance for long range pur- | 

poses. | 

| 
| 

ij. Financial and technical assistance for immediate political 

purposes. 

| 

iii. Economic support for military programs. | | 

d. Information activities. 
| 

e. Covert activities. 
| : 

8 Estimate of relative effectiveness of programs described in 2 , 

above as against present programs. 
| 

| 

TERMS OF REFERENCE, WORKING GROUP ON MIDDLE EAST, SOUTH ASIA | 

AND AFRICA, NSC 135 
! 

| 
| 

1. Estimate of probable effectiveness of present programs (a) in | 

contingency of indefinite cold war, (b) in case of general war. 

2. Estimate of programs which might be calculated (a) to give 

maximum prospect of achieving our objectives in that area in cold ; 

war, (b) to give prospect of successful defense of key areas in gener- 

al war. 

q. Political programs 

(1) Relations with U.K. and France 
| 

(2) Re Israel-Arab relations, etc. 

(3) Relations with existing governments vs. new leadership 

groups 

| 

(A) Intergovernmental security arrangements 

b. Military and military assistance programs 

| (1) Forces required and division between indigenous and out- 

side (non-U.S., U.S.) 

(2) Nature, magnitude, cost and timing of equipment and 

maintenance requirements 
| ) 

| 7S Scope, cost and timing of Economic Programs, 
Non-U.S. and
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(1) Development and technical assistance for long range pur- poses 

os 7 (2) Financial and technical assistance for immediate political purposes 
: oS (3) Economic support for military programs (4) Regional programs | 

d. Information activities — | | e. Covert activities 

3. Estimate of relative effectiveness of programs described in 2, above, as against present programs. 
| 

TERMS OF REFERENCE, WORKING GROUP ON EUROPE, NSC 135 
1. Estimate of probable effectiveness of present programs (a) in | contingency of indefinite cold war, (b) in case of general war. This | estimate should reflect: 

ee 
a. The problem of ratification of EDC and contractuals, the re- sulting situation if France or Germany fail to ratify; b. The impact of present programs on politico-economic situation particularly of U.K. and France; and Oa c. The impact of Present programs on U.K. and French capabili- ties and willingness to continue to carry commitments in other parts of the world. 

ee 
| 

2. Estimate of possible shifts in amount, allocation or timing of Programs (U.S., non-U.S.) which would: 
a. Increase prospects of achieving our objectives in the area in cold war 

| b. Increase Capacity and willingness of French and U.K. to carry commitments in other parts of the world | | c. Improve prospect of success in contingency of general war 
3. Estimate of relative effectiveness of programs described in 2, above, as against present programs. Oo 

| 
TERMS OF REFERENCE, WORKING GROUP ON DEFENSE OF WESTERN | HEMISPHERE, NSC 135 | 

A. Defense of the U.S. against atomic attack. 
| | 1. Estimate of the cost and effectiveness of the U.S. air defense System, in terms of aircraft, radar warning net, anti-aircraft artil- lery or missiles, and other components, that will become available and operative at various dates under present and projected pro- | | grams.* 

| 2. Estimate of the cost and effectiveness of U.S. civil defense and other passive defense measures, such as dispersal of industry and 
*“ The effectiveness and timing of the Canadian contribution must also be taken into account. [Footnote in the source text.]
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provision for the continuity of governmental. functions, etc., at vari- | 

ous dates under present and projected programs. — - : 

B. Defense of the U.S. against sabotage. 
oe ! 

| 1. Estimate of U.S. capabilities to provide security against : 

threats arising from within the United States, at various dates 

under present and projected programs. 

| C. Defense of South and Central America. 
, 

L. Estimate of the effectiveness of present programs in Latin 

America (both U.S. and non-U.58.) to maintain stability and prevent 

the development of serious threats to U.S. (a) in the contingency of : 

indefinite cold war, (b) in the event of general war. 

D. Estimates of what might be done to increase the capabilities | 

Oo determined pursuant to A, B, and C above, taking into account | 

cost, feasibility, timing and effectiveness. 
: 

TERMS OF REFERENCE, WORKING GROUP ON OFFENSIVE STRIKING _ | 

ss BoWER AND GENERAL MILITARY RESERVE, NSC 135 

A. Offensive Striking Power. 

1. Estimate of the cost of U.S. resources including weapons, 

bases, aircraft, ships and other appropriate elements, which are as- 

signed, or will under present and projected programs be assigned, 

the primary mission of delivering an atomic offensive against the 

Soviet Union in the event of war. 7 

2. Estimate of the capability of the forces described above to de- 

liver the atomic offensive against the Soviet Union, at various 

dates under present and projected programs. © So Se RBS 

3. Estimate of U.S. forces assigned other missions, which could be 

| rapidly diverted to the mission of delivering the atomic offensive in 

the event of need and their capability to assist in carrying out the 

| atomic offensive. — ee | | 

| B. General Reserve. (Bey we os 

: 1. Estimate of the size and composition of U.S. military forces lo- 

cated in the United States which are not assigned the mission of 

defending the continental United States and which therefore con- 

| stitute a general reserve capable of deployment to areas of our 

po choosing (a) in the cold war and (b) in the event of general war. 

Indicate the size and composition of these forces at various times 

| | under present and projected programs. | | 

| _ 2. Estimate of the effectiveness of this general reserve, at various 

| dates under present and projected programs, (a) as a deterrent to 

| general war, (b) as a deterrent to local aggression, (c) as a counter 

to local aggression or subversion (viz. Iran), (d) as an immediate re-
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inforcement for forces initially committed against the enemy, in the event of general war. | ee 
C. Estimate of what might be done to increase the capabilities determined pursuant to A and B above, taking into account cost, feasibility, timing and effectiveness. 

$e | 
S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 148, “Misc. NSC Memos” | 
Memorandum by the Counselor (Bohlen) to the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, September 22, 1952. Mr. SEcrETARyY: The only item for consideration by the NSC, Wednesday, September 24 is Item 2 “Reappraisal of United States Objectives and Strategy for National Security”, NSC 135/ 2, which is before the Council for final approval.! You will recall that at the last Council session, Secretary Lovett desired several changes and additions to be made in this paper. 2 At a Senior Staff meeting, Defense presented detailed and extensive revisions in the State- ment of Policy. It is our understanding that most of these revisions were proposed not to reflect any substantive differences with the previous draft on the part of the Department of Defense, but rather to pacify the Joint Secretaries who were unhappy with some of the wording of 135/1. 
Only the Statement of Policy has been changed since you last read the paper. These changes are underlined in red in the copy in your book. One policy question is involved in acceptance of the paper as it now stands. This concerns Paragraph 9b (page 8). In the earlier paper this paragraph read: 
“b. Be increasingly willing to commit military forces or material, as appropriate and in cooperation with its allies, in support of its objectives in specific geographic areas, and to this end include in the reexamination under paragraph 9a above the necessary study of requirements and capabilities. At the same time the United States should encourage and as appropriate assist in the develop- ment of indigenous forces and regional defense arrangements capa- ble of bearing an increasing share of responsibility for resisting local communist aggression. When U.S. forces are committed to 

1 Pursuant to NSC Action No. 668-a (see footnote 7, p. 123) various appropriate agencies had submitted to the NSC Senior Staff Assistants revisions of the undated draft Statement of Policy proposed by the NSC and printed as the enclosure to N SC 1385/1 of Aug. 15, 1952, p. 81. The Senior Staff Assistants issued their own revised draft Statement of Policy on Sept. 11, and it was circulated by Lay on Sept. 16 as NSC 1835/2. Documentation on the agency and Senior Staff revisions of NSC 135/1 and the text of NSC 135/2 are in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of NSC 68 & 114, ” 2 See the memorandum by Walmsley, Sept. A, p. 125.
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combat a local aggression, the action should whenever possible be 

of sufficient strength and scope to effect a decision favorable to the 

United States.” 
| 

| 

The present paragraph reads: 
| 

“ph. Encourage and as appropriate assist in the development of in- | 

digenous forces and regional defense and collective security ar- : 

rangements capable of sharing responsibility for resisting local i 

communist aggression. At the same time the United States should | 

be increasingly willing, in support of its security objectives in key 4 

geographical areas, to use its resources, as appropriate in coopera- i 

tion with its allies, and to take collective military action against | 

aggression. To this end, the reexamination called for under sub- 

paragraph a above should include the necessary study of require- | 

ments, capabilities and appropriate arrangements. Any decision to 

use United States forces would, of course, be made at the time in 

the light of the prevailing circumstances. ” | 

The revised paragraph appears to be a considerable watering 

down of the earlier wording “to commit military forces”. In addi- 

tion, it emphasizes “collective military action” and limits promised 

action to supporting “security objectives”. In effect, revised word- 

ing goes no further than existing policy. However, Mr. Nitze and I 

recommend that that you accept the revised language. 
| 

Paragraph 11 on economic measures and international trade | 

policy studies is acceptable to Mr. Thorp. 

The new wording in Paragraph 14 on mobilization policy is De- 

fense language and is acceptable. 
| 

Paragraph 1 now ‘ncludes the reference to peace and the UN. 

Reluctantly, the Defense representative on the Senior Staff agreed 

to drop its proposed rewriting of the fundamental objectives of the 

US. and Mr. Lovett will be satisfied, we hope, with this language. 

Civil Defense is apparently satisfied with Paragraph 7 as revised. 

NSRB will propose no further changes but has already informed 

the Senior Staff of a forthcoming paper dealing with the relation- 

ship between passive defense and military defense programs. 

(Here follows discussion of another item on the National Security 

| Council agenda.| ; 
| | 

| 

CHARLES E. BOHLEN 

| 
| 

| 

| 
7 

|
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Memorandum for the President of Discussion at the 123d Meeting of the National Security Council on Wednesday, September 24, 1959 1 

oe [Extract] | 

TOP SECRET | ob 
The following notes contain a summary of the discussion at the —128rd Meeting of the National Security Council, at which you pre- Sided. The Vice President was unable to attend the meeting be- cause of his absence from the city. - 

2. Reappraisal of United States Objectives and Strategy for Nation- al Security (NSC 135/2;2 Annex to NSC 1835/1; 3 Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, Same subject, dated September 23, 1952: 4 NSC Action No. 668 5) | 
| | At the conclusion of the briefing on the situation in the Far East, The President turned to NSC 135/2 and Mr. Lay explained that the Present report constituted a redraft of the Paper which had been considered by the Council at an earlier meeting. The President re- ferred to the recommendations of the Senior Staff for a revision of the present Paper and then called upon Secretary Acheson for his Opinion. 

Secretary Acheson stated that in its present form and with the additional sentence recommended by the Senior Staff he found the paper entirely satisfactory. He did, however, desire to comment on the reasons for the additiona] sentence. This was, he said, in the nature of a caveat in that the areas in point were Southeast Asia and the Middle East. These were areas in which it had proved very difficult to provide for any satisfactory collective Security arrange- - ments. It was therefore necessary that the policy in NSC 135/2 make it very clear that the United States did not intend to confine its role in defense against aggression to areas which already had Satisfactory collective security arrangments. It was also necessary 
1 Prepared on Sept. 25, presumably by the Secretariat of the NSC. According to 

the minutes of the meeting, which consist of a list of participants and a brief list of 
decisions taken, the following members of the Council attended: President Truman, 
presiding, Acheson, Foster, Harriman, and Gorrie. Others present at the meeting in- 
cluded Foley, Fowler, Sawyer, Murray, Lawton, Keyserling, Wadsworth, General 
Bradley, Walter B. Smith, Major Turk, Commander Clausner, Lay, and Gleason. 
(Minutes of the 123d meeting of the NSC, Sept. 24, 1952, Truman Library, Truman 
papers, PSF-Subject file) 

| 
2 See footnote 1, supra. 

| | 3 Dated Aug. 22, p. 89, 
* See footnote 4, p. 143. 

: 
oS 

° See footnote 7, p. 123. 
| 

|
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to point out, continued Secretary Acheson, that the influence of the : 

United States is far more important in these areas than it had , 

even been before owing to the decline of British and French pres- 

tige and power. 
| oe Bes | 

The President stated that he understood Secretary Acheson’s | 

concern and added that it was extremely difficult to get the Ameri- | 

can people to realize the increased size of our responsibility in such | 

areas. The President then asked Secretary Foster for his views. 

Secretary Foster replied that he found the draft of the present 

report satisfactory and concurred in the suggestion of Secretary 

Acheson that the word “over-all” be deleted from the proposed ad- | 

ditional paragraph. 
re oc 

| 

After The President had inquired whether any other members of : 

the Council desired to comment on the report. Mr. Fowler stated : 

‘that he would like to speak briefly on two points in the report, | 

largely in terms of information and emphasis of statements made : 

in the report. These related to the statements in paragraphs 9-a : 

and 16-a with respect to the level of resources allocated to the na- | 

tional security programs in general and to the capacity of the econ- | 

omy to accelerate the production of certain selected military end 7 

items. He added that he had at hand a somewhat lengthy memo- 

| randum on these points which he would transmit to the Executive 

Secretary for circulation to the Council members. Meanwhile, how- 

ever, he desired to emphasize that analyses of the materials situa- 

tion and allied problems recently completed in the Office of De- 

fense Mobilization afforded clear evidence that certain of the na- 

tional security programs could be rapidly accelerated in the latter — 

half of Calendar 1953 and Calendar 1954 if it was deemed desirable 

to do so. Mr. Fowler stated that it was no longer necessary to make 

the difficult choice between production of end items and the expan- 

sion of the mobilization base in many categories of key weapons. In 

fact, so much progress had been made in the last year in solving 

this problem that we are now confronted by a new choice of alter- 

natives. We can, if we desire, continue to adhere to the stretched — 

| out schedule which, until recently, we have felt obliged to follow or 

| we can now take advantage of the solution of many earlier prob- 

| Jems and accelerate production very sharply. In other words, we no 

| longer need to adhere to the stretched out schedules for many se- 

| lected items. This is certainly feasible, but it was largely up to the 

\ Defense Department to determine whether it was actually desira- 

| ble to attain our original objectives at a much earlier date. Mr. 

Fowler also pointed out that the analyses from which he was quot- 

ing also meant good news for the stockpile program, as also for 

non-military, as well as military aid to our Allies. Furthermore, 

| Mr. Fowler said, it was the conviction of the Stabilization people
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that the hypothetica] acceleration which he was describing could be handled in such a way as not unduly to disturb the stabilization program or to induce severe inflationary pressures beyond those al- ready in existence. In conclusion, however, Mr. Fowler warned of the importance of timing and indicated that we must be informed well in advance if the desired acceleration was to be undertaken. At the conclusion of Mr. Fowler’s remarks, The President stated that if he heard no objection the paper stood approved by the Coun- cil. 

The National Security Council: 6 
a. Adopted the statement of policy contained in NSC 135/2 sub- ject to the addition of the following sentence after the second sen- tence of subparagraph 9-b on page 8: 

“This is not intended to preclude the possibility of the use of _ our military forces unilaterally when under the particular cir- cumstances it is in our best interests to do so.” — 
_ b. Noted the remarks of the Director of Defense Mobilization with respect to the favorable outlook for the acceleration of produc- tion of certain selected items in the national security programs. 

Note: NSC. 135/ 2, as amended, subsequently submitted to the President for consideration. The statement by the Director of De- fense Mobilization referred to in b above subsequently circulated to the Council for information. 
| 

3. Possibility of an Improved Continental Early Warning System The President then turned to Mr. Gorrie and said that he under- stood he had a paper which he desired to present to the Council. 7 Mr. Gorrie replied in the affirmative and said that he had brought up his problem at the previous Council meeting but felt | that it was so urgent that he must state his case once again. After referring to the chronic inability of his own agency and others, such as Civil Defense, to get adequate guidance for the formulation of workable passive defense programs, Mr. Gorrie informed the Council that he had recently talked at some length with individ- uals who were engaged in projects such as the East River Project. 8 Many of these Scientists and technicians had changed their minds and abandoned their previous pessimistic estimates about the Ppossi- bility of developing a more adequate early warning system for the defense of the Continental United States. He therefore desired to reopen the problem which he had discussed at the previous meet- 
° Paragraphs a and b below constitute NSC Action No. 672. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action, 1952”) 

| ’ Printed as the attachment to the memorandum by the Secretary of State, infra. ° Regarding the East River Project, see footnote 2, p. 20.
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ing of the Council and to pass out copies of a memorandum setting | 

forth these new possibilities. 
| 

Mr. Gorrie noted that the original costs of providing a more ade- 

quate early warning system were now thought to be much less 

than had originally been estimated and cited figures to indicate the 

reduction. Mr. Gorrie then noted the urgency of the problem and 

the importance of time. If we continue with conventional methods 
L 

it will take many years to develop a reasonable early warning pro- 

gram, but if given preferred treatment and taking advantage of 

new technological discoveries this task might be accomplished in 

two or three years. 
| 

The President stated that he thought the subject of Mr. Gorrie’s | 

remarks, and of his memorandum, was of the greatest importance. | 

He said he had not intended that it should be a specific subject for | 

consideration at this meeting but that he was anxious for all 

around the table to give it careful attention before the Budget for : 

the next Fiscal Year had been firmed up. 

Secretary Foster stated that he feared that Mr. Gorrie’s figures 

for the cost of building a reasonable early warning system were a 

little optimistic. It looked to him, said Secretary Foster, like a 7 

major job, in terms of cost, to provide a system which would assure | 

three to six hours of warning in advance of an attack. © : 

After further comment The President stated his desire that a 

survey be undertaken to see what could and should be done in this 

field. 
| 

| 

The National Security Council: ® 

| a. Noted a statement by the Chairman, National Security Re- 

sources Board, regarding recent technological developments indi- 

cating the possibility of an improved early warning system for mili- 

tary and passive defense of the Continental United States, and the 

urgency of taking immediate steps in this field. | 

b. Noted the President’s desire that an urgent survey be made by 

the Department of Defense of the feasibility and cost of such an im- 

proved continental early warning system. 

Note: The President’s action in b above subsequently transmitted 

to the Secretary of Defense for appropriate implementation. 

| 9 Paragraphs a and b below constitute NSC Action No. 673. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 

D 95, “NSC Records of Action, 1952’) a 
| 

| 
| |
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140 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME 1] S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 135 Series oe Bea 
Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET 
WasHINGTOoN, September 24, 1952. At the NSC Meeting this afternoon ! NSC 135/92 was approved with the amendment to paragraph 9b recommended by the Senior Staff. I made the statement regarding 9b which was suggested at this afternoon’s briefing and this was received with apparent ap- | proval by all. | | | In connection with the meeting, two matters were brought up of some importance. 

1. Joe Fowler made a statement bearing on paragraph 9a and paragraph 16a. He Says that he has a report available bearing on this matter which would be accessible to those making the reexam- ination called for by 135/2. The report, as I understand it, is to the effect that the work on the expansion of our mobilization base has now proceeded so far that it is possible to have a very considerable increase in the production of various end items without adding to our inflationary troubles or interfering with civilian demand. This production might take the form of military end items of certain sorts which did not require redesigning of plant or tools. It might also take the form of exports of producers goods should these be | needed in connection with foreign aid or foreign investment. He thinks that acceleration could show results, if it were approved im- mediately, by the middle of 1953. This is a matter which I think Mr. Nitze will wish to look into. 
2. Jack Gorrie distributed the attached paper. After having the paper read, the President said that he was not Suggesting any __ action on it at the present time. He thought that members of the Council might wish separately or together to discuss the matter with Gorrie and to have all documents in his possession which sub-_ stantiated his position. Here again is a matter which I think will require investigation. The President contemplates the possibility of a later discussion and possible action in regard to allocating funds. The Acting Secretary of Defense put in a caveat that this was a much disputed field; that he thought the costs would be vastly in excess of those Suggested in the paper, and that the scientific devel- opments were disputed by other scientists of equal repute. 

DA 

1 See the memorandum for the President of discussion at the 123d meeting of the NSC, supra.
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| [Attachment] | | | 

Paper Distributed by the Chairman of the National Security Re- ) 

sources Board (Gorrie) at the Meeting of the National Security — | 

Council, September 24, 1952 | 

TOP SECRET 
[WASHINGTON, undated] | 

In connection with the Council’s consideration of NSC 1385/1, I~ | 

submitted a written statement of my views regarding the need for | 

more adequate policy guidance as a basis on which to plan the Na- | 

tion’s passive defense programs. ° | 

| Unless an effective military defense of the continental United ! 

States can be developed, it is impossible to provide meaningful 

policy guidance to civil defense regarding shelter or evacuation pro- 

grams for civilians, and for the protection and continuity of war in- 

dustry, Oo oo 

In raising the question of the adequacy of military defense pro- 

grams, it is again made clear that this does not suggest improving _ 

military defense at the expense of programs that project our | 

strength outward toward the enemy. The question is that of ade- 

quacy and relationship of our combined defense programs. 

An effective early warning system is important to both the pro- 

tective military and passive defense of the continental United 

| States. NSC 135/1 points out that in their growing atomic strength, 

| the Soviets are creating a capability for critical attack on the 

1 United States. 
| 

| Data provided by scientists and engineers associated with 

: projects Lincoln, Charles, Hartwell, and East River and with the 

| Rand Corporation, indicate that recent technological developments 

| now make it possible to control the advantage of surprise by pro- 

| viding effective early warning. Furthermore, we are advised that 

| the cost of such a warning system would be a nominal fraction of 

: current military outlays; its manpower requirements would be 

small. It can be operational within two to three years if undertak- 

| en now, according to experts who have been studying this problem. 

| The scientists who supply this information emphasize that, as re- 

cently as two years ago, they held the view that effective early 

| | warning was infeasible. Technological break throughs, which prom- 

ise a solution to the problem, have occurred only in recent months. 

They recommend that $100 million be provided immediately for 

: expediting the further development and initial installation of a 

| new continental early warning system which incorporates these 

: technological improvements. They estimate that in order to com- 

2 Ante, p. 114. | oe | oe
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plete the full warning system in depth, an additional $250 million | per annum may be required for each of the following three to four years. 

Karly warning of three to six hours is now possible, according to scientists who say this would make defense in depth feasible. It is only with the assurance of early warning and defense in depth that an adequate program of civi] defense, the evacuation or Shelter of civilians and the protection of war industry can be planned. It is understood that the Department of Defense now has these problems under study. However, the purpose of this memorandum is to urge the immediate allocation of funds sufficient to initiate this program as a matter of utmost urgency and with the highest priority. 3 

3On Sept. 29, N itze and Carlton Savage of the Policy Planning Staff met with officials of the National Security Resources Board at the Old State Building where _the Gorrie memorandum was further reviewed and “Mr. Nitze expressed tentative concurrence in the position taken in the NSRB paper.” It was the sense of the meet- ing that the Department of Defense would prepare “a presentation of the case for approval by the President, direct or through the NSC” and that, because of the im- portance of the subject to the Department of State, “it was understood that State should see the presentation before it goes to the President” upon his return to Washington on Oct. 13. A handwritten notation on the memorandum of this meet- ing notes the extreme displeasure of the Department of Defense “to Gorrie having taken this directly to Pres without having consulted them. Serious—critical—deci- sive Technical problem”. (Memorandum by Carlton Savage, Sept. 29, PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (Civil Defense)”’) 

a 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 135 Series 

Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 
(Lay) } | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, September 25, 1952. NSC 1385/3 

NoTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON REAPPRAISAL oF UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGY FOR NATIONAL SECURITY _ 

References: | 
A. NSC Action Nos. 57 5, 668 and 672 2 | | 

* Copies to the Secretaries of the Treasury and Commerce, the Attorney General, the Director of Defense Mobilization, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers, and the Federal Civil Defense Ad- ministrator. 
2 Information on NSC Action No. 575 is in footnote 1, p. 5. Regarding NSC Action . No. 668, see footnote 7, p. 123. Regarding NSC Action No. 672, see footnote 6, p. 138.
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B. NSC 135/2 and Annex to NSC 1385/1 ° | | 

C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 

dated September 23, 1952 * 
. 

D. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “United 

States Objectives and Programs for National Security”, dated : 

June 30, 1952 ° 
E. NSC 20, NSC 68 and NSC 114 Series 

| 

| At the 123rd Council meeting, with the President presiding, the | 

National Security Council, the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, , 

Mr. Murray for the Attorney General, the Secretary of Commerce, | 

the Director of Defense Mobilization, the Director, Bureau of the | 

Budget, the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers and the 

Acting Federal Civil Defense Administrator adopted the statement | 

of policy contained in NSC 1385/2 subject to the addition of the fol- | 

lowing sentence after the second sentence of subparagraph 9-b on 

page 8 (NSC Action No. 672): 
| | 

| “This is not intended to preclude the possibility of the use of our | 

military forces unilaterally when under the particular circum- 

stances it is in our best interests to do so.)”’ 

In adopting NSC 135/2, as amended, the Council also noted the 

remarks of the Director of Defense Mobilization with respect to the 

favorable outlook for the acceleration of production of certain se- 

lected items in the national security programs. The statement by 

the Director of Defense Mobilization will be circulated separately 

for the information of the Council. ® a | 

The report, as amended and adopted, was subsequently submit- 

ted to the President for consideration. The President has this date 

approved the statement of policy contained in NSC 135/ 2, as 

amended and enclosed herewith, as a reappraisal of United States 

objectives and strategy for national security and directs its use as a 

guide by all appropriate executive departments and agencies of the 

U.S. Government. Also enclosed is an Appendix containing a ‘“Sum- 

mary and General Conclusions”, resulting from the NSC Staff's re- 

appraisal of U.S. objectives and strategy for national security 

which served as the basis of the enclosed statement of policy. 

Special security precautions are requested in the handling of the 

| enclosure. | _ 

| | | | James S. Lay, JR. 

| 8 Regarding NSC 135/2, see footnote 1, p. 134. The Annex to NSC 1385/1 of Aug. 22 

| ig printed on p. 89. | 
| | 

| 4 Not printed; it transmitted to the National Security Council several recommend- 

ed revisions to NSC 1385/2 proposed by the Senior Staff. (PPS files, lot 64 D 563, 

“Review of NSC 68 & 114”) | : 

5 Ante, p. 54. | . 

6 The undated statement is printed on p. 156. 

|
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[Enclosure] oo | 

Statement of Policy by the National Security Council 

TOP SECRET - [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 
REAPPRAISAL OF Unitep States Opsectives AND STRATEGY FOR 

_ Nationat Securrry 
General Seles 

| 1. Reappraisal of United States objectives and Strategy for na- tional security reaffirms the basic purposes and policies of the NSC 20, 68 and 114 Series. The fundamental purpose of the United States remains as stated in NSC 68: to assure the integrity and vi- tality of our free society founded upon the dignity and worth of the individual, while promoting peace and order among nations in a system based on freedom and justice as contemplated in the Char- ter of the United Nations. Pursuit of this fundamental purpose | should continue to be through that general policy which seeks: —— 
a. To develop throughout the world positive appeals superior to those of communism. | os | | b. To block further expansion of Soviet power even at grave risk of general war. | oe SS | c. Without deliberately incurring grave risk of general war, to induce a retraction of the Kremlin’s contro] and influence, and so to foster the seeds of destruction within the Soviet system that the Soviet bloc is brought at least to the point of modifying its behavior to conform to generally accepted international standards. 

2. We continue to believe that the free world with its superior resources should be able to build and maintain, for whatever length of time proves to be necessary, such strength that the Soviet orbit will be unable to make significant advances ‘in expanding its power, either geographically or politically. Moreover if the free world develops such strength, the internal conflicts of the Soviet to- talitarian system should, with positive effort from us, subsequently | cause a retraction of Soviet power and influence and eventually cause that system gradually to weaken and decay, although no — time limit can be established by which these objectives will be achieved. 
| - : 3. Although no fundamental departures from the conclusions of the NSC 20 and 68 Series are required, it is essential that we take | into account certain factors that have developed or acquired new _ | significance since the adoption of these reports: ; a 

a. The United States and its major allies have responded to the | perilous situation of 1950; they have responded collectively to the | attack upon South Korea; they are improving the security position
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in Western Europe and in the Pacific; they, and particularly the 

: United States, have significantly improved their readiness for war. 

: These efforts, though not yet complete, have already reenforced the 

| deterrents to general war and reaffirmed the reasoning of NSC 638 

by which both preventive war and isolation were rejected as cours- 

es of action. | eee 

b. There has also been a substantial further development of 

: Soviet orbit strength since 1990. Modernization and expansion pro- 

grams in the Soviet, satellite, and Chinese Communist armed 

| forces are proceeding, supported by a rapidly growing economic 

and industrial capacity and by a high level of scientific and techni- 

| cal capability in selected fields of vital military importance. As a 

result of the developing atomic and possible thermonuclear capabil- 

| ity of the USSR, the vulnerability of the United States to direct 

| attack, which is now serious, will in a few years probably assume 

critical proportions. On the other hand, the USSR has been serious- 

ly vulnerable for some time and will also probably become critical- 

ly vulnerable to our own developing atomic and possible thermonu- 

| clear capability. a | | 

c. Although there is continuing danger of general war, the most 

immediate danger facing the United States is that a progressive 

| and cumulative loss of positions of importance to the United States 

| (either as a result of deterioration within the free nations or of 

communist cold war actions or a process involving both) could 

| eventually reduce the United States, short of general war, to an 

isolated and critically vulnerable position. | oe 

4. In the light of these concurrent developments, it must remain 

| the immediate and, we believe, attainable objective of the free 

world to develop and sustain for as long as may be necessary such 

| over-all strength as will (a) continuously confront the Kremlin with 

| the prospect that a Soviet attack would result in serious risk to the 

, Soviet regime, and thus maximize the chance that general war will 

| be indefinitely deterred, (b) provide the basis for winning a general 

war should it occur, (c) reduce the opportunities for local Soviet. or 

| satellite aggression and political warfare, (d) provide an effective 

| counter to local aggression, if it occurs, in key peripheral areas, 

and (e) permit the exploitation of rifts between the USSR and other 

communist states and between the satellite regimes and the peo- 

ples they are oppressing. The United States should accordingly 

| | pursue with determination and constancy, and in keeping with the 

| threat, the courses of action set forth in the following paragraphs. 

Deterrent to General War | oe | 

| 5. The United States should develop and maintain, in cooperation 

- with its allies, a position of strength, flexibility and depth adequate 

| to deter the Soviets from deliberately initiating general war and to 

| discourage them from pursuing courses of action involving grave 

risk of general war. | | Bok
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6. To achieve such a deterrent, the United States should take the necessary measures to: 

a. Develop the political unity of and encourage the growth of strength and determination in the free world so as to minimize the likelihood that the Soviets would believe they could undertake local aggression without serious risk of war. | b. Develop and retain, under all foreseeable conditions, the capa- bility to inflict massive damage on the Soviet war-making capacity. c. Assure ready defensive strength, both military and non-mili- tary, adequate to provide in the event of general war a reasonable initial defense and to ensure reasonable protection to the nation during the period of mobilization for ultimate victory. d. Round out and maintain the mobilization base, both military and industrial, in the United States at a level which in the event of need will enable us to expand rapidly to full mobilization; and, con- sistent with the maintenance of a vital and democratic society, pro- vide the means for protecting the mobilization base against covert attack and sabotage. | | 
7. In the light of the capacity of the USSR to deliver an atomic and possible thermonuclear attack, the United States should devel- op a substantially improved civil defense as an essential part of the total national security program in order to (a) provide reasonable protection for the American people and maintain their morale, thereby enhancing the freedom of action of the U.S. Government, and (b) minimize damage to war production plants and facilities and increase the capability of the country’s economy to recover. At the same time the American people should recognize their vita] role in the total program of national security, and be prepared to accept and live with a substantial degree of vulnerability in fulfill- ing that role. 7 

Areas Outside the Soviet Orbit ) | 
8. A preliminary study of problems in the areas outside the Soviet orbit brings out some major causes of concern which indi- cate the need for a restudy and possible change of emphasis and redirection of certain of our efforts with respect to those areas. These causes of concern are the following: | 
a. Our major European allies, particularly the United Kingdom and France, may not have the political and economic capacity (a) to make a fully adequate contribution to the forces of NATO and (b) to support their existing responsibilities outside of Europe. b. Present indigenous political and military strength in areas on the periphery of the Soviet orbit, even when reinforced by the read- ily deployable reserve strength of the United States and its allies, | is insufficient to permit us to escape from the possibility of having to accept, in the face of local aggression, either the eventual fur- | ther expansion of Soviet power, inconclusive local counteraction, or general war.
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c. Serious internal instability in many areas, caused in varying 

degrees by the activities of indigenous communist parties, rabid na- 

tionalism, economic and political backwardness, and defeatist neu- 

tralism, and stimulated by aggressive Soviet ‘and satellite propa- 

ganda directed chiefly against the United States, threatens to | 

create conditions where communist influence and control may be 

extended without Soviet aggression unless effective counter meas- 

ures are taken. 
| 

9. In the light of the above, the United States should: 
; 

a. Reexamine the amounts and allocations of resources to various | 

areas in terms of kind, quantity, timing and priority, to determine | 

(1) whether a general increase ‘in the level of free world programs 

and military forces is required to deal with the several threats; (2) 

whether the present allocation of resources as between U.S. mili- | 

, tary forces and other free world forces 1s appropriate; (3) whether | 

the present balance between military assistance and the various 

types of economic assistance is appropriate; and (4) whether these 

allocations are in proper relationship to the threats facing the | 

United States in Europe, the Far East and the Middle East, to the | 

| importance of these areas for U.S. security, and to United States 

commitments. 
| 

b. Encourage and as appropriate assist in the development of in- 

digenous forces and regional defense and collective security ar- 

rangements capable of sharing responsibility for resisting local 

communist aggression. At the same time the United States should 

be increasingly willing, in support of its security objectives in key 

geographical areas, to use its resources, as appropriate in coopera- 

tion with its allies, and to take collective military action against 

aggression. (This is not intended to preclude the possibility of the 

use of our military forces unilaterally when under the particular _ 

circumstances it is in our best interests to do so.) To this end, the 

: reexamination called for under sub-paragraph a above should in- 

clude the necessary study of requirements, capabilities and appro- 

priate arrangements. Any decision to use United States forces 

would, of course, be made at the time in the light of the prevailing 

circumstances. 
| 

c. Increase its efforts to promote internal stability in critical 

areas outside the Soviet orbit. Here the United States should con- 

| duct, with greater vigor, political warfare operations as an integral 

2 part of its over-all strategy, in order to reduce communist and neu- 

: tralist influence, combat anti-American propaganda, and create 

| stronger support for the purposes of United States foreign policy. 

| Particular emphasis should be placed on measures directed against 

| the effectiveness of local communist parties. | 

| Areas Within the Soviet Orbit , | 

| 10. Where operations can be conducted on terms which may 

: result in a relative decrease in Soviet power without involving un- 

| acceptable risks, the United States should pursue and as practica- 

ble intensify positive political, economic, propaganda, and para- 

military operations against the Soviet orbit, particularly those op-
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erations designed to weaken Kremlin control over the satellites and the military potential of the Soviet system. However, we Should not over-estimate the effectiveness of the activities we can pursue within the Soviet orbit, and Should proceed with a careful weighing of the risks against the possible gains in pressing upon what the Kremlin probably regards as its vital interests. 
Economic Measures 

11. The United States should: 
_a. Utilize its economic Power as feasible to facilitate the growth of strength, stability and unity in the free world. United States in- | ternational economic Policies, including trade policy, the promotion of raw material development and supplies, the stimulation of in- vestment abroad, and financial relations among the nations of the free world should, where necessary, be adjusted to make sure that they contribute to the greatest possible extent to the achievement of our security objectives. In this connection, relevant studies al- ready under way should be utilized. The provision of economic and technical assistance should be coordinated with these policies so that, in operation, the severa] elements of our strength will be mu- tually supporting. Such assistance should also be closely related to military and political policies and aid should be allocated in the light of the reexamination specified in paragraph 9-a above. b. Be prepared to utilize its economic resources to forestall, or if necessary to resolve favorably, political crises which pose a threat to U.S. security interests. 

Public Support a 
| 12. The United States should undertake systematically and con- sistently a program of clarifying to the American public and to | other peoples of the free world the complex problems of the free world in meeting the Soviet threat, the nature of that threat, the Strength and resources the free world possesses to meet that threat, and to the extent possible the reasoning behind the general lines of policy and action described herein, in order to secure that public understanding and support which is essential to the success of our policies and actions. Bg ee 

Negotiation | 
13. The United States, in cooperation with its allies, should de- velop a sound negotiating position in any question or dispute in- volving the USSR and should be prepared to enter into negotia- tions with the Soviet Union if they offer promise of achieving ac- ceptable modus vivendi, or if, for other reasons, they appear to be | desirable. On the other hand we should recognize that only enforce- able agreements are meaningful and that the major contributions of negotiation in the foreseeable future may be to convince the
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world of the validity and sincerity of our position and to serve as a | 

political warfare weapon. oe | 7 eS 

Mobilization Policy ee oo s 

| 14. The United States should continue to pursue a policy of lim- : 

ited mobilization designed to develop and maintain a favorable | 

power position sufficient to support the security objectives and , 

strategy of the United States without resort to an armament effort : 

so large as to disrupt the economies of the free nations. In view of 

the fact that our mobilization effort must meet a situation in which 

general war might be forced on us at any time, or might be avoided - 

indefinitely, it should be designed concurrently to: 

a. Develop forces and matériel adequate to attain the objectives | 

set forth in paragraph 4 and which can be maintained for so long 

asmayberequired. = oo | 

pb. Enable the military forces of the U.S. and our allies to achieve 

| a high state of readiness as soon as feasible. Jha a 

c. Support the expansion of our basic industrial potential concur- 

rently with an expansion of essential armament capacity. 

~d. Achieve a high level of production of long lead-time military 

items as soon as feasible. 
| 

| - @, Maintain a broad base of production for military end products 

| and keep these production lines active over as long a period as. fea- 

| sible. 7 : : | 

f. Safeguard and increase the economic and fiscal strength of the 

| nation as the essential foundation upon which an indefinitely sus- 

| tained military program must rest. ) pe 

13. The adequacy of currently projected mobilization goals is a — 

‘question separate from that of the soundness of the concept of lim- 

| ‘tod mobilization. Appraisal of the present goals must be accom- 

| plished on a continuing basis as the various programs are fulfilled 

| and in light of changes in the world situation. The rapid growth of 

| the Soviet atomic capability, the prospect for our continued heavy | 

commitment in Korea, the serious threat to Southeast Asia, the 

| danger of further deterioration of the situations in Iran and Egypt, 

the grave implications of further Soviet efforts to force the West- 

ern powers out of Berlin—all of these portents underline the risks 

? ‘involved in the projected rates of delivery and in adhering to pres- 

ently programmed force levels. | | ee 

| 16. Recognizing the above risks and objectives in the light of the 

| situation facing us, and recognizing that acceleration and upward 

| adjustment of our national security programs as a whole, if neces- — 

: sary, are well within our capacity and can be accomplished without 

serious adverse effects on the U.S. economy, the United States 

should: | a | ey
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a. Assure the acceleration of the production of selected military end items under present programs. | | b. Place continued high emphasis upon selected scientific and technical programs in fields of military application. c. Make such adjustments in our national security programs as may be found necessary and feasible in the light of the reexamina- tion called for in paragraph 9 above. 

Appendix 

REAPPRAISAL OF UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGY FOR 
NATIONAL SECURITY 

SUMMARY AND GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 
1. If the Soviet rulers should attain, in their judgment, the capa- bility of defeating the United States or of so reducing its power po- tential as to render it permanently incapable of effectively chal- lenging Soviet power and if they should come to believe that such action would not involve serious risk to the maintenance of their regime, they would probably deliberately initiate general war. 2. The Soviets might attack the West if they were convinced asa matter of fact, rather than theory, than an attack by the West was actually imminent. 

3. Nor can it be excluded that if in the eyes of the Soviet leaders developments in the power balance appeared directly and immi- nently to threaten the security of the Soviet Union or areas under its control, they might feel compelled to force certain outstanding issues in such a way that the result might well be the outbreak of war without any deliberate intention on the part of the Soviet Union to bring about such an event. | 
| 4. War could come from communist action based on initial Soviet miscalculation of the free world’s interest in and reaction to the situation in some particular area. - 

o. War could come from a deadlocked situation in which basic in- terests of both parties are involved with an act of one side setting off an unwinding chain of action and reaction which neither side would be able fully to control. 
6. In the absence of general war, the Soviet leadership will prob- ably continue a pushing and probing exploitation of all weaknesses in the free world. This means that the Soviets can be expected to | continue their efforts to consolidate and expand their influence in Asia; undermine U.S. leadership of the free world; break the unity of the West; prevent the integration of West Germany and Japan into the Western system; disrupt the economies and governmental effectiveness of our major continental European allies; and exploit
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the intemperate nationalism and political instability of the Middle 

and Far East. Thus, there continues to be danger of such a progres- _ 

sive and cumulative loss of positions of importance to the United 

States (either as a result of deterioration within the free nations or 

of communist cold war actions or a process involving both) that the 

United States would eventually be reduced short of general war to 

: an isolated and critically vulnerable position. 

| 7. The Soviet orbit now has formidable military capabilities. It 

| has succeeded in maintaining large and increasingly well-equipped 

| Soviet armed forces, in expanding and improving the satellite 

| armed and para-military forces, and in developing significant 

atomic, electronic and possibly BW and CW capabilities. The Soviet 

long-range air force is capable of atomic attack on the United 

| States and might achieve surprise in the initial strike. The Soviets 

would be able to support extensive military operations of an offen- 

| sive nature during the early phases of a general war with reserve 

| stocks and military forces in being. | 

8 The Soviet orbit is expanding its current production; it is also 

| expanding its industrial, economic, and scientific potential. Many 

| of these latter developments are long range in nature. The USSR 

has demonstrated a high level of scientific and technical capability 

in several vital military fields, notably nuclear energy, aircraft 

| design and production, electronics and chemical warfare. 

9. The United States and its major allies have responded to the 

perilous situation of 1950; they have responded collectively to the 

attack upon South Korea; they are improving the security position 

| in Western Europe and in the Pacific; they, and particularly the 

: United States have significantly improved their readiness for war. 

| 10. The United States is increasing its atomic strength and may 

| soon develop a thermonuclear weapon. There is, in fact, every indi- 

| cation that its present advantage in atomic weapons stockpile and 

| in the production of fissionable materials will be further increased; 

| and means for their delivery exist. The US. is also developing an 

, increasing variety and quantity of mass destruction weapons and 

means for their delivery; well dispersed overseas bases are being 

| established within range of the sources of Soviet political and in- 

dustrial power. 
| 

| 11. The United States and other countries in the free world are 

! engaged in a mobilization program which is designed both to facili- 

tate any future shift to a war economy and to maintain a substan- 

| tial level of strength over an extended period. Moreover, the 

| United States has the economic capacity to sustain a generally 

| higher level of armament production than 1s contemplated by cur- 

rently projected programs and is capable of accelerating the pro- 

| duction of selected items within the framework of present pro- 

| 
|
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grams. Such an increase in the level of armament production 
would, however, require a willingness in the United States and allied countries to accept an increased diversion of scarce materials 
and other resources to such production through more severe direct 
physical controls. In addition more vigorous price and credit con- 
trols and a heavier tax burden would be required in order to pro- tect the economies of these nations. 

12. The free world enjoys a very substantial superiority in basic 
productive potential over the Soviet orbit, but this superiority is 
not the sole measure of the relative ability to undertake large ar- 
mament programs over an extended period in the absence of gener- 
al war. The Soviet orbit, through its total control over the Soviet 
economy and population, can utilize a high proportion of the Soviet orbit resources and potential to achieve and maintain the present level of military preparedness. In the absence of general war, it is far more difficult for the free world to achieve an adequate utiliza- 
tion of its resources and potential to counter the Soviet threat. — 

18. Moreover, the increasingly destructive power that will be available to both sides could make it more difficult to ensure the 
effective conversion of the economies to full war production. In 
planning the utilization of its resources in the absence of general | 
war, therefore, the free world cannot give the same weight as in 
previous wars to its heavy preponderance of productive capacity 
and economic potential as the determining factor in preventing or 
winning a general war. — a 

14. Because of improved methods of delivery, in combination with increased atomic and possibly thermonuclear weapon stock- 
piles, the Soviet orbit will probably acquire during the next several 
years a capability to damage critically the United States and its 
allies. Defensive counter-measures now in prospect probably cannot 
prevent the Soviet orbit from achieving such a capability, although 
such measures can certainly postpone the time of its achievement. 
The same reasoning would apply in general to the defensive posi- tion of the Soviet orbit. The free world for its own protection must _ 
take measures to improve active and passive defense, including the 
exploration of new technological possibilities, but nevertheless an 
must probably accept a substantial degree of vulnerability and 
avoid disproportionate concentration of resources on defense at the 
expense of measures necessary to project its strength outward to 
the enemy. | : 

15. Taking account of all these factors, the strongest deterrent to 
general war will be the achievement and maintenance of such an 
overall position of strength by the free world as will force the Sovi- 
ets to recognize the undesirability of challenging it. The United
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States and its allies hold it within their power to achieve and 

maintain such a position of strength. | a 

16. In Europe a continued improvement in the NATO military 

: posture is essential (a) further to reinforce the deterrent to general 

war, (b) to provide a sounder military position in the event of gen- _ 

eral war, (c) to strengthen the confidence of our European allies 

3 and their determination to stand firm in the face of further Soviet 

provocation. Greece and Turkey, with their significant forces, are 

| being successfully integrated in NATO; Greek-Turkish-Yugoslav | 

2 military cooperation is beginning to develop; the juridical basis for 

: Western German rearmament is being established; and Spain’s 

participation in Western defense plans is a developing prospect. 

However, our major European allies, particularly the UK and 

. France, are encountering major obstacles in making a fully ade- 

| quate contribution to the forces of NATO and in supporting their 

existing responsibilities outside Europe. The volume and rate of de- 

fo livery of U.S. assistance, which in turn depends upon production 

| and availability of material, is a major factor in determining the © 

| give and timing of the genuinely effective forces which can be cre- 

, ated. On balance, the NATO commitments, and such additional 

| declarations as those of the United States and its allies concerning 

Berlin, together with European efforts and U.S. assistance, have 

| made it clear that military action by the USSR or its satellites 

| would almost certainly lead to general war. It is therefore unlikely 

| that the Soviet orbit will take military action there unless it is pre- 

pared to engage in general war. a 

| 17. Apart from the above problem of military capabilities, the 

| Western European powers continue to be confronted with serious | 

| political, economic and social problems despite substantial ad-— 

| vances, with U.S. assistance, towards greater stability and cohe- 

sion. These problems have derived from economic conditions, politi- 

cal instability, neutralist tendencies, social tensions, and, in France 

and Italy, the continued existence of large and powerful Commu- 

| nist parties. Although genuine progress has been made, further ef- 

| forts by the Western European countries and U.S. assistance to 

them will be required to overcome these adverse elements and to 

: continue the progress towards political, economic and social stabili- 

i ty, and collective defense in Western Europe. — co 

| 7 18. Present and threatened communist aggression and. subver- 

sion in the Far East and Middle East (excepting Turkey) currently 

: pose immediate dangers to the free world position. Wo gabe 8 

: a. In the Middle East, efforts to maintain or enhance political 

stability have not succeeded. Recent developments in Iran, and to a 

lesser extent Egypt, have emphasized the danger that trends in 

| this area may lead to the denial of its resources to the free world’s 

| 
|



154 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 
security efforts and eventually to the loss of important countries in | Communist control. The U.S. may soon have to consider assuming additional responsibilities in the area. — ss 

b. In South Asia and the Far East, the inexperience of the present leadership and lack of a firm popular base hampers the ability of various countries to strengthen themselves internally and to cope with communist and extremist pressures. The continued rise of nationalism in these areas has created divisive conflicts. This nationalism represents a reaction against former or remaining co’onial controls and creates weaknesses in the free world as a whole. 
c. In Indochina, where the situation is most acute, an increase of strength has enabled the French Union forces to stand off the com- munists but has not brought them within sight of success. 

In the Middle and Far East there is evident need for aid programs of such flexibility and so related to political factors as to contribute to the solution of critical problems in unstable areas. Moreover in the Middle and Far East, the USSR, by instigating direct or indi- rect aggression, can force the Western powers to choose among (a) suffering the loss of these areas by default, (b) fighting defensive local action for limited objectives, or (c) treating local aggression as a cause for general war. 
19. Despite the vital interest of the free world, measures to deal with a sudden worsening of situations in the Far and Middle East are not now adequately provided for under present programs, pri- orities and force levels. In the circumstances, the questions arise (a) whether these serious threats can be met by a redistribution of the free world’s effort presently programmed, or (b) whether consider- ation must be given to increasing the total effort, or (c) both. 
20. Over the next several years, with the accumulation on both sides of atomic and other mass destruction weapons, the developing situation may present a continuing and possibly improved opportu- nity for Soviet expansion by the techniques of political warfare and local aggression if the free world permits the fear and threat of general war to paralyze its reaction to such threats. 
21. In the light of the present threats and foreseeable develop- : ments, as outlined above, it appears that the ability of the free world to maintain its position and progress toward its objectives will come increasingly to depend upon: (a) its capacity to stand firm against Soviet political warfare, which may be intensified by the increasing Soviet atomic capabilities, (b) a greater capability and greater willingness than have been demonstrated to commit appropriate forces and material for limited objectives, and (c) its ability to develop greater stability in peripheral and other unstable areas.
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292. Outside the Soviet orbit there exists a need for increased and 

more selective political warfare operations by the United States 

and its allies to combat: 
} 

a. The threat of local communist parties, which remains serious 

although the United States and its allies have demonstrated the 

ability to weaken communist organizations and reduce the commu- 

nist potential for revolution and sabotage. | 

b. USSR propaganda directed with particular force against the ; 

United States. | 
! 

c. In many parts of the world, distrust of the United States | 

which weakens affirmative support for the purposes of the United : 

States. 

93. Against the Soviet orbit itself, by skillful execution, the | 

United States and its allies may sap the morale of satellite leaders 

and encourage rifts between the USSR and the satellite countries, 

and over a period of years may gradually force the Kremlin to an : 

increasing preoccupation with internal security. By appropriate : 

economic measures, the U.S. and its allies can help to deprive the 

Soviet orbit of needed resources and retard the development of 

Soviet orbit military potential. It should be recognized, however, 

that measures of these types alone, however vigorously pursued 

against the Soviet orbit, cannot be counted on drastically to reduce 

the threat which the Soviet system poses to the free world. | 

_ 24. During the next few years, it is unlikely that broad settle- 

ments can be negotiated with the USSR for the Kremlin will prob- 

ably not feel that the power relationship obliges it to make signifi- 

cant concessions to the free world. This situation could change in 

the course of time, particularly if Germany and Japan were to be | 

restored to strength and firmly aligned with the free world; but 

during the next several years the prospect for negotiations of gen- 

eral agreements is negligible, although specific agreements on a 

quid-pro-quo basis, such as an armistice in Korea, are not preclud- 

: ed. Nevertheless, development of a sound US. negotiating position 

| in any question or dispute involving the USSR would help to con- 

| vince the world of the validity and sincerity of our position and 

! would serve as a political warfare weapon. 

| 25. While recognizing the admitted elements of strength of the 

Soviet world and the as yet un-marshalled over-all strength and ob- 

| vious points of weakness of the free world, we continue to believe 

that the free world with its superior resources should be able to 

| -_ build and maintain, for whatever length of time proves to be neces- 

) sary, such strength that the Soviet orbit will be unable to make sig- 

nificant advances in expanding its power, either geographically or 

| politically. Moreover, ‘f the free world develops such strength, the 

| internal conflicts of the Soviet totalitarian system should, with
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positive effort from us, subsequently cause a retraction of Soviet power and influence and eventually cause that system gradually to weaken and decay, although no time limit can be established by which these objectives will be achieved. | 26. During the past two years, the free world has made consider- able progress toward building such strength. However, in view of the dangers and difficulties facing us in the next few years, a re- examination of the adequacy of current U.S. national security pro- grams from the standpoint of size, relative priority, and allocation is required. 

| 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, “NSC 135” 

Statement by the Director of Defense Mobilization (Steelman) ! 

TOP SECRET 7 [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 
INCREASED AVAILABILITY OF MATERIALS MAKES ACCELERATION OR Upwarp ADJUSTMENT oF SECURITY PRoGRAMS FEASIBLE (NSC 135/2) 2 

NSC 135/2 states, in paragraph 16, that “The United States Should . . . assure the acceleration of the production of selected military end items under present programs,” and in paragraph 9 States inter alia that a re-examination of existing programs should be made “to determine whether a general increase in the level of free world programs and military forces is required .. .” 
Because both of these steps would affect the broad question of the level of national security programs in the last half of fiscal 1953 and in fiscal 1954, I have had prepared a detailed projection of the materials outlook, a suggestive analysis of military production programs which may advantageously be accelerated, and a prelimi- nary study of the stabilization impacts of an accelerated or in- creased national security program. I should like to place before the members of the National Security Council some of the major con- clusions of this inquiry. EN 

Our Course of Action | a | Some analysts of the defense program have felt that too much | emphasis was placed early in the program on building new facili- ties for the mobilization base and too little in turning out new 
? A covering memorandum by Lay to the National Security Council, dated Sept. 25, reads: “The attached statement by the Director of Defense Mobilization on the subject, the contents of which he summarized orally at the meeting of the National Security Council on September 24, 1952, is circulated herewith for the information of the National Security Council.” | * Regarding NSC 135/2, see footnote 1, p. 184.



| 

| 
| _-'NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY => 157 

weapons. The choice now is not between one or the other. There is 

: room now to make more rapid progress on both if the funds and 

: authority are made available. | | es 

: In the field of military production, it may have been unavoidable 

| that original schedules fixed early in 1951 for certain key weapons 

| could not be met because of difficulties in organization of produc- 

: tion, delays in placement of contracts down through the subcon- 

tracting chain, material flow difficulties and shortages, machine 

| tool shortages, design difficulties, testing delays, strikes, and so on. — 

| Hence, it made sense to revise schedules to realistic levels and 

| avoid the continued immobilizing of materials and facilities that 

were out of phase. | aa Cs | 

| But now, since many of these earlier problems have been solved 

| or are well on the way to solution, we are confronted by a new 

| freedom of choice. Has ve 

| - We could continue to live with the consequences of these past dif- 

| ficulties and continue to extend the period of attaining these goals 

accordingly. By so doing, we would content ourselves with getting 

back at a later date to the levels of production earlier contemplat- 

ed. We would thereby not attempt to make up for lost time and 

| past slippages either by (a) accelerating those schedules or (b) by an 

| over-all increase in these key programs for the defense of the free 

| world. roe ad : 

| The other alternative is to take advantage of the solution of the 

earlier difficulties which have been painfully overcome to carry out 

| the objectives toward which NSC 1835/2 points. I strongly urge that 

the acceleration of present schedules of key selected weapons is not 

| only feasible, but wise. Furthermore, in addition to such an accel- 

eration, I believe that a general expansion of our total programs 

| beginning in fiscal 1954 will also be feasible, to a very substantial 

Material Availabilities = —— os age | 

: The feasibility of accelerating security programs is supported by 

| a detailed analysis of projected controlled materials (steel, copper, 

and aluminum) supply and demand for calendar year 19538. This 

report shows that sufficient materials will be available to permit 

| considerably expanded security program levels beginning in June 

| 1953, even after allowing fully for all presently planned security 

7 programs and unrestricted demand for consumption uses in all
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| Steel should ease after the setbacks caused by the steel strike 
have been made up. 2 By mid-calendar year 1953, with the excep- 
tion only of several special shapes and alloys, steel availability 
should fully meet all requirements including unrestricted market 
demand for all non-military uses. While estimates regarding calen- 
dar year 1954 present the usual difficulties of judgment-making for 
more remote periods of time, that period—as well as it can be esti- 
mated at present—should present even greater availability against 
projected unrestricted demands. | 

The relationship of demand to supply for copper is tight in 1953. 
Given an expected increase in the domestic production and imports 
over first half calendar 1953 levels, sufficient copper should be 
available to fulfill presently projected security programs, including 
an assumed quarterly stockpile addition of 30,000 tons (an arbi- 
trary rate having no official status), and permitting an approxi- _ mate demand-supply balance for all other consumption without use 
restrictions. It should be noted that military programs other than 
small arms ammunition could be increased substantially with only 
a relatively insignificant increase in copper requirements. 

The demand-supply relationship for aluminum, assuming no in- 
terruptible power loss and no stockpile additions, is expected to be 
in approximate balance by the second calendar quarter of 1953. 
New facilities should provide a rising surplus above projected 
direct defense requirements, plus unrestricted market demand for 
all other uses, throughout the latter half of calendar year 1958. 
Past experience indicates, however, that account must be taken of 
potential losses of production because of power shortages in the 
Northwest. In addition, of course, stockpile additions must be taken 
into account. The DPA Deputy Administrator for Aluminum has 

| suggested that aluminum stockpile additions in the first half of cal- 
endar year 1953 be 100,000 tons, and that the impact of any losses 
of production growing out of potential power interruption fall upon | this stockpile addition. This rate of stockpiling would require ap- 
proximately third quarter 1952 allotment levels—which are rela- 
tively generous—to be maintained during the first and second cal- 
endar quarters of 1953. Stockpiling at a level moderately less than 
this in the last half of calendar 1953, however, would leave supplies 
of aluminum above anticipated demands (on an unrestricted basis) | in that period. | | 

The projected industrial and civilian demands utilized above re- 
flect a judgment that economic activity through 1953 will continue 

* Reference is to the steel strike of 1952. President Truman discussed his role in | the controversy in his Memoirs, volume II, Years of Trial and Hope (New York, 1956), pp. 465-478. 
.
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at the current high level, but that no attempt to build inventories 

will take place comparable to that in the post-Korean period. Total : 

Gross National Product in 1951 dollars is expected to rise moder-_ 

ately in 1953—perhaps by 5 or 6 per cent. By mid-1953 national se- : 

curity expenditures under present programs are expected to be | 

about 15 per cent ($8 billion) above the current annual rate. Con- ! 

sumer spending on hard goods is expected to be sustained. Total 

dollar expenditures for all types of construction in 1953 are expect- 

ed to remain at about the 1952 level. While expenditures for new | 

industrial plant and equipment related to mobilization expansion : 

will decline, with sharply-falling material requirements, increases | 

are anticipated in such other heavy construction areas as petrole- | 

um and electric power. Relaxation of controls over commercial and 

recreational construction will permit increased activity. State and 

local governments will probably raise their expenditures for road 

and bridge construction and other capital equipment. 
| 

No detailed examination of projected demand for major materi- 

als has been made for calendar year 1954. Some increase in the 

production of aluminum and copper may be contemplated as new 

expansion adds to supply; the supply level for total steel products 

in CMP shapes and forms is anticipated to be about equal to 1953 

capacity. If material requirements continue into the year 1954 at 

the year-end-calendar 1953 rates, exclusive of stockpile additions 

for copper and aluminum, the spread of supply over demand for 

aluminum will widen in the calendar year 1954; the margins for 

steel and copper will approximate those existing at the end of cal- 

endar 1953. 
| 

Of course, the demand-supply relationship for different shapes 

and forms would show variation in relative tightness and in timing 

of demand-supply balance. But in the aggregate, controlled materi- 

als for accelerated security program use will become available in 

increasing amounts in the last half of calendar year 1958 and 1954. 

The rapid expansion of our plant and equipment in the past few 

| years will add steadily to our ability to accelerate security pro- 

| grams without adversely affecting the civilian sector of the econo- 

| my. 

_ Alternative Choices Must be Made for Available Materials co 

. This outlook suggests the importance of appraising, at this time, 

| future alternative uses for the available materials. These alterna- 

tives include: (a) increases in selected direct military and atomic 

energy programs; (b) increased stockpiling over currently-projected 

levels for calendar year 1953; and (c) selective expansion through 

| the entire range of our security programs to strengthen deficien- 

| cies, fill gaps, and provide for changing requirements in the pro-
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duction and resource base for full mobilization, both for ourselves and our allies. | - 
Although the extent to which individual military and other secu- rity programs could be expanded can be determined only after de- tailed review of specific shape, alloy, facility and other require- ments, materials should be available to Support any one or a com- bination of the following: substantial expansion of the specific mili- tary programs, increased stockpiling of copper and aluminum, building toward mobilization-readiness objectives in selected re- Source and facility areas both at home and elsewhere in the free world, and the direct provision of general economic aid to our allies in the form of materials and production equipment. In any event, it is clear that security programs could be increased beginning in the latter half of 1953 while at the same time permitting material availability sufficient to meet unrestricted market demand, as _ hearly as that demand can be predicted at this time. 

Accelerating Military End-Item Production, Stockpiling, and For- eign-Aid Programs 

This review of material availabilities suggests that the accelera- tion of output called for in paragraph 16 a of NSC 135/2. could cover a wide range of items. There are a number of candidate pro- grams, using that term in its broadest sense. | 
In the area of military end-item production, possibilities for ac- celeration would seem to center in programs having such charac- teristics as the following: they are of central] importance in provid- | ing security; they cannot be manufactured in a short time-period following an outbreak of war; engineering has been completed or nearly completed on the item at the present time; adequate facili- ties and raw materials are now available for their production; plant capacity, including machine tools to produce the item, is now available; and a sudden increased demand in the near future would | not result in a corresponding demand for extraordinary skills or long apprenticeships. 
The specific programs which might be chosen, of course, are inti- mately related to strategic considerations which | do not presume to appraise. Illustrative of the type of program items which fit the above criteria are jet engines; airframes for fighters and bombers; certain electronics like the Hydrogen Thystron tubes, transistors, the circuits to go with them, and Servo-mechanisms; large tools not used in civilian work such as heavy presses and their attendant equipment, as well as large steel castings and forgings; certain optics which require aging of the glass, and slow grinding or ruling of the lenses or reflectors; and some types of guided missiles. |
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For some programs, short-lived bottlenecks would have to be 

overcome. Choke-points might grow out of the need for additional 

2 manpower, more jigs and fixtures, and perhaps even additions to 

plant capacity. None of these problems is so difficult, however, that _ 

expediting action could not overcome it quickly if decisions to ac- 

celerate or expand were to be taken now. In no case has it been 

| established that any material shortages would restrain such an ac- 

. celeration with the possible exception of a few very scarce materi- 

| als such as titanium. Such problems, however, are now in the proc- 

. ess of being resolved. a a | 

| In appraising the availability of materials for accelerating securi- _ 

| ty programs, in calendar year 1953 and beyond, the future rate of 

| stockpiling (which is an important phase of our security programs) 

| must be taken into account. Stockpile objectives for a number of © 

critical materials, such as copper and aluminum and the ferro- 

alloys, have not been completed. The materials outlook sketched 

| above for the last half of calendar year 1953 and extending into the 

| year 1954 suggests that a substantial additional degree of security 

could be acquired, after meeting other demands, both in security 

end-item production and in stockpiling. How much of each is ob- 

| tained depends, of course, upon the degree of acceleration deter- 

mined in each case. - tgs 8 Soke | 

| The opportunity open for accelerating military end-item produc- 

tion was noted above. A correspondingly favorable possibility exits | 

| for stockpiling. For example, the stockpile objective for copper is 

| 1,100,000 tons against which an inventory on June 30, 1952 of 

— 565,000 tons existed. If the goal were to be achieved within the  —| 

| next few years, the quarterly additions of copper to the stockpile 

| would have to be above the arbitrary rate of 30,000 tons mentioned 

| above, as an assumption in making the demand-supply projection 

for this metal. The aluminum inventory in the national stockpile 

on June 30, 1952 amounted to 103,000 tons against a stockpile ob- 

jective of 2,000,000 tons. Obviously, here too, an approach to achiev- | 

| ing stockpile goals within the next few years would require higher 

| quarterly. additions than the rates assumed above. The situation in 

other key materials is similar. geo | | a 

| A third major security program area is our aid to foreign friend- 

| ly nations. Increasing material availabilities will make possible fur- 

; ther help in controlled material shapes and forms (e.g., steel 

: ingots), as well as components and finished products, to strengthen 

| their defense programs. In this area a comparatively small utiliza- 

| tion of our productive resources can pay large dividends to our 

| allies andtous.§ | BS 7 a
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Acceleration of Security Programs Not Inflationary 
Preliminary studies show that accelerated security program de- 

livery rates becoming effective about the middle of fiscal year 1954 (i.e, at the “end _ of calendar 1953) would probably not adversely affect the stabilization’ program. 
Some weakness in the economy may develop by the middle of 

next year. With the approaching completion of the capacity expan- 
sion program, aggregate investment is expected to decline. Al- 
though certain areas of investment will remain high for some time, 
such as electric power and petroleum, the rate is not likely to in- 
crease and therefore cannot serve to offset the decline in other 
major expansion programs, such as steel. Nor will potential expan- 
sion in other types of construction provide a sufficient offset. 

By the third quarter of calendar 1958, moreover, expenditures for existing major security programs will have reached their peak and 
will no longer provide an inflationary impact on the economy. In 
fact, this maximum impact will undoubtedly have been reached several months earlier. The point of maximum drain of critical ma- terials away from the civilian segment of the economy for defense 

: purposes has already been passed. The inflationary pressures from 
the defense program, however, must be measured also in terms of _ the employment of labor in the fabrication of raw materials into end products. The peak inflationary impact, therefore, would pre- 
cede the peak in actual Treasury expenditures. 

Trends toward weakness by mid-1953 may also develop from de- 
clines in inventories and foreign investment. Manufacturing inven- 
tories for defense contracts can be expected to recede as production 
bottlenecks are eliminated and production reaches established 
schedules. Distribution inventories are currently fairly well in bal- 
ance with sales with the possible exception of automobiles and a 
few other items, and it is doubtful that any substantial expansion 
would be in prospect next year given the economic outlook above : outlined. oes | 

The only possible offset to these prospective weakening factors is 
a large increase in consumption. This probably will not occur, how- | ever, without a substantial downward price readjustment, which is 
not likely to develop until production has fallen off substantially. 

_ In appraising the possible stabilization impact of an acceleration 
or expansion of our security programs, the timing as well as the 
rate and magnitude must be considered. A program which called 
for an increase in final deliveries of military goods as early as J uly 
1, 1953 would require that materials be committed for that pro- | gram immediately. On the other hand, if deliveries were not re-
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quired before the first quarter of calendar 1954, materials would | 

not need to be committed much before mid-1953. | 

An expansion of the defense program ranging from $6 to $12 bil- | 

lion (resulting from acceleration or program increases, Or both), if 

its actual impact is felt no earlier than mid-1953, probably would 

create no serious inflationary problem. Quite possibly this would be | 

true as early as April 1, 1953. Naturally there may be particular : 

materials which at that time may still remain in relatively short 

supply, but for the most part these would be specialized types of : 

industrial materials which do not have a wide use throughout the | 

economy. 
, 

I do not cite these dollar magnitudes as being my recommenda- | 

tion of the extent to which security programs should be expanded. 

They are designed, rather, to make the point that fairly sizeable 

additions to existing levels of expenditures—ranging from 10 to 20 

per cent—are not likely to be inflationary if their actual impact 

comes after about mid-calendar year 1953. These dollar magni- 

tudes, of course, refer to the total range of security expenditures 

for all purposes—as broadly defined as they are in NSC 1385/2. 

They include materials and production equipment which might be 

part of an altered or expanded program of aid to our allies and in- 

creased stockpiling, as well as strictly military expenditures. 

An increase of up to 10 to 12 per cent above existing programs, 

which would mean $5 to $6 billion above the projected June 1953 

annual level, I believe could readily be absorbed without strain. If 

much beyond the maximum of $12 billion were involved, we would 

enter a situation in which the use of control mechanisms might be 

increasingly necessary to overcome specific materials shortages and 

| an inflation problem. Our problems could be accentuated also if the 

| increase determined upon were concentrated in a particular seg- 

| ment of the whole range of security programming; e.g., in a few 

: categories of military hard goods. I would, therefore, stress the im- 

| portance of early decisions on the possible magnitude of accelera- 

tion, and the items involved, and on the extent and nature of an 

| overall increase in our programs. | | 

| - I should like to add, too, that acceleration of existing programs 

| fits into our present and proposed abilities to manage our re- 

| sources. A large future increase in our security programs, following 

| a period of moderate levels, might find us shorn of our ability to 

| exert that degree of direction over the economy that would be re- 

quired. The magnitude of that problem, of course, would turn upon 

| the timing and the level of such higher program. - 

| 
|
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (civil defense)” e oo 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Bruce) } 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] October 14, 1952. 
Meeting of the National Security Council, Tuesday, October 14, 1952 

The only subject on the agenda was that of a Continental Early Warning System. The President enjoined strict secrecy about what was discussed on all those present. 
There was a very large assemblage, including the Chiefs of Staff, Messrs. Pace and Finletter, Messrs. Lovett and Foster, and a varie- ty of Generals and Admirals from the Department of Defense as well as a scattering from other agencies of Government, including Messrs. Harriman, Gorrie of N SRB, Jerry Wadsworth of Civilian Defense, John Snyder, and, representing State, Paul Nitze and myself. Oo os In the estimation of the Lincoln Summer School Project experts, their development has reached a stage where they think it would be feasible to establish warning stations. — | a An Air Force General presented the results of the Air Force study of this program, aided by appropriate charts. He was also spokesman for the Department of Defense in outlining that Depart- _ ‘Ment’s position. Its position was that this new invention should be encouraged and that four experimental stations should be equipped and manned. However, the Department of Defense did not favor the crash implementation of the scheme, which is what was advo- cated by Mr. Gorrie * and by some of the scientists present. The Department of Defense favored a somewhat slow expansion of funds to be devoted to this purpose with the idea that this develop- ment would be pressed in step with the other dispositions now being made by the Department of Defense in other fields of ad- vance warning. | | : ca ce | | The President closed the meeting by saying that he would like the Department of Defense and the NSRB to get together and make arecommendationtohim. § - 

’ Copies to Nitze, Bohlen, Matthews, Sohm, and S/S. Bruce had met with the | President on Oct. 13 and had discussed the question of an Early Warning System “which will be the subject discussed at the NSC meeting tomorrow.” Truman urged Bruce to bring any representatives from the Department of State that he wished, and “The President stated that he thought this was a matter of great importance and he was looking forward with interest to what would be developed at the meet- ing”. (Meeting with the President, Oct. 13, 1952, PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (civil defense)”) The memorandum for the President, Oct. 15, containing the summa- ry of discussion at the 124th meeting of the NSC on Oct. 14 is in the Truman Li- brary, Truman papers, PSF-Subject file. SO | 2 Bee the attachment to the memorandum by the Secretary of State, Sept. 24, p. 141.
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Mr. Nitze asked a couple of questions and I asked one myself de- 

signed to produce more information as to why it would not be wiser 

to proceed on a crash implementation basis. _ | | 

The real point at issue seems to me to be whether an overriding 

priority should not be given by the Department of Defense to this 

4 proposal instead of allocating to it a fairly minor sum almost on | 

the theory of a convoy’s speed being determined by the speed of its 

| slowest ship. = | 

| I spoke to the President for a minute or two after the meeting on 

| the above basis and he said he would take this under consideration. 

| a | | Davip BRUCE 

Truman Library, Truman papers, PSF-Subject file 

i: - Memorandum by the Executive Secretary of the National Security 

| _ Council (Lay) to the President = | 

| TOP SECRET _ WasHINGTON, November 5, 1952. 

This “Key Data” book ' has been prepared by the NSC Reporting 

2 Unit to enable you to keep at hand a current ready guide to the 

national security programs. The information is taken either from 

: National Security Council reports like NSC 185? or from depart- 

| mental reports maintained by the Reporting Unit in accordance 

| with your basic directive. 

: The indicators have been selected to present the status of each | 

program in relation to national security objectives approved by you 

| upon the advice of the National Security Council. Additional mate- 

| rial will be added from time to time along with revisions of the 

: present contents. - | oe 

| | | | 7 JAMEs S. Lay, JR. 

| 1 Below. | a : . fo | - 

2 Regarding NSC 135, see the editorial note, p. 56. | | 

: :
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[Enclosure] | | | 

Key Data Book Prepared by the Reporting Unit of the National 
Security Council for the President 

[Extracts] 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON, undated.] 
STATUS OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA IN RELATION TO APPROVED OBJECTIVES 

Our general objectives with respect to Russia in time of peace as | well as in time of war should be: 

a. To reduce the power and influence of the USSR to limits which no longer constitute a threat to the peace, national inde- pendence and stability of the world family of nations. 
b. To bring about a basic change in the conduct of international relations by the government in power in Russia, to conform with the purposes and principles set forth in the UN Charter. | 

In pursuing these objectives due care must be taken to avoid per- 
manently impairing our economy and the fundamental values and 
institutions inherent in our way of life. 

—NSC 20/4 3 

No. 1 THE Miuirary Program 

1. The objectives of the military program are: 

a. Protection against disaster; and 
b. Support of our foreign policy. 

In the course of meeting these objectives, the military program is 
designed to provide, at the least possible cost in manpower and na- 
tional resources, a maximum deterrent to enemy aggression and, in 
case war occurs, give the nation a reasonable assurance of victory. 

2. In order to attain the above objectives, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have recommended the forces listed herein to carry out on an aus- 
tere basis the following approved basic military tasks: 

a. To provide a reasonable initial defense of the Western Hemi- sphere and essential allied areas, particularly in Europe. , b. To provide a minimum mobilization base while offensive forces are being developed. 7 c. To conduct initial air and sea offensive operations to destroy vital elements of the Soviet war-making capacity and to check 

* For text of NSC 20/4, “United States Objectives with Respect to the USSR To Counter Soviet Threats to U.S. Security,” Nov. 23, 1948, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, Part 2, p. 662. |
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enemy offensive operations until allied offensive strength can be 

developed. a 
oe 

d. To defend and maintain the lines of communications and base 

areas necessary to the execution of the above tasks. 

e. To provide aid to our allies to assist them in the execution of 

their responsibilities. 
| : 

THE MILITARY PROGRAM—CAPABILITY ON JUNE 30, 1952 TO FULFILL ITS 

| OBJECTIVES 
: 

The Army is currently capable of providing, on an austere basis, 

ground and anti-aircraft defenses for certain of the most critical | 

areas in the Western Hemisphere and the essential overseas bases | 

and lines of communication, except those in the Benelux countries, 

France and Germany. It does not possess the capability to fulfill 

the aggregate of the objectives set forth because of the insufficient 

level of stocks in the mobilization reserve and an inadequate indus- 

trial mobilization base and the inadequate strength and readiness | 

of the General Reserve. 

The current Navy and Marine Corps capability to fulfill the out- 

lined objectives is good from the standpoint of being able to initiate 

D-Day tasks. From the standpoint of sustaining and expanding the 

initial effort in phase with current war plans, the capability is not 

good. The capability to initiate D-Day tasks will improve as funds 

already approved are effectively applied to improve the moderniza- 

tion and training of the active forces. The capability to sustain and 

| expand the initial effort will remain unsatisfactory until funds are 

made available to increase significantly the level of equipment in 

the mobilization reserve. a . 

The Air Force has currently a limited capability to defend the 

Western Hemisphere against air attack, owing chiefly to a shortage 

| of all-weather jet interceptors and delay in the completion of the 

radar network covering Canada, 4 Alaska and the northeastern 

United States. Assuming continued involvement in Korea following 

the onset of general war, it would have difficulty in carrying out 

| those measures for the defense and maintenance of essential lines 

| of communication to Europe which fall within its responsibilities, — 

| and could provide only a limited portion of its planned contribution | 

to the defense of NATO and the Far East. It has also a limited ca- 

| pability to carry out the strategic offensive. These capabilities will 

: continue to improve as manpower and resources continue to be 

| made available for the build-up and modernization of the Air Force 

| in accordance with approved goals. The position of the Air Force 

| 4 Documentation on negotiations and discussions leading to joint US-Canadian 

construction of an early warning system across Alaska and northern Canada is 

| scheduled for publication in volume VI. 

|
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with respect to post D-Day mobilization and capability to sustain and expand the initial effort is serious. It has been necessary for the Air Force to expend a maximum of available resources for the force in-being at the expense of the mobilization potential. The ability of the Air Force to sustain certain of its D-Day tasks will continue to be less than satisfactory until the mobilization reserve position has been significantly improved. 

THE MILITARY PROGRAM—AIR DEFENSE _ 
At present, the 3-6 hour warning of an impending air attack on the continental U.S. essential for both military and civil defense is not assured. Intelligence may fail, and the present warning systems in Alaska, Canada, and N ewfoundland can be avoided—through gaps in coverage, by low-level attacks or by submarine-launched missiles. A raid might not be detected until well within the conti- nental U.S. defense system. 

| The capabilities of air defense forces are extremely meager, espe- | cially against low altitude and night attacks. The following need improvement: early warning, land radar cover at low altitude, sea- ward radar coverage at all altitudes, capacity of present systems to handle large raids, identification of surprise attacks, quality and quantity of all-weather interceptors, and AA against very high and very low attacks. | a _Present forces for the air defense of the U.S. and Canada include 46 interceptor squadrons, 45 AA battalions, 80 large radars and 11 air defense control centers. Additional radar sites are under con- struction. 
Programmed and funded improvements include 60 early warning and control aircraft to man 8 off-shore stations; 57 all-weather fighter squadrons totaling 1425 aircraft; 9 RCAF all-weather fight- er squadrons totaling 172. aircraft; and 66 AA battalions, 28 of which are to be equipped with Nike missiles. Oe | Additional improvements planned, but not yet funded include 35 _Iore large radars to fill gaps in the perimeter; some small radars for low altitude protection; sea-based radar coverage in critical coastal sea areas; better data-handling systems, identification, fighter interceptors, and local defense; and development generally for additional early warning and defense in depth. 
Two recent technological break-throughs make the extension of the early warning system northward beyond the boundaries of the United States technically and economically feasible. First, the de- velopment of audible means for presenting radar information eliminates the problem of manning and watching radar Scopes under Arctic conditions. Secondly, the discovery that long-range radio communications are possible at frequencies much higher |
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| than usually assumed greatly increases the reliability of Arctic 

| communications, previously hampered by ionospheric storms. | 

| Pursuant to Presidential directive on October 14, 1952, ° the Sec- 

| retary of Defense and the Chairman, N SRB, are preparing coordi- 

, nated recommendations on the possibility of an improved continen- 

: tal early warning system. | : 

: | THE MILITARY PROGRAM—RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT | 

Research and development for national defense, measured in dol- 

| lars, has more than doubled since Korea. Programs presently di- 

rected toward defense objectives include those of the Department of 

Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the National Adviso- 

: ry Committee for Aeronautics. Together these programs absorb 

, more than half the 135,000 engineers and scientists engaged in re- : 

| search and development in the nation and will absorb more in the 

next year or two. | : | 

Funds obligated by the Department of Defense for research and 

‘development are running as follows: oe 

| a Obligations a 7 

| 7 —anillions of dollars) —— 

| FY 1950 FY 1951 FY 1952 FY 1953 

| Actual §——sCqAActusadl Estimated Estimated 

| 520 994 1825 | 14720 

| 1, Air Defense, The three major components of air defense are 

| warning systems, surface weapons, and air weapons. Present warn- 

ing and control systems have three major weaknesses: (1) the 

| ranges of surveillance radars do not provide sufficient warning for 

: interceptor aircraft; (2) present radars have difficulty detecting air- 

craft at very low altitudes or at very high altitudes; (8) the radar 

4 systems are easily saturated; that is, the number of aircraft that 

7 can be detected, tracked and taken under attack simultaneously by 

present warning and control networks is altogether too small. 

Major improvement cannot be expected for four or five years. 

| Present anti-aircraft gun systems are ineffective above 20,000 

! feet and at very low altitudes. Extremely rapid firing rocket sys- 

tems, to be available in next three to five years, should improve ca- 

| pabilities for countering very low level attacks. Major improvement 

| of anti-aircraft defense will begin to be realized in approximately 2 

| years with the advent of surface launched guided missiles in signif- 

icant numbers. These promise anti-aircraft ranges of 10 to 25 miles 

5 See the memorandum by Bruee, Oct. 14, p. 164. a
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at altitudes up to 60,000 feet, with high probability of kills in one 
or two shots. Os Be 

Regarding air weapons, our jet fighters should be effective 
against present Russian heavy bombers if alerted and directed to 
the target in time. Between 1957 and 1960 our interceptors should 
become armed with guided missiles and should be susceptible of | 
control, in any kind of weather, from the ground or from aircraft 
carriers. During this same period, ground-to-air guided missiles, 
completely controlled from ground stations at ranges of 100 to 250 
miles, should begin to be available. | | 

2. Anti-Submarine and Anti-Mine Warfare. The problems of de- 
tecting distant objects under water and properly classifying them 
are both extremely difficult and especially critical to our success. 
Our ability to deal with modern submarines, once detected, also 
leaves much to be desired, but weapons now under development 
are expected to provide substantial improvement in the next 2 to 3 
years. The use of atomic weapons to destroy submarines at sea may | 
become economically feasible. 

The best technique today for detecting fully submerged subma- 
rines is “sonar,” a system based upon sound signals transmitted 
through the water. The present average range of sonar detection 
can be approximately doubled by towing the sonar gear some dis- 
tance below the ship or by Suspending it from a helicopter or 
blimp. Such techniques will be operational in 1955. Ranges up to 5 
miles may be achieved by 1956. An important program is now un- 
derway to exploit the discovery that the very low frequency sounds 
given off by snorkelling or surfaced submarines can be heard at 
great distances in the water. Large listening arrays can provide 
submarine surveillance by this technique known as “lofar’, at dis- 
tances considerably in excess of 100 miles. | 

Our present capability against mines is dangerously low, espe- 
cially in the case of pressure, magnetic and acoustic mines laid on 
harbor and channel bottoms. No completely adequate means to 
detect and classify bottom-laid mines are in prospect. For this 
reason we are developing sweeping equipment that will itself ex- 
plode the mines, thereby removing the need for detecting and clas- 
sifying them. Despite our best ingenuity, however, anti-mine war- 
fare is expected to remain a slow, costly, and extremely dangerous 
operation. | | | 

3. General Air Warfare. The most significant weapons advance in 
this field is the development of small atomic bombs that can be 
carried by fighters, fighter bombers, light bombers and general pur- 

| pose aircraft operating from forward airfields and aircraft carriers. 
These smaller bombs are beginning to be stockpiled this year. To
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carry the small atomic bomb several currently operational fighters 

and light attack aircraft are being modified. | 

Dive-bombing is an accurate delivery technique, but if an atomic 

weapon is used, ceilings as high as 18,000 feet are normally re- 

quired so that release can be made at an altitude which permits 

the aircraft to escape damage. However, one experimental method, 

expected to be operational by 1953, would allow a fighter to ap- 

- proach the target at treetop height and release its bomb in a sharp 

| climbing maneuver, lobbing the bomb several miles to the target. 

| In the field of guided missiles, two subsonic turbo-jet guided mis- 

| siles may assist in penetrating enemy defenses. Each is designed to 

carry the atomic bomb to maximum ranges of 500 miles, Matador 

2 from land bases and Regulus from submarines, surface ships or 

| land bases. Both are now in limited production for test purposes, 

? but may be operational in 2 to 5 years. , 

: Air bases and aircraft carriers must be considered prime targets 

| in an enemy’s efforts to reduce our air capabilities. To decrease the 

: vulnerability of land bases to air attack, reduction in their size 

| would be highly desirable. To this end, work is being done on the 

| “sero length launcher”: a technique of rocket-assisted launching 

| that eliminates the normal take-off run. The British have devel- 

oped a corrolary technique of landing fighters without wheels on a 

pneumatic mat. This is being further investigated for application to 

larger aircraft and may lead to an increasing capability to operate 

| from very small areas. a 

| 4. Ground Combat. The development of tactical atomic weapons 

| will undoubtedly have the most profound implications for land 

| warfare, although the ultimate impact cannot yet be accurately 

foreseen. A ground-fired atomic weapon will be available for serv- 

ice in 1953. A large unguided rocket with an atomic warhead will 

be operationally available in significant numbers in 1954. Also in 

1 1954, a shortrange, surface launched rocket-type guided missile 

| with a range of about 75 miles, carrying an atomic warhead will 

| become operational. Similar missiles with ranges up to 150 miles 

| will follow. | : | oe | 

| By 1954, full scale offensive capability for the nerve gas GB is 

: expected. A new light and mobile anti-tank vehicle with sufficient 

armor to protect its crew against the weapons of an enemy infan- 

try screen and armed with recoilless rifles capable of destroying | 

| any known enemy tank will become available in 1954. 

| A problem of great urgency concerns our night-time capabilities 

for surveillance, detection, ranging, and fire control. Full solution 

| is several years away. Another serious problem, for which solution 

| is very remote, concerns our ability to detect non-metallic land 

| mines. |
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Improvement in supply and transport techniques is steady. The 
availability of large powerful helicopters has already enhanced our 
capability for rapidly delivering groups of fully equipped men 
ready for immediate combat into areas where other aircraft cannot 

| land. About 1957, a helicopter able to carry 18 men will be avail- 
able. | 

©. Strategic Air Operations. Strategic air operations involve three 
primary problems: (1) penetration of enemy defenses; (2) location of 
the target and accurate delivery of the bomb; and (3) the ability to 
accomplish the foregoing in all kinds of weather. © 

The application of supplementary jet engines to the B-36 gives it 
higher speeds for short periods and thus improves its prospects of 
successful penetration. The all-jet B-47, to be fully operational in 
1953, represents the next step in aircraft development and will 
have a combat speed of 540 miles per hour. However, because of its 
lesser range, it must operate from advance bases or be refueled in 
the air in order to reach many of the probable target areas. The B- 
52 and B-60, which will come into operational use about 1956, 
promise very long ranges without refueling and at a speed of 600 
miles per hour. | - | | | 

Two new bombers will soon enter development. Test flights are 
scheduled for 1956 and production may be possible in 1958. One is 
designed to fly at a speed just below that of sound and at altitudes 
below 1000 feet. The other is designed for operation at high alti- 
tudes at combat speeds approaching 1250 miles per hour, far above 
the speed of sound. Refueling of both in the air will be necessary 
for long-range missions. 

Also under consideration as a penetration technique is the “para- 
site” system in which a small aircraft proceeds to the target after 
being carried to the combat zone by a larger, slower, long-range 
aircraft. | - a oe 

Guided missiles may be the ultimate answer to the penetration 
problem. A subsonic surface-launched guided missile capable of car- 
rying an atomic warhead to intercontinental ranges will be tested 
in 2 or 3 years and may be operational within six years. Proceeding 
on about the same time scale is a supersonic missile, also with an 
atomic warhead, to be launched from a large bomber that will 
carry it to within about 100 miles of the target. Missiles with sever- 
al times the speed of sound and with intercontinental ranges may 
become operational several years later. . 

Source: NSC 135, No, 1, “The Military Program” | 
Prepared by NSC Reporting Unit 
November 19, 1952
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| | | No. 2 THe MositizATION PROGRAM | 

| _ The objectives of the mobilization program are: — oe | 

| 1. Provision of general production assistance for the military pro- 
orams. oo ae 

. 9. Expansion of materials supply and of the general industrial _ 

and agricultural base. _ - OR 

| 3. Allocation of limited current supplies to meet the needs of de- 

fense build-up while at the same time maintaining a healthy civil- 

ian economy: oe a | | 

| 4, Initiation of planning for the completion and maintenance of 

| the mobilization base to meet the requirements of all-out war. 

5. Prevention of undue inflationary pressures upon the economy 

while the foregoing objectives are being accomplished. _ a 

THE MOBILIZATION PROGRAM—STATUS ON SEPTEMBER 30, 1952 

| In military procurement, a slow but steady increase in deliveries 

has taken place (see the following chart). ° By September 30, 1952, 

total deliveries since Korea reached $41 billion, about one-third of 

the $129 billion financed through FY 1953. Current deliveries are 

running about $8 billion per quarter. The recent stoppage in the 

steel industry has caused some losses of military production—part 

of which will be made up—and may cause additional losses in the 

| coming months despite preventive action. Current aircraft produc- 

| tion is running about 900 planes per month, a post-Korea high, but 

! somewhat under the latest approved schedule. Medium tank pro- 

| duction reached 535 units in September, many times the rate of a 

| year ago. It is expected to rise to a monthly average of over 800 in 

po the April-June quarter of 1953, a quantity sufficient to provide for 

! immediate demand. Since succeeding production will provide for 

1 accumulation of mobilization reserves, a stretch-out of the medium 

| tank schedule will follow. | a | 

) On September 30, expansion goals had been set for 176 products 

| and materials. The primary tool to achieve these goals has been ac- 

celerated tax amortization, with most projects so aided due to be 

completed by December, 1953. The programs for aluminum, electric 

power, steel, and petroleum refining are shown graphically in a 

fo separate chart. ® Expansion programs were also under way to in- 

| crease supplies by 1955 of such stockpiled items as copper, lead, 

zinc, nickel, tungsten, and cobalt. | ! 

Allocation operations met defense needs for all major materials 

| during FY 1952. There was scarcity, therefore, only in the sense 

| that civilian and export needs were trimmed and industrial usage 

| 8 Not printed. | eo —— | 

| | 
| 

| |
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reduced, or that stockpile accumulations fell behind. By the 
summer of 1953, except for several special shapes and alloys, 
enough steel should be available to satisfy unrestricted demand. 
However, since the supply of copper and, to a lesser extent, alumi- 
num will not reach comfortable proportions until the latter half of 
1953, the framework of the Controlled Materials Plan will be re- 
quired at least until mid-1953. The advisability of removing most 
controls by that time is under study. | 

Because of uncertainty as to the dimensions of the mobilization 
, base, fresh appraisals of the nation’s present and proposed produc- 

tion distributive capacity were initiated in FY 1952. Action in this 
area must wait completion of these and other studies and agree- 
ment on proposals to remedy deficiencies. The Department of De- 
fense has, however, already taken the step of including in its 1954 
budget request a separate fund for the procurement of production _ 
equipment for reserve production capacity. 

FY 1952 was a year of remarkable general stability in the econo- 
my, the distortions of FY 1951 having been largely eliminated. At 
the end of September, wholesale prices were 11% above and con- - 
sumers’ prices 12% above their respective June 1950 levels. 

Sources: : 
NSC 185, No. 2, “The Mobilization Program” | 

| ODM, Seventh Quarterly Report to the President by the Di- 
rector of Defense Mobilization, October 1, 1952 
ODM Report to the President by the Director of Defense Mo- | 

bilization, November 1, 1952 
Prepared by NSC Reporting Unit 
November 19, 1952 

No. 3 THE Mutua. Security PRroGRraM 7 

The objectives of the mutual security program are: 

(1) to maintain the security and to promote the foreign policy of 
the United States by military, economic, and technical assistance 
to friendly countries to strengthen the mutual security and individ- 
ual and collective defenses of the free world; 

(2) to develop their resources in the interest of their security and 
independence and the national interest of the United States; 

(3) to facilitate the effective participation of those countries in 
the United Nations system for collective security. 

—Mutual Security Act of 1951 

7 For further documentation on the Mutual Security Program, see vol. 1, Part 1, 
pp. 460 ff. :



en
 

| 

| NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY | 175 

: THE MUTUAL SECURITY PROGRAM—STATUS ON JUNE 30, 1952 

| With respect to the Lisbon goals for December 31, 1952, ® short- 

: falls were in prospect as a result of European delay in raising and 

: training men, and U.S. delay in MDAP shipments (see attached 

: chart). 9 13% divisions will not meet prescribed readiness even 

. though all 43 % will be in being. There will be shortfalls in aircraft 

| (916), plus deficiencies in combat reserve planes, training, and orga- 

| nization. Navy goals will be short in minesweepers. — | 

The Austrian $70 million military aid program had not yet been 

fo implemented, but $1.5 billion in economic aid had enabled Austria 

to achieve economic viability. Yugoslav ground and naval forces 

were up to JCS goals, but their combat effectiveness was rated low 

: because of equipment deficiencies. Considerable expansion of air 

forces was planned. Tripartite economic aid to Yugoslavia allowed 

: minimum living standards and modest development while military 

: forces were being enlarged. The $62.5 million Spanish loan had 

| been almost entirely committed, but the recent $100 million appro- 

| priation had not been obligated pending outcome of the base nego- 

: tiations. 
| 

| Greek and Turkish forces were capable of carrying out their war- 

| time missions of home defense, except that in the case of Greece 

| there were some equipment deficiencies. Iranian forces, designed 

| chiefly for internal security, met 95% of JCS goals. With political 

| unrest and critical economic conditions in the rest of the Near East 

| and Africa, economic aid was directed at Arab refugees, neutral- 

ism, and Israeli economic weaknesses. Point Four programs were 

4 just getting underway in the area with the signature of general 

agreements. 
| 

| In spite of political instability and threats to internal security in 

j the Far East, progress was made during the year in strengthening 

existing governments, with the exception of Thailand’s. JCS per- 

sonnel goals for Indo-China and Formosa were nearly met, but 

| equipment was scanty. About 15-20% of programmed military aid 

for the Philippines and Thailand had been shipped. _ 

| No military aid shipments for Latin America were made before 

| June 30. The effective technical assistance program was furthered 

| by $19 million, which was more than matched by local contribu- 

| tions. | 

| The U.S. also participates with substantial contributions in sev- 

| eral UN assistance programs. | 

8 Reference is to the force and production goals agreed upon at the Ninth Session 

| of the North Atlantic Council at Lisbon, Feb. 20-25; for documentation, see vol. v, 

| Part 1, pp. 107 ff. 

| 9 Not printed. 
| 

|
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No.4 Tue Civiz Derense Program _ 

The objectives of the national civil defense program are to mini- 
: mize the effects of enemy attacks and to ensure the retention of _ our productive capacity and will to fight—through the education of the public in basic knowledge of and skill in self-protection, and through the development of civil defense organizations which are organized, staffed, trained and equipped for emergency operations. The Federal Civil Defense Administration has the responsibility, under Public Law No. 290, 81st Congress, for preparing and direct- 

ing national plans and programs for civil defense and, under emer- 
gency conditions, must be prepared to coordinate and furnish sup- 
port to the operating civil defense forces of the country. | 

wis NSC 135 
THE CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRAM—STATUS ON JUNE 30, 1952 

Current civil defense planning assumes grave danger of war, that 
the USSR can attack any or all of 67 critical target areas with an A-bomb (see separate chart), 1° and that total casualties would be | 

| ration. eee Bo | 

If an attack had occurred on J une 30, the Federal Civil Defense Administration would have had a measure of functional capability, 
but the nation-wide civil defense organization would have been grossly inadequate. The public would not have been mentally or emotionally prepared. The warning system was 20% operational. 
Shelter would have been less than 10% adequate. Radio and televi. sion stations would have left the air, thus depriving the people of the means of guidance. Medical supplies, mass feeding facilities and emergency lodging, traffic control, rescue service, water sup- plies for fire-fighting, and organized transportation would all have been ineffective. | a | 

In terms of personnel, civil defense had 3.3 million persons orga- nized, about 18% of the 17.5 million required. Even this is an over- 
statement of personnel readiness, since those enrolled were not properly distributed. The number enrolled was relatively high for 
regular community services like fire-fighting and police, but low 
for activities peculiar to civil defense like warden and rescue serv- ices. 

In terms of money, the total non-recurring cost to the Federal Government of the estimated requirements is $1.9 billion. Half of this would be for shelters, about 40% for a federal stockpile of med- ical and other supplies, and about 10% for federal contributions to 
*° Not printed.
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the purchase of other equipment. Through FY 1953 about $119 mil- 

lion had been appropriated, 6% of the total. State and local govern- — 

ments have appropriated to date $183 million of $1.1 billion re- 

: quired. (See separate fiscal table.) 1! a 

: Organizationally, a start has been made. All states, territories 

| and possessions have designated a civil defense director. There are 

| 93 interstate compacts in effect for mutual assistance, and a frame- 

fo work for organization now exists at all governmental levels. 

| No. 5 THe StockpiLinc PROGRAM _ - 

| The objective of the stockpiling program is to acquire, prior to M- 

| Day, sufficient stocks of strategic and critical materials to offset 

: the anticipated deficit between estimated wartime supplies on the 

one hand and wartime requirements for military, industrial and 

minimum essential civilian needs on the other. | a 

| The assumed duration of this war (five years) is the minimum 

| given in current J CS guidance. | | oe 

| 
| —NSC 114/2 1? 

: THE STOCKPILING PROGRAM—STATUS ON AUGUST 31, 1952 

. Estimated wartime requirements for many materials could be 

met by domestic production and available imports, but 75 are now 

stockpiled to cover calculated deficits. 

| Recently the Interdepartmental Stockpiling Committee put all 

| stockpile materials in 5 bands on the basis of urgency. They found 

| metals to be the most critical, and put 6—beryl, cobalt, columbite, 

nickel, tantalite and tungsten—in Band I (most urgent). 

| ‘The percent-of-wartime-requirements approach used for the indi- 

| vidual stockpile items is the best one for measuring the status of 

| the program. This is shown in the following chart. But other meas- 

| ures may be used for operational purposes. The second chart, '* 

| marked “Rate of Acquisition”, plots the growth of the stockpile as 

a whole. On June 30, 1951, 36% of the total stockpile goal, figures 

: +n then current prices, was on hand. Since then some individual ob- 

2 jectives have been changed and prices have fluctuated; but on 

August 31, 1952, 51% of the total stockpile goal, figured in current 

| prices, was on hand. At this rate of growth, it would be at least 3 

| years, and possibly 6 or more, before the stockpile is completed. 

Schedules, however, now call for an increase in this rate. Most in- 

| - dividual stockpiles grew more slowly during the past year or so 

- itNot printed. ot BES ae 

| 12 For text of NSC 114/2, “United States Programs for National Security,” Oct. 

12, 1951, and its annexes, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1; p. 182. _ 

| 13 Neither chart printed. | | |
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than was planned. Inventories of 2 declined: chemical grade chro- mite and corundum. 

This slow progress resulted from priority given to current mili- tary production, and to certain civilian production necessary to maintain employment and a healthy civilian economy. These prior claims have meant the diversion of goods scheduled for stockpile acquisition and, in some cases, even withdrawals from the stock- pile. | 
On August 31 the stockpile was valued at $3.7 billion in current prices, but the Government had paid for it (at various earlier dates) only $2.3 billion. 
The stockpile program is based on the wartime needs of the United States alone. There has been no effort to dovetail our stock- piling program and those of our allies into a single program. How- ever, the U.S. does attempt to work out current demand and supply of scarce materials with other free nations through the Interna- tional Materials Conference. 

| No.6 THE Nationa, PSYCHOLOGICAL PROGRAM 
The mission of the Psychological Strategy Board is to provide for the more effective planning, coordination and conduct, within the framework of approved national policies, of psychological oper- ations. : 
The PSB is responsible for the formulation and promulgation, as guidance to the departments and agencies responsible for psycho- logical operations, of over-all] national psychological objectives, poli- cles and programs, and for the coordination and evaluation of the national psychological effort. 

—Presidential Directive of April 4, 1951 
Establishing the Psychological Strategy Board 14 

THE NATIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL PROGRAM—STATUS ON JUNE 30, 1952 
While an agreed over-all strategic concept for the program had not been formulated, certain broad criteria for establishing relative priorities were agreed. Some progress was made in NATO areas, but deterioration took place elsewhere, particularly in the Near East. The made-in-America character of part of our psychological output was a major handicap. Even worse was the increasing reac- tion, expressed in neutralism and charges of U.S. aggressiveness, to : the military character of some of our political and economic activj- | ties. In underdeveloped countries, past or present white domination is a far greater psychological reality than the Soviet menace. In 

14 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 1, p. 58.
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other areas, particularly Western Europe, the over-riding abhor- 

| rence of another possible war constitutes an important liability. — 

| Certain U.S. policies are psychologically damaging. In the 

“Moslem world, it is U.S. policy toward Israel. In areas under Kuro- 

pean domination, it is U.S. identification with its NATO allies. In 

Britain and elsewhere, it is U.S. policy toward China. The same is 

true of certain primarily domestic matters: race relations; the re- 

: strictive immigration policy, most recently embodied in the McCar- . 

| ran Act; and tariff laws. 

...Inthe... information field, the Voice of America and Radio. 

Free Europe were the only significant remaining programs reach- | 

ing the USSR and the Satellites. ... 

| | No.7 THE FoREIGN INTELLIGENCE PROGRAM 

p For the purpose of coordinating the intelligence activities of the 

| several Government departments and agencies in the interest of 

| national security, it shall be the duty of CIA, under the direction of 

| the National Security Council— - 

(1) to advise the NSC in matters concerning such intelligence ac- 

tivities of departments and agencies as relate to the national secu- 

. rity; | | , 

| (2) to make recommendations to the NSC for the coordination of 

| such intelligence activities of the departments and agencies as — 

relate to the national security; | 

| (3) to correlate and evaluate intelligence relating to the national 

| security, and provide for the appropriate dissemination of such in- 

| telligence within the Government using where appropriate existing 

| agencies and facilities: provided, that CIA shall have no police, sub- 

| poena, law enforcement powers, or internal security functions: pro- 

vided further, that the departments and other agencies shall con- 

: tinue to collect, evaluate, correlate, and disseminate departmental 

intelligence: and provided further, that the Director of Central In- 

fo telligence shall be responsible for protecting intelligence sources 

and methods from unauthorized disclosure; | 

(4) to perform, for the benefit of the existing intelligence agen- 

cies, such additional services of common concern as the NSC deter- 

| mines can be more efficiently accomplished centrally; a 

(5) to perform such other functions and duties related to intelli- 

gence affecting the national security as the NSC may from time to 

time direct. | | 

| | _National Security Act of 1947, as Amended 

| | 
|
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7 No. 8 THe INTERNAL Securrry PROGRAM 15 — a 

The objective of the internal security program is to protect this country from the threats of espionage, sabotage, and other disrup- ss tive tactics which are directed against the United States by Soviet Russia and her satellites through world communism and other ave- nues, with the recognition that, in approaching a goal of absolute Security, there is a danger of encroachment upon the constitutional liberties guaranteed by our democratic form of government. _ 
| ~—NSC 135 

THE INTERNAL SECURITY PROGRAM—STATUS ON OCTOBER 31, 1952 
The Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security and the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference believe they are achiev- ing adequate coordination, both for present limited mobilization and for possible general war. eo | Control of subversives was increased in FY 1952 through the -_- prosecution of members of the Communist Party, USA, by expan- __ sion of the informant program, and by the executive orders on loy- alty and security. Action by the Civil Service Commission on the loyalty program will contribute to the improvement of security through the development of a common procedure in all sensitive governmental units. Control of persons is weak in the entry-exit _ area, despite limited measures taken regarding the entry of poten- __ _ tially dangerous aliens and new authority under the recent Omni- bus Immigration Act. There are no adequate controls over alien | crewmen, or foreign official and diplomatic personnel. / There is a high degree of installation security for certain govern- ment buildings and areas of some sensitive agencies. Uniform standards for industrial facilities are being prepared by the Facili- ties Protection Board for publication in December, 1952. A substan- tial number of key facilities have been assigned by the Industries Evaluation Board to government agencies for security supervision, | and a great many others are under review. There is virtually no control over the subcontracting plants of classified contractors. Furthermore, legal authority is lacking to remove security risks in industry, there is difficulty in preventing strikes by communist-in- 4 filtrated unions, and plant visitors are not adequately checked. Ac- cordingly, the U.S. industrial establishment is not secure, and acts , of sabotage should come as no surprise. 

| Difficulties in implementing the limited port security program reduce its effectiveness, even in major ports. No effective security _ program was in force for the communications industry. Export li- 
15 For further documentation on internal security and the federal loyalty pro- gram, see vol. 1, Part 2, pp. 1379 ff. 

|
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| censing and monetary controls are limited primarily by problems 

| _ of transshipment abroad and diplomatic immunity; import control 

: has been identified as a counter-smuggling problem, and is being 

| treated accordingly. | | 

Present safeguards against clandestine unconventional attack 

provide little security—whether in the area of port security, atomic 

material, use of the mails, air traffic, or diplomatic shipments. 

| The “minimum standards” executive order provides the basis for 

| safeguarding classified information, but the program for personnel 

| clearance for access thereto awaits another executive order, as well 

| as decision with respect to standards for making classified informa- _ 

| tion available to Americans outside the government and to foreign- 

| a Editorial Note | 

| On November 7 James S. Lay, Jr. submitted to the National Se- 

: curity Council a three-volume study entitled “Current Policies of 

the Government of the United States of America Relating to Na- 

tional Security”. In a covering memorandum, Lay wrote that 

“These volumes have been assembled for the information of the 

| President and the President-elect in order to present briefly the 

current policies of the United States relating to the national securi- 

| ty as approved by the President upon the advice of or acting with 

| the National Security Council.” 

Volume I was entitled Geographical Area Policies; Volume II, 

| Functional Policies; Volume III, Organizational Policies. In Volume 

I, each section normally contained three parts for each geographic 

| area, a Central Intelligence Agency intelligence estimate, a current 

statement of policy, and a summary of principal developments in 

the implementation of policy, prepared by the responsible depart- 

| ments or agencies in each case. Volumes II and II contained only 

| the second and third parts for each section. Texts of policy deci- 

| sions were taken, with minor editorial changes, from official Coun- 

| cil reports and memoranda. The source of each policy statement, 

the date on which each report or memorandum was approved, and 

the security classification of each policy, was indicated under the 

| policy titles. | | nbs 

In conclusion, Lay noted that all statements on policy implemen- 

tation had been formally coordinated ‘‘at the working level within 

| and between the departments and agencies responsible for their 

| implementation, but they cannot be considered as cleared, formal, 

| or complete statements.” The three-volume study is in the Truman 

Library, Truman papers, PSF-Subject file.
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (civil defense)” 

Paper Drafted by Paul H. Nitze and Carlton Savage of the Policy 
Planning Staff } 

TOP SECRET [WasHINGTON,] November 11, 1952. 
Problem 

To establish an Early Warning System for detecting the ap- 
proach of hostile aircraft to the United States. 

Discussion 

It has been estimated that if the Soviet Union should drop 500 or 
more * atomic bombs ? on targets in the United States, our ability 
to recover from the attack would be destroyed. In a few years the 
Soviet Union will have enough atomic bombs and the means to de- 
liver them to launch such an attack. 

To prevent a national tragedy of this sort, it is clear that the 
United States must develop a combined system of air defense and 

| civil defense. One of the prime factors in this defense is early warn- 
ing of the coming of enemy planes. Without an early warning the 
loss of civilian life from a saturation atomic raid would be stagger- 
ing, with consequent loss to national morale and capacity for carry- 
ing on a war. Early warning is essential also for military purposes 
to preserve our retaliatory capacity and put our defensive forces 
into action. Furthermore, early warning is essential for the success 
of joint civilian-military actions such as a civil defense program, in- 
dustrial security program, stockpiling, and navigational counter 
measures designed to prevent the enemy from homing on prime 
targets. . 

Our current warning capabilities are inadequate. 4 However, new 
developments now make it possible to establish an adequate early 

1 A covering memorandum from Savage to Nitze reads: “Here is the redraft of the 
Early Warning paper. I should think that before this case is presented to the Presi- dent, some appropriate agency should prepare as an annex an estimate of proposed 
expenditures over the next four years with more definite information of what per- 
formance might be expected with the inauguration of the early warning system. So 
far as I am aware, this has not yet been done. I do not believe it is customary to 
have budgetary commitments without some more precise information of this 
nature.” Although this memorandum would seem to indicate that Savage had alone 
been responsible for drafting it, Nitze’s name does appear upon it as a codrafting | officer. The “Early Warning paper” under reference would seem to indicate that 
this paper was a redraft of an earlier Department of Defense paper on the subject. 
See footnote 3, p. 142. 

2 The handwritten word “nominalized” [?] is on the source text at this point. | ° The handwritten phrase “or a smaller number of modern atomic bombs” is on 
the source text at this point. 

* The typewritten words “and obsolete” have been stricken from the source text 
at this point.
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fo warning system at a cost so small that it need not interfere serious- 

ly with existing military programs. Project East River ° states in 

: its report of June 26, 1952 that “There are no serious technical ob- 

7 stacles to prevent us from detecting a Soviet airborne attack soon 

| after the airplanes leave their own bases.” It recommended that 

. the Department of Defense undertake to provide for detection of an 

7 enemy airborne attack at a distance not less than 2,000 miles from 

: the continental limits of the United States with resulting early 

warnings. | | . Oo 

As a consequence of new technical developments, it is estimated 

: that $250,000,000 per year would be sufficient to support an early 

warning system, that is, to provide for initial procurement and in- 

stallation; to maintain and operate stations after they are installed; 

to extend the system progressively; and to permit a continual im- 

; provement program based on general technological advances in 

electronics and related fields. It is estimated that such an early 

: warning system could possibly be in operation within two years if 

| the initial funds for this purpose were made available immediately, 

and the necessary priorities and continuing support were given to 

| the project. 

, An early warning system obviously is not the only element ina - 

} program necessary for the protection of the United States against 

7 atomic attack. Many other elements such as interceptors and 

guided missile defenses are also essential, as well as the military 

measures precedent to a manageable civil defense recommended by 

| the East River Project. But while these other elements are being 

developed we should proceed rapidly with the establishment of an 

| early warning system, which is the sine qua non of any program 

for the protection of the United States and which has significant 

| effectiveness in itself. | | 

| The inadequacy of military measures precedent to a manageable 

: civil defense and of our civil defense system, including early warn- 

| ing, constitute a startling weakness in our national defense at the 

present time. The Civil Defense Administration and the National 

| Security Resources Board are unable adequately to plan their ac- 

| tivities. Our civilians and our industrial establishment would suffer 

_ terrible losses as a consequence of enemy atomic attack. 

| On the other hand, an effective system of national defense would 

4 be a powerful deterrent to war, the enemy would be reluctant to 

| strike if its blows would not be effective against us. Furthermore, 

| an adequate defense would increase tremendously our security, add 

| to our power position with respect to the Soviet Union, and give us 

| a sounder base for speaking with assurance in international affairs. 

5 Regarding Project East River, see footnote 2, p. 20.
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Recommendations co 

1. That the Department of Defense be assigned responsibility to | install and have operational an early warning system capable of giving three to six hours warning of hostile aircraft approaching the United States; that a target date of December 31, 1954 be set | _ for the accomplishment of this mission; that all agencies and de- | partments be directed to give full support to the Department of De- fense as requested by it in accomplishing this mission; that $20,000,000 be made available immediately out of 1953 obligational - authority; that additional amounts up to an aggregate of | $100,000,000 out of 1958 funds be made available as additional ele- \ ments of the program are worked out. 
[2. That planning for and research and development work in con- | nection with an air defense program proceed on the assumption that an early warning system will be operational in two years; and that progressively increasing effectiveness of the U.S. air defense © capability is required. | oe | 3. That the Civil Defense Administration and the N ational Secu- rity Resources Board proceed in their planning on the assumptions that (a) the early warning system will be operational in two years, and (b) the air defense system will increase progressively in effec- tiveness from 25 percent in 1955 to 75. percent by the end of 1957 .] 6 

* Brackets in the source text. a | 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 135” 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Nitze) to 
the Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) 1 

TOP SECRET WasHINGTON, November 13, 1952. 
Progress Report, Re-examination called for by NSC 135/3 and NSC 

Action 668 2 ee ee ee 
1, Pursuant to your memorandum of September 4, 19523 the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Director for Mutual Secu- | 

‘A covering memorandum of transmittal from Lay to the National Security Council dated Nov. 14 indicates that the memorandum was “by the Chairman of the Steering Group on the re-examination called for by subparagraph 9-a of NSC 135/1 submitted pursuant to NSC Action No. 668-b” and that it would be scheduled on the agenda of an early Council meeting. Nitze signed the memorandum as Chair- man of the Steering Group. The memorandum, submitted as a Progress Report, was considered by the NSC on Nov. 26. See footnote 2, p. 209. 
7 * NSC 1385/3, Sept. 25, is printed on p. 142; regarding NSC Action No. 668, see | footnote 7, p. 128. | 

® Ante, p. 126. 
|
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rity designated representatives to constitute a Steering Group for 

the preparation of materials necessary for the re-examination of 

the allocation of U.S. resources called for by NSC 135/38 and NSC 

Action 668. 
| _ 

2. On September 19 the Steering Group agreed upon terms of ref- 

erence which called for division of work on the project into three 

parts: (1) An analysis of the broad allocation of our resources under 

present programs and of our security posture in 1954 and the im- 

mediately following period on the basis of present programs; (2) An _ 

| indication of additional or different high priority programs which 

| it would be desirable to undertake to meet the threats which face 

| | us, together with an estimate of the resources which would be re- 

quired within the next few years to carry out these additional pro- 

grams; (3) An analysis of the possibilities of undertaking these fur- 

| ther programs by a reallocation of the planned present programs, 

as against the desirability and possibility of increasing the total re- 

sources available for meeting our national security programs. * 

| 3. Regional working groups have been organized, with represent- 

po atives from the departments and agencies concerned to prepare 

| material for the Steering Group's consideration in accordance with 

the above terms of reference. Preliminary draft papers on Europe, 

| the Far East, and the Middle East and Africa have been considered 

by the Steering Group. 5 Material relating to the defense of the 

Western Hemisphere and to U.S. offensive striking power and gen- 

| eral military reserves is being prepared by appropriate agencies. 

4, The Steering Group does not believe that in the present stage 

of work on this project a preliminary substantive report would be 

i feasible or useful. The work has progressed sufficiently, however, to 

4 See the paper prepared in the Department of State, Sept. 19, p. 127. - 

: Beginning Dec. 3, 1952, preliminary draft papers based upon the terms of refer- 

. ence agreed by the Steering Group on Sept. 19 began to be issued under the title 

| “Reexamination of United States Programs for National Security; Summary and 

Conclusions.” In all, five drafts were completed by the end of the year. The last 

draft, issued on Dec. 31 by the Policy Planning Staff following discussions in and 

recommendations by the Steering Group, contains a handwritten notation: “Incorpo- 

| rated into final draft of 1-16-53.” This reference is to NSC 141, “Reexamination of 

} United States Programs for National Security”, p. 209. Documentation on the five 

| preliminary drafts of Dec. 3-31 is in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 135 (December, 

_ 8 These regional papers all passed through either four or five drafts between Sep- 

tember and December 1952 before emerging in final draft form between Dec. 21, 

| 1952 and Jan. 6, 1953. They form the basis for Part Two of NSC 141. Copies of both 

| the preliminary and final draft regional papers are in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, 

: “Working Group Reports NSC 135”. | | |
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warrant assurance that a report will be ready for NSC consider- 
ation before the January 1, 1953 deadline. & - | 

| gee oe Pau. H. Nitze 

° Attached to the source text was a briefing paper entitled “National Security Council work on allocation of U.S. resources (NSC 135)” which simply restated Nitze’s presentation verbatim, but with the additional recommendation “That the President inform General Eisenhower of the work being undertaken in reexamina- tion of the allocation of U.S. resources (NSC 135).” The 1952 national elections had | taken place on Nov. 7. 

Editorial Note . 

On November 18 President Truman and members of his staff | met at the White House with President-elect Dwight D. Eisenhow- er and his advisers to discuss various aspects, issues, and problems concerning the first change in party administration in 20 years. During the course of discussion, national Security policy was re- viewed at some length. For documentation on this meeting and on 
the background and briefing papers, memoranda of conversations, 
and records of preliminary meetings and discussions within the Truman administration, see volume I, Part 1, pages 1 ff. 

INR files, lot 59 D 27, “CIA Estimate of World Situation Through 1953” 

, Estimate Prepared by the Board of National Estimates } 

TOP SECRET —— [WASHINGTON,] 21 November 1952. 
Subject: Estimate of the World Situation Through 1954* 

CONCLUSIONS | 
1. For the time being the worldwide Communist expansion has apparently been checked. There are indications that the USSR has recognized this situation and has been shifting to less openly ag- gressive tactics. Since Korea the Soviet bloc has undertaken no 

1 A covering memorandum from Paul A. Borel, Executive Secretary of the Board of National Estimates for the Intelligence Advisory Committee, dated Nov. 25, reads: “1. The attached estimate, prepared by the Board of National Estimates, is forwarded for your information. It supersedes the previous Board estimate dated 18 April 1952 and circulated to you under memorandum dated 25 April. 2. Please note that this estimate has not been coordinated with the member agencies of the IAC.” The Board estimate of Apr. 18 along with the covering memorandum of Apr. 25 is also in INR files, lot 59 D 27 » ‘CIA Estimate of World Situation Through 1953.” * This estimate was prepared by the Board of National Estimates of the Central Intelligence Agency and has not been coordinated with the member agencies of the Intelligence Advisory Committee. It is based, in part only, on published National In- telligence Estimates. Hence the Board assumes full and sole responsibility for the | contents of this estimate. [Footnote in the source text. ]
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new military adventures and it has not increased its aid to Commu- | 

nist insurrectionary movements during the last year. These ! 

changes are due in great part to the fact that the principal West- 

ern countries have grown politically, economically, and militarily 

stronger. = : 

2. While the formerly widespread fear of imminent global war 

has notably lessened, the Soviet leaders have not moderated their 

hostility toward the free world. No general settlement between the 

Bloc and the free world is in prospect, nor any substantial Soviet 

concessions. No new indications of weakness have appeared in the 

Soviet Bloc; on the contrary it grows stronger. The Kremlin contin- 

: ues to expect an ultimate victory over the capitalist world. 

| 3. We believe that the outlook is for a continuation of Soviet ef- 

| forts to undermine and destroy the non-Communist world by cold 

| war tactics. The Communists will resort to armed aggression and to 

armed revolt by indigenous Communist parties when they believe _ 

these courses of action are the best means to achieve Communist 

_ objectives. If the growth of free world strength and unity continues, 

| however, the Communists will probably place greater emphasis 

upon “united front’ tactics and upon propaganda and diplomatic — 

moves designed to split the Western allies and to promote dissen- 

| sion within non-Soviet countries. | 

4. Thus, great danger to the free world during the period of this 

estimate will lie in political and economic difficulties and divisions 

within the free world itself which would check the development of © 

free world unity and strength and lend themselves to Communist 

exploitation. 
= | 

: 5. We believe it unlikely that the Kremlin will deliberately initi- 

| ate general war during the period of this estimate. However, there 

| will be continuing grave danger that general war may arise from a 

| series of actions and counteractions in a situation which neither 

| side desired to develop into general war. 

L Tue STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE SOVIET BLoc 

A. Political | os | oo 

| 6. The Soviet regime is firmly entrenched in power, and there is 

! no apparent prospect of its control being threatened or shaken. In- 

! ternal stresses and strains appear less serious now than ever 

before. Such rivalries and policy disagreements as may exist are 

| unlikely to affect the unity and resolution of the regime. | 

| 7. Soviet control over the European Satellites, now virtually com- 

| plete, will probably be maintained through the skillful and experi- | 

| enced use of military and police power and through political and 

| economic controls. The popular discontent now present will persist
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and perhaps increase, but will probably not develop into more than a minor impediment to the Soviet program. — | 

8. The Chinese Communist regime has firm control over main- | land China, and there is little likelihood of this control being threatened by domestic forces. Unlike the European Satellites, _ Communist China is not directly and completely controlled by the Kremlin. The Chinese Communists have retained some capacity for 
independent action and for influencing the shaping of Communist 
policy in the Far East. Both the Chinese and Soviet leaders appar- | ently view their present relationship as advantageous, and appear to recognize that neither side can substantially change the nature of their relations—by the USSR attempting to establish complete 
domination over China, or by Communist China asserting complete independence of the USSR—without jeopardizing the attainment of its own objectives. = | | 

9. Outside the Bloc, the Communists’ political strength derives __ mainly from the international Communist movement, the appeal of Communist doctrine, and the power and size of the Bloc itself. Bloc size and stretigth generate fear and defeatism, especially among those unable to defend themselves. Communist doctrine is used both as an inspiration to the faithful and an appeal to the frustrat- | ed. Through the international Communist movement and through front organizations under its control, the Soviet leaders are able to exploit weaknesses and divisions throughout the non-Soviet world in the furtherance of Communist objectives. 
B. Military | | 

10. Soviet Bloc military strength, already formidable, will con- tinue to increase. The modernization program in the Soviet mili- 
tary services will continue. Special emphasis will continue to be 
placed on weapons of mass destruction and upon defense against 
such weapons. By mid-1955, the USSR will probably have about 300 
atomic bombs (30-100 Kiloton yield);+ it may have a thermonuclear weapon; it will have developed improved methods for delivering : these weapons against the U.S. and its allies. Soviet air defenses, 
already substantial, will probably further improve. 

11. In the European Satellites and in Communist China, pro- 
grams for the improvement of military strength are also going for- 
ward. In the Satellites, the emphasis is on expansion and equip- ment of conventional forces and will result in a substantial addi- 
tion to Soviet military strength in Europe, offsetting, at least in 
part, the growth of Western strength. In Communist China, empha- 

_ + The actual figure may be from one half to twice as great as the figure given. This éstimate is currently under review. [Footnote in the source text.]
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gis is on re-equipping existing forces, and their combat effectiveness 

: is likely to increase. - 

. C. Economic 
| | | 7 

12, We estimate that by 1951 the gross national product of the — 

USSR was 20 to 30 percent above the prewar level, and that it is 

| now increasing at an annual rate of 6 to 7 percent. Soviet produc- 

| tion constitutes about 60 percent of the total production of the 

Bloc, including Communist China. In 1951 the combined gross na- — 

| tional product of all Bloc countries was less than one-third that of 

| NATO countries, and the Soviet gross national product was about — 

one-fourth that of the US. - | 

13. Since the end of World War II, the Bloc as a whole has devot- 

ed a much larger proportion of its gross national product to mili- 

tary purposes than the West. We believe that the USSR now de- 

| votes about one-fifth of its national product to military expendi- 

tures. Traditionally low living standards and the controls prevail- 

ing within the Bloc enable the Bloc states consistently to assign to 

military purposes a much larger proportion of total output, particu- 

| larly of scarce materials and goods, than is feasible in Western 

| countries. Furthermore, the Bloc is able to assign a higher propor- 

tion of its military outlay to actual munitions production than is 

| done in the West. — | | o | | 

14. The Soviet economy is organized with a view to possible hos- 

Do tilities in the near future as well as in the more remote future. 

| These two objectives compete to some extent in the allocation of re- 

| sources. The Kremlin places a high priority upon stockpiling re- 

serves, not only of military end items but of food, capital equip- 

| ment, and materials needed for maintaining the economy under 

wartime conditions or other emergencies. - 

| 15. The Bloc could increase its exports to the non-Communist 

world within the period of this estimate. We estimate that even a 

| slight increase of trade with the non-Communist world would con- 

| stitute an important political warfare weapon and might obtain for 

| the Bloc some critical equipment and materials now difficult or im- 

i possible for it to obtain. | ce | : | 

: 16. The USSR is engaged in a large-scale research and develop- 

ment program. This includes both pure and applied research, with 

| an emphasis upon applied research in fields of military application, 

especially atomic energy, electronics, jet aircraft, guided missiles, 

| and submarines. In all of these fields, Soviet scientists and techni- 

| cians have demonstrated a high level of proficiency. eS 

| | | -
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Il. Toe STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE FREE WoRLD 

A. General | , 
17. The military and economic power of the United States, and 

its political and moral influence, still constitute the principal 
center of strength and leadership for the free world. The manner 
in which the U.S. utilizes its power will greatly influence the 
extent of progress which can be made in developing resolution, a 
common purpose, and strength within the free world. There is in 
the rest of the free world a substantial reservoir of political and 
economic strength and a growing realization of the threat which 
Soviet military power and political ideology pose for the national 
interests and aspirations of all peoples. | 

18. However, the existence of varying interests and aspirations 
among the peoples of the free world, though in many respects an 
element of strength, also makes the free world subject to divisive 
influences. In particular, conflicts have been created in important 
world areas by the rise of nationalism, much of it anti-Western. 
Within some areas, a low standard of living, an inflexible social 
structure, and ineffective leadership have hindered the growth of 
internal strength and have exposed those areas to Communist and 
extremist pressures. _ 

19. In many parts of the free world there is also resentment, 
fear, and distrust of the United States itself. In some quarters 
there is fear that the U.S. will precipitate a general war and leave , 
various countries unprotected after doing so. There is resentment 
over U.S. trade policies. There is a feeling among many of the de- 
pendent and semi-dependent people’s that the U.S. is supporting 
the colonial powers. Despite their appreciation of the importance of 
the U.S. to their survival and a desire for continued U.S. economic 
aid, many countries are unhappy over the need to ask for US. 
help, the made-in-America label on the aid when it is forthcoming, 
and the open or implied U.S. requirement for support to U.S. policy 
in return. os 
B. Western Europe Oo 

20. During the period of this estimate Western European politi- 
cal and economic strength will probably increase. The movement 
toward continental integration and toward strengthening the 
NATO structure will probably make further progress. Ratification 
of the European Defense Community agreements and creation of 
some form of limited European political authority are likely. There 
will almost certainly be some increase in NATO rearmament, in- 
cluding a start toward a German defense contribution, though not 
as rapid as currently planned. Over-all Communist strength in
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Western Europe will probably continue to decline, but the French | 

and Italian Communist parties will retain substantial propaganda 

and subversive capabilities and significant political strength. 

21. However, progress toward the U.S. objective of an economi- 

cally viable and militarily defensible Western Europe will still be | 

beset by numerous political and economic problems and Europe | 

will remain in need of U.S. leadership and material support. The 

difficulties involved in achieving effective action by a coalition will 

| almost certainly weigh heavily on the military program. Moreover, 

even with U-S. aid, the European NATO members probably will 

not meet current NATO goals. The allocation of a sufficiently large 

| share of resources to rearmament will continue to be prevented by 

the political weakness of continental governments and their reluc- 

tance to adopt more effective tax systems and anti-inflationary con- 

trols. Inflation and other economic difficulties, together with a 

growing feeling that the Soviet threat has diminished, will increase 

| the political pressures on Western European governments for cur- 

| tailment of the rearmament program. 

| 99. Present indications are that West Germany will become a 

| full member of the European Defense Community sometime in 

| 1953. Despite Soviet exploitation of neutralist and unity sentiment 

| in West Germany, most West Germans now appear to recognize 

| that unity on anything but Soviet terms is currently almost impos- 

| sible, and that Germany should join the Atlantic Community. How- 

ever, Soviet maneuvers, West German bargaining tactics, and 

| French fears of German dominance in Europe will probably delay 

West German rearmament. | 

| 93. French economic and political instability appears likely to 

continue for some years to come, and, as a result, France will 

almost certainly be unable to meet its current NATO commitments 

while simultaneously maintaining a major effort in Indochina. 

| However, France almost certainly will remain firmly aligned with 

the Atlantic Community. | | 

24. In Italy, the present coalition, led by the Christian Demo- 

crats, will probably win the 1953 elections by a narrow margin, but 

| it appears unlikely that Italy will develop during this period suffi- 

cient economic or political strength to be anything more than a 

| weak ally. | 

| 295. The UK will remain the most important European member 

of the Atlantic Community. Nevertheless, the UK will continue to 

| be under severe economic pressure, and the government may be 

compelled further to reduce its rearmament goals. 

96. The Berlin situation will continue to be a potentially explo- 

| sive one. Because the Kremlin continues to aim at the expulsion of 

the Western Powers, the Soviet and East German governments 

| 1
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almost certainly will continue to apply préssures upon the Western sectors of the city. a a 
C. North Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia 

27. The principal reaction of the Middle East to the impact of Western civilization and the international political situation is a developing nationalism which is both critical and imitative of the _ West. Demands for political and social reform are increasing. The nature and rate of these developments have varied from country to , country. In some, the colonial powers or the traditional ruling classes (large landowners, tribal sheiks, and professional politi- cians) have retained control of the governments and made only minor concessions to nationalist and reformist demands. In others, | Westernized or semi-Westernized urban elements have seized the political initiative. Simultaneously, a revival of Islamic traditional- ism is fostering resistance to everything Western. 
28. Although in most of these countries communism is not likely to become a threat, at least during the period of this estimate, a gradual and evolutionary political change in response to the new situation seems unlikely. Political change will probably be uneven and spasmodic and is likely to be accomplished by coups d état, as- sassinations, and other revolutionary and semi-revolutionary proc- esses, accompanied by increasing authoritarianism. 
29. There are, however, some countries in this area—Greece, Turkey, Israel, Pakistan, and India—where there are more stable regimes less susceptible to violent change. Greece, despite recur- rent Cabinet crises, has virtually eliminated the internal Commu- nist threat. Turkey has demonstrated a capacity for peaceful politi- cal change and is moving toward political democracy on Western lines. Israel, while confronted with economic difficulties and the problem of integrating peoples of varying cultural backgrounds, will continue to be relatively stable. India and Pakistan—though troubled by disputes between themselves, disturbed by social dis- content and economic evolution, and vulnerable to Communist in- filtration and subversion—nevertheless have accomplished major | political revolutions and are engaged in consolidating and stabiliz- ing their new societies. | | 

30. In Egypt a revolutionary coup d%tat under the auspices of young army officers has displaced the traditional ruling class. The hew group appears honest, energetic, and genuinely intent upon building a new and better society. They have also given indications that they are prepared to cooperate with the West. It is still un- clear whether the present moderate leadership can retain control over the military junta, whether it can cope with counterattacks by the traditionally-dominant elements, and whether it can make suf.
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ficient progress in solving Egypt’s social and economic problems to 

, prevent disillusionment. oe oS 
| - 81. The principal center of instability is Iran. The traditional 

| ruling classes have lost the initiative to the National Front, which 

| is an uneasy coalition of secular urban groups and religious fanat- 

2 ics temporarily united by a desire to rid the country of foreign in- 
| fluence. The Communists have gained strength, but are not yet Ca- 

| pable of seizing power. The oil dispute has intensified nationalist 
2 and anti-Western feelings and aggravated economic weaknesses. 

; Regardless cf the outcome of this controversy, instability will prob- 

| ably continue, with a Communist seizure of power remaining a pos-— 

| 32. In French North Africa, growing nationalism conflicts with 
| French determination to retain control. French concessions to 

North African nationalism probably will forestall serious trouble 

C for the next several years, but the nationalists will remain unsatis- 
fied. The problem of North Africa will remain a source of friction 

| among the non-Communist states which the Communists will ex- 

. ploit. poh Bees | 
| 33. Western military strength in the Mediterranean area will be 

| increased by growing Turkish military capabilities and by the de- 
velopment of Western bases in Libya, French North Africa, and 

| Cyprus. Nevertheless, the free world military position in the 
| Middle East as a whole is likely to remain weak. Because of suspi- 

: cions of Western motives and rivalries within the area, it will be 

| difficult to establish a Middle East defense organization. Even if 

this organization is established, the countries of the area will be 
unable to contribute significant forces to its support, and will con- 

, tinue to resist the stationing of Western forces in their territories. 

| D. The Far East me | re LS oe 

| 34, The rapid postwar expansion of Communist influence in the 

| Far East appears to have been checked at least temporarily. Some 

non-Communist governments have increased in strength and stabil- 

: ity. However, the area remains vulnerable to further Communist 
| exploitation because of the widespread sentiment against “Western 

| imperialism,” the desire for “national independence” and improved 

economic status, and the ineffective leadership of most non-Com- 

munist Far Eastern governments. Communist capabilities for ex- 

| ploiting the situation in the Far East derive largely from the pres- 

tige and military power of Communist China and the USSR, as 

| well as the disciplined energy and, in some cases, the armed 

| strength of local Communist parties. | : 

' 85. The chief overt threat to established non-Communist govern- 

ments in the Far East has been from armed insurrections, most of 

! ed
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them Communist-led “armed liberation” movements. It now ap- 
pears that the “armed liberation” movements have been reduced in 
effectiveness or stalemated. In Burma the government has recently 
gained new stability and is moving vigorously against the insur- 
gents. In the Philippines. and Malaya, the Communist guerrilla 
movements have been contained, but the Indonesian government 
continues to be threatened by political factionalism and various in- 
surrectionary movements. In none of these areas has armed resist- 
ance been eliminated, and it will continue to place a strain on gov- 
ernment energy and resources. 

36. In Indochina the situation is one of political and military 
stalemate. No decisive shift in the balance is likely during the 
period of this estimate. The French military effort in that country 
constitutes a heavy drain on the resources of metropolitan France. 
We believe that the French will continue their commitment in 
Indochina at approximately the present level, but will attempt to 
transfer to the U.S. the burden of any increasing costs or addition- 
al effort. | 

37. In Korea, the Communists have the capability of launching a 
large-scale offensive virtually without warning. We believe that the | 
Communists will protract the armistice negotiations so long as they 
consider that they can continue to gain political and military ad- 
vantages from the situation in Korea and so long as they estimate 
that a continuation of the Korean war does not involve grave risk 
of global war. Even if an armistice is concluded, Korea will almost 
certainly remain an area of grave danger, and the object of inten- | 
sive Communist political warfare. 

38. The emergence of Japan as a Far Eastern power aligned | 
with the West has contributed greatly to strengthening the non- 
Communist position in that area. During the period of this esti- 
mate, Japan will almost certainly maintain its present alignment 
with the West and will probably make gradual progress with its re- 
armament. In the long run, however, Japan’s continued association 
with the Western powers will depend largely upon whether Japan’s 
serious economic problems can be solved in cooperation with the 
West. If they are not so solved, the Japanese may be compelled to 
seek closer political and economic relations with the Communist 
Bloc in order to obtain the trade Japan requires. 

E. Latin America 

39. The traditional social order in Latin America is disintegrat- 
ing. This process has produced political instability more profound : 
than that which in the past characterized the personal politics of 
Latin America. The political trend is toward extremely nationalis- 
tic regimes based on support by the depressed masses, of which the
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Peron regime in Argentina is the prototype. The numerical 

strength of the Communists has declined, but the Communists, op- 

erating through various fronts, can readily exploit the social unrest | 

and ultra-nationalism already existing in the non-Communist popu- | 

lation. Both Communists and extreme nationalists seek, by propa- 

ganda and intrigue, to curtail Latin American cooperation with the : 

United States. 
| 

| 40. For the period of this estimate, the present degree and scope : 

of Latin American cooperation with the United States is likely to 

remain basically unchanged. In particular, Latin American strate- 

gic raw materials will continue to be available, but the govern- 

ments concerned will seek to drive hard bargains in terms of price 

and economic concessions, including allotments of goods in short 

supply. The Communists are unlikely to gain direct control of any 

Latin American country. There is, however, a trend toward the de- 

velopment of a bloc of ultra-nationalistic, isolationist South Ameri- 

can states. Eventually, this development may adversely affect, not 

only U.S. interests in Latin America, but also the strength and 

unity of the free world. | 
| 

| II]. PROBABLE SOVIET ESTIMATE OF THE SITUATION AND PROBABLE 

| CoMMUNIST COURSES OF ACTION 

41. We believe that all Kremlin policies and courses of action 

: are directed toward the attainment of the Kremlin’s long-range ob- 

| jective of a Communist world dominated by Moscow. 

| 42. Soviet Bloc strength has improved greatly since the end of 

World War II. Despite ‘this increase in strength, the Kremlin 

almost certainly estimates that general war would be a gamble, in- 

volving at a minimum widespread destruction in the Bloc and the 

risk that the Kremlin’s system of control would be destroyed. — 

| 43. The Kremlin almost certainly estimates that the states of 

Western Europe are now more stable than at any time since World 

| War II; that the position of most non-Communist states in Asia is 

somewhat stronger than in 1950; that progress has been made 

| toward the unification and rearmament of Western Europe and 

| toward improving the West’s defenses in the Pacific; and that the 

U.S. has made great strides toward developing its economic and 

| military power and toward providing leadership for the West. 

Moreover, the Kremlin probably estimates that the West is making 

rapid progress in the development and production of new weapons. 

AA. However, the Kremlin almost certainly estimates that oppor- 

tunities remain for continued progress toward its long-range objec- 

| tive without resort to general war. It probably estimates that:
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a. The growth of Bloc economic and military power will increase Bloc prestige and influence throughout the non-Communist world. b. The non-Communist great powers, aside from the U.S., are much weaker than they were before World War II. | c. The economies of the non-Communist states are highly vulner- _ able to depression and inflationary crises, which would have seri- ous social and political repercussions. 
d. Future developments, such as the revival of West German military power, the intrusion of German and Japanese products. into export markets now dominated by other states, and conflicting tariff and trade policies, will undermine, if not destroy, Western political unity and the foundations of Western prosperity. e. Opportunity exists for weakening the position of the Western powers and strengthening the position of Communism by exploiting | the discontent and nationalist aspirations in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. _ | | 
45. The Kremlin almost certainly estimates that the divergent _ interests of the Western Powers will sooner or later weaken or de- | 

stroy their present unity. It probably also believes that no interna- tional organization which does not have the centralized leadership and control which the USSR. provides the Bloc can survive the strains and pressures of modern political warfare. 
46. We believe that the outlook is for a continuation of Soviet efforts to undermine and destroy the non-Communist world by cold 

war tactics. The Communists will resort to armed aggression and to armed revolt by indigenous Communist parties when they believe these courses of action are the best means to achieve Communist 
objectives. If the growth of free world strength and unity continues, however, the Communists will probably place greater emphasis upon “united front” tactics and upon propaganda and diplomatic 
moves designed to split the Western allies and to promote dissen- sion within non-Soviet countries. | | 

47. Thus, great danger to the free world during the period of this estimate will lie in political and economic difficulties and divisions within the free world itself which would check the development of free world unity and strength and lend themselves to Communist exploitation. 
48. We believe it unlikely that the Kremlin will deliberately ini- tiate general war during the Period of this estimate. However, there will be continuing grave danger that general war may arise from a series of actions and counteractions in a situation which neither side desired to develop into general war.
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| PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 79, 1952” De 

| Memorandum by the Counselor (Bohlen) to the Director of the 

| RE Policy Planning Staff (Nitze) 

TOP SECRET WasHINGTON, December 19, 1952. _ 

| Paut: I understand Louis Halle is making certain revisions in 

| the NSC 79 draft in the light of the discussions which we have had 

| and those with the Secretary. 1 When that is completed, which I 

understand will be at the beginning of next week, we might get to- 

gether on the whole business. There is, as I see it, apart from the © 

| question of the substance of the new draft, one chief point for deci- 

sion— namely, what form of NSC action are we shooting for at this 

: stage. In this connection, I am attaching a memorandum which has 

been prepared for me giving the record on this 79 project. You will | 

| note that it originated with a J CS request for more clear-cut US. 

: ‘objectives than could be found in either 20/4 or NSC 68. I feel 

| therefore that the paper that we submit at this stage and the 

. course of action to be followed thereafter in the NSC must have 

. some relationship to the original purpose for which the project was 

| 1 This draft has not been further identified. a ae 

The NSC 79 project was initiated on Aug. 25, 1950, with a JCS paper entitled © 

“U.S. and Allied War Objectives in the Event of Global War”. That paper, designat- 

| ed NSC 79, was circulated to the National Security Council and subsequently re- 

| ferred to the NSC Senior Staff for preparation of a final report. For text of NSC 79 

| and related documentation, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, pp. 390 ff. 

| Ina memorandum of Apr. 28 to Nitze, Bohlen noted that the NSC 79 project had 

| been “carried on the NSC books for over a year” and had “been the subject of fre- 

: quent inquiries especially by the Defense Members of the NSC Staff.” In a reply the | 

following day, John Ferguson, the Deputy Director of the Policy Planning Staff, 

| stated that there was a feeling among the Staff “that this project should not be can- 

/ celled, difficult as it is to prepare a thoroughly satisfactory paper” and Ferguson 

| promised that the Policy Planning Staff would discuss the project at an early meet- 

. ing and report to the Senior Staff soon. Ferguson added that “I am fairly sure Paul 

[Nitze] will want to take another crack at this matter and I think we should raise it 

| with him and see whether the time has not come to make one more effort to draft a 

paper.” The two memoranda here referenced are in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, ‘““NSC 
79”, : : . | 

| On Sept. 24, Acheson, Bohlen, Nitze, and several other officials of the Depart- 

ment of State discussed the problem of outstanding projects before the NSC and the 

discussion swiftly focused on “NSC 79 ‘Conditions for a Peaceful Settlement with 

| the USSR’ and ‘United States and Allied War Objectives in the Event of Global 

| , War’ ”. Following a lengthy comment by Bohlen on the difficulty of drafting a satis- 

| factory report on these topics, Acheson “said that, while he had no sympathy with — 

| those on the NSC Staff who placed undue stress on the importance of a paper for its 

: own sake and, while he recognized the obvious difficulties involved in drafting a 

paper on war aims, nonetheless, it might be advisable to set down such a series of 

alternative objectives.” Nitze “agreed to undertake the responsibility for attempting 

| to draft such a statement of objectives but pointed out that he would need the Secre- 

tary’s personal help in such a project” which Acheson promised to give. The discus- 

| sion was summarized in a memorandum for the files by Christopher Van Hollen, 

Sept. 24, 1952 in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 79 Series. — |
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listed. My suggestion would be that once we have agreed on the 
substance of the present memorandum that it should go to the 
Steering Committee in relation to the 79 item for consideration as 
to whether or not in the light thereof a policy paper for NSC Coun- 
cil adoption could be worked out. If the decision is that it should 
be, then I would suggest that it be returned to State (to S/P) for 
development since as you will see from the composition of the origi- 
nating committee set up in 1950 there are many agencies repre- 

_ sented thereon who would not be able to contribute much to a 
policy paper on this subject. Another alternative would be for us to 
suggest that an interdepartmental committee of State, Defense and 
CIA be set up to develop a policy paper from this draft. A third, 
which I will admit that I favor, would be a discussion and elabora- 
tion by the Steering Committee or a special group of the Halle 
draft not with a view to developing a policy paper but to examining 
further the elements of the problem treated in the Halle draft. Of 
course, there remains the transmission of this paper for informa- — 
tion with a suggestion that the item be cancelled as unsuitable at 
this time for a NSC policy decision. 

_ The foregoing are merely suggestions which you could be think- 
ing over prior to the meeting next week when the revised paper is 
finished. | | 

oe [Enclosure] | 

Memorandum Prepared in the Department of State ? 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 
1. NSC 79 project started with a memorandum dated 22 August 

_ 1950 to the Secretary of Defense from the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
This memorandum called for “clear-cut United States objectives in 
the event of war’ to serve both as a basis for military planning, 
“both prior to and during hostilities, in order to provide that our 
military efforts are directed toward the winning of the ultimate 
peace as well as to the winning of the war.” Such a statement 
should also insure that our military operations will be supported 
by our allies and the American people. It stated further that nei- 
ther 20/4 or NSC 68 were adequate for the purpose. The Joint 
Chiefs recommended that such a statement be developed in the 
NSC. The Secretary of Defense forwarded this memorandum to the 

2 The source text does not indicate the identity of the drafting officer nor the date 
on which the memorandum was drafted.
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Executive Secretary of the NSC and supported the request of the | 

Joint Chiefs. | Cee 

- 2. On September 6 the Senior Staff (a) approved a memo to the | 

National Security Council advising it of the Staff’s decision to pre- an 

pare for consideration by the Council a draft report on the subject | 

to include both a statement of war objectives in the event of global 

war and such related questions as a statement of the conditions | 

that the U.S. would be willing to accept for a peaceful settlement 

with the USSR and its satellites; (b) constituted the following ad | 

hoc group of assistants to undertake preliminary work on the 

project: Department of State—Mr. Paul Nitze, Chairman, Depart- 

ment of Defense—Mr. James T. Hill, NSRB—Mr. T. G. Lamphier, | 

Jr., Treasury Department—Mr. C. D. Glendinning, Joint Chiefs of 

Staff—Rear Admiral Leslie C. Stevens, Central Intelligence 

- Agency—Mr. DeForest Van Slyck, NSC Staff—Mr. S. E. Gleason, 

(c) agreed that after preliminary exploration of the problem by the 

ad hoc group, the State Department Policy Planning Staff should 

prepare the first draft of a report in the light of the discussion by 

the ad hoc group. | 
7 

8 On October 2 the Senior Staff “agreed to establish November 

15, 1950 as the target date for completion of a report on the subject 

: for consideration by the National Security Council.” 

| 4. On October 6, 1950 the Steering Group under Mr. Nitze’s 

| chairmanship met for the first, last and only time. 

5. On February 23, 1951 the Senior Staff “Discussed the status of 

the NSC 79 project, agreed that it should be divided into two 

projects, as follows, and that the second project should be complet- 

ed as a matter of priority: (1) A statement of U.S. and allied war 

| objectives in the event of global war. (2) A statement of the condi- 

, ‘tions that the United States would be willing to accept for a peace- 

: - ful settlement with the USSR, including a plan for the reduction 

| and regulation of armaments and armed forces.” 

6. In July of 1951 the Council and the President approved NSC 

J 112 entitled “Formulation of United States Position with Respect 

to a Regulation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of Armed 

Forces and Armament.” ? | 

| 7. Some time in the fall of 1951 a note was taken in the Status of 

| Projects of the fact that Council’s action and the work in Paris at 

| the General Assembly on NSC 112 was a partial response to that 

| part of 79 calling for a statement for “conditions for a peaceful set- 

| tlement with the USSR.” | | | | 

. 8 Some time last spring Jimmy Lay suggested carrying in the 

| Status of Projects the statement that these NSC 79 projects were 

| 3 For documentation on NSC 112, see Foreign Relations, 1951 vol. 1, pp. 448 ff.
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awaiting reexamination by the Senior State Member with a view to | expediting their completion or proposing their cancellation. 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 79, 1952” | 

Paper Drafted by Louis J. Halle of the Policy Planning Staff } 

| [Extract] 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] December 29, 1952. 
UNITED STATES AND ALLIED War OBJECTIVES IN THE EVENT OF 

GLOBAL War | 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS | 

1. Our present conflict with the Soviet Union cannot be defini- tively ended in our favor short of the elimination or radical modifi- cation of the Soviet regime. While this would be the most desirable 
outcome, our national interest might be adequately secured by suc- cess that fell short of this absolute attainment. It could not be set 
as an objective of the conflict itself, moreover, in the absence of 
global war, without strongly implying that our national interest re- quires global war, which would be contrary to our basic policy of 
averting war. | 

2. A global war would represent a phase of the present conflict 
which was not necessarily final. Our prime objective in that phase 

| would be to achieve the greatest possible improvement of our posi- 
tion in the conflict, subject to the overriding requirement that the 
cost be less than the destruction of the elements of our own civili- 
zation. ue 

3. Our immediate war-aims would be (first) survival through stra- 
tegic defense, and (second) assurance of survival through victory. 

4. We would work for the re-establishment, after the elimination of the Soviet system, of a world of diversity in which all nations 
could enjoy reasonable scope for development in accordance with 
their respective needs and dispositions, under the protection of an 
effective rule of law that insured their peace and security. 

o. Such a rule of law would require the establishment of a world | 
authority equipped to enforce minimum standards of behavior on 
the nations, which authority would prescribe what military forces 

* This paper was the latest product of the ongoing project initiated by NSC 79 of August 1950. See the memorandum by Bohlen with enclosure, Dec. 19, 1952, supra.
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each nation might maintain, and what forces, if any, each should 

| hold available to it for enforcement action. — . a 

: 6. The United States, while subject to the authority, might 

| expect to have, as the preponderant power in the world, the lead- 

ing role in its direction; but its position of leadership would be held 

: as trustee for the entire world community of nations, and its spe- 

4 cial responsibility would have to be discharged on behalf of that 

| community in order for it to count on the community’s continuing 

consent to its leadership. _ | | 

7. With respect to Russia, our objective after the elimination of 

the Soviet regime and system would be its replacement by a re- 

| spectable native regime with which we could conclude a genuine 

| peace of mutual agreement, leading to its full participation in the _ 

organization of the post-war world. This would require us to limit 

| the identification of our enemy in the war to the Soviet regime and 

system, eschewing any doctrine of national or popular guilt. 

. 8. A genuine peace with a Russian successor government would 

| have to preserve Russia’s essential territorial integrity and should 

leave Russia (like any other country with respect to which such de- 

| termination could be made) neither too strong for the security of 

others nor too weak for the discharge of its proper responsibilities 

2 in the world. This suggests that Russian territory might well be re- 

tracted at least to the 1988 borders of the Soviet Union. The post- 

| war status of the Baltic states cannot now be determined, but there 

2 is no occasion for the United States to change its present official 

| position of recognizing their right to independence. The post-war 

status of the Ukraine, White Russia, and the other territories occu- 

| pied by “minor nationalities” should, for the most part, be deter- 

: mined between them and the successor government of Russia as an 

| essentially domestic matter. We should refrain from committing 

| 7 ourselves to their independence or quasi-independence, we should 

| refrain from guaranteeing them the opportunity of self-determina- 

tion, and we should refrain also from committing ourselves to their 

| continued association with Great Russia. In sum, we should not 

_ make ourselves responsible for determining or maintaining their 

| post-war status. * | | a 

4 2On Jan. 14, 1953, S. Everett Gleason, Acting Executive Secretary of the NSC, 

transmitted to the senior Defense, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Central Intelligence 

, Agency members of the NSC Senior Staff a preliminary draft report on the subject 

- of U.S. and Allied war objectives in the event of global war prepared pursuant to 

| the record of the NSC Senior Staff meetings of Sept. 6, 1950 and Feb. 23, 1951 by the 

| Policy Planning Staff of the Department of State. A copy of the memorandum of 

| transmittal is in S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 79 Series. The preliminary draft 

report is not attached; presumably it was the paper printed here. Continued 7
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Chronological, 1953” | 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Nitze) to 
the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, ] January 12, 1953. 
Subject: Re-Examination of United States Programs for National Security 

The attached report ! has been prepared by the Steering Group 
composed of Mr. Nash, Mr. Bissell, and myself. Although I felt able 
to approve the report, I would like to comment on what I believe to 
be its shortcomings. Despite its inadequacies, the report is, I think, useful and can serve as the basis for a discussion by the NSC of the 
major respects in which our security programs need to be adjusted. 
A. Questions Involving Atomic Energy 

1. The Atomic Equation 
The tone of the report does not reflect my Own serious concern 

about the implications of atomic developments. A careful reading 
of the report (part II, p. 64, paras. 99a, b, and c, and Part I, p. 27, 
paras. 22a, b, and c, and p. 29, Conclusion (a)) will perhaps lead the 
reader to draw these implications, but I wish they might have been 
stated with emphasis. 

For some time to come (perhaps indefinitely assuming a continu- 
ation of present programs), the United States will be heavily de- 
pendent on the atomic threat to deter the Soviet Union from at- 
tempting to expand*into areas of vital importance, and on the stra- 
tegic use of atomic weapons if it is to achieve military victory in 
the event of general war. 

The only documentation found in Department of State files pertaining to the NSC project after Jan. 14, 1953 is a 40-page draft paper on U.S. war objectives written by Halle and dated Feb. 20, 1953. There is no indication as to whether this paper repre- sented a further elaboration of the Dec. 29 report or if it was drafted at the formal request of any individual, staff, agency, or bureau. A copy of the Feb. 20 report is in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 79”. The NSC Planning Board resumed consideration of the war objectives project in the spring of 1953 and incorporated it into the NSC 158 Series of June 1953. NSC 1538/1, June 10, 1958, is printed on p. 378. 1 Reference is to a 134-page paper entitled “Reexamination of United States Pro- grams for National Security’, dated Jan. 6, 1953, not printed, which incorporated both the draft regional papers of September-December 1952 discussed in” footnote 5, _ Pp. 185, and the draft papers entitled “Summary and Conclusions” of Dec. 3-31, 1952, discussed in footnote 4, ibid. The Jan. 6 paper was a preliminary draft of NSC 141, extracts from which are printed on p. 209. A covering memorandum to the Jan. 6 paper from Philip H. Watts of the Policy Planning Staff to James S. Lay, Jr. indi- cates that three copies of the paper were transmitted to the National Security Coun- cil and that “Copies have already gone forward to Defense and to Mr. Harriman’s Office.” The Jan. 6 paper and the covering memorandum, dated Jan. 7 , are in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 185”.
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The report raises a doubt whether our net capability to injure 

the Soviet Union is increasing (the increasing defensive capability 

of the Soviet Union may be offsetting our increasing offensive capa- 

bility). The report makes clear, on the other hand, that the net ca- 

pability of the Soviet Union to injure the United States must al- : 

ready be measured in terms of many millions of casualties and 

many billions of property damage, and is rapidly increasing. | : 

This leads me to question whether the U.S. Government will be | 

willing to use the atomic threat or to follow through on it in the | 

event of any Soviet move short of direct atomic attack on the | 

United States. We may find that Soviet moves which we now think 

we would regard as casus belli will not, in the event, lead us to 

threaten or initiate the use of atomic weapons. To the extent that 

our view of what constitutes a casus belli does in fact change, we 

become less able to avoid such cumulative cold war losses as might 

spell eventual defeat. 
| 

I do not think that there is, even now, a general understanding 

) in the U.S. Government that vulnerability to Soviet attack may 

| prevent SAC from ever leaving the ground; nor that our ability to 

| penetrate Soviet defenses is not increasing any faster, if as fast, as 

| Soviet defensive capabilities. 

| 2. Vulnerability of our Allies to Atomic Attack | 

| I do not think that we have yet thought through the implications 

| of the vulnerability of our allies, particularly our Western Europe- 

| an allies and Japan, to Soviet atomic attack. Because of their prox- 

| imity to Soviet bases, it is probably impossible for them to develop 

| an effective defense, if only because the best early warning system 

| could not provide much warning. It seems to me that this has im- 

: plications in a struggle between democratic societies and a totali- 

| tarian system which are ominous, and which we have not really 

| faced. 

| I recognize that this is a subject of utmost delicacy—and that it 

| might easily lead the faint of heart to unwarranted conclusions. 

, Yet it does seem to me that somewhere in this Government there 

should be a frank recognition of these implications—for the surviv- 

| al of the nation may depend upon our preparedness to deal with a 

| situation in which these allies are simply not willing to face a 

: Soviet threat. | 
| 

| 8. Relation to Requirements for Conventional Forces 

The report does not deal with the significance of growing Soviet 

atomic capabilities on the changing nature of the requirements of 

United States military forces. I am concerned, for example, that we 

‘have not provided for adequate dispersion of air fields and that we 

| are not developing the new logistic techniques which are necessary 

| in light of Soviet capabilities to attack ports. There are surely 

|
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many other implications for force, base and other requirements, in- cluding requirements for the development of new tactics and tech- niques. 

| | | Above all, however, it seems to me that we must consider wheth- er atomic developments are such that the United States and its allies should take action designed to remove their dependence on the strategic use of atomic weapons in the event of general war. The implication, in terms of requirements for conventional forces, _ of this conclusion would be very great. | 
4. Tactical Employment of A-Weapons in Situations Short of Gen- eral War / | 
The paper does not discuss the effect of our relative atomic “plenty” on our ability to deal with limited aggression. It is my belief that we now have a stockpile of sufficient size to enable us to use these weapons locally where their use would be militarily effec- tive and did not involve more than offsetting political disadvan- tages. Our stockpile is now an asset which is usually regarded as frozen until and unless general war breaks out. We have not fully analyzed the balance between the considerations for using these weapons to increase the limited capability of our conventional forces to deal with local situations as against the contra political and strategic considerations. Syn Pe ee 

0. The National Interest of the United States with Respect to the Strategic Use of Atomic Weapons - EE 
Here I wish to revert to the point made in the second paragraph under point 3, and to single it out for special emphasis. The pros- pect is, in my judgment, that it would be in our interest to develop such conventional forces that we would not be dependent for victo- ry in the event of global war on the use of atomic weapons, particu- larly against strategic targets. Both because of physical factors and because of certain advantages of the totalitarian System (secrecy, relative immunity to, and ability to control, public opinion, central- ized decision-making), the United States is more vulnerable to atomic attack than the Soviet Union. This suggests to me that it would be desirable to overcome our dependence on atomic weapons. At present we would be compelled to use them despite the losses we would suffer. It will be a large task to overcome this depend- ence, but I believe it can be done. 

_ If the use of atomic weapons could be limited to tactical] uses, it is quite possible our very great superiority in numbers of weapons would be to our advantage. It is difficult to see, however, how a precise dividing line can be drawn, or lived up to, Separating tacti- cal from strategic uses. |
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po B. The Fundamental Issue Raised by the Report = | | 

Our national security programs have never actually been consist- | 

| ent with our objectives as these objectives have been repeatedly 

: | stated in NSC papers (20/4, 68, 114, and most recently 1385/8). ? 

_ This became clear in the course of the work on this project when 

| the Defense representatives stated time and again, in answer to the 

| point that the defense program would not produce the situation of 

| strength defined in NSC 1385/8, that the defense program had never 

| been designed to produce any such situation of strength. The issue | 

po here is whether we are really satisfied with programs which in fact 

| have the objective of making us a sort of hedge-hog, unattractive to 

attack, but basically not very worrisome over a period of time 

| beyond our immediate position, or whether we take the objectives 

: stated in NSC 20, 68, 114, and 135 sufficiently seriously as to war- 

rant doing what is necessary to give us some chance of seeing these 

| objectives attained. eos | 

| — C. Other Limitations of the Report | 

1. The paper does not deal with the most important immediate 

and concrete problems. To have dealt adequately with the Korean 

| armistice, Indochina, Tran, EDC ratification problems or with the 

| concrete elements of the economic problem would have been both 

| impossible and unwise. Each of these problems in its concrete form 

is being more actively and deeply considered in other forums. 

| 2. In preparing the paper we were unable to extract specific force 

| requirements or cost estimates and very limited estimates as to the 

! potential effectiveness of additional programs. | | 

| 3. The paper needs a number of drafting and organizational | 

changes which we will try to work out in the next day or two on 

| the basis of comments which have been requested from the various 

| bureaus of the Department. ns as a 

| eens | | a PaAuL H. NITZE 

2 For the text of NSC 135/3, Sept. 25, 1952, see p. 142. | - 

| S/S-NSC files, lot 68D 351,NSC 14000 - | : 

| Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 

pS (Lay) * fe 

TOP SECRET. WASHINGTON, January 19, 1953. 

| NSC 140 | - _ a 

| 1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, the Director of 

Defense Mobilization, and the Acting Federal Civil Defense Administrator.
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NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON DIRECTIVE FOR A SPECIAL EVALUATION SUBCOMMITTEE 
References: vo FE | 

A. NSC Action Nos. 687 and 699 2 
| B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “Pro- 

posed Directive for a Special Evaluation Subcommittee,” dated 
January 15, 1953 3 

CC. Memo for NSC from Acting Executive Secretary, subject, 
“A Project to Provide a More Adequate Basis for Planning for 
the Security of the United States,” dated October 21, 1952 4 

D. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “Sum- 
mary Evaluation of the Net Capability of the USSR to Injure 
the Continental United States,” dated November 25, 1952 5 

Pursuant to NSC Action No. 687-b the Director of Central Intel- 
ligence prepared a draft directive providing for terms of reference _ for a more adequate evaluation of the USSR’s net capability to in- flict direct injury on the United States and recommendations for _ the machinery necessary to produce for the National Security Council such an evaluation. This draft directive was concurred in by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Interdepartmental Intelligence 

2 In NSC Action No. 548, taken on Aug. 30, 1951, the National Security Council approved a draft directive on “A Project To Provide a More Adequate Basis for Planning for the Security of the United States”, prepared by the Director of Central , Intelligence pursuant to NSC Action No. 519. NSC Action No. 687, taken at the Council meeting of Nov. 26, 1952, noted that a summary evaluation entitled “Net Capability of the USSR To Injure the Continental United States”, prepared in re- sponse to NSC Action No. 543, was limited and inadequate in several respects. The Director of Central Intelligence was instructed to prepare a more adequate evalua- tion in collaboration with the heads of various other executive agencies. Action was deferred on a recommendation by the Director of Central Intelligence that a review be undertaken of the adequacy of existing administrative “machinery” to undertake such an evaluation. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “Record of Actions’’) NSC Action No. 699, taken by the Council on Jan. 16, 1953, accepted a draft Nation- al Security Council directive for a special evaluation subcommittee after taking note of the disapproval of the Acting Federal Civil Defense Administrator who objected to the lack of representation “of some agency which has substantial responsibility for the planning of non-military security measures.” (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Record of Actions”’) | : ° Reference is to the memorandum enclosing the draft National Security Council | directive for a special evaluation subcommittee which became the subject of NSC Action No. 699. A copy of this memorandum is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 140 Series. ee 
* Reference is to the memorandum enclosing the summary evaluation entitled “Net Capability of the USSR To Injure the Continental United States” which became the subject of NSC Action No. 687 discussed in footnote 2 above. A copy of this memorandum is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 140 Series. ° Reference is to the memorandum containing amendments to the summary eval- | uation entitled “Net Capability of the USSR To Injure the Continental United States” which became the subject of NSC Action No. 687 discussed in footnote 2 above. A copy of this memorandum is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 140 Series.
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[ 

Conference and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Se- 

curity. | | | 

The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, | 

the Deputy Attorney General and the Director of Defense Mobiliza- 

tion by memorandum action as of January 16, 1953, concurred in | 

the draft directive. The Acting Federal Civil Defense Administrator | 

expressed a qualified disapproval of the draft directive. (NSC 

Action No. 699) | | 
| 

The draft directive, together with the above action, was subse- 

quently submitted to the President for consideration. The President | 

has this date approved the draft directive enclosed herewith, and 

. . . gs . . 

directs its implementation by all appropriate executive depart- | 

ments and agencies of the U.S. Government. 
| 

| 
JAMES S. Lay, JR. 

[Enclosure] 
| 

Draft Directive Prepared by the Director of Central Intelligence 

(Smith) 

po TOP SECRET | _ [WASHINGTON, undated.| 

| NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL DIRECTIVE FOR A SPECIAL EVALUATION 

| | SUBCOMMITTEE 

1. Pursuant to authorization of the President there is hereby di- 

| rected the preparation of a summary evaluation of the USSR’s net 

| capability to inflict direct injury on the United States, to be sub- 

mitted to the Council on or before 15 May 1953. This evaluation 

| will cover the period up to 1 July 1955, and will consider USSR net 

capabilities against the continental United States and major US in- 

stallations outside the United States, such installations to be select- 

ed on the basis of their importance to defense of the continental 

United States or to a United States counteroffensive against the 

USSR. The evaluation will cover all possible types of attack, includ- 

ing direct military, clandestine military, and sabotage, physical and 

| non-physical. The evaluation will deal primarily with the initial | 

phases of war, or the period during which all or a major part of the 

Soviet atomic or thermonuclear weapon stockpile might be expend- 

ed. 
oo | 

2 In order to carry out this directive, there is hereby constituted 

| a Special Evaluation Subcommittee of the NSC under the chair- 

| manship of Lt. Gen. Idwal H. Edwards, USAF (to be retired on or 

about 28 February 1953) and comprising one representative each to 

be designated by the J oint Chiefs of Staff, the Central Intelligence



aan OS SSSIEvTe rr rrr 

208 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 
Agency, the Interdepartmenta]l Intelligence Conference, and the In- terdepartmental Committee on Internal Security. It is expected that the members of this Committee will devote themselves primar- ily to this project during the period of preparation of the evalua- tion. | | 

8. The Special Subcommittee appointed herein is empowered under the terms of this directive to call on any agency of the gov- ernment for relevant appraisals and information, subject only to appropriate security arrangements for handling and limitation of access to highly sensitive material, such as US war plans. The Spe- cial Subcommittee’s functions will include Specifically the: 
a. Responsibility for the security of the project during the period of preparation. 

- b. Over-all Supervision of the project at all stages including: 
(1) Preparation of subsidiary terms of reference for material to be contributed by appropriate agencies. (2) Preparation of assumptions to be used as the basis for material contributed. | (3) Review of material contributed, and issuance of requests for amplification or reconsideration thereof. — (4) Examination of data used in the preparation of material contributed, as necessary and subject to over-riding security re- quirements of the agency concerned. 

(5) All decisions concerning the circulation and distribution of material contributed. 

c. Preparation of intermediate working papers as required for the Special Subcommittee’s own use or for the guidance of contrib- utors. 
| : d. Preparation of the fina] summary evaluation for consideration by the NSC. 

| : 
4. The Chairman and members of the Special Subcommittee are authorized to designate an Executive Secretary and a Subcommit- tee Staff, to be restricted to the minimum number of personnel necessary for carrying out this directive. The agencies represented on the Special Subcommittee are hereby requested to furnish ap- propriate facilities and secretarial assistance to the Subcommittee. All personnel participating in the project will have proper security clearance and be instructed in such special security measures as are essential to the project. | | | 9. Distribution of the fina] evaluation shall be as determined by the President.
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| S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 141 . | 

Report to the National Security Council by the Secretaries of State 

| and Defense and the Director for Mutual Security’ | 

| TOP SECRET a - WASHINGTON, January 19, 1953. 

| NSC 141 | 
| ON 

NoTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 

CouNCIL ON REEXAMINATION OF UNITED STATES PROGRAMS FOR 

| NATIONAL SECURITY | 

: References; 
| 

| A. NSC Action Nos. 668 and 688 ? : 

B. NSC 135/3 and Annex to NSC 135/13 © | 

C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, ‘“‘Reap- 

: praisal of United States Objectives and Strategy for National 

Security”, dated November 14, 19524 | 

| : At the direction of the President, the enclosed memorandum to 

the President from the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Di- 

rector for Mutual Security and its attached report on the subject, 

: submitted pursuant to NSC Action No. 668-b, are transmitted 

, herewith for the consideration of the National Security Council. 

: The report contains Conclusions (Part One—page 6) approved by 

| the Secretaries of State and Defense and the Director for Mutual 

| Security on the basis of the Analysis contained in Part Two (page 

| 34). 
The appendices listed on page 103, ° which were of assistance to 

the Steering Committee on this Reexamination in reaching its con- 

| -1NSC 141 was discussed later at the 131st meeting of the National Security Coun- 

| cil on Feb. 11, 1953. For extracts from the memorandum of discussion at that meet- 

i ing, see p. 236. . . a 

| 2 For NSC Action No. 668, see footnote 7, p. 123; NSC Action No. 688, taken by 

| the Council at its 126th meeting on Nov. 26, 1952, noted the Progress Report submit- 

| ted by the Chairman of the Steering Group on the reexamination of programs for 

national security called for by NSC 135/38. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 

: 95, “Record of Actions’) Regarding the Progress Report under reference, see the 

| memorandum by Nitze, Nov. 18, 1952, p. 184. na 7 7 

4 3 Dated Sept. 25, 1952 and Aug. 92, 1952, pp. 142 and 89, respectively. _ 

| 4 This memorandum transmitted the Progress Report submitted by the Chairman 

| of the Steering Group discussed in footnote 2 above. (PPS files, lot 64 D 563, NSC 

| 135 Series) | : 7 

| - 5 Reference is to eight papers, none printed. Four of the papers are the final 

drafts of the regional working group papers discussed in footnote 5, p. 185. Of the 

a _ remaining four papers, three have not been found in Department of State files. 

They are: a ‘memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense 

| dated Nov. 19, 1952, entitled “Review of Continental Defense System”; a memoran- 

dum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense of Jan. 12, 1958, com- 

: menting on the Steering Committee draft report of Jan. 6, 1953 (discussed in foot- 

note 1, p. 202); and an undated paper prepared by the Federal Civil Defense Admin- 

. 
_ Continued 

| |
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clusions, are being circulated separately through the members of the Senior NSC Staff as supplementary data in connection with the Reexamination. None of these appendices received departmental approval or clearance. 

Special security precautions are requested in the handling of the 
enclosure. 

JAMEs S. Lay, JR. 

[Enclosure] | 

Memorandum for the President by the Secretaries of State and 
Defense and the Director for Mutual Security 

TOP SECRET [WasHINGTON,] J anuary 16, 1953. 
Subject: Re-examination of United States Programs for National Security 
We are enclosing herewith certain materials which you request- ed us to submit pursuant to National Security Council Action No. 668. | | 
We believe it important to point out in this covering memoran- dum what this study has attempted to accomplish—as well as what it has not attempted to accomplish. 
NSC 135/38 contains a balanced statement of the position of the United States in the world today; the threats which face us in the period ahead; and our basic strategy for meeting these threats. This study takes NSC 135/3 as its starting point and makes no effort to restate or re-examine the conclusions reached in that paper. 

| 
The present study deals with the limited question as to whether the allocation of our resources under existing programs is appropri- ately related to the threats which we face and to our strategy for meeting these threats. The nature of this examination necessarily results in a concentration of attention on the dangers ahead and the respects in which existing programs may not adequately meet | these dangers. In view of the limited purpose of this paper, no at- tempt was made to obtain the same over-all balanced view of our position as was contained in NSC 135/ 3. Nor was any attempt made to indicate what has been accomplished in the last few years or what strains and difficulties our growing strength is causing the U.S.S.R. We point these facts out in order that the study not be 

istration. The fourth paper, entitled “Memorandum Prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of Defense, dated 10 November [1952], relating to Offensive striking Power and General Military Reserve” is in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, NSC 135 ries.
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misunderstood and interpreted as an unduly pessimistic assessment | 

of our position at the present time. 
| 

We also wish to emphasize one additional point. This study — ; 

reaches the conclusion that there is need to apply more resources , 

to our continental defense and our civil defense programs. This 

conclusion has as its premise that these programs for defense of 

the United States against atomic attack constitute new and distinct 

requirements and that resources additional to those now pro- ; 

grammed should be made available to meet them. No conclusion 

has been reached as to the extent to which these programs should | 

be undertaken in the event additional resources are not made : 

available. We feel that we must not sacrifice our capability of pro- : 

jecting our power abroad by concentrating too heavily on the | 

purely defensive aspects of our security should general war occur. 

In view of the short time available, we have not had an adequate 

opportunity to carry to greater depth and precision the consider- 

ation of certain of the basic questions dealt with in the study, par- 

ticularly with respect to the impact on our strategy and programs 

of modern atomic weapons. Nor has there been an opportunity to 

consult with other interested departments and agencies with re- 

spect to those portions of the study with which they may be par- 

| ticularly concerned. It is therefore suggested that it may be desira- 

: ble for the National Security Council to take this study under fur- 

| ther consideration. 

| | _ DEAN ACHESON 

Secretary of State 

| Rosert A. LOVETT 

| Secretary of Defense 

| 
~ W. AVERELL HARRIMAN 

Director for Mutual Security 

[Subenclosure] 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON, undated. | 

REPORT BY THE SECRETARIES OF QraTE AND DEFENSE AND THE DIREC- 

: TOR FOR MUTUAL SECURITY ON REEXAMINATION OF UNITED STATES 

| PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 

A. Terms of Reference 
| | 

| 1. Pursuant to NSC Action No. 668, the Secretary of State, the 

: Secretary of Defense, and the Director for Mutual Security were di- 

| rected on September 4, 1952, “to undertake, in consultation as ap- 

propriate with other departments and agencies, the preparation of 

|
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materials necessary for a reexamination of the amounts and alloca- tions of resources to various areas in terms of kind, quantity, timing and priority, to determine: 

“a. Whether a general increase in the level of free world pro- grams and military forces is required to deal with the several threats. * 
‘“‘b. Whether the present allocation of resources as between U.S. military forces and other free world forces is appropriate. “c. Whether the present balance between military assistance and the various types of economic assistance is appropriate. “d. Whether these allocations are in proper relationship to the threats facing the United States in Europe, the Far East, and the Middle East, to the importance of these areas for U.S. security, and to United States commitments.” 

2. The Secretaries of State and Defense, and the Director for Mutual Security herewith submit their report in response to the di- rective of September 4. They have approved the Conclusions (Part One) on the basis of the Analysis (Part Two). | 
B. United States Objectives and Strategy | 

3. The starting point of this paper is the statement of United States objectives and Strategy for national security contained in NSC 135/38. In re-examining the amounts and allocations of re- sources for national security, this report attempts to assess the. probable contribution to national security of present programs in the light of the objectives stated in paragraph 4 of NSC 135/3. The statement of objectives reads as follows: 
[Here follows a lengthy restatement of the objectives set forth in NSC 135/3.] 

C. Major Developments Subsequent to the Date of Approval of NSC 1385/3 
| 

4. In making this re-examination, certain developments subse- quent to the date of approval of NSC 135/3 have been taken into consideration. These developments include the following: 
a. There has been a reduction of the prospects for an early settle- ment of the Korean issue. This is indicated by the Communist re- jection of the United Nations General Assembly resolution. b. The situation in Indochina has become more precarious. The situation in Iran has continued to deteriorate, although very re- cently: the prospects for settlement of the oil dispute have im- roved. 

° c. There has been a reduction of the prospects for an early ratifi- cation of the EDC Treaty and related Kuropean arrangements. d. The United States has developed a thermonuclear device. 
* This question is dealt with last in Part One—Conclusions of the accompanying report. [Footnote in the source text. ]
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e. Added information on communist intentions has been gained 

2 from the statements of communist leaders at the recent communist 

2 party congress in Moscow. These statements give some basis for the 

view that the Soviet rulers will direct their major efforts during 

| the immediate future to dividing and weakening the Western alli- 

ance, while maintaining and perhaps increasing their cold-war 

| pressures against what they estimate to be the particular vulnera- 

| bilities of the West. : : | 

| ~ Part ONE—GENERAL CONCLUSIONS | | 

| I. DISTRIBUTION OF RESOURCES BETWEEN UNITED STATES AND OTHER 

7 FREE WORLD MILITARY FORCES 

| 1. The first question 1s whether the present allocation of re- 

sources as between United States military forces and other free 

| world forces is appropriate. This question has two aspects which 

should be separately considered. One is the requirements for air 

and civil defenses for North America in light of the growing Soviet 

| atomic threat. The other aspect involves the question whether the 

requirements for military forces in the free world could be more ef- 

| ficiently and effectively met than at present by changing the 

| present allocation of resources as between United States and other 

free world forces. These two aspects are separately considered 

. below. - . . | 

| 

A. Defense of the United States Against the Soviet Atomic Threat 

! Relevant Considerations | 

| 2 The defense of the United States against the growing Soviet 

/ atomic threat involves both passive and active defense measures. 

| For some years to come the deterrent power of the United States 

| will reside largely in its ability to deliver an atomic attack of tre- 

4 mendous force upon the Soviet Union. The power of our striking 

: forces is now substantial and is improving. For the foreseeable 

future, the willingness of the United States to employ atomic weap- 

ons in the event of general war is essential to the success of our 

| strategic plans. The willingness of the United States, however, to 

, initiate an atomic attack in the event that the Soviet rulers take 

certain actions which we would regard as a casus belli will be sig- 

nificantly affected by the casualties and destruction which the 

Soviet system could inflict in retaliation. Even at the present time, 

these casualties and this destruction would be very high and the 

| prospect, under a continuation of our present programs, will rapid- 

| ly worsen. There is an increasing danger that unless a large-scale 

| civil defense program and measures to improve greatly our defense 

| against air and sea attack are undertaken, the United States might 

find its freedom of action seriously impaired in an emergency.
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3. It is estimated that American Civil Defense is only 10% to 15% effective at the present time and that a continuation of present programs will no more than double this effectiveness by the end of 1954. Additional programs—particularly for shelters— could substantially improve the situation. Care should be taken in developing and carrying out any new civil defense program to min- imize the fear of atomic attack throughout the country and to avoid wasting resources on areas not likely to be attacked. 
4, With respect to active defense, our present capability to defend the continental United States from atomic attack is considered to be extremely limited. As of mid-1952 probably 65-85% of the atomic bombs launched by the U.S.S.R. could be delivered on target in the United States. Defensive measures in current programs will not provide an effective defense against mass atomic attack. The U.S.S.R. will possess, in the period 1954-1955, the capability to make an air attack upon the United States which would represent a blow of critical proportions. There are, however, a number of ad- ditional measures which, if accomplished, would materially in- crease our capability to meet the atomic threat in 1955 and there- after. Whatever additional programs are undertaken in the imme- diate future, there is a clear need for additional intensive research and development in this field. _ 

o. The best defense of the United States in this period of weapons transition lies in an effective land, sea and air offensive capability sufficient to deter the would-be aggressor or render him impotent should he choose to attack. | 
Conclusions 

a. A continuation of our continental defense and civil defense programs at the level of present appropriations involves critical risks. 
b. Basic to the attainment of the objectives defined in NSC 135/3 is the allocation of large additional resources to continental defense and civil defense. : 
c. These programs constitute distinct and new requirements on the United States for which additional resources must be provided if the United States is to guard itself against the threat of atomic attack without disrupting its programs for building strength in the free world. Oo | 
d. Additional programs should be prepared as a matter of urgen- cy in such detail as to provide firm cost estimates and firmer esti- mates (1) of the results which could be accomplished by the pro- grams and (2) of their impact on other security programs. 

B. Distribution of Resources Between U.S. and Other Free World 
Military Forces 

Relevant Considerations 
{Here follow paragraphs 6-8.] |
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9. The purpose to be served by building up the military strength | 

of allied and friendly nations varies from case to case. The buildup © | 

of Japanese and NATO forces will increase the ability of the free | 

world to wage global war and will thereby provide additional deter- | 

rents to overt aggression by the U.S.S.R. and to limited aggression 

by China or the European satellites. In the Middle East, however, 

with the exception of Turkey and possibly Pakistan, there is no im- | 

mediate opportunity to create forces strong enough to be of major : 

significance in the event of global war. Initially, the purposes to be | 

served by building up local forces in this area are to (1) strengthen : 

the structure of government, (2) provide internal security, and (3) 

obtain base and transit rights for U.S. military forces. In creating 

such forces, the weak and unstable economies in the area must be 

taken into account. In South and Southeast Asia, it will be a long 

time before any forces can be created which would exercise a sig- 

nificant influence in the event of global war. But stronger indige- 

nous forces in this area would serve not only to provide internal 

| ~ gecurity (as in the Middle East); they would also ultimately contrib- 

ute to security against the threat of expanded aggression by com- 

| munist China. Finally, the development of effective local forces in 

| Japan, South Korea, and Viet Nam would not only serve these 

7 local purposes, but would also free United States forces now de- 

ployed in the Far East, or, in the case of Viet Nam, French forces, 

| for other assignments and thereby have a doubly beneficial effect. 

| In general, it is clear that the strain on United States forces can be 

reduced and an adequate strategic reserve reconstituted only as 

other free world forces are strengthened and improved in these 

| areas. | 

10. The volume of resources that can be effectively used in build- 

. ing up the military forces of allied and friendly nations in the 

Middle East and Asia is limited by the rate at which such re- 

sources can be absorbed, and by such special political circum- 

| stances as the constitutional prohibition of rearmament in Japan, 

the popular distrust of French motives in Viet Nam, and India’s . 

distrust of Pakistan. A build-up more rapid than envisaged in 

| present programs would appear to be possible and desirable (a) in 

| the immediate future in Korea, Indochina, and Formosa and on a 

modest scale in the Middle East, (b) in Japan, as soon as the consti- 

tutional and political obstacles can be overcome, and in Pakistan, if 

: it can be accomplished without involving unmanageable problems 

with India, and (c) perhaps at a later date in other Asian countries. 

1. In the NATO countries of Western Europe, the build-up of 

military forces could be accelerated through the use of United 

States resources. The military efforts that can be put forth by these 

countries themselves are, however, sharply limited by their eco- 

pe



. O_o eee 

216 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME I 
nomic and political capabilities. Continued pressure by the United States for a military effort greater than justified by the European sense of urgency would weaken the alliance. In the last analysis, United States diplomatic pressure and economic aid cannot substi- tute for a political determination by the Europeans to devote larger resources to their own security. Even if it is not possible to secure a major increase in the level of the defense effort of the European NATO countries, and even if no strong case can be made for a major increase in the level of United States assistance, there is nevertheless good reason for certain Specific revisions to provide, for instance, for some air defense measures and to fill several of the more serious recognized gaps in present defense plans, such as the inadequate provision for interceptors and ammunition reserves. But apart from the continuation and improvement of present NATO programs, a large part of the additional build-up of NATO military strength can only come from the creation of German con- tingents. | 
12. It will be necessary to make more effective and flexible use of United States resources in order to ensure during the period 1954-55 a volume of military supplies and equipment sufficient to permit (a) the presently planned build-up of United Forces, (b) the presently scheduled delivery of equipment to NATO, German, Jap- _ anese and South Korean forces, and (c) provision for a somewhat increased rate of build-up and the setting of somewhat larger force goals in the case of certain Asian and Middle Eastern nations. United States war reserves how programmed must continue to be regarded as available to help meet unforeseen contingencies in the cold war. This is an additional] reason for building up these general war reserves to programmed levels. And as the mobilization base is developed and production levels off, the base must be kept in a con- dition which will permit its rapid utilization. __ 

Conclusions — OO 
a. The build-up of U.S. forces to presently planned levels should be completed as rapidly as practicable. The present programs are believed to be adequate for this task, provided they are not subject to repeated downward adjustment and delay. — b. The allocation of a growing share of U.S. output of military end-items to our allies is consistent with a. It is also urgently needed in light of the threats facing the U.S. in certain key strate- gic areas on the periphery of the Soviet bloc and is feasible in terms of the absorptive capacity of certain friendly countries. How- ever, allocation and delivery of military end-items and other mate- rial should be based on the ability of the recipient nations to main- tain the material and use it effectively. Any increase in present military assistance programs should depend upon the contribution such an increase can make to the collective security of the free world. Each area must be considered on its merits. |
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| c. Present programs are inadequate to exploit all opportunities 

: for developing effective local forces in Asia and the Middle East. 

| The devotion of moderate additional resources to this purpose in 

: - the Middle East and South Asia, and substantially larger addition- 

| al resources in the Far East, together with required political meas- 

| | ures, would greatly strengthen the free world against what is be- 

: lieved to be, for the next few years, the most immediate threat 

7 , with which it is confronted. ) arn | 

d. Substantial additional resources could be used in building up 

additional military forces in the NATO countries. In view, howev- — 

\ er, of the nature of the circumstances which limit the military 

effort of which the Europeans seem capable, no attempt should be 

made to secure a general upward revision of present programs. It 

seems clear, however, that in Europe, as elsewhere, substantial _ 

| military assistance programs will have to continue over a period of 

: years. The main effort of the United States in this area should be 

concentrated upon (a) resisting further whittling down and post- 

| poning of present military programs, (b) insuring that there is 

steady progress in carrying out these programs, and (c) fulfilling 

U.S. commitments to deliver military equipment. However, specific 

: programs to fill particular gaps should be urged and, if necessary, 

financially supported. | | 

e. While improvements will be realized under current and pro- 

| jected programs, the present state of the U.S. military reserve 

4 forces will involve acute risks in the event of new acts of local ag- 

gression or of general war so long as U.S. forces are committed in 

Korea and present manpower policies remain in effect. _ 

Il. RELATIONSHIP OF MILITARY AND ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE — 

13. The third question is whether the present balance between 

military assistance and the various types of economic assistance is 

| appropriate. po | 

| Relevant Considerations _ | 

to 14. We believe that the following considerations are relevant to 

| this question. | | : 

' [Here follows paragraph 14 a, outlining the relevant consider- 

4 ations involved in assessing the relationship of military and eco- 

nomic assistance. | | | | oe 

b. It will almost certainly be necessary for the U.S. to continue 

for a period beyond 1955 to provide military assistance to a number 

; of its major allies, particularly the NATO countries (and Germany) | 

: and also Japan, if forces envisaged in present programs are to be 

: achieved and maintained. It should be recognized that insofar as 

J such continued military assistance involves off-shore procurement, 

| it will also contribute directly to the alleviation of balance of pay- 

4 ments difficulties and, therefore, reduce the need for other kinds of 

economic aid. — ae | _ 

! c. There will continue to be countries—notably Greece, Turkey, 

Korea, and perhaps at a later date Pakistan and Viet Nam—in 

which the burden of the military effort undertaken is so heavy and 

is of such importance to us, and whose economic capabilities are so
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limited, that it will be necessary and desirable to assist them in- definitely in meeting a part of the financial burden of their de- fense. This is clearly the case where the alternative to such assist- ance is an increased requirement for U.S. forces. Also there will continue to be countries, like Austria and Formosa, which have special economic difficulties, which are important to our security, and to which it will probably be necessary to continue to provide grant aid. 
d. Direct economic assistance on a grant basis tends to have un- favorable political and psychological repercussions, and it is desira- ble to avoid the use of grants-in-aid where practicable. The amounts of economic assistance required in the form of grants-in- aid will, however, probably not be large, especially if off-shore pro- curement and other U.S. military expenditures are continued in the countries of Western Europe and Japan and if new forms are developed for financing productive investment in those parts of the world and in those types of projects which offer a reasonable chance of repayment but with some danger of foreign exchange dif- 

ficulties. 

Conclusions | 

a. A healthy society is the essential basis of a strong defense, and economic capabilities set a limit to the size of the defense program a society can, at any given time, safely undertake. It may well be that in the future it will be desirable to give somewhat more em- phasis than at present to economic assistance, particularly to areas outside Western Europe, and to needed changes in our foreign eco- nomic policies. There may be cases in which it will be necessary and desirable to carry out economic programs even at the cost of reducing or stretching out military programs. A specific answer to the question of the balance between economic and military assist- ance could only be given on the basis of the varying situation coun- try by country. 
b. It is desirable that we have flexibility to shift funds as be- tween areas and as between uses in whatever way will best ad- vance our security interests. 
c. There is need for a large flow of both private and public cap- ital from the United States to the rest of the world, a need which must be expected to be long continued. Only a part of the public 

funds provided for this purpose need to be in the form of grants-in- 
aid, but not all of them can be provided in the form of fixed dollar 
loans. There is need to develop new forms of intergovernmental fi- 
nancing of productive investment in those parts of the world and 
for those types of projects that offer a reasonable chance of repay- 
ment but with some danger of foreign exchange difficulties. 

d. There is a need to search for ways of minimizing the adverse 
political and psychological effects of continued grant assistance 
where such assistance is necessary. 

e. The problem of economic weakness and instability in the free 
world, urgent as it is, is a complex one and is not susceptible of 
solution through a single course of action, through purely tempo- | rary programs, or through action solely by the United States. What 
appears to be required is a comprehensive and concerted approach
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to the long-range problems enumerated in paragraph 14-a above. 

In particular, the action most urgently required of the U.S. is to 

reduce the barriers to imports and to take other steps which will 

‘ncrease the ability of other nations in the free world to earn dollar | 

exchange. | | | 

| III. DISTRIBUTION OF RESOURCES BY AREAS | 

15. The third question is whether present allocations of re- | 

sources are in proper relationship to the threats facing the United : 

States in Europe, the Far East, and the Middle East and South | 

Asia, to the importance of these areas for U.S. security, and to : 

United States commitments. The following considerations are rele- 

vant to this question. | 

| Relevant Considerations 
- 

A. Western Europe - 

16. The United States has committed itself to regard an attack 

on Western Europe as an attack on itself, and a Soviet attack on 

Western Europe will therefore mean general war. With respect to 

the cold war, present programs will not greatly improve conditions 

in the next few years, but instability will probably not constitute a 

serious problem. With respect to the threat of general war, sub- 

| stantial progress has been and will be made in European rearma- 

| ment under present programs. Western Europe will probably not 

: have reached a security position by 1955 which would be adequate 

| to assure its defense against a determined Soviet attack. Assurance 

\ that Western Europe can be defended in the event of general war, 

| however, is by no means the only measure of the value of the 

NATO forces. The growing capability of waging a delaying action is 

\ of great importance. For to the extent that Western forces can 

: make a Soviet attack costly (in terms of time, the necessity to con- 

centrate forces, the inability to capture Western Europe’s industry 

: substantially intact, and casualties), they may deter an attack even 

: though they could not successfully hold against it. | 

| 17. It has also become clear that the Western European coun- 

: tries will not or cannot increase appreciably the proportion of their 

| total output which they are now allocating to defense. The limiting 

! factors, on both the rate of build-up and ultimate force goals are 

: essentially economic and political, and involve such political cir- 

cumstances as a lesser sense of urgency in some countries than pre- 

vails in the U.S. Government, a grave lack of internal political co- 

hesion in France, Italy, and Germany, and the still unresolved ri- 

2 valry and mutual suspicion between France and Germany, and 

] such economic factors as the precarious state of their balance of 

| payments, the widespread mistrust of currencies, and the low rate 

| of savings. Moreover, it is evident that the fulfillment by 1955 of 

|
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force goals which would make the defense of the NATO Area of Western Europe a possibility would require the application of very much greater resources than the U.S. or European governments are now projecting for this purpose. Heavy pressure by the United States in an effort to make the Western European countries in- crease their defense efforts would probably be counter-productive for the time being. The important thing is to make steady progress. B. Middle East and South Asia 

18. Under present circumstances the threat to the Middle East is primarily a cold war threat. An armed attack on the Middle East could be made only by Soviet forces and is highly unlikely except _ as one phase of a general war. There is great danger, however, that political and economic conditions will] continue to deteriorate and that important areas, such as Iran, might be lost to Communism as a result of this deterioration and of Soviet political warfare. The ability of the Western powers to combat this threat is limited. There is great animosity in the Arab States and Iran toward the West, particularly toward the U.K. and France. There are impor- tant steps which the U.S. can and should take, however, to remedy the situation. Certain of these steps can be taken in concert with the Western allies, but the U.S. must reserve its freedom of action to proceed if such a course is best suited to the long-range objec- tives which we and our allies share. 
19. There is need for the U.S. to make its interest in the area more explicit and to assume increasing responsibility. On the polit- ical and diplomatic front, we must demonstrate clearly and openly that preferential treatment is not to be accorded to Israel over other states in the area and that we are determined that national borders shall be respected. Relatively modest amounts of military end-item assistance would make a valuable contribution to political stability and internal security, particularly in certain of the Arab States. The establishment of a Middle Kast Defense Organization, when political conditions permit, would be of utility as a means of gaining the political cooperation of the states of the area and en- couraging integrated defense planning. Technical assistance and capital assistance in economic development are needed as essential | parts of a long-term program. The amount of resources required is not large in comparison with the rest of our security program, al- 

though an enlarged Indian economic development program and a | program of military assistance to modernize and expand Pakistani forces would be expensive. 
C. The Far East | | 20. Present programs do not provide adequate security in the Far East against the threats of the cold war, local aggression, or general war. The danger to our interests will remain acute at least
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as long as Communist China remains a willing and effective ally of 

the U.S.S.R. The threats in the Far East are of two kinds: first, 

7 that the present fighting in Korea and Indochina (and perhaps 

. Malaya) will increase in intensity and perhaps in extent, and 

, second, that there will be political and economic deterioration in 

| these and other Far Eastern countries. The free world cannot count | 

on any more favorable eventuality than a continuation of the 

present basic stalemate through 1955, and—in the absence of new 

| initiatives and more telling programs on its part—should be pre- 

| pared for a deterioration of its position in the Far East. 

| 291. There are real opportunities to build increased military 

strength in the Far East, immediately in South Korea, Indochina 

and Formosa, and in Japan if existing political obstacles can be 

| overcome. Substantially more resources than are provided for in 

present programs could be effectively used for this purpose. | 

22. Technical assistance and economic development programs 

can produce significant results but only over a rather long period 

| of time. There is need for investment funds to develop the re- 

: sources of the region. This development would assist not only the 

countries in which the investments were made but also Japan and 

the Western European countries—by making available larger sup- 

plies of raw materials and foodstuffs at lower prices but also by in- 

creasing the markets for their industrial production. a 

| Conclusions a - | 

a. No one of the three major areas outside the Western Hemi- 

sphere has yet achieved adequate security against the several 

threats posed by the Soviet system. : 

: b. Europe will be in a better position to resist Soviet military 

attack and to withstand Soviet pressures in the cold war than 

: either of the other two areas. Western Europe will probably not 

| have reached a security position by 1955 which would be adequate 

| to assure its defense against a determined Soviet attack. | 

c. Taking into account the serious and immediate dangers facing 

the free world in the Far East and the Middle East and the politi- 

cal and economic obstacles to a more rapid build-up of NATO 

. forces, the U.S. should not undertake a general upward revision of 

j present NATO programs but it should attach a high priority to the 

upward revision of certain specific programs to fill particular de- 

fense gaps and should be prepared to support military assistance 

programs for a number of years to come. | 

d. There is urgent need for a larger allocation of U.S. economic 

and military resources to selected countries, 1n the Middle East 

and South Asia, particularly Iran, Egypt, India and Pakistan, and 

for measures which would serve to establish American interests in 

: the area. Such new programs would contribute directly to greater 

; political stability and to a measure of military strength. — se 

, e. There is similarly an urgent need for a substantially larger al- 

location of U.S. resources to the Far East, particularly to Indo-
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china, Korea, Japan, and Formosa. Such larger programs could provide urgently needed indigenous military forces to help the | countries of the area achieve stability, to deter or resist Chinese Communist aggression, and possibly to permit the withdrawal of some Western forces to positions of greater strategic advantage. 
f. There is also need for additional economic programs for the un- derdeveloped countries to stimulate the production of raw materi- als and foodstuffs and thereby benefit the Western European coun- | tries and Japan and strengthen the economic base of the whole free world. 

IV. THE GENERAL LEVEL OF SECURITY PROGRAMS 

23. The final question is whether a general increase in the level 
of free world programs and military forces is required to deal with 
the several threats. This question is considered in the light of the 
objectives defined in paragraph 4 of NSC 1835/3 and further elabo- 
rated in paragraphs 5-7. 

Relevant Considerations 

[Here follows paragraph 24, discussing the various considerations | 
involved in assessing the general level of security programs. ] 

Conclusions 

a. A continuation of present programs will not produce the situa- tion of strength required to attain the objectives defined in para- graphs 4-7 of NSC 135/83, nor is it probable that improvements in efficiency of administration or any reallocation of resources within the limits of present programs can bring the Free World to such a situation of strength. _ 
b. It follows, therefore, that a selective increase in the level of free world security programs will be required if the objectives de- fined in NSC 135/83 are to be attained. In previous conclusions of this report, specific increases have been suggested to provide for substantially larger continental defense and civil defense programs and for economic and military aid on an expanded scale to coun- tries in the Middle East and the Far East. The specific additional programs suggested herein would require some increase in total se- | curity outlays in the immediate future but the extent to which, if at all, they would involve, after FY 1954, an absolute increase in such outlays to a rate greater than that projected for FY 1954 can not be calculated on the basis of evidence now available. It is clear however, that even with such increased programs the objectives de- fined in NSC 135/83 could not be fully attained within the next two or three years and that the United States must plan for a long- , term effort. | | | 

[Here follows Part Two, “Analysis”, not printed (totaling 19 
pages), composed of seven sections dealing respectively with 
Kurope, the Far East, the Middle East, South Asia and Africa, 
Latin America, defense of the continental United States, and offen- 
sive striking power and general military reserve. ]



eee
 

NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 223 | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 142 Series | 

| Memorandum to the National Security Council by the Executive : 

; _ Secretary (Lay) | | | 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, February 6, 1953. ; 

Subject: Review of Basic National Security Policies 

References: NSC 20/4; NSC 68/2; NSC 1385/3; NSC 1417? 

The following documents are transmitted herewith as a basis for | 

discussion of the subject and the references in meetings of the Na- 

tional Security Council: 
| 

a. A one-page ‘nformal brief of approved basic national security 

policies (NSC 20/4, 68/2, and 135/3). _ 

b. An informal condensation of NSC 20/4, 68/2, 185/38 and 141. 

~¢. Some major questions raised by a review of these basic nation- 

al security policies. | | 

| ~The enclosed documents, prepared at the direction of the Presi- 

dent by Mr. Robert Cutler and the Executive Secretary, are for the 

personal use of the recipients in preparing for and engaging in dis- 

| cussions at Council meetings. They have no official standing other- 

| wise, and should not be considered or used as substitutes for the 

policies or reports to which they refer. The list of questions is not 

| intended to be all-inclusive nor to indicate any proposed policies. 

| At the President’s direction, initial Council discussion of this sub- 

| ject will be scheduled for the regular meeting on Wednesday, Feb- 

| ruary 11, 1953. oa 
: 

| The President has also expressed the desire that the Council be 

prepared to submit its recommendations on basic national security 

policies resulting from this review not later than April 1, 1953, in 

order that they may be used in preparing instructions for the 

| Fiscal Year 1955 budget. 
a 

| 
James S. LAy, JR. 

1 For texts of NSC 20/4, “US. Objectives With Respect to the USSR To Counter 

| Soviet Threats to U.S. Security’, Nov. 23, 1948, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, 

| Part 2, p. 662; NSC 68/2, “United States Objectives and Programs for National Secu- 

| rity’, Sept. 30, 1950, see ibid., 1950, vol. 1, p. 400; NSC 185/ 3, “Reappraisal of US. 

| Objectives and Strategy for National Security”, Sept. 29, 1952, see p. 142; NSC 141, 

| “Reexamination of United States Programs for National Security”, Jan. 19, 1953, 

| see p. 209. 
|
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[Enclosure a] 

BRIEF OF APPROVED U.S. N ATIONAL SECURITY OBJECTIVES, POLICIES AND PROGRAMS WirtH RESPECT TO THE USSR (NSC 20/4, NSC 68/ | 2 AND NSC 1385/8) 

Objectives , 
1. Develop throughout the world positive appeals superior to _ those of Communism. | | | | 
2. Block further expansion of Soviet power even at grave risk of general war. 

3. Without unduly risking general war, reduce Soviet power and influence so that they can no longer threaten the peaceful co-exist- ence of all nations. | 
4. Maintain a strong U.S. economy and our fundamental values and institutions. | : 
). Develop sufficient free world strength to contain Soviet power geographically or politically so that the internal conflicts of the a Soviet totalitarian system will, with positive pressures from us, subsequently cause a retraction of Soviet power and influence and eventually cause that system gradually to weaken and decay. | 6. Ultimately establish an international system based on freedom and justice as contemplated in the UN Charter. / | 

Methods | , | | 
_ 1. Develop and maintain as long as necessary a state of limited mobilization,—a war readiness capable of deterring Soviet agegres- sion and of achieving rapidly full mobilization if war comes. 

8. Develop and retain ready capability to inflict massive damage ~ on Soviet war-making capacity, while providing for our nation rea- sonable military and civil defense and internal security pending | full mobilization. | ee 
3. Encourage all free nations to be on our side; and help those willing and able to help us, to increase their economic and political stability and strength, and, where appropriate, their military capa- bility. os OS 
10. Encourage and assist the development of indigenous forces | and security arrangements to resist local Communist aggression; and be willing and able to participate in collective and, if neces- Sary, unilateral action against such aggression in key areas. | 11. Promote stability and strength in critical areas of the free ) world by diplomatic and psychological operations; by international economic policies which stress trade, raw material development, in- creased capital investment, sound financial relations; and by limit- ed US. aid. 

|
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: 12. Systematically and consistently inform the American public 

and other free people so as to gain their support for our policies 

| and actions. © | cree 

13. Without overestimating the effect or taking undue risks, try 

to weaken Soviet control over the Satellites and the military poten- 

fo tial of the Soviet system. | va : 

| 14. Develop a sound negotiating position and be prepared to 

enter negotiations with the USSR, but recognize that only enforce- 

able agreements are meaningful and that the value of negotiation 

| in the foreseeable future may be primarily to influence world opin- 

| ion. | 

| | | | [Enclosure b] : | 

IwrORMAL CONDENSATION or NSC 20/4, 68/2, 15/8, anD 141 

! es (for discussion purposes at NSC meetings) | 

NSC 20/4 . oo 

| 1. The first statement by the National Security Council of the 

overall U.S. objectives, policies, and programs for national security 

: with respect to the USSR (NSC 20/ 4) was approved 11/14/48. 

2. This basic policy has been reaffirmed, upon reexamination, 

: ever since that date and is the national policy today. The paper 

states the general objectives to be: a | 

“gs To reduce the power and influence of the USSR to limits — 

which no longer constitute a threat to the peace, national inde- 

pendence, and stability of the world family of nations. | 

| ~ “b, To bring about a basic change in the conduct of international 

relations by the government in power in Russia, to conform with 

| the purposes and principles set forth in the UN Charter. — 

| - “In pursuing these objectives due care must be taken to avoid 

permanently impairing our economy and the fundamental values 

2 and institutions inherent in our way of life.” 

The policy paper says that we should seek to achieve these gener- 

al objectives by methods short of war; through the following pro- 

| grams— — a | 

4 a. Develop a level of military readiness which can be maintained 

| as long as necessary as a deterrent to Soviet aggression; to support » 

fo. our political attitude towards the USSR; to encourage nations re- 

'  gisting Soviet political aggression; and as an adequate basis for 

] rapid mobilization should war prove unavoidable. 

: b. Assure our own internal security against sabotage, subversion, 

espionage. 
| . | 

c. Maximize our economic potential. |
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d. Encourage non-Soviet nations to come over to our side; and help those able and willing importantly to help us, to increase their economic and political stability and their military capability. e. Place a maximum strain on Soviet-satellite relationships. f. Keep the U.S. public fully informed so that it will support the measures necessary to preserve the national security. 

3. Although the paper does not say so, the policy is premised on the possibility of peaceful coexistence with a Russia retracted within its traditional borders and shorn of its control over the in- ternational communist movement. 
NSC 68/2 

4. The atomic explosions in Russia in September 1949 led to a re- examination of the basic policies stated by NSC 20/4. Although this reexamination was completed prior to the communist aggression in Korea on June 25, 1950, it was not finally approved as policy until 9/30/50 in NSC 68/2. 
o. NSC 68/2 reaffirmed the validity of the policies set forth in | NSC 20/4, but stated that in the light of then and prospective 

Soviet capabilities the action proposed to be taken under then-ex- 
isting programs and plans was dangerously inadequate, in both 
timing and scope. It pointed out: 

a. That unless those programs and plans were strengthened and expedited, America would be vulnerable within the years 1954- 1955 to a surprise atomic attack by the Soviets. 
b. That we must organize and enlist the energies and resources of the free world in a positive program for peace, or we will lose positions of vital interest throughout the world and become isolat- ed. | 
c. That this change in emphasis will be costly and involve signifi- cant domestic financial and economic adjustments. 
d. That the only means short of war which may eventually force the Kremlin to abandon its present course of action and to negoti- ate acceptable agreements on issues of major importance, is a rapid and sustained build-up of the political, economic, and military strength of the free world. | 
e. That we must have an affirmative program, beyond the solely defensive one of countering the threat posed by the Soviet Union. | 

_6. The premise of this paper is not really different from that of 
NSC 20/4: if we and the other free peoples get strong enough, 
quick enough, we may be able to deter the USSR from making war and live with the Soviets until they change their ways. | 
NSC 1385/3 

1. The latest reappraisal of U.S. objectives and strategy was ap- 
proved on 9/25/52 as NSC 1835/3. This paper, which states that no 
fundamental departures from the conclusions of the NSC 20 and 
NSC 68 Series are required, is summarized below:
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If and when the Soviets deem themselves capable of defeating | 

the United States without serious risk to their own regime, they 

will probably initiate general war. They will also initiate general 

war if they become convinced that the West is about to attack | 

them. 
Although there is continuing danger of general war, the most im- : 

mediate danger facing the United States is that a progressive and | 

cumulative loss of positions of importance to the United States | 

(either as a result of deterioration within the free nations or of | 

communist cold war actions or ‘a process involving both) could | 

eventually reduce the United States, snort of general war, to an 

isolated ané critically vulnerable position. 

The Soviet orbit has formidable and growing military, economic, | 

and political capabilities, including in particular an atomic capabil- | 

ity and a possible thermonuclear capability, which will become suf- | 

ficient in the next few years to damage critically the United States 

and its allies. Conversely, the USSR is vulnerable to our own devel- 

oping atomic capabilities. | 

The United States and its allies have also notably improved their 

security position since Korea. The U.S. stockpile of atomic bombs 

will increase absolutely more rapidly than the Soviet. The United 

States may soon have a thermonuclear weapon. The free world still 

| enjoys a very substantial superiority in basic productive potential 

over the Soviet orbit. The orbit, however, is willing and able to 

| devote a higher proportion of its resources to war purposes than 

2 the free world. 
| 

| The development of Soviet production potential, together with | 

| the increasingly destructive power available to both sides, make it 

| impossible for the free world to assign the same weight as in the 

past to the economic potential as the determining factor in final 

| - victory. 
| | 

| an 

In the light of these factors, the strongest deterrent to general 

war will be the achievement and maintenance by the free world of 

| such an over-all position of strength that the Soviets will not take 

the risk of challenging it. 
| 

Although genuine progress has been made in Western Europe, 

/ further efforts by these countries and further U.S. assistance will 

be required to overcome the adverse factors and to assure Europe’s 

: progress toward stability and the achievement of collective defense. 

| Present and threatened communist aggression and subversion in 

the Far East and Middle East pose immediate dangers to the free 

| world. Adequate measures to cope with the situations in these two 

| ares are not provided by current programs, priorities, and force 

evels. 

: In short, it appears that the ability of the free world to maintain 

its position and progress toward its objectives would increasingly 

depend upon (a) its capacity to stand firm against Soviet political 

warfare, (b) its willingness and ability to commit appropriate forces
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and matériel for limited objectives, and (c) its ability to develop greater stability in peripheral and other areas. Outside the Soviet orbit there is need for increased and more se- _ lective political warfare operations by the U.S. and its allies, and for a reexamination of international trade policies. Against the orbit itself the free world should intensify its efforts to weaken Kremlin control over the satellites and the military potential of the Soviet System, while not overestimating the effectiveness of such activities and carefully weighing the risks involved. 

| Ill. | 
If, in conclusion, the free world develops and maintains such over-all strength that the Soviet orbit cannot further expand its power, geographically or politically, the internal conflicts of the Soviet totalitarian system should themselves cause a retraction and decay of Soviet power. No time limit can be set for achieving this objective. oe 

| | However, in view of the dangers and difficulties facing us in the next few years, a reexamination of the adequacy of current U.S. national security programs, from the standpoint of size, relative priority, and allocation, is required. 
NSC 141 

| 
8. In pursuance of the direction in NSC 135/ 3, the Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, and Director for Mutual Security sub- mitted, on January 19, 1958, a report on their reexamination of the adequacy of the current US. security programs (NSC 141). This paper was based upon approved national security objectives stated in the NSC 135, 114, 2 68 and 20 Series. As directed by the Presi- dent, it concerned only allocation of our resources under current programs. 

9. The general level of security programs. A general increase in world security outlays over the next few years is required to reach a level of expenditure which must then be maintained over a long term before our objectives are attained. U.S. programs should be increased selectively, with more resources applied to the following two in particular: oe 
| a. To provide as a matter of urgency substantially larger US. programs for the military and civil defenses of the continental United States, in order to reduce U.S. vulnerability to increasing Soviet atomic capabilities; and , | b. To expand military and economic aid to the Middle and Far East, in order to increase the free world’s capacity to deter or counter local communist aggression without reliance solely on the threat of general war. 

* For text of NSC 114/ 3, June 5, 1952, see p. 20. 

, ‘ |
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Because of limited capability for covert operations against the , 

Soviet system, however, there should be no further increase at | 

present in the allocation of resources to such operations. | . 

10. Distribution of resources between U.S. and other military i 

forces. The increase in continental U.S. military and civil defense : 

programs must come from new resources, to avoid diversion from : 

the build-up of our land, sea, and air offensive readiness, which is 

our best present defense. aE 

_ Additional intensive research and development in active defense 

isclearly needed. 
re , 

Care should be taken in passive defense to minimize fear and to 

avoid wasting resources in areas not likely to be attacked. Howev- 

er, as U.S. forces reach planned levels of readiness, a growing 

share of U.S. military end-items should be allocated to our allies. 

Allocation and delivery abroad should be governed by the recipi- 

ent’s ability to use and maintain the material effectively. 

Moderate increases should go to the Middle East and South Asia 

for local forces, and substantially larger amounts to the Far East. 

No attempt should be made for a general upward revision of 

| present NATO programs, but gaps like air defense and ammunition 

‘shortages should be filled. However, any attempts to whittle down 

and postpone NATO goals should be resisted. Steady progress 

should be sought, and U.S. commitments regularly fulfilled. | 

To permit these increases in foreign military aid, US. war re- | 

serves must continue to be available, on the grounds that the 

1 strain on U.S. forces cannot be reduced nor a U.S. strategic reserve 

reconstituted until other free world forces are strengthened. | | 

11. Relationship of military and economic aid. Extraordinary 

economic measures will continue to be necessary to fill the world’s 

, dollar needs. 7 ae | | 

| Urgent action is required to reduce US. trade barriers to im- 

ports, but this and other classical remedies cannot alone be expect- 

ed to increase the world’s supply of dollars enough to make possi- 

| ble a multilateral trading system based on convertible currencies 

: and non-discriminatory trade. Private and public capital should be 

\ encouraged to flow abroad. | ey 

| With public funds grants-in-aid should be extended to countries. 

| like Greece, Turkey, Korea, and later Pakistan and Vietnam, 

where the local military burden is such that the only alternative to 

financial aid is an increased requirement for U.S. troops. The spe- 

cial economic difficulties of Austria and Formosa will also require 

| grant aid. 
| 

For private funds new forms of intergovernmental financing of 

investment should be developed where there is a reasonable chance © 

| - for repayment, but difficulty in foreign exchange. | | 

|
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Military assistance to NATO countries, as well as to Germany and Japan, will have to be continued beyond 1955. Off-shore pro- curement in these instances will alleviate the balance of payments problem. 

In general, however, there should be flexibility to shift funds among areas and between military and economic uses. 
12. Distribution of resources by area. The NATO area requires no upward revision of programs. 
Modest increases in economic and military aid should be allocat- _ ed to Iran, Egypt, India, and Pakistan, however, for political stabili- ty and internal security. In this Middle Eastern area aid programs should be guided by the estimate that the threat there is a cold war threat, since an armed attack on the area could be made only by Soviet forces and is highly unlikely except as a phase of general war. | | 
In the Far East substantially larger allocations of U.S. resources should be made at once to Indochina, Korea, Japan, and Formosa. Such increases should provide indigenous military forces for inter- nal stability, for resistance to Chinese communist aggression, and for a withdrawal of some Western forces to more Strategic posi- tions. Additional economic programs are needed also in the Far | East to stimulate production of raw materials and foodstuffs as a means of strengthening the economic base of the whole free world. | 13. No conclusion has been reached as to the extent to which these programs should be undertaken in the event additional re- sources are not made available for our continental U.S. military and civil defenses. Our capability for projecting our power abroad must not be sacrificed by concentrating too heavily on the purely defensive aspects of security should general war occur. 

14. While the specific additional programs Suggested herein would require some increase in total security outlays in the imme- diate future, the extent to which, if at all, they would involve, after FY 1954, an absolute increase in such outlays to a rate greater than that projected for FY 1954 cannot be calculated on the basis of evidence now available. | 

[Enclosure c] | 

SOME MaJor QUESTIONS RAISED BY A REVIEW oF APPROVED 
NATIONAL SEcurIty Po.ictgs 

1. How far can we reduce Soviet power and influence without ac- cepting grave risks of general war?
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9. If we continue to contain Soviet power and build free world 

strength, will an unbearable stalemate ensue? — 

8 Can we reduce Soviet power and influence without deliberate 

subversion behind the iron curtain? 

A. Do existing policies sufficiently weigh or consider the vulnera- | 

bilities of the Kremlin regime (such as the indigestive results of 

swallowing such large areas and populations so rapidly), or the psy- 

chological aspects related thereto? ) 

5. Should we support any government, even though totalitarian, | 

provided only that it is independent of Soviet control and influence; | 

or should we work only with “democratic” groups? | 

6. Under existing policies and programs will we ever be strong | 

enough to negotiate a lasting agreement? What are the conditions, 

short of unconditional surrender, on which we would settle? Is 

there any acceptable temporary accommodation short of ultimate 

settlement? 
| | 

7. Can the free world with U.S. leadership, develop an interna- 

| - tional trade and financial pattern which will eliminate the necessi- 

| ty for U.S. aid or for trade with the Soviet bloc? 

| 8, Despite our offensive capability, are we carrying out adequate 

! programs for defense against atomic attack? - 

/ 9. In case of general war what conditions, if any, should be 

placed upon the use of atomic weapons? Under what circum- 

stances, short of general war, might atomic weapons be employed? 

10. Do we still believe that the Soviets shun war: a 

| a. Because they believe they can gain their ends otherwise? 

b. Because of our retaliatory power? | 

11. Should we devote additional resources to carry out our exist- 

ing policies effectively? | | 

| 12. Should we reallocate our existing resources among the varl- 

ous security programs? How? OO 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (civil defense)” 
a 

~ Memorandum by Carlton Savage of the Policy Planning Staff 

TOP SECRET - [WASHINGTON,] February 10, 1953. 

| CoNTINENTAL DEFENSE | 

During January 1953, three documents were placed before the 

- Executive Branch of the Government which point up continental 

defense, civil and military, as the Achilles heel of our national se- 

curity. 
|
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The three documents are the NSC 141, 1 the East River report, 2 and the report of the Panel of Consultants on Disarmament. ® The first was prepared in the Government after months of deliberation and with widespread participation in State, Defense (including JCS), and MSA. The second was prepared for the Government bya large number of private citizens working over a period of almost two years. The third was prepared by two scientists, two educators, and the newly appointed director of CIA. 
The impact of these three studies, taken together, is powerful. They treat of a number of subjects but they converge with striking unanimity on one: continental defense. They convincingly corrobo- rate President Eisenhower’s statement that the United States stands in greater peril today than at any time in our history. They are not alarmist, yet they stand as a warning that if we do not heed the counsel they contain, we could eventually lose our exist- ence as a free nation. . | NSC 141 concludes that our present capability to defend conti- nental United States from atomic attack is extremely limited; that probably 65-85 per cent of the atomic bombs launched by the Soviet Union could be delivered on targets in the United States; that the Soviet Union wil] possess in the period 1954-1955 a capa- bility to make an air attack on the United States which could rep- resent a blow of “critical proportions”; that a continuation of our continental defense programs, civil and military, at the level of present appropriations involves critical risks; and that basic to the attainment of our objectives is allocation of large “additional” re- sources to civil and military defense of the continent. The word “additional” is used to indicate that this assignment of resources should not be at the expense of other U’S. security programs. 

The East River report emphasizes that an adequate USS. civil de- fense program cannot be developed without the adoption of mili- tary measures sufficient to make it manageable; that means should be developed for detecting an airborne enemy attack at a distance of no less than 2,000 miles from U.S. continental limits; that we should establish interception and defense in depth in support of the outer warning network with the mission of essentially complete in- | terception and kills so that local defense need deal only with leak- age through the defensive net. The East River report estimates that thirty atomic bombs dropped without warning on the most in- viting industrial targets in the United States could result in | 
" For extracts from NSC 141, see p. 209. 

| * Regarding Project East River, see footnote 2, p. 20. | . | * For documentation on the establishment of the Panel of Consultants on Disar- mament of the Department of State in April 1952, and the subsequent issuing of a report by this Panel, see pp. 845 ff. | !
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25,000,000 casualties if the attack came at night, with losses much 

greater from a daytime attack. It sets out 246 recommendations of 

measures considered appropriate for the defense of continental 

United States. Pe oe | 

The Panel of Consultants on Disarmament reported to the Secre- 

tary of State that in the course of their work no problem forced 

itself upon them more insistently and regularly than that of the 

defense of continental United States; that the intensive U.S. preoc- 

cupation with the development ‘of massive capability of atomic 

attack is not matched by any corresponding concern for U.S. de- 

fense in case of a Soviet attack here; that there is an altogether 

insufficient emphasis on the importance of the atomic bomb as a 

Soviet weapon and upon the fact that no matter how many bombs | 

we may be making, the Soviet Union may fairly soon have enough 

to threaten the destruction of our whole society. The Panel believes 

| that this situation results partly from the pattern of our previous 

atomic decisions, partly from the natural impact of the sound mili- 

| tary doctrine of the offensive, and partly from the simple but un- 

| pleasant fact that the atomic bomb works both ways. In summary, 

| the Panel considers it plain that “there is every reason to proceed 

| with greatly intensified efforts of continental defense” ss” 

| A careful study of these three documents prepared by civil and 

military authorities, by scientists and businessmen and educators, 

| compels the conclusion that not only should something substantial 

| be done about continental defense but it should be done as a 

| matter of great urgency. Our Republic cannot survive if we do not 

| protect our citizens and our industrial base from atomic blows of 

| critical proportions. Time is in fact of the essence. And the urgency 

| of the situation receives added emphasis when we look ahead to 

| Soviet development of the hydrogen bomb and of inter-continental 

i guided missiles. | | | a 

| Our vulnerability in this particular aspect of national security 

| has especial meaning in our foreign relations. As long as continen- 

tal United States is vulnerable to an atomic attack which could — 

| result in 25,000,000 or more civilian casualties and in crippling 

| damage to our industrial plant, our choice of action in the conduct 

! of foreign relations is drastically narrowed and our ability to act 

| with vigor and decisiveness gravely reduced. This is the case even 

| though we have the retaliatory capability of meting out terrible 

| punishment in the homeland of the attacker. * | ‘, 

4 A handwritten notation on the source text following the close of this sentence 

reads: “On the other hand, a decrease in the vulnerability of the American bastion, 

| through continental defense, would have a deterrent effect on the Soviet Union.”
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The three documents mentioned in this memorandum are espe- cially powerful in their persuasion when taken together. They point to the necessity of the Executive preparing a program for continental defense with vigor and urgency. Meanwhile, because the gravity of this situation is not generally realized on Capitol Hill, the Congress or at least its leadership should be briefed on the problem. There are several reasons for this: (1) it would be in line with the established procedure of Executive-Legislative cooperation in the development of policy; (2) it would enable the Executive to obtain sound counsel from the Congress; (3) it would amount to a sharing of constitutional responsibility in this matter of grave con- cern to the future of our Nation. The urgency for consultation with members of the Congress—even before an Executive program is fully developed—is that in fairness to them, they should be exposed to this danger in our national security before they go far in making commitments to antithetical propositions. | 
President Eisenhower has laid down in his inaugural address the attitude that should guide the N ational leadership as well as the rank and file in matters of this nature: “We must be willing, indi- vidually and as a nation, to accept whatever sacrifices may be re- quired of us. A people that values its privileges above its principles soon loses both.” 5 | 

° The inaugural address delivered by President Eisenhower on Jan. 20, 1958 is printed in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisen- hower, 1953 (Government Printing Office, 1960), pp. 1-8. 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (civil defense)” 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Carlton Savage of the Policy 
| Planning Staff } | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, February 1 1, 1953. 
Subject: “Counterchange” | we 
Participants: State Dept. | 

Mr. Nolting—G | | 
Mr. Arneson—S/AE 7 | 
Mr. Savage—S/P | 
Dept. of Defense 
Major Lombardo—USAF 

Major Lombardo handed us the fina] report of the 1952 Summer Study Group dealing with continental defense and, more particu- 

' The source text indicates that Savage drafted this memorandum on Feb. 13, and | that copies were sent to N. olting, Arneson, and Lombardo.
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larly, with distant early warning system.” This report calls for a 

line of radar stations in the far North to give distant early warning 

of the approach of enemy aircraft. Major Lombardo said that this | 

proposal has been severely criticized by the Rand Corporation and : 

is not acceptable to the Army, Navy and Air Force. These three De- 

partments favor the establishment of an early warning line at ap- . 

proximately the 60th Parallel. They are against the line further | 

north, proposed by the Summer Study Group, fer three reasons: 

(1) There would be several gaps in the line which could not be 

closed; (2) This line would be too susceptible to “spoofing”; (3) It 

would not be possible to back up the line with fighter aircraft. _ : 

Major Lombardo explained that the line of the 60th Parallel 
would not be subject to these disadvantages. Furthermore, he said, 

the Canadians would cooperate in the establishment of this line, 

whereas they would not in establishing the far North line, and ob- 

viously their cooperation is indispensable. 

Major Lombardo said, in answer to a question, that the Air Force 

believes it would be possible thus to carry out the terms of the 

Policy Statement of December 31, 1952. * The line along Parallel 60 : 

would provide 3 % to 4 hours warning and could be completed by 

December 13, 1955, the target date set in the Statement of Policy. 

He said that the next moves in this project, ‘““Counterchange”, : 

will be: (1) construction of two stations on Canadian soil as soon as 

permission is given, which we understand will be very soon; (2) the 

Air Force will study the report of the Kelly Committee which is | 

due at the end of this month; (3) we must agree with the Canadians 

on the precise location of the line expected to be in the general 

region of the 60th Parallel. + 

2 Not printed. | | oe | | 

3 The Policy Statement of Dec. 31, 1952 was issued as NSC 139; it is scheduled for : 

publication in volume VI. | | 

4In an unaddressed memorandum dated Feb. 17, Savage wrote that at that time : 

“Probably 65-85 per cent of the atomic bombs launched by the Soviet Union could 

be delivered on target in the United States,” and he added that the national civil | 

defense “is estimated to be only ten to fifteen per cent effective at the present time, 

and a continuation of present programs will no more than double this effectiveness 

by the end of 1954.” In order to achieve adequate continental defense, new programs 

involving investments for additional fighter interceptors, anti-aircraft artillery, 

guided missiles, hunter-killer naval anti-submarine groups, small radar installations 

for low altitude coverage, radar picket ships, and the like would be needed. A copy 

of this memorandum is in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (civil defense)”.



236 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME IT 
Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 7 a - Cos 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 131st Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Wednesday, February 11, 1953 } 

[Extract] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 131st meeting of the Council were The President 
of the United States, presiding, The Vice President of the United 
States, the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the Di- 
rector for Mutual Security. Also present were the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman, Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the Acting Director of Central Intelligence, the Ad- 
ministrative Assistant to the President for National Security Mat- 
ters, the Military Liaison Officer, the Executive Secretary, NSC, 
and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. | 

There follows a general account of the main positions taken and 
the chief points made at this meeting. oe | 

6. Review of Basic National Security Policies (NSC 20/4; NSC 68/2; 
NSC 135/38; NSC 141; Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, 
same subject, dated February 6, 1958 2) | 

Mr. Cutler explained the several briefs which had been provided 
as a basis for discussion of this item, and recapitulated the position 
of the previous administration as being peaceful coexistence with a 
Soviet Union which had changed to some degree its character. 

The President explained to the Council the value of NSC 141 as a 
legacy from three important members of the previous administra- 
tion who had no personal interest in having its proposals adopted. 
From this point the President went on to state that the great prob- 
lem before his administration was to discover a reasonable and re- 
spectable posture of defense. If we can find such a level it may be 
possible to secure the money and resources necessary to enable the 
world to reach a decent economic position. In short, it may be pos- 
sible to figure out a preparedness program that will give us a re- 
spectable position without bankrupting the nation. | 

Secretary Humphrey stated very emphatically his belief that 
from now on out this Government must pay its way, and that all | 
major policy recommendations should be accompanied by an esti- 

mate of how much it will cost to execute them. Moreover, it was 

highly desirable that an estimate be prepared of just what re- 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Feb. 12. 

2 For Lay’s memorandum, see p. 223; concerning the various National Security 
Council papers under reference, see footnote 1 to that memorandum.
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sources will be available from tax sources to this Government over 
the next ten years. Such an estimate was necessary before we could . 
decide on these major programs for national security. For his part, | 
Secretary Humphrey stated that our “take” in goods and services 
is already over the limit. mee i 

Mr. Stassen seemed not to agree with this latter statement, and 

pointed out the capacity of the American economy to expand and | 

to meet the obligations imposed upon it. - | | 

Mr. Cutler suggested that the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Director of the Budget provide a written statement of their position | 
in this respect, since it would enormously facilitate the labors of 
the NSC Staff in the process of revising national security policy ) 
and programs. | | 

| The National Security Council: | | : 

- Discussed the subject on the basis of the documents transmitted 
by the reference memorandum, and agreed to continue discussion 
at the next meeting of the Council. * a | 

: S. EVERETT GLEASON 

3 This paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 712. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 

lot 66 D 95, “NSC Record of Actions”) For further information on the continuing 
review of national security policy during the early winter and spring of 1953, see 
the editorial note, p. 244. | : 

S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Admin., 1950-54” 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Nitze) to 
| | the Under Secretary of State (Smith) 

SECRET | WasHincton, February 12, 1953. 
Subject: Organization and Functions of the Policy Planning Staff 

The Policy Planning Staff was established in May of 1947 by a 
Departmental! Order which defined its functions as follows: 

“(1) Formulating and developing, for the consideration and ap- 
proval of appropriate officials of the Department, long-term pro- 
grams for the achievement of American foreign-policy objectives. 

“(2) Anticipating problems which the Department may encounter 
in the discharge of its mission. | 

(3) Undertaking studies and preparing reports on broad politico- 
military problems which the Department may submit for consider- _ 

: ation by SWNCC, the Committee of Three,! or other similar 
bodies. — | : | 

1 Reference is to the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee which, prior to the 
establishment of the National Security Council in July 1947 was one of the chief 
policy coordinating and recommendatory bodies in the Executive Branch. Reorga- 

Continued
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“(4) Examining, independently or upon reference by the Secreta- 
ry or the Under Secretary, problems and developments affecting 
United States foreign policy in order to evaluate the adequacy of 
current policy and making advisory recommendations pertaining 
thereto. : | 
Stas Coordinating planning activities within the Department of 

ate. 
“In the discharge of the above functions, the Policy Planning 

Staff has no operational responsibility and will not issue directives, 
instructions, etc., to the operational organizations of the Depart- 
ment or to missions in the field. However, in order to insure a real- 
istic basis for planning close contact shall be maintained between 
the Staff and operational organizations; and the latter shall be re- 
sponsible for keeping the Staff informed of their planning activi- 
ies. 

The Staff consists of a Director, a Deputy Director, ten members 

(at present there are nine) and an Executive Secretary. (A list of 

the present members is attached as an Annex.) 2 

With the creation of the National Security Council and the unifi- 
cation of the Services that resulted in the creation of the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff with a Joint 
Staff, much of the work of the Policy Planning Staff has centered 

on political and political-military problems that cut across the re- 
sponsibilities of various bureaus within the Department or of vari- 

ous departments of the Government and involve matters requiring 

the attention of officers having general experience rather than spe- 

cialists in particular areas and fields. 

An example of the continuing work of the Policy Planning Staff 

on problems that embrace all aspects of our national power and 

purposes is the series of NSC papers beginning with NSC 20/4 and 
proceeding through NSC 68, NSC 114, NSC 135, and most recently 
NSC 141. These papers were largely generated by the State Depart- 

~ ment through the Policy Planning Staff, working in collaboration 
with the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff organization. Coordination with other interested Government 

agencies was achieved in the Senior Staff of the NSC and in the | 
National Security Council itself. This series of papers deals with 

the broad questions of the building of strength in the free world, 

the retraction of Soviet power and influence, and the possibilities 

for combatting local aggression and meeting general war, if it 

should come. Officers who are familiar with atomic energy and 

nized in 1947, SWNCC continued to meet through 1949. The Committee of Three, 

comprised of the Secretaries of State, War, and Navy met periodically through 1947 
to discuss on a more informal level ongoing policy problems. For information on the 
National Security legislation of 1947, see the editorial note in Foreign Relations, 
1947, vol. 1, p. 760. 

2 Not printed.
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military matters on a continuing basis, the whole field of foreign ) 

policy purposes and the range of available means, are essential to 

the development of these papers relating to strategic objectives and | 

recommendations for the appropriate allocation of resources. Such | 

officers, of course, must prepare the material with the assistance of 

specialists in particular areas and fields. | 

Apart from close working relationships with the Military Estab- | 

lishment required in the preparation of broad NSC policy papers, : 

the Director and members of the Policy Planning Staff have been : 

closely associated with the Deputy Under Secretary, Mr. Matthews, 7 

in the increasingly wide consultation between the State Depart- : 

ment and the Defense Establishment. This consultation includes | 

weekly meetings with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, frequent discussions 

with the Joint Strategic Survey Committee and various committees 

of the Joint Staff, as well as close and continuing relationships | 

with Mr. Frank Nash and the Office of the Secretary of Defense. In 

addition, the Director and members of the Policy Planning Staff | 

meet on a weekly basis with the representatives of the Director of | 

the Mutual Security, the Mutual Security Agency, and the Defense 

Establishment to discuss foreign aid and foreign economic matters; | 

participate in the work of the Atomic Energy Subcommittee of the 

NSC Senior Staff, the Joint State-Defense conversations with the | 

representatives of the British Government and somewhat similar 

conversations with the Canadian Government; and are in touch 

with the work of such outside groups as the Center for Internation- | 

al Studies at M.LT., the “East River” project, and the Panel of Dis- 

armament Consultants. | 

It is by these means that a planning staff can develop the gener- 

al information and background which serve to focus a wide range 

of interests on the problems of foreign policy. | | 

While the greater part of the time of the Policy Planning Staff 

members is spent on the matters I have mentioned above, the work 

of the Staff also includes the preparation, in collaboration with the 

geographic bureaus in the Department, of NSC papers that relate 

to specific countries or areas. The most recent of these papers cover 

Berlin, South-East Asia, Latin America and Iran. The Policy Plan- 

ning Staff also prepares papers for use inside the Department on 

such questions (to select a few recent ones) as alternatives to the 

European Defense Community should the EDC treaty fail of ratifi- 

cation, the use of the United Nations as a forum for the discussion 

of such problems as Tunisia and Morocco, and the distinctions in 

foreign policy between intentions, aims and objectives. 

The Policy Planning Staff prepares other material for Depart- 

mental use in connection with international conferences and nego- 

tiations, for example: meetings of the Council of Foreign Ministers,
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the NATO Council, tripartite conferences with the UK and France, | 
and negotiations on the Middle East Defense Organization, the 
Suez Canal Zone and the Sudan, the Korean truce talks and the 
Iranian Oil dispute. 

A further function of the Staff, which arose from the general 
background its members have developed, involved the preparation 
and checking of important Departmental and Presidential speeches 
and statements and the writing of outlines for use in Congressional 
presentations requiring a general discussion of foreign policy. 

These, I think, are the general categories in which the Staff’s 
work has fallen in the past. The Director and individual members 
keep themselves informed on developments in particular areas and 
fields and participate in a variety of discussions, meetings and com- 
mittees in the Department. Without such contact with the operat- 
ing divisions, planning could easily become unrealistic and lead to 
policy planning papers that merely constituted a set of desirable 
aims rather than purposes achievable within the limits of means. 

So far as recommendations with respect to the Policy Planning 
Staff are concerned, I think what I have said in this memorandum 
will indicate that I regard the continuance of a Planning Staff as 
an important element in the State Department contribution to the 
formulation of national policy and as an important device for pro- 
viding, within the Department, assistance in a variety of matters 
that do not fall wholly within the province of specialists. 

The one specific recommendation I would like to suggest con- 
cerns the participation of the Department and the Policy Planning 
Staff in the work of the NSC. I am sure that a good deal can be 
done to improve the functioning of the NSC, but I doubt whether 
any reorganization of the NSC will diminish by much the necessity 
for staff work on national policy in the State and Defense Depart- 
ments. | | 

| During the past two years, the Counselor of the Department has 
represented the Department on the NSC Senior Staff. The Counsel- 
or’s assistants have served as his alternates on the Senior Staff and 
as his representatives on the group known as the NSC Staff Assist- 
ants. The Policy Planning Staff, however, has continued to origi- 
nate papers for submission to the Council or to review and revise 
proposed NSC papers originated elsewhere in the Department. 

The difficulty in this arrangement arises from the fact that the 
responsibility of the Policy Planning Staff, which has been inti- 

mately involved in the preparation of the papers, cuts off at the 

point that the papers are submitted to the Council and it does not 

participate in the work of the Senior Staff or the NSC Staff Assist- 
ants. It would be possible, of course, to alter this arrangement by 

combining the functions of the Counselor and the Director of the
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Policy Planning Staff or by assigning the NSC responsibility to the | 
Planning Staff and giving the Counselor other functions. Perhaps 

one of these two alternatives would be desirable. | 

| I am inclined to believe, however, that there are merits in 

having some division of responsibilities that should be retained. 

First, there is the advantage of having available two principal offi- 
cers of the Department who can be used by the Secretary in deal- 
ing with the wide variety of matters that require a generalized 

background and ability and involve interdepartmental and inter- 

governmental discussion and conferences. Second, the work of the — 

NSC Senior Staff consumes a very great deal of time and would se- 

riously limit the attention that one officer could give to the other 

necessary functions of the Policy Planning Staff. I say this on the 

basis of personal experience, since I served on the NSC Senior Staff 

for some time prior to the assignment of the function to the Coun- 

gelorin 1951. : 

I believe the advantages of the present division of responsibility 

can be retained and the present difficulties largely obviated by a — 

less drastic change in the arrangements. If the Counselor had as 

his alternate on the Senior Staff and as his representatives on the 

NSC Staff Assistants, members of the Policy Planning Staff who 

had been directly involved in the preparation of the papers submit- 

ted by the Department then the process of completing papers for 

the consideration of the Council itself would be a continuing rather 

than a broken one, and the work of the Policy Planning Staff 

would be carried on in the light of full information about the views 

of other agencies represented on the NSC and expressed in discus- 

sions in that forum. | | 
In its work with NSC papers and in its other functions, the 

Policy Planning Staff's effectiveness and utility depend, of course, 

on the degree to which the Secretary and the Under Secretary find 

in such an organization a means of increasing the depth of thought 

and attention given to policy matters and the degree to which the 

Director and Deputy Director are in a position to reflect in their 
guidance of the Staff the assumptions on which the administration 

wishes policy to be planned. Oo 

| oe | oe P.H.N.
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S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Admin., 1950-54” 

Memorandum by the Counselor (Bohlen) to the Under Secretary of 
State (Smith) 1_ 

SECRET | WASHINGTON, February 16, 1953. 

Mr. Nitze has sent me a copy of his memorandum to you of Feb- 
ruary 12 regarding the Policy Planning Staff because it contains 
certain comments and recommendations concerning State’s repre- 

sentation on the NSC Senior Staff which in the past was handled 
by this office. | 

My only comment on S/P organization is to endorse most hear- 
tedly the importance of its continuance with possibly some further 

clarification as to its functions and responsibilities. 

Before proceeding to the recommendations as to the future orga- 

nization of NSC work in the Department, I think it should be 

stated that under the past procedures I do not think from my expe- 
rience that the difficulties in this work arose from the fact “that 
the responsibility of the Policy Planning Staff, which has been inti- 
mately involved in the preparation of the papers, cuts off at the 

point that the papers are submitted to the Council and it does not 

participate in the work of the Senior Staff or the NSC Staff 
Assistants.” | 

_ The chief problem in the NSC work has not been the discussions 
in the Senior Staff or the absence of participation therein by mem- 
bers of S/P. In the first place, it is standard practice for the Coun- 

selor or his deputy to take with him the officers who have in the 

first instance worked on the preparation of the papers, which has 

by no means always been the Policy Planning Staff. 

The chief deficiency of the previous arrangement was rather the 

difficulty in obtaining expeditiously a State Department position | 
for discussion in the Senior Staff. Once that was done there were 
no special difficulties that I recall in working the matter out with 
the other Departments represented on the Senior Staff which 

_ would have been materially eased by the participation of S/P in 
the work of the Senior Staff or the NSC Staff Assistants. It is for 
this reason I am not convinced that if the representation on the 

Senior Staff is left to the Counselor’s office that the Counselor’s al- 
ternate on the Senior Staff and his representatives on the Senior 
Staff Assistants be members of the Policy Planning Staff. In fact, I 
believe this would set up a system of dual authority which would 
be a complicating factor. The Counselor’s assistants in the NSC 

1 Copies to Matthews and Nitze. ,
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work would at the same time be under the direction of the Director 

of the Policy Planning Staff and the Counselor. 

It seems to me that the issue is clear. If the argument is made, 

which indeed has merit, that a division of responsibility is desira- : 

ble in the NSC work, then I would think the past procedures and 

organizational relationships could be maintained with very little ) 

change. 7 - 

I think there are powerful arguments in logic and good adminis- | 

tration for centering the entire NSC work in the Policy Planning 

Staff. Under this setup: | 

(1) The Senior State Member would be the Director of S/P; 

(2) S/P would have primary responsibility for the preparation of 7 

all NSC papers in consultation with the geographic and other of- : 

fices of the Department, and in certain problems relating only to 2 

one geographic area or one functional office the initial drafting i 

could be assigned by S/P to that office; 
(3) The Director of S/P or his deputy would represent the De- 

partment in regard to any papers where the original drafting was | 

to be by an interdepartmental committee; | 

(4) An NSC Policy Group might be set up under the chairman- ) 

ship of the Deputy Under Secretary of State, with the participation 

of the Director of S/P, the Counselor and such Assistant Secretar- : 

ies as may be appropriate for the subject, in order to ensure that a | 

paper, before it went to the Senior Staff, represents, in general, the | 

position of the Department of State as a whole and not just one sec- 

tion thereof, i.e., S/P. : 

(5) This same group, with the addition of the Under Secretary 

and such other officers as he might designate, would be a body to 

advise the Secretary prior to final action by the National Security 

Council itself. It is believed that this mechanism would greatly ex- 

pedite the preparation of papers in the Department of State and , 

would ensure continuity between preparation and handling in the 

| Senior Staff and that any papers going to the Senior Staff repre- 

sented, in effect, Departmental positions. | 

The only drawback is the one mentioned in Mr. N itze’s memo- 

randum that the Senior Staff meetings are extremely time consum- 

ing, but perhaps greater use could be made in these meetings of 

the Deputy Director of S/P to sit for State—a procedure which Mr. 

Nash in Defense has very frequently used in connection with 

Senior Staff meetings. | a | 

The foregoing suggestions concerning a possibly improved organi- 

zation of State’s representation and handling of NSC matters is ob- 

viously based upon the present functions of the National Security 

Council itself. Should the National Security Council be reorganized 

in any material sense, this would, of course, affect the entire prob- 

lem of State representation. a
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_ Kditorial Note =——— 

Throughout February and early March 1953, the National Secu- | 
rity Council continued the review of basic national security policies 
in relation to their costs begun at the 131st meeting on February 
11 (for a memorandum of discussion, see page 236). Briefings were 
given by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and letters con- 
cerning the costs of policies were exchanged between the Director 

_and the Secretary of the Treasury. Documentation on these activi- 
_ ties is in the Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman 

file, “NSC Minutes”, and in S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 142 
Series. a 

At the 134th meeting of the NSC on February 25, the Council in 
Action No. 726-b “Agreed that each department and agency should 
review the figures on its program” for the current fiscal year; and 
in Action No. 726-c “Decided to establish an ad hoc committee of 
civilian consultants to the National Security Council to study and 
advise the Council on basic national security policies and programs _ 
in relation to their costs’. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 
95, “Records of Action by the National Security Council, 1953’) © 

At the 135th meeting of the NSC on March 4, the Council took 
Action No. 730 as follows: | SE gas | 

“a. Agreed that the initial visit to Washington of the [Civilian] 
Consultants for this subject [review of national security policies in 
relation to costs] should be chiefly for briefing purposes, and they 

_ should then be asked to return at a later date to give their reac- 
tions to the preliminary views of the Council members when more 
fully developed. | 

““b. Noted a statement by the Director, Bureau of the Budget, re- 
garding the assumptions underlying the budget outlook, and pro- 
posing the following assumptions as a basis for considering the se- 
curity effects of approaching a balanced budget in FY 1954 and | 
achieving a balanced budget in FY 1955: —™” | 

“(1) That reductions in security programs other than mili- 
tary and mutual security will amount to about $.6 billion for — 
each of the two years. This would allow total expenditures for 
those programs of $3.8 billion for 1954 and $3.6 billion for 1955. 

“(2) That expenditures for the mutual security program can 
be held at the 1953 level of $5.5 billion for 1954 and be reduced 
to $4.0 billion for 1955. This would amount to a reduction in 
projected expenditures of $1.9 billion in 1954 and $4.0 billion in - 

(3) That the remaining reduction ($4.3 billion in 1954 and | 
| $9.4 billion in 1955) would be applied to the military program, | 

bringing it to $41.2 billion for 1954 and $34.6 billion in 1955. 

“c. Noted that the Department of Defense and the Office of the 
Director for Mutual Security will submit to the Council by March
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17 statements as to (1) the revisions in their respective programs 
which would be necessary to reduce them to the levels indicated in 
b above, and (2) the effects of these revisions in relation to current- 
ly approved national security policies and objectives.” (S/S-NSC 
(Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “Records of Action by the Nation- 
al Security Council, 1953’’) | | 

S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Admin., 1950-54” | wg | | 

Memorandum for the President by the Special Assistant to the : 
| _ President for National Security Affairs (Cutler) | 

RESTRICTED WASHINGTON, 16 March 1958. 

Subject: Recommendations Regarding the National Security Coun- 
cil | ee 

I submit my recommendations for making the National Security 

~ Council more capable of carrying out effectively its statutory func- 
tions. The principal recommendations are summarized at the end | 
of the attached Report (Part IX). } Sy 

Since 20 January 1953, I have participated in the daily work of 

the Council and its Committees, studied its policy papers and vari- 
ous reports, and held conferences (including three eight-hour 
round-table discussions) with experienced advisers. 

The Council, as top mechanism in Government for aiding in for- 

mulation of security policies, has a policy-planning function and a 

supporting staff function: 

(a) The policy-planning function should be exercised through the 
Council itself, composed of the highest security advisers of the 
President, and through a Planning Board (now called “Senior 
Staff’), composed of top-flight personnel to be appointed by the 
President from the departments and agencies. The President 
should appoint on his White House staff a “Special Assistant for 
National Security Affairs”, who would insure that the President’s | 
views as to policy-planning are carried out, would act as executive 
officer at Council Meetings, and would preside over the Planning 
Board. The persons referred to in (a) would be part of and change 
with the Administration. | | | | 

(b) The supporting staff function should be exercised through a 
high-calibre, permanent Council Staff, not subject to change with 
political change. This permanent Staff would furnish both a neces- | 
sary continuity in highly sensitive matters and also maximum staff 
assistance to the policy-makers. The Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent would supervise, but not be a member of, this permanent | 
Staff. | ee | os 

| 1 Part IX is not printed. -
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I wish to retain on this permanent Staff Mr. Lay and Mr. Glea- 
son, who are devoted, capable, and well-informed. They will provide 

continuity, effectively operate the staff mechanism, and greatly 
help in the policy planning. 

My recommendations call for adding some Staff personnel to per- 
form functions for which no Staff personnel now exist (the six NSC 

Staff “think” personnel being already fully occupied). For a full 
year, carrying out all my recommendations would increase White 
House and Council expense by some $65,000. 

ROBERT CUTLER 

. [Attachment] | 

Report by the Special Assistant to the President for National 

Security Affairs (Cutler) 

RESTRICTED | [ WASHINGTON, | 16 March 1953. 

REPORT OF RECOMMENDATIONS RELATIVE TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
| COUNCIL 

[Here follows a list of the nine parts of the Report.] 

PART I. STATUTORY FUNCTIONS OF THE COUNCIL 

1. The National Security Act of 1947 establishes: (Title I) the Na- 
tional Security Council,* the Central Intelligence Agency, and the 
National Security Resources Board; and (Title II) the National Mili- 
tary Establishment. The preamble to the Act declares “the intent 
of Congress to provide a comprehensive program for the future se- 

curity of the United States; to provide for the establishment of in- 

tegrated policies and procedures for the departments, agencies, and 

functions of the Government relating to the national security. . . .” 

2. Title I of the Act, titled “Coordination for National Security,” 

states the functions of the Council: 

a. “to advise the President with respect to the integration of do- 
mestic, foreign, and military policies relating to the national secu- 
rity so as to enable the military services and the other departments 
and agencies of the Government to cooperate more effectively in 
matters involving the national security.” 

b. to perform “such other functions as the President may direct 
for the purpose of more effectively coordinating the policies and 

* Since the 1949 amendment, the NSC has been a part of the Executive Office of 
the President. [Footnote in the source text. The 1949 “amendment” under reference - 
is P.L. 81-216 (63 Stat. 578), the National Security Act Amendments of 1949, signed 
by President Truman on Aug. 10.] |
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functions of the departments and agencies of the Government re- | 
lating to the national security.” 

c. from time to:time to ‘make such recommendations, and such 

other reports to the President as it seems appropriate or as the | 
President may require.” 

Title I further states that “it shall, subject to the direction of the | 

President, be the duty of the Council: | | | 

a. to assess and appraise the objectives, commitments and risks : 
of the United States in relation to our actual and potential mili- ; 
tary power, in the interest of national security, for the purpose of 

| making recommendations to the President in connection therewith; 
and | 

b. to consider policies on matters of common interest to the de- 
partments and agencies of the Government concerned with the na- 
tional security, and to make recommendations to the President in | 
connection therewith.” | | 

8. Other parts of Title I provide that the Central Intelligence | 
Agency is “under the direction of’ the Council, and that the | 
Atomic Energy Commission may communicate restricted data to 
other nations, provided that the President makes a determination | 

based on a “written recommendation” of the Council. | : 

4. Explicit or implicit in the governing statute are these basic | 

concepts: Se | 

a. NSC deals only with issues affecting the national security; 
b. NSC is advisory; by advice and recommendations to the Presi- 

dent, it aids him to resolve the executive will; 
c. NSC seeks to integrate domestic, foreign, and military policies 

so as to enable Government agencies to cooperate more effectively 
| in national security matters; 

d. NSC acts, according to Presidential direction, to coordinate 
more effectively policies and functions of Government agencies re- 
lating to the national security; | 

e. NSC is concerned with both our actual and our potential mili- 
tary power; | 

f. NSC is not limited to areas of agency agreement; on its own 
initiative, NSC may seek out areas of agency conflict or omission to 
act, so as to present alternative or new courses of action for execu- 
tive decision. | | 

5. The Council is a mechanism to aid the President in formulat- 

ing national security policy. In that area, it should perform what- 

ever functions the President thinks will help him best. It is be- 

lieved that a proper appreciation and application of the foregoing 

concepts will make the NSC operate effectively. No revision of the 

statutory statement of functions is required.
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PART II. THE COUNCIL MACHINERY 

The National Security Council now operates through the follow- 
ing mechanisms: 

1. The Council itself: 

| a. Council Meetings 
b. Special Committee on Atomic Energy— 

Secretary of State, Chairman 
Secretary of Defense a 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission , 

c. Special Committee on COMINT (Supervises USCIB) 
Secretary of State, Chairman | 
Secretary of Defense 
Attorney General (on matters affecting FBI 

d. Ad hoc Committees and Consultants ae | 

2. The Council Staff Organization: | - 
a. The Senior Staff 
b. The Permanent Staff 

3. Advisory Committees appointed by the Council: | | 

a. Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference— | 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Chairman | 
Director of Intelligence, U.S. Army 
Director of Naval Intelligence 
Director of Special Investigations, U.S. Air Force | 
(NSC Representative on Internal Security—adviser) 

b. Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security— 
Special Assistant to the Attorney General, Chairman 
Director, Office of Controls, State Department 
Director, Continental U.S. Defense Planning Group, Depart- 

ment of Defense : | 
Chief Coordinator, Treasury Enforcement Agencies, Treasury 

Department | eee ee 
(NSC Representative on Internal Security—adviser) 

4, Joint Chiefs of Staff: eee | 

a. “principal military advisers” to the NSC - 

, 5. The Central Intelligence Agency: = | 

a. established “under” the Council _ 7 
b. functions “under the direction of’ the Council — 
c. intelligence adviser to the Council © rn 

6. Psychological Strategy Board: | | | | 

a. reports to the Council on its activities and on its evaluation 
| of the national psychological operations, including imple- 

mentation of approved objectives, policies, and programs by 
the departments and agencies concerned.
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_ PART III. MEMBERSHIP IN THE COUNCIL | | : 

1. In order to make possible a genuine exchange of ideas and 
foster free discussion, there should not, as a general rule, be more | 

| than eight persons who have the right formally to participate as 
Council members. This number includes Statutory Members and | 
standing-request and ad hoc Participant Members; but does not in- : 

clude Advisers, Observers, and the Special Assistant to the Presi- _ 
dent for National Security Affairs and NSC Staff Members. , 

2. Statutory Members. An ideal statute would provide that the | ) 
Council should consist of the President, the Vice-President, and | | 

such other Members as the President from time to time might des- 

_ignate. However, in view of legislative history and present circum- : 
stances, it may be practicable to amend the statute only by (a) 
eliminating the provision requiring Senate confirmation of persons : 

additionally designated by the President to the Council, (b) adding 
the Secretary of the Treasury, (c) transferring the Council member- 
ship of the Chairman of the National Security Resources Board 
(which Board is to be merged into ODM) to the Director of Defense 
Mobilization. It will be desirable for the immediately ensuing 
future that the functions of the Treasury, of Mutual Security, and 
of Defense Mobilization be represented on the Council, either 

through statutory Membership or standing-request Participant 

Membership. Therefore, pending final decision as to statutory 
change, this report does not distinguish between Statutory and Per- 
manent-Request Membership in stating those who regularly attend 

Council Meetings as follows: | 

| President | | 

Vice President | 

Secretary of State | | | ae 
- Secretary of the Treasury ee o , 

| Secretary of Defense up on. 

| Director for Mutual Securityt See NE ate . 
Director of Defense Mobilization | BS 

3. Participant Members. In addition to Statutory Members, the | 

President should be free to invite such other officials of Govern- 
ment to attend as Participant Members, as his convenience and the 

| agenda items at a particular Meeting make desirable. Such invita- 
tions may be either on standing-request or ad hoc basis. A stand- 
‘ing-request Participant Member attends all Meetings until the 

| President otherwise decides. An ad hoc Participant Member at- 

+The present title for the head of the Mutual Security function is used in this | 
| rere It is understood that this title may later be changed. [Footnote in the source |
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tends only such Meeting, or part of a Meeting, as he may be specif- 
ically invited to attend. | 

4. Advisers, Observers, Staff. In addition to Statutory and Partici- 
pant Members, there will be in attendance at each Council meeting 
the following persons who do not formally participate as Council 

Members: | 

| a. Advisers: | 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

| Director, Central Intelligence Agency 

Special Assistant to the President for Cold War Planning 
b. Observers: | 

Such person or persons as the President may desire to attend 
for the purpose of observing, but not participating—like his 
Military Liaison Officer. Observers are not seated at the table. 

c. Staff: 

Special Assistant to the President oo 

Executive Secretary 

Deputy Executive Secretary 

). a. Civilians without departmental responsibilities should not 

be invited to sit as Participant Members. 

b. In order to bring to the Council deliberations a fresh, frequent- 

ly-changing civilian point of view and to gain public understanding 
of national security problems through the use of civilians of stat- 

ure, from time to time the President should appoint on an ad hoc 
basis one or more Civilian Consultants or small Civilian Commit- 
tees as informal Advisers to the Council. This mechanism should be 
so used that no public impression arises that any persons or com- 

mittees have been interposed between the President and his re- 

sponsible Cabinet Ministers. Therefore, as a general rule, a Civilian 

Consultant should not formally participate in a Council Meeting 
and a Civilian Committee should appear at a Council Meeting only 

when its report is presented. | Oo 

c. Examples of potential usefulness of Civilian Consultants or Ci- 

vilian Committees— | | | 

(1) to consider and report to the Council on some specific new 
proposal or some long-range general project, after which its report 
would be reviewed by the departments and agencies concerned. | 

(2) to review for the Council some proposal developed and recom- 
mended by the Policy Planning Board. 

PART IV. COUNCIL MEETINGS 

1. A regular Council Meeting time should be established and 
maintained, except in emergency or when omitted; such as 
Wednesdays from 10:30 a. m. until luncheon. Special Council Meet-
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ings should be called by the Special Assistant at the request of the } 
President. | 

2. The agenda for a Council Meeting should be determined by the | 
President, acting through the Special Assistant. Selectivity and dis- 
cretion must be used in composing the agenda. 

8. Each Statutory and Participant Member and each Adviser 
should attend every Council Meeting in person. If substitution is 
necessary, the identity of the substitute should be cleared with the 
Special Assistant before the Meeting in sufficient time for Presi- 
dential consideration. | | 

4. If the President is unable to attend a Meeting, he should desig- ; 
nate to preside in his place (in priority): The Vice-President; the | 
Secretary of State. The Special Assistant never presides. : 

5. The President as Chairman should lead the discussion at ) 
Council Meetings. He should exercise that leadership by asking for 7 
views around the table so as to bring out conflicts and so as to | 

create a sense of team participation among those present in | 

making the policy which they must later carry out. The Presiden- : 
tial decision may be announced at a Meeting or upon further con- : 

sideration of the recommendations made to him at such Meeting. 

6. Members of the Congress should not be asked to attend meet- | 

ings of the National Security Council. | 

PART V. EXECUTIVE OFFICERS OF THE COUNCIL 

1. The Special Assistant to the President for National Security 
Affairs should be the principal executive officer of the National Se- 

curity Council and should serve as Chairman of the Council’s Plan- 

ning Board. He should not have status as a Statutory or Partici- | 
pant Member or preside at Council Meetings. He should be ap- 

pointed by the President on the White House Staff and compensat- ! 

ed at $20,000 a year. | | ! : 
2. There should be an Executive Secretary and a Deputy Execu- ) 

tive Secretary of the National Security Council, appointed by the | 
President and compensated respectively at $15,000 and $14,000 a | 
year. Under the supervision of the Special Assistant, the Executive 

Secretary should be the head of the NSC Staff, act for the Special — 
Assistant in his absence, and advise and aid him in the perform- 
ance of his duties. | | | 

3. The principal duties of the Special Assistant should include: | 

a. Determination of agenda for, and presentation of material for 
discussion at, Council Meetings. — | 

b. Briefing the President during the afternoon before each Coun- 
cil Meeting on matters covered by the agenda, assisted by the Exec- 
utive Secretary.
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c. Determination of agenda and scheduling of work for Planning _ 
Board meetings. 

d. Presiding at, and participating in, Planning Board meetings. 
e. Responsibility for the rate of flow of work through the Plan- 

ning Board, and the manner of presentation and quality of such 
work. 

7 f. Appointment of ad hoc Staff groups and ad hoc Civilian or Ci- 
vilian-Staff committees. 

g. Bringing to the attention of the President, with recommenda- 
tions for appropriate action, lack of progress on the part of an 
agency in carrying out a particular policy which has been assigned 
to it; where it is not possible to expedite performance at the Plan- 
ning Board level.+ 

h. Supervision, through the Executive Secretary, of the work of 
the NSC Staff (See Part VID. | 

PART VI. PLANNING BOARD OF THE COUNCIL 

1. At present, the principal body for formulation and transmis- 

sion of policy recommendations to the Council is called the “Senior 
Staff”. Composed of Members and Advisers from departments and 
agencies concerned with national security, it has these functions: 

a. To anticipate and identify problems and situations affecting 
the security objectives, commitments, and risks of the United 
States, and initiate action to provide the required analyses and 
draft policy statements for the consideration of the Council. 

b. To facilitate the formulation of policies, during the process of 
drafting policy recommendations, by marshaling the resources of 
the respective departments and agencies; by identifying the possi- 
ble alternatives; by endeavoring to achieve acceptable agreements; 
by discussing differences; by avoiding undesirable compromises 
which conceal or gloss over real differences; and by reducing differ- 
ences to as clearly defined and narrow an area as possible prior to 
reference to the Council. 

| 2. The name, “Senior Staff’, should be changed to planning 
board. This Board should have the same functions, be strictly limit- 

*~ The Council is an advisory, not an operational, body. It is not appropriate for its 
permanent Staff to follow-up on policy performance, beyond the valid requirements 
now in effect for periodic progress reports and semi-annual status of projects re- 
ports. | | | 

| Once a policy is assigned among Cabinet members for performance, each such 
Cabinet member is responsible to the President for accomplishing his assignment. 
Because the President himself has not the time to undertake the various follow-ups, 
the Special Assistant should bring to his attention situations where progress is de- 
layed, with recommendations for action. The Special Assistant’s function should be 
to inspect, not to evaluate or direct. Upon receiving the Special Assistant’s report 
and recommendations, the President should decide whether to put the matter on 

the Council agenda for an ensuing meeting, appoint an ad hoc Council Committee, 
appoint an ad hoc Civilian Committee, or deal otherwise directly or indirectly with 
the problem. [Footnote in the source text.]
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ed as to membership, and be composed of persons from these of- | 
fices: | ne : co 

Members Special Assistant to the President (Chairman) — | 
Department of State oe | me 
Department of the Treasury : : 

| ‘Department of Defense | 

) Director for Mutual Security ones a 
Office of Defense Mobilization : 

Advisers Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff | : | | 
Central Intelligence Agency oe | 
Psychological Strategy Board | | 

Staff Executive Secretary | —— 
- Deputy Executive Secretary a 7 

| ~ Coordinator, Board Assistants | | 

a. Each Adviser has the full right to have included in any report | 
sent up to the Council, in his own words, any disagreement on the : 

- part of his department or agency with any part of such report. : 
| b. Other departments and agencies may be asked by the Board’s : 

Chairman to attend meetings of the Board on an ad hoc basis, in : 
accordance with the agenda to be taken up at a particular meeting. 

3. The effective functioning of the Council is directly related to _ 

the calibre of the Planning Board personnel and to the amount of | 

time which each Member or Adviser devotes to his Planning Board 
work. To that end, a Member or Adviser should: 

a. be nominated by the head of the department or agency to the 
President; ) | 

b. be appointed by the President, upon approval by the Special 
Assistant; with the title of “Special Assistant to the (Secretary of 
State) for NSC Affairs’; oo on 

c. have as his principal responsibility, which overrides all other 
duties and with which no other duty can interfere, his work with 
the Board, including preparation for and attendance at meetings; 
yet at the same time continue to be sufficiently in the stream of 
activity of his department or agency so as to be capable of repre- 
senting its views; _ | a 

d. have direct access to and the personal confidence of the head — 
of his department or agency; — a 

e. have the authority of the head of his department or agency to 
utilize its resources to perform his Board function; | 

f. have an unbreakable engagement to brief the head of his de- 
partment or agency before every Council Meeting; ) - 

g. have such Assistants as the size and demands of his depart- 
ment or agency require; | 

h. have access to a study room at the NSC offices. ee 

4. The Planning Board is assisted in the drafting of papers by the
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Assistants (4[3]|-g above), acting under a Coordinator selected from 
the NSC Staff. 

0. The Special Assistant, as Chairman, should preside at Board 
Meetings. He should set the frame of reference and analyze the 
problem at the outset. He should lead the discussion in such 
manner as to bring out the most active participation by all present | 
and the most expeditious dispatch of business. 

6. In order for the Board properly to function, each Board 
Member and Adviser should be prepared promptly to state to the 
Board the views of his department or agency as to a report being 
prepared in its final form for submission to the Council. 

7. Since each Board Member or Adviser must express and stand 
by his honest views, those views, if substantial conflicts cannot be 
fairly resolved, may never be suppressed or compromised, but 
should be reported to the Council. 

8. The traffic of ideas to the Board may be either (a) from the 
Council downward for study and report: back with recommenda- 
tions, or (b) from any department or agency, or (c) from any 
Member or Adviser of the Board. Good ideas may germinate at any 
level. It is important that the Board be constantly made aware of 
the matters in which the Council is interested and desires to have 
worked upon in priority. It is also important that if an idea germi- 
nates other than in a department or agency which is concerned 
with the general area, such department or agency should be con- 
sulted in establishing the frame of reference. 

J. Papers sent up from the Board to the Council for action, if 
longer than a few pages (which may well be necessary for back- 
ground material) should be preceded by a summary or the specific 
recommendations (referring to numbered paragraphs in the longer 
text). | ue 

PART VII. THE NSC STAFF 

1. The NSC Staff will continue to perform the following duties— 

a. Furnishing the secretariat for the Council, including the prep- 
aration of the agenda, record of actions and status of projects, re- 
producing and distributing papers for the Council, and maintaining 
the official Council files. 

b. Acting as the official channel of communication for the Coun- 
cil, including notifying agencies of assignments to carry out ap- 
proved policies. 

c. Briefing the Vice-President before each Council Meeting on | 
matters covered by the agenda, and providing him with such other 
staff assistance on NSC matters as he may desire. 

d. Matters related to personnel, pay and office facilities. 
e. Preparation of the Budget. 
f. The operations of the Reporting Unit.
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2. The present NSC Staff consists of: 

(a) Executive (7)—Executive Secretary, Deputy Executive Secreta- 
ry, Administrative Officer, 3 secretaries, 1 chauffeur-messenger | 

(b) Internal Security (2)—Internal Security Officer, 1 secretary 

(c) Registry (8)—Assistant to Executive Secretary, Administrative 
Assistant, 6 secretarial-clerical 

(d) Reporting Unit (3)—Assistant Executive Secretary, 1 Assist- 
ant, 1 secretary | | 

(e) Staff Assistants (8)—Coordinator of Staff Assistants, Research 
Assistant, 1 secretary | 

This total personnel (23) is fully engaged in carrying on necessary 

staff work. — - 

3. There has been too great a time-lag between the initiation of a | 

project and action upon it by the Council. As of February 16, 1953 

20 projects were before or on their way up to the Council, after 

time-lapse as follows— | | 

Number of Projects Pending Final Action | | 

3 over 20 months | 

3 ) over 10 months | 

D> over 4 months | 

1 over 2 months 
8 less than 1 month | 

| 
This time-lag can be reduced by a strengthened Planning Board, by | 

provision of a directing executive with ready access to the Presi- 

dent, and by adding three Special Staff personnel. 

4. The NSC Staff should be strengthened by the creation of a 

small Special Staff to assist in performing, among other, the follow- 

ing duties— 7 

a. independent analysis and review of each Planning Board 

report before its submission to the Council by— 

(1) examination of all documents (such as intelligence esti- 

mates, JCS papers, evaluations by theater commanders, etc.) 

referred to in the report in order to verify the reference. 
(2) examination of the report to determine that it states the 

issues comprehensively and clearly; that it develops the subject 
logically and presents, as a standard procedure, the alternative 
courses of action and the factors which support and which 

oppose each alternative; and that the conclusions reached are 

meaningful as operational guidances. | 

(3) amendment of the report, in conformity with (1) and (2), 

before final approval and forwarding by the Planning Board. If 

the reviewing function cannot be completed by a deadline, the 

report should be forwarded marked “tentative” and later be 
fully reviewed before the subject is considered disposed of.
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b. continuous examination of the totality of national security 
policies with a view to determining if gaps exist which should be 
filled and if important issues or anticipated developments are suffi- 
ciently explored. | | 

c. continuing integrated evaluation of the capabilities of the free 
world versus the capabilities of the Soviet and satellites, and esti- 
mates of the situation, in order to bring such evaluations and esti- 
mates before the Council. 

d. providing a chairman or member of, or observer with, ad hoc 
civilian or civilian-staff committees, and assistance, in recruiting 
such committees. | 

e. keeping currently informed on the status of all national securi- 
ty programs and seeing that reports and pertinent information 
thereon are currently available (thus incorporating the present 
functions of the Reporting Unit). 

| 5. a. Members of this Special Staff should be employed (full or 
part-time) by the Executive Secretary, subject to the approval of 
the Special Assistant. The annual compensation depending upon 
age and experience, should be between $6,000 and $14,800. 

b. The ideal person for the Special Staff should have intellectual 
breadth and acuity, general experience, capacity for work, selfless- 
ness, tact and ability to work with others, rather than any special- 
ized knowledge in a particular field. It will be desirable that one 
member of the special Staff have an experienced background in sci- 
entific problems. 

c. The Deputy Executive Secretary should be a member of and 
supervise the Special Staff, and be responsible for its assignments, 
work load, and functioning. 

6. The Internal Security Officer should be provided with a Staff 
Assistant, because of his work load and responsibility. : 

1. The permanent Council Staff, upon carrying into effect the 
above recommendations, would consist of 28 persons: 

(a) Executive (6)—Executive Secretary, Deputy Executive Secreta- 
ry, Administrative Officer, 1 Administrative Assistant, 1 secretary, 
1 chauffeur-messenger | 

(b) Internal Security (3)—Internal Security Officer, 1 Assistant, 1 
secretary | - 

(c) Registry (8)—Assistant to the Executive Secretary, 1 Adminis- 
trative Assistant, 6 secretarial-clerical _ 

(d) Board Assistants (3)—Coordinator of Board Assistants, Re- 
search Assistant, 1 secretary 

(e) Special Staff (8)—3 Staff members, 2 Staff Assistants, 1 Ad- 
ministrative Assistant, 2 secretaries 

The above tabulation does not include the Special Assistant to the 

President and his secretary, who are members of the White House 

Staff.
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8. There should be allocated in the Executive Offices Building : 
space sufficient to accommodate the personnel described in this | | 
report, including the Special Assistant to the President and his sec- : 
retary. Such space should be so located as to be capable of being 
made a restricted security area. | | : 

[Here follow Part VIII, “Estimated Council Budget” (1 page), and 
Part IX, “Summary of Principal Recommendations’ (4 pages).] | 

S/ S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Admin., 1950-54” ; | | | | : 

The President to the Special Assistant to the President for National | 
a Security Affairs (Cutler) 

RESTRICTED © | WASHINGTON, March 17, 1953. 

Dear Mr. Cutter: I am returning your letter to me dated March | 
16, 1953, with its enclosed report of recommendations regarding the | | 
National Security Council. 1 I understand that in the preparation 7 

of this report you have had the assistance of the Director and Staff 
of the Bureau of the Budget and of the President’s Advisory Com- © : 
mittee on Government Organization. 

I approve both your letter and the recommendations, and direct : 

that they be circulated promptly to the Council for information 

and guidance. , | | 

Please call the special attention of Council Members to Part VI 

of the Report (‘Planning Board of the Council”). It is my wish that 
you bring to me as soon as you conveniently can the names of per- | 

sons nominated by department and agency heads as Members or 

Advisers of the Planning Board, who are approved by you, sothatI _ 
can decide on their appointments and the Planning Board can 
begin to function. I place great emphasis on the selection of men of 
high calibre for these positions, able to devote plenty of time to 
their Planning Board functions; for thereby the Council will be 
better able to operate promptly and effectively. | - 

You will submit the appropriate budget amendments for FY 1954 

to the Bureau of the Budget and take up with Mr. Steffan the ar- 

1 Supra... -
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rangement for necessary space in the Executive Offices Building, 
capable of being made into a restricted security area. ? 

Sincerely yours, 

Dwicut D. EISENHOWER 

2 On Mar. 17, Lay circulated to the National Security Council, and to the Secreta- 
ry, of the Treasury, the Acting Director of Defense Mobilization, the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Directors of Central Intelligence and the Bureau of 
the Budget, copies of this letter together with the memorandum by Cutler to the 
President of Mar. 16 with its enclosed report. In his covering memorandum Lay 
called “Special Attention” to the third paragraph of the President’s letter dealing 
with the Planning Board of the Council “about which Mr. Cutler will confer with | 
as individually.” (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Admin., 1950- 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 138th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Wednesday, March 25, 1959 } 

[Extract] a 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 138th meeting of the Council were the President 
of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United 
States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and the Di- 
rector for Mutual Security. Also present were the Secretary of the 
Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense (for Items 3 and 4); the Secretary of the Army (for Items 
3 and 4); the Secretary of the Navy (for Items 3 and 4); the Secreta- 
ry of the Air Force (for Items 3 and 4); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs 
of Staff; the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army (for Items 3 and 4). the Chief 
of Naval Operations (for Items 3 and 4); the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air 
Force (for Items 3 and 4); the Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps (for 
Items 3 and 4); Assistant Secretary of Defense Nash (for Items 3 
and 4); Captain Paul L. de Vos, USN, J oint Chiefs of Staff (for Item. 
3); the Acting Director of Central Intelligence; the Special Assist- 
ant to the President for National Security Affairs; the Special As- 
sistant to the President for Cold War Planning; the Military Liai- 
son Officer; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Execu- 
tive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a general account of the main positions taken and 
the chief points made at this meeting. | 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Mar. 26.
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4. Review of Basic National Security Policies: The Military and 

Mutual Security Programs (NSC Action No. 730-c; 2? Memos for | 

NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Review of Basic Na- | 

tional Security Policies: The Mutual Security Program”, dated : 

March 20 and 24, 1953; Memo for NSC from Executive Secreta- 

ry, subject: “Review of National Security Policies: The Military 

Program’, dated March 24, 1953 %) | 

With respect to this item on the agenda, Mr. Cutler called the 

Council’s attention to two memoranda which had just been distrib- 

uted, one of which constituted the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

with respect to the military effects of the proposed reduction of ex- 

penditures for military assistance in the FY 1954 and 1955 pro- | 

grams of the Mutual Security Administration, and the second of : 

which set forth the effect of proposed budget cuts in FY 1954 and 

1955 on the military program, as called for in NSC Action | 

No. 730-c. Mr. Cutler informed the Council that the forthcoming | 

oral briefing would be given by the Chiefs of Staff, to be followed 

by General Bradley and the Secretary of Defense. Mr. Cutler also | 

noted that the three Service Secretaries would be on hand to 

answer any detailed questions which might arise from the presen- : 

tation. - : 

General Collins spoke first on the effect of the proposed cut on | 

Army programs, concluding that the proposed cut would have not 

only grave military implications for the national security, but | 

would give rise to equally serious political and diplomatic difficul- 

ties. 

Admiral Fechteler followed with a description of the effect of the 

cuts on the Navy program, which were depicted as hardly less seri- 

ous than for the Army. It might be possible, Admiral Fechteler | 

concluded, to maintain under these cuts the immediate operational 

capability of the naval forces in being on D-day, but only at the ex- 

| pense of the sustaining power of the Navy’s forces. . | 

General Shepherd, speaking for the Marine Corps, concluded | 

that the effect of the proposed reductions on the contribution of the 

2 Regarding NSC Action No. 730-c, see the editorial note, p. 244. 

3 The two memoranda from the Executive Secretary to the NSC entitled “Review : 

of Basic National Security Policies: The Mutual Security Program” dated Mar. 20 : 

and 24, 1953, neither printed, transmitted the statement prepared by the Director : 

for Mutual Security in conformity with NSC Action No. 730-c and the views and | 
comments of the Joint Chiefs of Staff thereon. For an undated summary of the : 
statement prepared by the Director for Mutual Security circulated to the NSC by 
Lay on Mar. 30, see vol. 1, Part 1, p. 596. The memorandum from Lay to the NSC 

entitled “Review of National Security Policies: The Military Program” dated Mar. 
24, not printed, transmitted the statement prepared by the Department of Defense 
in conformity with NSC Action No. 730-c. Copies of all three of these memoranda 

are in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 142 Series. | | 

|
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Marine Corps to the national security, was such as to deprive the 
proposed reductions of any justification. | | 

| General Vandenberg indicated the particular difficulties which 
the proposed reductions would inflict on the Air Force, since it had 
been compelled to start out from a lower point than the other serv- 
ices and had the furthest to go in achieving the goals set forth for 
it. His general conclusion as to the danger of the cut was similar to 
that of the other Chiefs of Staff. 
When the Chiefs of Staff had finished their oral presentation, the 

President observed that perhaps the Council should have a report 
as to whether national bankruptcy or national destruction would 
get us first. | 

General Bradley followed with a short statement dealing first 
with his own judgment as to the very serious results which could 
be anticipated from acceptance of the reductions proposed for the 
military program, as well as the serious effects on our allies of the 
proposal to cut drastically military assistance for them, as set forth 
in the Mutual Security Program. | | 

| The Defense Department presentation was then taken over by 
| Assistant Secretary Frank Nash, who commented orally on the | 

memorandum and chart prepared at the President’s request for in- 
formation on the comparative costs of equipping and maintaining a 
United States division and certain foreign infantry divisions. Mr. 
Nash's presentation gave rise to considerable discussion about the 
“divisional slice”. General Collins explained that the problem of 
the much larger divisional slice for a U.S. division, as compared to 
various foreign divisions, was under constant study in the Defense 
Department and indeed was being constantly reduced. | 

The President betrayed some impatience with General Collins’ — 
exposition of this problem, and said: “Explain it away as you will, : 
the cost of maintaining an American soldier in the field is fantasti- 

cally higher than the cost of maintaining a foreign soldier.” This 
fact at any rate is undeniable, said the President, and we have got | 
to do something about it. There might be a good deal in Governor 
Stassen’s argument that it was cheaper to provide assistance to 

create and maintain foreign divisions in the field than to go ahead 

so rapidly in the development of additional U.S. divisions. 

The last speaker for the Defense Department was Secretary 

Wilson, who in the first instance warned that the written and oral 
reports which the Defense Department had provided were not tobe 
thought of as final conclusions or recommendations. Everything 
that had been discussed would have to be looked at again before 
the magnitude of the reduction could be determined. The whole 

| problem, said Secretary Wilson, was extraordinarily difficult, and 
much of the difficulty arose from the mobilization base concept and
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the assumption that you can only have sufficient resources to win 
a war if you have this mobilization base in being and ready to 
produce. Not less difficult was the problem of the critical period 
and the estimate of when an enemy attack might be expected. Both 
of these problems, thought Secretary Wilson, would have to be 
looked at carefully again. | og 
At the conclusion of the Defense Department presentation, the 

President turned to General Collins and told him that he ought to _ 
have had his people provide an estimate to indicate that the impact 
of the proposed cuts might be considerably less serious if the heav- 

| ier cuts were planned for 1955 or thereafter, rather than in 1954. 
General Collins, Secretary Wilson, and General Vandenberg all 

replied to the President by pointing out that it was precisely the 
cut in 1955 which would have the most serious effect on our mili- 
tary capabilities. fo 

: Secretary Humphrey said that for purposes of argument the 
- Council assume for the moment that our permanent posture of de- 

fense, beginning with 1956, would be one-half the figure in the 
| Truman budget for FY 1954, and that further, this posture would 

have to be held for the next ten years. With this assumption in 
mind, continued Secretary Humphrey, will it be easier to build on 
the basis of the old program up to FY 1956 and xhen scale down 
abruptly, or to begin to scale down with the FY 1954 budget? This 
seemed the essence of the problem to him and the point to which 
the Council should address itself. a 

Secretary Wilson expressed serious doubts as to the reality of the 
antithesis presented by Secretary Humphrey, who replied, howev- 
er, that the only alternative seemed to him to look forward to an 
unbalanced budget for the indefinite future. an - 
The President expressed sympathy for Secretary Humphrey’s po- 

sition, and added that if we must live in a permanent state of mobi- 
| lization our whole democratic way of life would be destroyed in the 

process. - - | | Os | 

The Director of the Budget reinforced Secretary Humphrey’s ar- 
guments with a projection of the deficit figures which lay ahead if 
the present and projected programs and Treasury receipts contin- 

ued. With some heat, Mr. Dodge explained to the Council that in 
raising the issues and suggesting an investigation of the effect on 
the national security programs of an attempt to balance the 

. budget, he was innocent of any charge that the Bureau of the 
Budget was attempting to establish foreign and military policy by 
means of budget restrictions. He had no desire whatever to frame 

-such policy. He was merely looking at the facts which confronted 
the Bureau of the Budget, and asserted that whatever decision was 
reached by the Council to solve this dilemma must be based both
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on the fiscal and budgetary facts on the one hand and the effects 
on the national security on the other. | OS 

| The President replied that Mr. Dodge could consider himself ex- | 

| onerated from the charges he had mentioned. 

Governor Stassen reverted to a position which he had taken on 
the subject at previous Council meetings, by noting the importance 

of investigating the question of the potential income growth and 
the capabilities for expansion of the American economy. 

| In reply to Governor Stassen’s familiar position, the President 
said that he was glad to defer to Governor Stassen’s political 

acumen and experience, but he was sure that Governor Stassen re- 

alized what a terrific problem would be created on the Hill if the 

present Administration went to the Congress with a program of tax 

increases instead of tax reductions. It was all the more exasperat- 

ing, said the President, that as nearly as he could determine, more 

Americans were travelling de luxe style to Europe than ever | 

before. People were spending money at an extraordinary rate and 

at the same time yelling about the burden of their taxes. It seemed 
to the President extraordinarily difficult to get Americans to see 
clearly the relationship between a balanced budget and decreased 

taxes, on the one hand, and the threat to the national security, on 

the other. 
Secretary Humphrey then explained to the Council in some 

detail the difficulties that the Treasury faced in paying bills to the 

amount of $3 billion which were coming up on June 80 of this year. 

Even bonds bearing an interest rate of 34% apparently would pro- 

vide only $375 million to pay these imminent debts of the Govern- 
ment. Yet if it proved impossible to finance this $3 billion debt, we 

would presently find ourselves starting all over again on an infla- 

tionary cycle which could only end with a resort to controls and a 
planned economy along New Deal lines. As the Secretary of the 

Treasury saw it, the money and resources required by the great se- 
curity programs which had been developed since Korea to the 

present time, simply could not be borne by the United States 

unless we adopted essentially totalitarian methods. 

The President said that the oral presentations by the Defense 

Department, and the subsequent discussion by the Council, gave 

rise to two questions in his mind. The first of these he addressed to 

Secretary Humphrey, inquiring whether the Treasury Department 

had given any thought to setting forth the facts that bore on the 

situation which the Treasury faced in its efforts to find the $3 bil- 
lion which it would owe on June 30. The President thought that 

such facts should be made available to the public. 

Secretary Humphrey replied that the Treasury had not as yet 
undertaken to draft such a report to the people, nor did he feel
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that it would be profitable or even possible to make such a report 

until he was more certain of the direction that the country would 
take at the beginning of the next fiscal year and after we had got 
over the hurdle represented by the $3 billion. 

The President said that what he had in mind was that Secretary 
Humphrey make as clear as possible the significance of the imme- 
diate problem the Treasury faced in meeting the $3 billion in obli- 
gations, but to touch rather more lightly on the long-range implica- 

tions of continued expenditure at such levels. Perhaps, suggested 
the President, what he really had in mind was an educational pro- 
gram which would inform the American people as to the philoso- 

| phy and policy of the former Administration, and what the change 
of policy which the present Administration hoped to effect really 
meant. This would at least have the advantage of indicating the 

great difficulties which the Republican Administration faced in 
this area. 

The President directed his second question to Secretary Wilson. 
This was a reiteration of the point made on several earlier occa- 

sions as to the feasibility and desirability of cutting overhead and 
duplication in the military program. When, asked the President 

could Secretary Wilson give him a study of the economies that 
could be anticipated in this vital area? 

Secretary Wilson replied by pointing out the difficulty of effect- 

| ing economies in this area sufficient to meet the problem of assur- 

ing the security of the nation and approaching a balanced budget. 

While Secretary Wilson stated that he was quite certain that 
economies could be carried out without producing quite such dras- 

tic effects on the nation’s security as those which had been de- 
scribed by the spokesmen for the Defense Department, he never- 

theless felt compelled to warn that this was far from an easy task. 

| The President adjourned the meeting at 12:45, saying facetiously 

that the “Williamsburg” ¢ was clearly in jeopardy. : | 
The National Security Council: 5 oo 

a. Noted and discussed the reference memoranda of March 24 on 
the subject, in the light of the following oral briefings: | 

(1) The Army Program, by General Collins. 
(2) The Navy Program, by Admiral Fechteler. 
(3) The Marine Corps Program, by General Shepherd. 
(4) The Air Force Program, by General Vandenberg. | 
(5) The Joint Chiefs of Staff comments on the Military and 

Mutual Security Programs, by General Bradley. 

4 Reference is to the Presidential yacht. 
°> Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 752. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 

lot 66 D 95, “NSC Record of Actions’)
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(6) Approximate Costs of Equipping and Maintaining U.S. 
and Foreign Infantry Divisions, by Assistant Secretary Frank  _ 
Nash. | RE 

b. Noted the President’s desire that the Secretary of Defense 
make a tentative estimate of the savings that might be made in the 
military program by reducing overhead and duplication. : 

Note: The action in b above subsequently transmitted to the Sec- 
retary of Defense for implementation. | | 

| __ §, Everett GLEASON 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file ed 7 

Memorandum of Discussion at a Special Meeting of the National 

Security Council, Tuesday, March 31, 1953 } eg 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY Ee 

On Tuesday, March 31, 1953, the National Security Council met © 

informally with the Civilian Consultants designated by NSC Action 
No. 726-c, for the purpose of obtaining the reactions of the Civilian _ 

Consultants to the preliminary views of the Council members re- 
garding basic national security policies and programs in relation to 

their costs, pursuant to NSC Action No. 730 a. 2 

Present at the meeting were the President of the United States, 
presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary of 

State; the Secretary of the Treasury; the Secretary of Defense; the 
Director for Mutual Security; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; 

the Director of Central Intelligence; the Acting Director of Defense _ 
Mobilization; the Federal Civil Defense Administrator; the Chair- 

man, Atomic Energy Commission; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller); the Special As- 
sistant to the President (for FCDA presentation only); the Special 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs; the Spe- 
cial Assistant to the President for Atomic Energy Affairs; the Exec- 
utive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

The Civilian Consultants present were as follows: Messrs. Dillon 

Anderson, James B. Black, John Cowles, Eugene Holman, Deane © 

W. Malott, David B. Robertson, and Charles A. Thomas. | - 

A summary of the discussion at the meeting follows: | 

Mr. Cutler first briefed the Council members and the Consult- 
ants on the program for the all-day meeting and the issues to 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Apr. 7. 
2 Regarding NSC Actions No. 726-c and 730-a, see the editorial note, p. 244.
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which attention should be devoted. Mr. Cutler was followed by the | 
Director of the Budget. — | EO aos eg gg | | 
_ Mr. Dodge’s briefing recapitulated the deficits of the past and | 
present, and the projected deficits for the future in the absence of | 

~ cuts in the Mutual Security and Defense Department programs. In 
: conclusion, Mr. Dodge emphasized the need for a decision on these : 

cuts not later than the end of April. | (era eee 
- Secretary Humphrey followed Mr. Dodge, and in addition to | 
stressing the danger of continued deficits, pointed out the critical | 

situation which would face the Treasury Department on June 30, 
when it would owe $3 billion and would have no money in the till. | 
This specific situation, concluded Secretary Humphrey, emphasized | 
the vital need for a reversal of the previous Administration’s | 

spending policy. Continuation of this policy would bankrupt the 
free world and force the United States itself to abandon its way of : 
life. We were at the fork in the road and a decision would have to ! 

| - The Secretary of Defense then took the floor to reply to the ques- : 
tion put to him on March 25 by the President, as to how much the ; 
Department of Defense could save annually in overhead and dupli- , 
cation. Secretary Wilson stated that the answer to this question | 
was difficult because it ignored the factor of a real change in | 
policy. His best guess, however, is that elimination of overhead and 

duplication would result in a saving of $1 billion a year. This | 
saving, cautioned Secretary Wilson, rested on the assumption that 

the Secretary of Defense would get real help from the committee | 
which was at present studying the reorganization of the Depart- | 
ment of Defense. Most of this $1 billion, he concluded, would be 

_ saved from reductions in personnel. - 
Secretary Dulles then discussed the political repercussions to be 

anticipated from the carrying out of the estimated reductions for 
- FY 1954 and 1955 in the Mutual Security and Department of De- 

fense expenditures as such reductions were reported to the Council 
on March 18 and March 25. Secretary Dulles stated that it was the 
belief of the State Department that global war was not inevitable, 

- but that it remained a real possibility. The greatest danger of such 

a war would come from Soviet miscalculation of the intentions of 
the United States or from further free world success in the alleged 
encirclement of the Soviet bloc, or, finally, from a collapse of the 

United States rearmament program. Secretary Dulles stated his 
conviction that it was perfectly possible to protect this country 
against all these risks. By all odds the greatest single prevention of 
global war was a strong and vigorous United States—a United ! 
States whose capabilities both our friends and our enemies would 

respect. It further seemed to Secretary Dulles that our potential
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strength was of greater significance than our actual strength in 
| being. Beyond this, Secretary Dulles pointed out, we must take 

clear positions so that war could not result from Soviet miscalcula- 
tions. There must be no repetition of the fuzzy situation in Korea 
in the spring of 1950, which constituted an invitation to the Soviets 
to move against South Korea. 

Secretary Dulles called attention to the statement which had 
been issued on the occasion of the recent visit of Premier Mayer 
and his Ministers, ? which warned the Communists against assum- 
ing that the conclusion of an armistice in Korea would leave them 
free to intervene against Indo-China. 

The third factor in preventing global war, continued Secretary 
Dulles, was a firm policy to hold the vital outpost positions around 
the periphery of the Soviet bloc. As examples, he cited Japan, Indo- 
China, India, Pakistan, Iran and NATO, and he further warned , 
that the loss of any one of such positions would produce a chain | 
reaction which would cost us the remainder. Accordingly, the State 
Department felt it necessary, short of general war, to avoid losses _ 
of key positions to the Communists, who won’t themselves invite a 
global war, but who will stand ready to pick off all the choice posi- 
tions offered to them locally by “civil wars’’. : | 

Secretary Dulles found the European situation much improved, 
but pointed out that many European countries were seriously over- 
extended and were in grave danger of economic or financial col- 
lapse. The result of such collapses would be the installation in 
these countries of governments of the far left. The situation was 
precarious; internal disintegration was much harder to identify 

and to meet successfully than an overt act such as a Soviet march 
across Europe. To prevent such internal disintegration and col- 

lapse, thought Secretary Dulles, would presumably require an ex- 
penditure in the next fiscal year of some $5 to $6 billion in assist- 
ance to our allies, though the size of this amount would depend in 

considerable degree on the final shape of American trade policy, 
which was now under study. Secretary Dulles, thought it almost 

certain that the NATO targets would have to be stretched out. It 

was also likely that several hundred millions more would be re- 

quired in United States assistance to help the French liquidate the 

Indo-China affair, if the French finally came up with a vigorous | 

program for that area. | | | | 

Japan, said Secretary Dulles, was living to a considerable extent 
off United States expenditures for the prosecution of the Korean 

war. If and when this war was settled, however, we would need to 

3 For documentation on the visit to Washington of French Premier René Mayer in 
March 1953, see volume v1, and vol. xm, Part 1, pp. 400 ff.
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| give further economic assistance to Japan, though here, too, the | 

amount would depend on American trade policies. | 

Secretary Dulles noted that our policy of assistance to India 

would cost $50 million in FY 1953. $140 million seemed likely for : 

FY 1954, though even this amount was sufficiently low to cause , 

much anxiety in the State Department. Secretary Dulles doubted 

the wisdom of cutting the figure for India much below $100 million. , 

- His thorniest problems, said Secretary Dulles, were represented 

by Iran and the Arab States in general. These problems were pre- 

dominantly political in character. Accordingly, no large sums can : 

be spent in these areas at the present time. If, however, peace be- L 

tween Israel and the Arab States should be achieved, the problem | 

of the Arab refugees would have to be liquidated. This would call ! 

for a substantial United States contribution as well as added mili- | 

tary assistance to the nations of the Middle East. 

| In Turkey, the question was whether the Turks could continue to | 

- maintain the military forces they have in being, without assistance | 

from us. We regard the maintenance of these forces as vital to our | 

security, but the burden is excessively heavy for the Turks to bear. ; 

The Latin American states, warned Secretary Dulles, are a prob- ) 

lem which we can never afford to forget. Anti-American forces 

were on the march in many of these republics, and we might well 

wake up ten years from now to find that our friends in Latin 

| America had become our enemies. Certainly we could not abruptly | 

cut off aid to Latin America, though a reduction might occur _ 

during a transition from loans and grant aid to other kinds of as- 

sistance. , | | 

In summary, Secretary Dulles noted that the assistance program 

for the maintenance by the United States of these outpost posi- : 

tions, while absolutely indispensable, would not call for the expend- 

iture of vast sums. Secretary Dulles believed that the figure of $6 | 

billion a year was probably reasonable, but said that he would : 

defer to Governor Stassen on this point. 

Secretary Dulles then turned to ways and means of ending the 

peril represented by the Soviet Union. This, he said, could be done 

by inducing the disintegration of Soviet power. This power is al- 

ready overextended and represents tyrannical rule over unwilling _ 

peoples. If we keep our pressures on, psychological and otherwise, 

we may either force a collapse of the Kremlin regime or else trans- 

form the Soviet orbit from a union of satellites dedicated to aggres- 

sion, into a coalition for defense only. Of course, said the Secretary 

of State, no one can surely tell, but Stalin’s death* certainly 

4 The death of Stalin had been announced on Mar. 5, 1953.
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marked the end of an era. There is no real replacement for Stalin , 
the demi-god. The current peace offensive is designed by the Sovi 
ets to relieve the ever-increasing pressure upon their regime. Ac- 
cordingly, we must not relax this pressure until the Soviets give : 
promise of ending the struggle. The amount of dollars this will 
take will certainly fluctuate, but the American effort must not now 
be abandoned. 

At the conclusion of Secretary Dulles’ briefing, the President 
contrasted the free world coalition with the Soviet-dominated mass. 
Since the Soviets are totalitarians, the President pointed out, they 
could assign whatever proportion of national income they desire to 
warlike purposes. We, who are dedicated to raising the standards of 
living for all peoples, are inhibited from such methods. That is 
what we are up against when we try to match our resources with 
those of the Soviet bloc, and we should never lose sight of this fact. 
The President emphatically endorsed Secretary Dulles’ warning | 
against any relaxation of pressure on the USSR. es | 

The Director of Central Intelligence then briefed the Council on | 
the general subject of the adequacy and accuracy of intelligence 
relative to the Soviet Union as the basis on which our policies and 
programs must in part be developed. After describing the major 
categories of such intelligence, Mr. Dulles freely admitted short- 
comings of a serious nature. We must remain highly critical of our 
intelligence effort, he concluded, but we must not be defeatist in _ 

__ the face of the difficulties of securing adequate information. — 
After further discussion, particularly of the recent Communist 

peace moves in Korea in the light of Mr. Dulles’ briefing, Mr. 
Cutler informed the Council that the views of the Consultants with 
respect to the general problem which had brought them to Wash- 
ington, would be presented by Mr. Dillon Anderson: While there 
was near unanimity in the views of the Consultants, others of them 
desired to be heard after Mr. Anderson had read his written report. 

Mr. Anderson expressed satisfaction with the briefing which the 
Consultants had received over the past three weeks on all the gen- 
eral aspects of the basic problem of reconciling an adequate posture 
of defense with a balanced budget. He recommended much greater 
candor by the Administration in setting forth to the American 
people the nature of the Soviet threat, the grave fiscal situation, 
and the resulting dilemma. Mr. Anderson expressed disapproval of 
continued deficit financing on the one hand or of increased tax- 
ation on the other. “We have bitten off more than we can chew”, 
and accordingly, reductions in certain areas must be made. Accord- 
ing to Mr. Anderson, the Consultants did not disagree with the 
basic security objectives of this Government, but these objectives 
were so general in nature that the courses of action to achieve
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them were themselves a matter of policy. For this reason the scope, 

pace, timing, priority, feasibility, and costs of these policies and : 

programs ought to be re-examined with the greatest care. In gener- : 

al the Consultants believed, said Mr. Anderson, that the cost of re- : 

armament since 1950 had been excessive, and would continue to be 

excessive until there was a clarification of the role and the mission —y 

of the three Services. There was obviously much duplication here, 

and it was now time to review a rearmament program which had ; 

been initially undertaken in haste and in fear. We should restore | 

confidence to this nation for the long pull, but at the same time 

immediate savings can be made. Emphasis in this review should be 

placed on the areas where the United States was strongest, as, for 

example, in the field of atomic energy. ae | 

The Consultants had concluded, said Mr. Anderson, that we had : 

been profligate in the use of military manpower. We should like- : 

: wise be much more selective in our research and development 

effort. Scientific programs of the Department of Defense should be 

placed under an Assistant Secretary. | | 

| Turning to the Mutual Security program, Mr. Anderson warned 

that the United States should not undertake to shore up the whole | 

non-Soviet world. In according assistance to other nations we 

should emphasize the concrete defense implications and results. It | 

was plainly impossible to purchase the loyalty and friendship of 

other nations. In general, thought Mr. Anderson, the Mutual Secu- 

rity budget should be revised downward this year in the direction : 

of gradual elimination of all expenditures to which we were not 

committed. oo 

In summary, it was the view of the Consultants, said Mr. Ander- 

son, that the National Security Council, should proceed on the as- : 

sumption that a satisfactory national security posture 1s compatible | 

with the balancing of the Federal budget in FY 1954. The top | 

figure for the national security programs in the budget for FY 1954 | 

should be $45 billion. | | 

The President stated that of course he could not disagree with 

the dangers to our economy which the Consultants had perceived 

and emphasized, but the problem, to him, was when it was neces- 

sary to achieve the balanced budget once you agree that you are 

going to move in that direction. We walk around this problem, 

complained the President, but it simply cannot be avoided. We 

can’t suddenly cut off our developing policies and programs for na- | 

- tional security. We can’t get out of debt right away. His own belief, 

said the President, was that we should now show our determina- 

tion to move in the direction of a balanced budget rather than to 

make a sudden cut to achieve that objective now. |
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Mr. Black answered the President with the statement that the 
Consultants had concluded unanimously that the Administration - 
could balance the cash budget in FY 1954. This could be done in a 
variety of ways. Until now, everything had been subordinated to 
getting things done. Now, however, we were in sight of our desired 
posture of defense, so that we could eliminate this previous waste- 
ful concept. This will require not merely economies, but a stretch- 
out, and even renegotiation of contracts. 

The President expressed agreement with Mr. Black, but said he 
wanted to get down to the facts. If a project or program for supply- 
ing some military end-item is 60% complete, do we now abandon it, 
or do we continue it? These are the facts that must be faced. In 
illustration the President cited the program for large cargo planes, 
and indicated that the main emphasis should be placed on showing 
the public that the Administration is definitely moving in the di- 
rection of a balanced budget, but that failure to reach that goal at 
once is the result of policies adopted by the previous Administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Thomas expressed agreement with Mr. Black. On curtailing 
contracts, he complained that until now American industry had 
been deprived of any sense of sustained military demand for its 
products. Instead, it had operated on a “get-what-you-can-while- 
you-can”’ basis. 

_ The President concurred, and expressed the desire that business 
should become the partner of the Administration in this emergen- | 
cy. He then turned to the specific problem of taxes. What, inquired 
the President, do we do by way of finding a substitute for the 
excess profits tax and the increased income tax, both of which will 
expire this summer? Did the Consultants advocate, he inquired, let- 
ting these taxes lapse, or would they prefer to find substitute taxes 
of a more practical sort to be continued until the Administration 
can get things on the track? : | 

In response to the President’s inquiry, Mr. Cowles said that he 
believed that the American public was quite unaware of the terri- 
ble fiscal mess in which we were involved. They plainly expect 
much greater budget cuts and tax cuts than it is safe to provide in 
the face of the threat which the Russians represent. Accordingly, 
they must be informed more fully about this threat, and the prac- 
tices of the Government in over-classifying security information 
must be changed in order that vital information be placed in the 
hands of the public. Mr. Cowles also added that the Consultants 
had used “weasel words” in stating their belief that the Adminis- 
tration could achieve a balanced cash budget in FY 1954. What 
they really meant was that the Administration should head toward 
this objective.
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The President 
answered 

that there was certainly 
no point in cut- | 

ting off your leg because 
it was injured. 

While he expressed 
some | 

agreement 
with Mr. Cowles’ 

desire for declassification 
of security 

information, 
he also pointed 

out the risks involved 
and the limita- 

tion beyond which it was not safe to go. | 

The President 
then inquired 

of the Consultants 
whether 

they 

had given any thought 
to asking for somewhat 

greater 
flexibility 

| 

from Congress 
in the disposition 

of funds given to the Mutual Secu- | 

rity Administration, 
so that if at any given moment a certain area | 

required 
help it could be immediately 

forthcoming. 
Would such an | 

approach, 
inquired 

the President, 
be politically 

possible? 
In a simi- | 

lar category, 
continued 

the President, 
were the questions 

of off- 

shore procurement 
and the breaking 

down of trade barriers. 
All of | 

these were politically 
touchy matters 

which always aroused 
the 

special 
interest 

groups. 
a | 

The Vice President 
replied 

with the view that the President 
| 

should emphasize 
in his dealings 

with Congress 
the very close con- | 

nection 
between 

foreign 
aid programs 

and our military 
budget. 

He | 

should stress that off-shore 
procurement 

would enable us to buy 

our defense 
at a cheaper 

rate. If the issue could be presented 
to | 

Congress 
in this fashion, 

the Vice President 
thought 

it might — 

change their thinking. 
| 

Secretary 
Dulles stated that you could only cut aid if you in- 7 

creased 
trade; but you can’t do both, as the Congress 

seems to , 

desire. 
| 

Secretary 
Wilson also expressed 

a keen desire for more off-shore 
procurement, 

if only to relieve 
the dangerous 

inflationary 
pres- ) 

sures in this country. 
Something 

had got to be done to “cool off” | 

the economy 
of the United States. 

2 

Secretary 
Humphrey 

then commented 
that he seemed to be more > 

radical than the other members 
of the Council. 

It was never an | 

agreeable 
task to cut expenses, 

but we had got to do it in one of 

two ways—one, 
to keep the old programs, 

but to revise them and 

| effect savings 
in carrying 

them out, and two, to make basic changes 
in the national 

security 
policies 

and programs. 
For himself, 

he be- 

lieved thoroughly 
in the second course, 

since our existing 
program 

was self-defeating 
in that it asked industry 

to produce 
vast quanti- 

ties of defense 
materials 

at a given time and then suddenly 
cut off 

orders. 
| 

The President 
expressed 

doubt as to whether 
Secretary 

Hum- 

| phrey’s analysis 
of the self-defeating 

nature of our present effort 
was valid. He did not think that Secretary 

Humphrey 
had distin- 

guished 
clearly between 

building 
up to our security 

objectives 
and 

thereafter 
maintaining 

them. In particular, 
said the President, 

there was one danger that constantly 
worried 

him—lethargy 
and
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inaction in Europe which would allow that Continent to fall into 
Soviet hands. If the Soviets attempt to overrun Europe, said the — one 
President, we should have no recourse but to go to war. os 

Secretary Humphrey answered that all of this might be true, but 
that we were at present pushing some of our European allies so 
hard to build up their defenses that we were forcing them into 
bankruptcy. Accordingly, Secretary Humphrey believed that the 
National Security Council should set a top limit for defense ex- | 
penditures for FY 1954—say, $40 billion—and then see what we 
could buy with that much money. | 

_ Mr. Cutler then raised the question of what risks the American 
people would be willing to take in order to secure a victory in 
Korea (which Secretary Humphrey had said would have such a 
wholesome effect: on the economy), or to cut seriously our military 
and mutual security expenditures. | | | 

Secretary Wilson expressed the opinion that the Administration — 
could probably balance the budget in FY 1956 if in the meantime _ 
there were no added inflation, but it would be pretty tough to 
achieve this balance in FY 1954 or 1955. _ | : | 

The President then spoke his mind on the Korean problem. If, he 
_ Said, we decide to go up to the strength which will be necessary to 

achieve a sound tactical victory in Korea—for example, to get to 
the waist—the Russians will very quickly realize what we are 
doing. They would respond by increasing the Communist strength 
in Korea, and, as a result, we would be forced ultimately into a sit- 
uation very close to general mobilization in order to get such a vic- 
tory in Korea. General Bradley expressed agreement with the 
President’s thesis. | Bee 

The President then raised the question of the use of atomic 
weapons in the Korean war. Admittedly, he said, there were not 
many good tactical targets, but he felt it would be worth the cost if, 
through use of atomic weapons, we could (1) achieve a substantial 
victory over the Communist forces and (2) get to a line at the waist 
of Korea. ee ee ae | 

Secretary Dulles expressed the thought that it might now be pos- 
sible to achieve an armistice in Korea on the basis that the previ- 
ous Administration had sought in vain. Addressing his question to 
Mr. Robertson, Secretary Dulles asked if in the circumstances we 
should accept such an armistice. - , 

Mr. Robertson avoided an explicit answer, but expressed the gen- | 
eral belief of the group of Consultants that the American people | 
would welcome an armistice on this basis. 

Mr. Cutler then asked the Consultants if they were prepared to 
answer the question whether we should try for a massive victory in 
Korea, if it turned out that the Communists dragged out their cur-
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rent proposals for perhaps a period of three months and no real ar- : 

mistice was in prospect. ) EE | 

Mr. Robertson expressed the opinion that the American people 

would, under the circumstances, support an all-out effort in Korea. 

| There then ensued a discussion of the Mutual Security program : 

and the view of the Consultants that this should be drastically cut : 

unless (a) the current program had been based on prior commit- : 

ments, or (b) the program had clear defense implications. _ , : 

Mr. Anderson noted the feeling of the Consultants that many of 

the MSA programs appeared to be based on the assumption that 

| you could buy the friendship of other nations and make their | 

| economies viable by spending money. This had raised doubts as to | 

the worth of many of the individual country programs. | 

That might be so, said the President, but many of the European + 

nations would certainly have gone Communist had it not been for 

the money we had spent on them in recent years. We simply _ 2 

cannot afford to let Europe go Communist, warned the President, | 

and while we may not have spent our money intelligently in all 7 

cases, we could not now abandon these nations and these programs 

in Europe. It was the task of our leadership to make them do their | 

jobs better. __ | ce | | | 

In response to a query from Mr. Cutler, the President refused to 

agree with the proposition that the five American divisions in 

Europe were largely psychological in emphasis. He said that he : 

would have sent more American divisions, not fewer, if the United | 

States had had more available, and he stressed that they were a | 

real physical deterrent to the Soviets and not merely a psychologi- : 

calone. | 

~~ The President further expressed the opinion that the $130 mil- 

lion was a good investment in Latin America if we could be sure : 

that by the expenditure of this amount we could secure the alle- : 

giance of these republics to our camp in the cold war. 8 : 

Secretary Wilson expressed a willingness to spend even more 

money to prevent the Latin American republics from falling into ~~ 

Communism. | . 

Mr. Holman, for the Consultants, stated that he was less worried 

about the danger of Communism in Latin America than about 

rampant nationalism. | 

At 12:45 the members of the Council and the Consultants went to 

lunch at the White House. | | 

The meeting reconvened after lunch, and Governor Peterson | 

briefed the Council on his tentative views with respect to the = 
FCDA budget for FY 1954 and the general outlines of the civil de- — 

fense program. These were subsequently transmitted in writing to 

the members of the National Security Council. © |
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In addition, Governor Peterson made two special points—one, 
that as head of the FCDA he must be made fully aware of all rele- 
vant intelligence material, particularly from AEC and the Depart- 

) ment of Defense, and two, that his agency must be more clearly 
aware of enemy and United States capabilities if FCDA is to pro- 
vide realistic leadership to civil defense. Perhaps, said Governor 
Peterson, this might be accomplished if he sat in the NSC. If not, 
some other arrangement should be made. 

At the conclusion of Governor Peterson’s briefing, the President 
observed that Governor Peterson’s report indicated a certain sense 
of frustration. The President then said that he personally thought 
Governor Peterson’s job to be of the highest importance and that 
he would see to it that Governor Peterson got the support and the 
information which was required to do the job that the President 
had asked him to do. | 

Governor Peterson was followed by Chairman Dean of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, who briefed the Council in the first in- 
stance with respect to supplemental information on the program 
for the development of nuclear power (NSC 145—The Development 
of Practical Nuclear Power). ® A sanitized version of the report of 
the Consultants on this problem, which had been referred to them 
by the Council, was then distributed by the Executive Secretary. 
Chairman Dean noted that the total cost of the pilot plant called — 

for in NSC 145 was $15 million. It would be impossible, he stated, 
to erect this plant with the $3 million budgeted at present for FY 
1953 and 1954. In other words, new funds would have to be appro- 
priated if the Government was to build the pilot plant in FY 1954. 

Although Secretary Wilson repeated his doubts as to the value of _ 
“crowding” this project, Chairman Dean made clear that he did not | 
wish to see the $15 million for this plant knocked out of the FY 
1954 budget. 

Mr. Thomas suggested that instead of spending $15 million in FY 
1954 for the pilot plant, the Council recommend at this time the 
acceptance of the changes in the Atomic Energy Act which Chair- 
man Dean had suggested, and then see whether private industry 
would not undertake to build the plant. This might save the $15 
million. If not, the $15 million could subsequently be put back into 
the budget. 

Chairman Dean expressed doubt that private industry would at 
this time come in on an experimental reactor to the tune of $15 
million, but the President expressed approval for going ahead with 
the process of changing the Atomic Energy Act. He also suggested 

*For documentation on NSC 145, see pp. 1121 ff.
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- that no appropria
tion beyond that already made should be added | 

until after the legislati
ve changes had been approved

. © | | 

Chairman
 Dean was followed by Admiral Strauss, who briefed 

the Council on his tentative evaluatio
n of the atomic energy pro- 

grams for FY 1954 and 1955 and his views of possible reduction
s in | 

expendit
ures for these programs

. The chief question
 at issue, said ! 

Admiral Strauss, was whether $200 million could be saved in the 7 

budget for the Atomic Energy Commissi
on. Admiral Strauss stated 

that North America provides us with approxim
ately one-third of if 

our total requireme
nts of uranium oxide. The other two-thirds

 of | 

our uranium
 oxide requirem

ents come from areas vulnerab
le to 

enemy attack. In view of our rising weapons objectives,
 it was | 

therefor
e plain to Admiral Strauss that it was necessar

y to go on | 

with the AEC’s program for construct
ion of plants for the produc- 

tion of plutoniu
m. In short, it would be impossib

le to reduce the 

AEC budget for these two fiscal years with respect to ore resources
 ) 

or weapons requiremen
ts. : 

Moving on, Admiral Strauss observed that the normal place to | 

look for savings is in the area of greatest cost. In the AEC budget 

this area was that of plant expansio
n. The question,

 therefore
, was, | 

could we reduce the program
 for plant expansio

n without a major 

default in the producti
on of weapons.

 At first blush it seemed possi- | 

ble to cut perhaps one new pile at Hanford and two at Savanna
h 

River. But in view of the fact that these plants produced tritium, | 

and also because without them reliance would have to be placed on : 

a single installat
ion, it was obvious that cutting out these piles in- : 

volved a heavy risk to the national security. According
ly, Admiral 

Strauss was unprepare
d at this time to recommen

d cuts in plant 

expansion
 expenditu

res. Admiral Strauss did suggest, however, | 

that it might be possible to reduce the amount of money being ex- 

pended and projected
 for the tests of atomic weapons.

 These tests | 

involved
 a cost $325 million, and he thought a possible saving 

might be made in this category. Similarly
, he suggested

 that cuts 

could be made in the productio
n of dummy weapons used in train- | 

ing. Thirdly, he felt that the security program of the Atomic 

Energy Commissi
on could be reduced by the device of increasin

g 

the degree of security in special sensitive areas, but relaxing it in 

other less sensitive
 areas. In the aggregat

e these items might go far 

to reach the desired goal, but even in these categorie
s Admiral 

Strauss stated that he was not yet prepared
 to make a positive rec- 

ommendat
ion, and that further study would be required. He felt it 

would take sixty days to complete this study. 

Secretary
 Humphre

y observed that he hated to give up the idea 

of abandon
ing some of the proposed

 increase
d producti

on capacity 

in the AEC budget.
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Chairman Dean replied that if you cut out the Portsmouth, Ohio, _ 
plant you would be completely dependent on Oak Ridge. What 
would happen to your U-235 if the Oak Ridge installation were de- 
stroyed by air attack or by sabotage? In short, Chairman Dean sup- 
ported Admiral Strauss’ view that to cut the production capacity 
program involved too great a risk to the national security. 

Mr. Thomas inquired as to the possibility of cutting out the pro- 
| gram for producing an atomic aircraft carrier and an atomic-pow- 

ered plane. If this could be done with safety there would be a 
saving of $254 million in the first two years. | 

The President inquired, what would we lose? What would go 
down the drain by way of cancelled contracts? On the other hand, 
he said, there was certainly good reason to question why we should 
continue to try to produce two other experimental power plants for 
use in carriers and aircraft until we saw how the program for the | 
atomic-powered submarine turned out. oe 

Mr. Thomas said that that was precisely his question. ees 
The President said it was not necessary to reach a final decision 

on this issue today, but that it did not seem to him that any very — 
logical reasons had been set forth for pushing ahead on the atomic 
carrier and plane program. | | | 

Mr. Cutler then raised the question of “enough-ness”, and there 
ensued a discussion of the JCS estimate of weapons requirements. 
It was noted that 1959 is the date at which we presently estimate — 
that we will have on hand the weapons which the Joint Chiefs be- 
lieve we need. 

| Mr. Malott then raised the question of public hysteria with re- 
: spect to atomic weapons and the danger of atomic attack. 

The President said that he was less concerned about hysteria — 
than about the public complacency concerning which Governor Pe- | 
terson had spoken earlier. OE ar | 

Mr. Malott argued that he nevertheless believed that we ought to 
use a couple of atomic weapons in Korea. —s_— 

The President replied that perhaps we should, but we could not 
blind ourselves to the effects of such a move on our allies, which 
would be very serious since they feel that they will be the battle- 
ground in an atomic war between the United States and the Soviet 
Union. ... ee 

| At the conclusion of this discussion it became the turn of Gover- 
| nor Stassen to express his judgment as to the extent to which 
: Mutual Security expenditures could be reduced in FY 1954 and : 

1955 without serious prejudice to the national security. Governor 
Stassen stated his belief that we could accomplish our objectives 
with respect to assisting our allies in the context of the new United 
States policy that seemed to be evolving. In changing the Mutual
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- Security program to fit the new policy, he stated, it was of the © | 

greatest importance that the United States act in an atmosphere of | 

confidence. While the change to the new program should be rapid, | 

it should not be abrupt. | a eee a 
Governor Stassen stated that he felt that the forthcoming pro- | 

| gram should have the following new emphases: (1) on modern : 

weapons; (2) on sound economies, both for ourselves and for other 

nations; (3) private capital; (4) increased international trade. Gover- | 

nor ,Stassen felt that in the future our programs should involve 

lessened expenditure of funds but a longer period of ‘commitment 

for U.S. assistance. While he felt that it would be unwise to cut 

completely our aid to any area of the free world where it was now | 

being given, he believed that the following changes were necessary: : 

In each critical area to concentrate our aid on correcting the weak- | 

est point and strengthening the potentially strongest nation. As ex- : 

amples, Governor Stassen gave top priority in Western Europe to : 

| France as a critically weak point and to Germany as a potential , 

strong point. With regard to the United Kingdom, Governor Stas- | 

sen predicted that development of off-shore procurement would ac- : 

complish wonders and would enable us in a short time to stop | 

grant aid. In the Far East we desired to realize on Japan’s great 

potentiality, but this would require an Asia-wide approach to for- 

eign trade. In South Asia it was essential to save India, but this : 

would not involve so much vast expenditure as the long-term ap- : 

proach which Governor Stassen had just mentioned. In the Near | 

East we should develop Egypt as the point of strength. In Latin | 

America and in Africa we should cut the amount of government 

aid provided to the area, but greatly increase the role of private : 

capital in the development of backward areas. In so doing, howev- 

er, Governor Stassen warned of the need for increasing the stake of 

- the people of these countries in the development of a sound capital- | 

istic economy. | a oe : 

| If we indeed followed this emphasis in the Mutual Security pro-- : 

grams, Governor Stassen believed that we could taper off and cut | 

back on the NATO force goals. In accomplishing all these things, | 

said Governor Stassen, what we do in the United States will very 
directly affect what we do to assist foreign countries. We can only | 
achieve our objectives overseas if we put an end to inflation in the 

United States. We cannot hope to lead others in the direction we 

wish them to go unless we ourselves are prepared to do what is 

necessary to assure a more stable economy and less inflation in the 
United States. Governor Stassen stated his belief that it would be 
possible to reach this new program by January 1954, by which time 

certain cuts could be made. On this basis we could subtract $1.5 bil- _



278 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

lion in expenditures for the FY 1954 budget, and subtract $1 billion 
from the appropriations figure for FY 1954. | 

After an exchange between Governor Stassen and Mr. Cutler 
with respect to the discrepancy between the figures stated by Gov- 
ernor Stassen in his oral presentation and the figures in his writ- 
ten report, © the other members of the Council were asked to give 
their opinions of the policy and program which Governor Stassen 
had outlined. 

The Secretary of State emphasized the importance of the psycho- 
logical factor abroad. Many people in the European countries have 
been taught to believe that a Republican administration in the 
United States would mean a return to isolationism. Any sudden 
cut might therefore produce panic, and at any rate, said Secretary 

| Dulles, along with such reductions in grant aid as those suggested 
by Governor Stassen there must go renewed efforts to increase in- 
ternational trade and to cut tariffs. _ 

The Vice President warned the Council that they must think of 
sentiment and feeling on Capitol Hill. Members of Congress, he 
said, are often reluctant to make cuts in the Defense budget, but 
they do like to cut the Mutual Security budget. He believed a cut of 
only $1 billion in the Truman budget for MSA would be extremely 
difficult to sell to Congress unless it was presented to the Congress 
as a new program. Accordingly, he urged that heavy emphasis be 
placed on the defense implications of the Mutual Security program, 
so that it might be presented as a means of obtaining our national 
security objectives at less cost than the United States would have 
to pay if it produced the men and matériel to secure its defenses. 

Secretary Dulles and the President both stated their conviction 
that it was absolutely impossible to pull a single American division 
out of Europe at the present time. The President said we should 
never forget that in defending Europe with $6 billion of Mutual Se- 
curity assistance we are getting a very great deal for our money, 
because we are avoiding the necessity of using our own troops. The 
money in this program was not merely “giveaway”? money. With it 
we are buying something concrete in terms of U.S. security. The 
real problem, the President repeated, was to find the economical 
way to make these European nations perform effectively as our 
allies. 

At the conclusion of the discussion of Governor Stassen’s brief- 
ing, Secretary Wilson was asked to brief the Council on his judg- 
ment of the extent to which Defense Department expenditures 

° For the undated “Summary of the Report of the Director for Mutual Security 
Pursuant to NSC Action 730-c”, see vol. 1, Part 1, p. 596.
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could be reduced in FY 1954 and 1955 without prejudicial effect on | 

the national security. a . 

At the outset, Secretary Wilson stated that defense-wise the : 

United States was much better off now than it had been three. : 

years ago, but to achieve by 1956 the force and readiness goals con- 3 

templated in NSC 135/3 would require the Department of Defense 

to spend $45 billion for the next three years and to spend $40 bil- 

lion in maintenance in the years that followed. Even so, we would 

not achieve the force and readiness goals at the dates contemplated : 

in NSC 1385/3. | 

Secretary Wilson then said that he was working at present on 

the assumption of a “Floating D-day” instead of a specific date for | 

readiness. On this basis it was possible to achieve expenditure cuts | 

of a notable order: $41 billion in FY 1954 (plus $2 billion for the 

war in Korea). The $41 billion figure could be progressively re- 

duced in subsequent fiscal years to perhaps $33 billion annually by | 

1958. Reductions of this order of magnitude and in this time se- 

quence would not substantially affect our strength in being in the | 

next two fiscal years. We would, of course, be less well off in the 

third and subsequent years. a 

Going on, Secretary Wilson suggested that the following might | 

be considered an acceptable program. The Truman budget for FY | 

1954 called for appropriations of $41 billion. Secretary Wilson pro- : 

posed taking $5 billion off this figure, which he thought could be 

got chiefly from better balancing out of the Defense Department | 

programs and not extending our commitments so far. This would 

bring us from $41 billion to $36 billion, and we could of course go 

still lower if it were not for the Korean war. $5 billion out of the | 

Truman budget, however, Secretary Wilson felt to be the maximum 

that could be cut from a political and psychological point of view. A 

further cut in FY 1954 would result in the conclusion that the : 

United States was abandoning a serious defense effort for itself and 

its allies. Furthermore, said Secretary Wilson, with these cuts we 

should make every effort to keep the maximum forces in being for 

two years at least, and he proceeded to outline the probable compo- 

sition of the forces of the Army, Navy and Air Force on the basis of 

such cuts as he proposed. | | 

After Mr. Cutler had summarized to the best of his ability the 

~ cuts which seemed reasonable to the Secretary of Defense and to 

the Director for Mutual Security, the President stated that he was 

satisfied with the picture which they had presented, and felt that © 

Congress ought also to be satisfied. The proposed solution by Gover- 

nor Stassen and Secretary Wilson was even better than he had 

hoped for.
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Mr. Cutler noted that the Consultants had earlier expressed a 
view that the budget could be balanced, in terms of cash expendi- = 
tures, in FY 1954. Did they now wish to comment on what they | 
had heard from Governor Stassen and Secretary Wilson? 

Mr. Cowles said it would be magnificent if cuts of the proposed 
magnitude could be made. Secretary Humphrey added that on this 
basis we would have to contemplate a cash deficit of only $1.5 bil- 
lion. On the whole this seemed to him not too bad. 7 

The President suggested that we should certainly not, in the 
present situation, let the excess profits tax die without a substitute. 
Indeed, he added, we ought never to commit ourselves to any tax 
reduction while we are fighting this war. _ 

The Consultants were then invited by the President to make 
their comments. oe : 

Mr. Thomas thought that you could still make certain small sav- | 
ings which in the aggregate could be very significant. As examples 
he thought such savings could be made in the AEC budget and in 
the money currently being spent on research and development in 
the Defense Department. | es | 

Mr. Robertson felt that the proposed cuts were admirable, and he 
had no suggestions for improvement in the programs outlined by 
Secretary Wilson and Governor Stassen. aS | | 

Mr. Anderson also expressed satisfaction, and stated the view 
that a balance of the cash budget in FY 1954 might even yet be 
achieved, since “‘savings breed savings.” 

Mr. Cowles likewise expressed wholehearted approval of these 
presentations, and again stressed the importance of educating the 
public to the current threat to the national security. This alone, he 
predicted, would put an end to the yelling for further tax cuts. | 

Mr. Black stated his wholehearted approval of the programs. 
The President stated, in closing the all-day session, that he had 

been thinking about the great contribution which the Consultants 
had made to the Administration’s understanding of the problem, 
and it had occurred to him that it would be desirable if the Con- 
sultants were to return to Washington and give us some few more 
days at about the time that the Administration’s budget went to 
the Congress. They could then check over the final budget to see 
what actually had been done in the way of cuts. As the President | 
put it, they could give a kind of spot check of the promises that had 
been made. Furthermore, in thanking the Consultants for their _ 

_ work the President stated that he wanted them to be apostles of 
the faith throughout the country. If they really believed that the 
new Administration was doing its job, then they must go back to 
their localities and say so.
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- Mr. Cutler summed up as the consensus of the meeting that the | 

over-all policies for national security were on the whole appropri- : 

ate and reasonable. Second, that we should nevertheless, in carry- : 

ing them out, approach as rapidly as possible the balancing of the | 

budget. Thirdly, that the means of doing this would involve chang- : 

ing our programs to carry out our policies rather than changing 

the policies themselves. : | ; 

| Secretary Humphrey expressed firm disagreement with Mr. Cut- 

ler’s observations, and stated that he believed that what we were : 

contemplating was a very different set of objectives as well as a dif- 

ferent program, from those which had been endorsed by the 

Truman administration. | a ee | 

| | | _ §. Everett GLEASON | 

3/ S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 149 Series ee | es | 

Draft Memorandum Prepared for the National Security Council * | 

TOP SECRET _ | | oe oe [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

CONDENSED STATEMENT OF PROPOSED POLICIES AND PROGRAMS | 

The National Security Council, together with its seven Civilian 

Consultants, held a meeting on 31 March 1953 to review the cur- 

rent basic national security policies and programs in relation to | 

their costs. It was the consensus that the following new policies | 

and programs should be adopted. | | 

Proposed Policies | 

1. The survival of the free world depends on the maintenance by : 

the United States of a sound, strong economy. For the United ; 

States to continue a course of Federal spending in excess of Federal | 

income will weaken and eventually destroy that economy. As rap- : 

a idly as is consistent with continuing our leadership in the free | 

1 A covering memorandum to the National Security Council from Lay dated Apr. 

2 states that this statement reflected the consensus of the meeting of Mar. 31 with : 

the Civilian Consultants. Lay added: “The enclosed draft is being referred to the : 

Planning Board for use as a basis for the preparation of a draft statement of policy 

on this subject to be submitted for consideration of the Council at its next meeting 

on Wednesday April 8, 1953.” Copies were sent to the Secretary of the Treasury, the 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Directors of Central Intelligence and 

the Bureau of the Budget. : ne 

| | On Apr. 3, Lay circulated to the National Security Council a slightly expanded 

version of this memorandum drafted by the NSC Planning Board and designated 

NSC 149. This NSC Planning Board Report, Lay informed the NSC, was transmitted 

for consideration by the National Security Council at its meeting on Apr. 8. A copy a 

of NSC 149 is in S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 61 D 167, NSC 149 Series.
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world, and barring an emergency, the United States will annually 
balance its Federal expenditures with its Federal income. 

2. Because the United States has commitments and responsibil- 
ities which, in the interest of the national security, must be met in 
the near future, it can approach only gradually a balancing of its 
Federal budget. But the Administration should frankly state at this 
time to the people that it is resolved to attain this new objective 
and how it expects to do so. It should also make clear the grave 
nature of the Communist threat, and of the resulting fiscal situa- 
tion, which confronts us. | | 

3. So long as there is a state of war in Korea, the United States 
should not materially reduce the level, though it may change the 
form, of its Federal taxation. 

4. While bringing the Federal budget into balance, the United 
States will continue to maintain over a sustained period sufficient 
armed forces to defend the United States and assist in the defense 
of vital areas of the free world. Although the national security pro- 
gram expenditures outlined below for FY 1954 and FY 1955 will 
not permit attainment of force goals which were set some years ago 
to meet a specific date for D-day readiness, such expenditures will 
provide greater force strength than we have today—in the United 
States, in NATO, and in the Far East. — 

). Subject to paragraph 1 and 2 above, the United States will 
continue to assist in building up the strength of the free world; will 
seek thereby to contain Soviet expansion and to deter Soviet power 
from aggressive war; will continue to exploit the vulnerabilities of 
the Soviets and their satellites; all with a view to the ultimate re- 
traction and decay of Soviet power. - 

6. In carrying out paragraph 5 above, the U.S. should: 

a. Increase emphasis on — a - 

(1) bringing the Korean war to a final settlement acceptable 
to us; | 

(2) aiding in the settlement of the war in Indo-China, with- 
out direct intervention except in the event of Chinese Commu- 
nist aggression; | 

(3) Protection of the continental United States from enemy 
attack; 

(4) off-shore procurement of military matériel, designed to 
Increase the capability of our allies to support their own de- 
enses; | 

(5) maintenance of production plant capacity in the United 
States, in lieu of large reserve stocks of end-items; 

(6) reduction of overhead and elimination of waste and du- 
plication; 

(7) lowering of trade barriers and encouragement of recipro- 
cal trade on a mutually favorable basis.
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b. Decrease emphasis on | | 

(1) expansion of NATO forces in being; | | 

(2) expansion of U.S. armed forces and matériel stocks to 
full D-day readiness by early fixed target dates. _ oe | 

Proposed Mutual Security Program : 

7. The proposed new mutual security program will have these | 

characteristics: Oo | | 

a. The United States will act with confidence. 
b. The change in direction, while rapid, will not be abrupt. — 
c. Emphasis will be placed upon modern weapons, sound econo- ‘ 

mies in the U.S. and abroad, use of private capital, longer-term 

commitments, and regional economic and trade arrangements in 

the Far East. | | 

d. Inflation at home (whether arising from Governmental deficit | 

financing, excessive consumer credit, etc.), will not be permitted to 

destroy the effect of our policies abroad. : 
e. NATO first-line divisions will be in part equipped through use 

of a portion of the U.S. continental supply of critical items. | 

f. We will concentrate on vital countries—helping the weakest to 

attain economic strength and encouraging the potentially strong to : 

maximize their economic potential. For example, we shall give top 

priority: , | 

(1) In Western Europe, to France in view of its heavy com- , 

mitments in Indo-China, to assisting Germany more fully to re- . 

alize its potential, to emphasizing off-shore procurement in the 

United Kingdom, and to cutting back division goals for NATO. : 

: (2) In the Far East, to Indo-China as the weak point and 
Japan as the strong point, adopting an Asia-wide economic ap- | 

proach. 
(3) In South Asia, to India, with a long-range program which | 

will not involve large expenditures. | 

(4) In the Near East, to Egypt. ) 

(5) In Latin America and Africa, to the development of pri- | 

vate capital and sound economies which will yield greater re- 

turns for the people in the area, but without involving us in 

large expenditures. | : 

g. The program will be administered in closest conformity with | 

the foreign policy leadership of the Secretary of State and the mili- 
tary policy leadership of the Secretary of Defense. 

8. The new program levels should be reached about January 1, 

1954, and reductions in cash expenditures should be effected as fol- 

lows: | 

FY 1954: 1.5 billion, from 8 billion* down to 6.5 billion, 
FY 1955: 1.5 billion, from 7.8 billion* down to 6.8 billion, 

*In the February 24, 1953 memorandum entitled ‘Costs of National Security Pro- 

grams”, these expenditure figures were stated as 7.4 billion and 8.0 billion. [Foot- 
Continued
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with still lower cash expenditures in FYs thereafter. The appro- 
priation figure in FY 1954 budget should be cut 1.2 billion. ee 
Proposed Military Program | | 

9. To achieve by FY 1956 or 1957 the forces and readiness goals 
contemplated by NSC 135/3 would require an average annual ex- 
penditure of 45 billion for the Department of Defense for FY 1954, 
FY 1955, and FY 1956. To maintain such forces and readiness for 
the years immediately following FY 1956 would require annual ex- 

_ penditures averaging 40 billion. Such levels of expenditure are in- 
consistent with the policies proposed above. 

10. Under the proposed policies, the military program will be re- 
lated to a “floating’’, rather than a “specific”, D-day, and should 
achieve by FY 1956 or FY 1957 force levels of the following general 
order of magnitude: SE ) 

a. 105 to 115 Air Wings (depending on the character of the wing. : 
structure). Ten Wings will probably not be equipped with “first. 
line” aircraft. | os NS 

27 NG Air Force Wings (11 with reasonably modern equipment). | 
36 MATS Squadrons and other appropriate supporting elements. 
b. 18 Army Divisions. oe | | 
18 Regimental Combat Teams. “ | 
110 to 120 AA Battalions. | aed 
Other appropriate supporting Army elements. | 
c. 9900 Naval aircraft (including 1800 aircraft for Naval Reserve, 

of which 800 will be reasonably modern). —s_— 
400 Naval Warships. | 
800 Mine and Auxiliary craft. a 
3 Marine Divisions (1 at least at reduced strength), with support- — | 

ing Air Wings. | oo 
d. Reasonable mobilization reserves for Army and Marine ground | 

forces. | See SS PP St 
11. The military program should involve cash expenditures as 

follows, taking into account an estimated 1 billion annual cut in 
overhead and duplication: wha a 

| —— _Bil- ) 
: tions 

FY 1954 oe eccesecsseteesessssssstsereeee ABZ 

FY 1957 and following ........0........... 33 

fIncludes 2 billion for continuation of the Korean war at substantially the 
current level of activity through whole FY and build-up to 20 ROK divisions. 
[Footnote in the source text.] : | 

note in the source text. A copy of the memorandum under reference is in S/S-NSC 
files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 142 Series. ]
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The appropriation figure in the FY 1954 budget should be cut by | 

~ about 5 billion, from approximately 41 billion to approximately 36 I 

billion (which assumes a continuation of the Korean war at sub- 

| stantially the current level of activity), = rs | 

| Atomic Energy Program . - wt a 7 ne 

12. a. Under the proposed policy, expenditure reductions in the ~ 

Atomic Energy program in FY 1954 and FY 1955 might be made in | 

the following categories: | ae | 

- £(1) Some saving in dummy weapons for air training, now cost- | : 

ing 120 million annually. te : - ke 

+ (2) Some saving in tests of weapons, costing in FY 1954 and FY : 

1955, for AEC and DOD combined, 325 million. | a 

+ (3) Some saving in AEC security measures. | a 

(4) Saving over 200 million annually, if development of atomic , 

propulsion units for aircraft carriers and aircraft, now costing 254 | 

million annually, are postponed; but submarine reactor develop- 

ment is continued. BS a a , 

| b. Admiral Strauss did not recommend reductions in budgeted | 

expenditures for FY 1954 for ore buying (893 million), weapons 

building (1,156 million), plant expansion (1,954). No concensus was 

reached as to the feasibility of some reduction in plant expansion. 

c. The proposed policy on the development of nuclear power is: | 

(1) The early development of nuclear power is an urgent need, if 
we are to maintain our national lead in the atomic field. The goal | 

of this program should be attained primarily by private, not gov- : 

ernment, financing. | 

(2) The advantages of private financing are: | 

| (a) To tap the great scientific laboratories of private enter- 

prise. | 

(b) To bring about competition between private and govern- | 

ment laboratories with benefit to both. . 

(c) To provide automatically the dispersal of fissionable ma- : 

terial production capacity. | ne | : 

(d) To create new industries, new employment, and new | 

sources of taxes. | BEES loos fo : 

(3) If this program is to be practicable, industry should be per- 

mitted (subject to appropriate security safeguards) to: 

(a) own and operate nuclear power facilities, 

| (b) buy or lease fissionable material, 

- (ce) use and transfer fissionable and by-product materials not 

purchased by the Atomic Energy Commission, and 
| (d) have more liberal patent rights than presently granted. 

Special Assistant to the President (Admiral Strauss) estimates 200 million annu- 

ally could be saved in these three categories. He will submit a summary report to 

the Council. [Footnote in the source text.] | |
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Accordingly, immediate positive steps should be taken for legisla- 
tion along these lines. a | 

(4) No additional funds for a pilot plant should be authorized 
other than the approximately 3 million presently included in FY 
1953 and FY 1954 budgets. | - | 

(5) It is expected that industry will participate with its own 
funds and facilities in this program when the recommended legisla- 
tion is passed. 

Summary of Reductions in Program Expenditures 

13. a. The February 24, 1953 memorandum entitled “Costs of Na- 
tional Security Programs” projected expenditures for national secu- 
rity (including AEC) programs. These projections would not have 
fully provided for the force and readiness goals contemplated in 
NSC 135/38 or for the substantial expansion in the air base struc- 
ture required to reach those goals. 

b. The reductions in expenditures summarized below are reduc- 
tions from the projected expenditures stated in the February 24, 
19538 memorandum: | 

) Reduction in expenditures in billions | 

| FY 1954 FY 1955 

AEC.\... eects = 2 plus .2 plus | | 

3.4 plus 0.9 plus 
Assumed reductions proposed by 

the DOD in March 5, 1953 memo- 
TANCUM........eeeseeresscssssecseeeeee. 6.8 billions 14. billions 

§The figures for reductions in expenditures appearing in paragraph 8 above are 
1.5 billion and 1.5 billion. [Footnote in the source text. 

If the current tax rates are maintained and if a reduction in ex- 
penditures of one billion is assumed in each year for non-security 
programs, the above reductions of 3.4 plus and 5.9 plus would | 
result in a budgetary position as follows: | 

Billions of dollars) 

| Cash basis Budget basis 

1954 1955 1954 = 1955 

(a) Deficit as estimated in “Budget Out- 
look” (assuming presently scheduled 
tax ExpiratiONS).........eeecesscesesseeeeeee 6.6 11.7 9.9 15.0 

(b) Reductions in deficit by proposed ex- 
penditure reductions: 

(1) In non-security programe................. 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
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Oo (Billions of dollars) : 

| Cash basis Budget basis | 

| 1954 1955 1954 1955 | 

(2) In security programs (above)... 34 59 384 59 

| (c) Deficit (assuming presently sched- 
uled tax expirations) ..cee 22 48 5.5 = 8.1 

(d) Gain in revenues if current rent 

tax rates are maintained... 21 80 21 8.0 : 

(e) Deficit or SULPIUS..........:ceeeeseeesreeens —0.1 438.2 —384 —0.1 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file. 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 139th Meeting of the National | 

Security Council, Wednesday, April 8, 1953* : 

[Extracts] | | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 7 

Present at the 139th meeting of the Council were the President 

of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United : 

States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and the Di- 

rector for Mutual Security. Also present were the Secretary of the 

Treasury; the Attorney General (for Item 1); the Secretary of the | 

Interior (for Item 1); the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Acting : 

Director of Defense Mobilization; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of : 

Staff: the Director of Central Intelligence; the Special Assisant to 

the President for National Security Affairs; the Special Assistant 

. to the President for Cold War Planning; the Military Liaison Offi- : 

cer; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Sec- 

retary, NSC. | | 

There follows a general account of the main positions taken and 

the chief points made at this meeting. | 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Apr. 16. |
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7. Basic National Security Policies and Programs in Relation to 
Their Costs (NSC 149; 2 Memo for NSC from Executive Secreta- 
ry, same subject, dated April 2, 1953; 8 NIE-64 (Part I/1 and ae 
Part II +) | 

Mr. Cutler then turned to NSC 149 and explained that Part 1 
consisted of a statement of policy, which he suggested that the 
Council approve after it had discussed the statement. Part 2 con- 
sisted of an outline of certain major programs, in which there 
would doubtless be further changes before the Council was pre- 
pared to act. The third part, dealing with the financial aspects of 
the problem, Mr. Cutler said was under study by the Bureau of the 
Budget, which would present a new set of figures for the meeting 
of the Council on April 22. . ee 

It was pointed out that several members of the Council would be 
out of the country for the April 22 meeting, but the President said | 
that they would have to be represented by deputies on the occasion _ 
of this meeting, since decisions could not be postponed later than 
this date. eS 

Mr. Cutler then called for suggestions by the members of the 
Council as to changes in Part 1 of NSC 149 which seemed desirable. 

Secretary Humphrey said that at the request of Mr. C. D. Jack- 
son a meeting had been held to discuss and agree upon ways and 
means of announcing the new budgetary levels and the new nation- 
al security programs to the Congress and the people. It was the > 
view of this meeting that the President should make reference to 
the new budget in a speech or press conference on or about April 
20. Meanwhile, the committee believed that every effort should be 
made to prevent any leaks as to the content of N SC 149. ee 

The Council agreed with this procedure and with the view that. 
NSC 149 was to be “kept on ice” until April20. =” eho 

Theoretically, said Mr. Cutler, NSC 149 was to be regarded as 
| subject to change until April 20. SEEN eo eS 

The Council thereupon proceeded to indicate revisions in. the | 
wording of Part 1, including the addition of phraseology warning — 
against the danger of inflation and pointing out how increased in- 
flation might well ruin the attempt to achieve a balanced budget. 

Secretary Wilson expressed some concern over the phrase in 
Part 1, paragraph 5, which spoke of courses of action by the United 
States “with a view to the ultimate retraction and reduction of the _ 
Soviet system to a point which no longer constitutes a threat to the __ 

2 See footnote 1, supra. | 
3 This memorandum transmitted to the National Security Council the memoran- 

dum, supra. 
* For documentation on NIE-64 concerning Soviet bloc capabilities and intentions, 

see volume VIII.
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security of the United States.” Secretary Wilson thought that this : 

| language sounded much too aggressive, and thought that it should 

| be toned down. | oe | OP ha gee fe : 

Secretary Humphrey agreed with Secretary Wilson, but Mr. — : 

Cutler pointed out that anything which seriously infringed on this _ 

objective would leave the present Administration advocating poli-— 

cies toward the Soviet Union which, far from being more positive 

than those of President Truman and Secretary Acheson, would be | 

softer. cy ges aR ca | 

Secretary Dulles also urged that the statement be left substan- | 

~ tially as it was. | 7 ee ee ee 

~ Accordingly, Secretary Wilson withdrew his point. | 

The Council then turned briefly to a consideration of Part 2 of | 

NSC 149. On the financial issues and the figures indicating cuts, | 

- Secretary Humphrey pointed out that he did not regard the figures 

for cuts in Part 2 as fixed. Rather, they were to him indications of _ 

the direction in which the Administration was going, and it might : 

well prove feasible to make further cuts in the programs for FY : 

— 1954. | | oe cee ES ee | 

Mr. Cutler confirmed Secretary Humphrey’s opinion that the fig- | 

ures in Part 2 were not yet firm and would not be until the Council | 

acted after April 20. me a : 
Secretary Wilson said that he was not inclined to discuss this | 

part of the paper at the present time, until he had been able to ) 

give the report further study in the Defense Department. He did, 

however, express the opinion that his people in the Defense De- 

partment were very concerned about the size of the proposed cuts 

in the Mutual Security program for FY 1954 and 1955 and the 

effect that such cuts would have on military assistance to our | 

allies. cage. : S | 

Secretary Dulles also agreed on the dangerous character of a re- 

duction of the MSA program from $8 billion to $6.5 billion. 

| - Secretary Humphrey protested strongly against this view, but | 
the President once more insisted that Secretary Humphrey was in- 
exact in describing the MSA funds as “giveaway” money. Actually : 

we were buying security with these funds. oO 2 

With regard to the forthcoming NATO meeting ® which would : 

occur before the Administration had finally made up its mind on | 

the figure for the Mutual Security budget, the President suggested 

that when Secretaries Dulles and Wilson and Mr. Stassen arrived 
at the NATO meeting they would find that several of the NATO 

countries would be quite eager to climb down somewhat from the 

5 For documentation on the Eleventh Session of the North Atlantic Council at 

Paris in April 19538, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 368 ff.
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goals and objectives which had previously been set. It therefore 
seemed to the President better to agree with these countries ona 
reduction in their obligations and then say that in the circum- _ 
stances they did not require so much assistance from the United 
States. This would be better strategy than for the United States to 
announce to these countries in the first instance that it proposed to 
make cuts in the levels of assistance it was projecting for the next 
fiscal year. _ | 

The National Security Council: 6 

a. Deferred action on Part 1 of the reference report on the sub- 
ject (NSC 149) pending further study. | 

b. Agreed that the Secretary of Defense, the Director for Mutual 
Security, and the Atomic Energy Commission should submit to the 
Council, not later than April 20, 1953, definitive outlines, along the 
lines of Part 2 of NSC 149 (as revised by the Summary Report by 
the Special Assistant to the President for Atomic Energy Matters,* — 
dated March 31, 1953), of the respective military, mutual security, | 
and atomic energy programs for FY 1954 and FY 1955 (with such 
informative analyses as each may deem appropriate). | _— | 

Note: The action in b above subsequently transmitted to the Sec- | 
retary of Defense, the Director for Mutual Security, and the 
Atomic Energy Commission, respectively, for appropriate imple- 
mentation. | | cae 

S. EVERETT GLEASON _ 

6 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 762. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’”’) 

* See atomic energy file, “Strauss Report’. [Footnote in the source text. For docu- 
mentation on the foreign policy aspects of atomic energy, see pp. 845 ff.] : 

Editorial Note | | 

Sudden announcements by the Soviet Government during the 
first week of March 1953 of the illness and death of Joseph Stalin 
stimulated an existing interest within the Eisenhower administra- 
tion to make a dramatic appeal for a change in the international 
climate of opinion. Vigorous efforts within the administration to 
seek a proper time, forum, and approach culminated on April 16, 
1953 in the President’s address, entitled ““A Chance for Peace”, 
before the American Society of Newspaper Editors. Regarding this 

: speech, see the editorial note, page 1144.
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Executive 

Secretary, 

NSC; 
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© 

Deputy 

Executive 

Secretary, 

NSC. 

| : 

There 
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a general 

account 

of the 
main 
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| 

the 
chief 

points 
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at this 
meeting. 5. Basic 

National 

Security 

Policies 

and 
Programs 

in Relation 

to : 

Their 

Costs 

(NSC 
149;2 

NSC 
149/1;# 

NSC 
Action 

No. 
762; 

+ : 

Memo 

for 
NSC 
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Executive 

Secretary, 
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subject, 

dated 

; 

April 

21, 
1953 

°) 
- | 

Mr. 
Cutler 
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to the 
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of Part 
I of NSC 
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| | 
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consideration 

at the 
last 

meeting 

of this 
statement 

of policy. 

He 
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proposed 
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on 
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in the 
Note 
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Exec- 

, 

utive 

Secretary. 

This 
called 
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approval 
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paper 

and 
direction 
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Planning 
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it as a guide 

in the 
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more 
detailed 

statement 

of basic 

national 

security 

policy 

to super- sede 
the 

NSC 
20, 

68 and 
135 

series. 

| 

1 Drafted 

by Deputy 

Executive 

Secretary 

Gleason 

on Apr. 
23. 

2 See 
footnote 

1, p. 281. 

| 

3 Not 
printed. 

(S/S-NSC 

files, 
lot 

63 D 351, 
NSC 

149 
Series) 

For 
text 

of NSC 
149/ 

| 

2, Apr. 
29, 

see 
p. 305. 4 See 

footnote 

6, p. 290. 5 Not 
found 

in Department 

of State 

files.
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Mr. Cutler further informed the Council that the Secretary of — 
State, before his departure for the NATO meeting, had sent a —s_— 
letter to the President expressing the hope of himself, the Secreta- __ 
ry of Defense and the Secretary of the ‘Treasury that no further 
cuts would be made in the major security programs by the Council, 
and that the Council would avoid imposing too much rigidity on 
the programs set forth in NSC 149/1. 

Finally, Mr. Cutler informed the Council of a number of changes 
in the wording of NSC 149/1 which had resulted from his meeting 
with the President and Mr. Lay at their briefing earlier that morn- 
ing. He explained that the President had been desirous of removing 
the tabular statement of estimated levels of expenditure for FY 
1954, 1955 and 1956 which appeared on page 11, on the ground that 
such precise figures might be construed by the Congress as iron- 
clad promises which subsequently the heads of the executive de- | 
partments might find it difficult to keep. _ ee 

The President himself intervened to state that he did not want 
the responsible members of the Executive branch to make iron-clad 
commitments to the Congress on expenditure levels since, if 
changes later proved necessary, the heads of these agencies would 
be crucified for having failed to live up to the letter of their prom- 
ises. _ a | a 

Mr. Cutler also stated that a letter had been received from the 
Secretary of Defense, recommending that the proposal to postpone 
and stretch out the large ship reactor program and the aircraft nu- | 
clear propulsion program should be changed to call for the com- 
plete elimination of these two programs, with the result that fur- 
ther savings could be made in the Atomic Energy Commission’s 
program for FY 1954 and 1955. Mr. Cutler said that a decision by | 
the Council on this recommendation would be in order, as would be = 
a decision on the suggestion of the Secretary of Defense as to the | 
desirability of a careful review of weapons requirements. If these 
could be stretched out or lowered, it would be possible for the : 
Atomic Energy Commission to effect still further savings. _ : 

In summarizing his introductory remarks, Mr. Cutler said that 
he presumed that as a result of previous consideration by the 
Council of Part I of NSC 149/1, he could safely assume that the 
Council was now prepared to adopt Part I and to direct the Plan- 
ning Board to proceed with the drafting of a new and more detailed 
statement of national policy along the lines of Part I. - 

Secretary Smith, however, informed the Council that in its 
present form Part I was unsatisfactory to the Department of State. 
He therefore suggested that Part II of NSC 149/1 be approved by 
the Council, but that Part I be returned to the Planning Board for 
revision.
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Both the President and Mr. Cutler stated that they were unable : 

to understand the objections which the State Department found in — | 

- Part I, and Secretary Smith was requested to clarify these objec- | | 

tions. Be pete hn | 

Secretary Smith replied that he had no objections to the sub- | 

stance of Part I, but that there were a good many nit-picks and edi- ) 

torial clarifications which the State Department felt would be de- 

sirable. cs “ : rans ae : 

After Secretary Smith pointed to one or two concrete instances, 

| the President indicated agreement that a certain conditioning of : 

the phraseology of Part I would be desirable. The President there- | 

fore suggested that the Council approve Part I in substance with | 

the understanding that certain editorial clarifications would be 

made. , | a era SS | 

‘The Council then turned to the consideration of Part II of NSC _ | 

- 149/1, and Mr. Cutler requested Secretary Kyes to comment on the > | 

Military Program therein set forth. | - ee | 

The most vital objective, said Secretary Kyes, was to secure au- 

thority to cut back on certain portions of the Military Program. He | 

did not envisage any considerable change in the force strength of | 

the Army and Navy as contemplated in the Military Program, but | 

additions would be made to the strength of the Air Force, which he 

anticipated might reach 106 wings by June 30, 1954. A great deal 

more time would be needed to refine and elaborate the force levels _ | 

which could be achieved within the expenditure figures and person- 

nel strengths indicated in the Military Program as set forth in Part : 

IL. It was quite possible that as a result of this process still further | 

cuts could be made in the costs of the Defense Department pro- 

gram. ee. - 

Secretary Kyes then said that he had at hand.a proposed action 

by the Council on the Military Program which he desired to read 7 

to the Council as a basis for action. An important item in this 2 

action, said Secretary Kyes, was the proposal to eliminate the large | 

ship reactor program and the aircraft nuclear propulsion program 

instead of merely postponing or stretching out these two programs. — : 

The program for the atomic-powered submarine would of course 

continue. — Oo EE | : | 

Admiral Strauss, who had been invited by the President to _ 

attend the Council meeting, stated that he very much preferred to 

see these two programs stretched out rather than postponed indefi- 

nitely or entirely eliminated. weet A ae 

- The President inquired as to the essential differences between re- 

actor designs for powering submarines and for powering aircraft 

carriers. | oe | | 

| 
|
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Chairman Dean, who had likewise been invited to participate in 
Council consideration of this item, explained the very great differ-_ 
ence in design between the two reactors. Of course, he said, if there 
were no military requirement for these two programs, there was no 
sense in the Atomic Energy Commission’s going on with them. But, 
he said, he must warn that the elimination of these two programs 
would occasion considerable readjustments in the research estab- 
lishments and laboratories of the Atomic Energy Commission. | 

This argument seemed not to appeal to the President, who ex- 
pressed his anxiety and concern about the Government’s apparent 
tendency to monopolize all research activity in this area at the 
very moment when private industry seemed anxious to move in 
and employ its own research facilities. a 

In reply, Chairman Dean stated that he believed that private in- 
dustry would not be in a position to do much in this field for an- 
other five years. Accordingly, if the Government drops these two 
programs there will be a long time gap which might prove to be a 
grave mistake. - | Dain 

The President, however, stated that he himself was prepared to_ 
go along with the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense pro- 
vided the elimination of these two programs was consistent with 
the national security. If there were other arguments and consider- 
ations, not touching the national security, which indicated the de- 
sirability of continuing these two programs, the President stated 
that he would be quite willing to have these considerations dis- 
cussed separately with the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Thereupon, Mr. Cutler reverted to Secretary Kyes’ recommenda- 
tion for the inauguration of a review of military requirements for 
atomic weapons, and asked Secretary Kyes to elucidate this recom- 
mendation. = gS 

The heart of the question, replied Secretary Kyes, was whether it © 
| was reasonable to take a calculated risk and postpone for one year 

securing the added weapons which would result from the most 
recent expansion program of the AEC. He believed that it was safe 
to take this risk and that very great Savings would result from the 
curtailment of the expansion program. | 

Admiral Strauss expressed concern over the probable length of 
time which would be required for a review of weapons require- 
ments, which he had been told would amount to 60 days. If human- 
ly possible the review, he said, should be completed at a much ear- 
lier date. 

Secretary Kyes promised that he would go as fast as he could, | 
but that the review of weapons requirements by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff would take time, and that furthermore they must be the final 
judges of the degree of risk which would be involved in postponing
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for an entire year the achievement of the levels of atomic weapons 

hitherto contemplated. | | | | 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget said that he failed to 

grasp the arguments against cutting down on the production pro- | 

gram of the Atomic Energy Commission. Every other program was | 

being revised and cut, while the AEC program continues on a war | 

mobilization basis. To Mr. Dodge all this made very little sense. | 

In support of Mr. Dodge’s point, Secretary Kyes noted that it 

might very well eventuate that we would not have the force levels | 

to use all the weapons which would be produced by the AEC pro- | | 

gram. At a minimum it might be possible to save a billion dollars | 

as a result of this reappraisal of weapons requirements. | 

Secretary Smith then said he wished to raise a question as to the 

interpretation of the statement of new policy with respect to the | 

mobilization base as set forth in sub-paragraph c on page 8. 

Secretary Kyes, in response to this inquiry, stated that what he | 

sought with respect to the mobilization base was dispersion as a 

safeguard against surprise atomic attack, but not dissipation. The | 

objective was to compress the mobilization base to ensure contin- 

ued production of the vital items, rather than to shut down on any | 

of these. | | 

The Director of Defense Mobilization queried Secretary Kyes as 

to whether there was any implication in this sub-paragraph that 

we were moving in the direction of a constriction of the base. 

Secretary Kyes replied that in general the answer was “yes”, al- | 

though as regards certain specific areas he actually contemplated 

an expansion of the base. What he really sought, said Secretary 

Kyes, was to correct past errors regarding the mobilization base ) 

which had been the result of the emergency and haste, or had been 

caused by simple mismanagement. We are consolidating and vali- | 

dating the new Administration’s position with respect to the mobi- 

lization base. - | 

Mr. Flemming then sought reassurance that there was no move 

to sacrifice the principles of security to those of economy. 

Secretary Kyes gave the requisite assurance, and replied that 

what he wanted to find out was where we now stood with regard to 

the mobilization base in order to re-evaluate and consolidate. 

Mr. Flemming said that in general the statement of policy in 

Part I of NSC 149/1 appeared to him eminently sound, but that we 

must understand precisely how we are going to go about imple- a 

menting that policy. 

| The President interposed to express hearty agreement with Mr. 

Flemming’s statement, and to go on to observe that the discussion 

was now getting to the point where there would be practical politi- 

|
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cal difficulties. The President prophesied that small business would 
not like this constriction of the military base. reas 

Secretary Kyes referred to his knowledge of small business , 
during a period when he considered himself a small businessman, | 
and expressed the view that a great deal could be done to improve 
the prospects for participation by small businesses in the mobiliza- 

| tion program. This, however, would depend on small business aban- 
doning political maneuvering in favor of a practical plan to ensure 
adequate participation. 

| Secretary Kyes then went on to say that he had another sugges- 
tion which he would like to place before the Council for its consid- 
eration. It seemed to him that it would be a very sensible move to 
lump together the MSA funds for foreign military assistance with 
the funds allocated for the U.S. military programs, with the objec- 
tive of having greater flexibility in the allocation of military end — 
items between the U.S. armed forces and the armed forces of our 
allies. Of course, said Secretary Kyes, it would be necessary forthe 
Congress to appropriate funds separately to the Department of De- __ 
fense and the Mutual Security Agency. What he meant was that © 
they should pool these funds as they were allocated by the Bureau 
of the Budget. oe | 

_ The President expressed approval of this proposal if it proved 
feasible, pointing out that of course the Congress would appropri- 
ate separately to the two departments. 

The Vice President said that Secretary Kyes’ proposal made ex- 
cellent sense to him also. From the point of view of success with 
the Congress, we should do everything possible to emphasize the 
national security aspects of the foreign assistance program, and 
this would help to give such emphasis. nee SR 

Mr. Dodge said that in effect Secretary Kyes’ proposal seemed to 
him a means of avoiding Representative Taber’s repeated sugges- 
tion that military assistance funds should be appropriated directly 
to the Department of Defense and not to the Mutual Security 
Agency. As an addition to this proposal by Secretary Kyes, Mr. 
Dodge thought that there should be some provision stating that the 
Defense Department should hold fast control over the expenditure 
of funds from new appropriations for the Fiscal Year 1954. 

The President pointed out that it would be impossible to write ) 
such a provision as this into the budget itself, and Mr. Dodge 
agreed that this was so. Mr. Dodge thought, however, that this was _ 
something that could be advanced by way of argument in the Con- 
gressional hearings on the Administration’s budget. It would help, ) 
he was sure, to sell the budget to the Congress. 

In reply, the President reminded Mr. Dodge with some warmth 
that there would be a very vociferous minority in the Congress
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which would be violently opposed to even the slightest cuts in the 

budgets of the national security programs. We must certainly sup-_ 

port very firmly the reductions which have been agreed upon in| 

this paper, and we must do all we can to help Secretary Wilson 

and Mr. Stassen, but we should not overlook the influence of this — 

minority group. OO Ben ye at et 

Secretary Kyes observed that he hated to be regarded as a mere | 

pennypincher. He thought there was real danger in talking so 7 

much about simply securing cuts in the appropriations for the na- 

tional security programs. What we should stress and emphasize is 

that, as a result of the reorganization of the programs and the de- | 

partments, cuts would be amply justified without damage to the : 

national security. On the other hand, Secretary Kyes did not feel 

that Mr. Dodge’s suggestion would be helpful tohim. | 

This concluded the discussion of the Military Program in Part II 

of NSC 149/1, and Mr. Cutler then asked the Acting Director for ; 

Mutual Security to explain the Mutual Security Program as set | 

forth inthis report. = © ee 0 Et Qos 

Mr. Rand © read to the Council an explanation of this program, | 

and stated that the approach taken by his agency to the problem of 

making cuts was the best approach that the agency could offer. | 

Indeed, he observed, there might even have to be additional funds 

for certain special programs over and above the level of $6,300,000. , 

Such additional amounts might run between $150 million and $300 

million. | | | 

After Mr. Rand had finished speaking, Mr. Cutler explained that : 

the President was not wholly clear as to the $750 million set down ; 

on page 16 to provide special weapons in a program to be con- | 

trolled by the President. | Vp ote | 

Mr. Rand explained that the new weapons referred to included : 

such things as atomic artillery, guided missiles, and the latest type | 

of aircraft. . | 

| Secretary Kyes expressed the view that control of such a pro- 

| - gram should remain with the Department of Defense. | : 

| Since the purpose of this program had not been entirely clear, : 

the President speculated that it might be a cover for some transac- ) 

tion which the Mutual Security Agency desired to hide (even if le- 

gitimate). In any event, said the President, it seemed to him that | 

there was quite a leap involved from our previous policy of with- 

| holding such weapons from our allies to a new policy of giving 

them $750 million worth of such weapons. Was this perhaps, con- _ 

tinued the President, designed to substitute new weapons for con- 

ventional weapons? | we I! mS | 

6 William M. Rand, Deputy Director for Mutual Security. : :
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Whatever was the design, said Mr. Dodge, he did not like this 
new item in the Mutual Security Program, and furthermore, he | 
predicted that the new weapons would not be available to send to 
our allies. 

The President agreed with this last statement, and said he was | 
forced to conclude that this was a counsel of desperation, because 
we couldn’t supply conventional weapons in the amounts which we 
had promised. 

At this point Mr. Dodge stated that he desired to discuss the pro- 
posed Mutual Security Program in a more general and critical way. 
He called the Council’s attention to the fact that in former years 
the Congress had invariably cut the appropriations figure for for- 
eign assistance which came from the executive departments. In 
spite of this fact, the Mutual Security Agency was actually asking 
for more money this year than they had asked the Congress for in 
FY 1953—$300 million more. To Mr. Dodge this was politically in- 
feasible, and he felt that the Mutual Security Agency should take 
into account the very large unexpended balances for both military 
and economic aid which had accumulated. The existence of these 
unexpended funds, said Mr. Dodge, contrasted very unfavorably 
with a request for such a large new appropriation for the forthcom- 
ing fiscal year. 

The President said that while the Mutual Security people might 
have a problem with their unexpended balances, he himself was 
not certain that Mr. Dodge’s criticism took into account sufficiently 
the final objectives of our foreign assistance program. If we under- 
take now to cut still further on the budget of the Mutual Security | 
Agency it was perfectly plain that we would not achieve these ob- 
jectives. In fact, continued the President, he was actually aston- 
ished that the Mutual Security figure was not larger, in view of 
what would presently be required for the rearmament of Germany. 

Mr. Dodge stuck to his guns, and stated that a request for new 
obligational authority of approximately $4 billion, instead of the 
$6.3 billion for FY 1953, seemed to him ample to ensure the neces- 
sary flexibility in administering foreign military assistance. If we 
persisted in asking for the larger figure, Congress was certainly 
likely to cut it to at least $4 billion. 

The President remained unconvinced by these arguments, and 
again stated that we could not possibly contemplate wasting all the | 
money that we have spent in prior years on military assistance, by 
casting aside important parts of our program at the very time 
when they were on the point of completion. This was no genuine | 
economy and made no sense to him. 

Secretary Smith said that the State Department had gone over 
the Mutual Security Program very carefully. He noted that we had
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several obligations with respect to Germany. It would cost $100 

million to stockpile the necessary supplies for the City of Berlin. 

We had other commitments in Germany, and we must commence | 

German rearmament the very moment that ratification of the EDC 

agreements made it possible. Nothing had yet been done to offset : 

the alarming rearmament in East Germany, and there was no pro- 

vision to meet any of these commitments in the present Mutual Se- : 

curity Program. Hence, said Secretary Smith, he could only con- | 

clude that the ceiling on appropriations for Mutual Security would 

have to be raised rather than lowered. The flexibility of which he 

had heard so much would have to be up rather than down. 

Mr. Dodge remained unconvinced by these statements or by the ! 

President’s argument that Congress was firmly in favor of the pro- | 

gram to rearm West Germany. — | 

The President said that while he agreed with Mr. Dodge that 

there had been serious mismanagement by the past Administration | 

and that this was an important reason for the existence of large 

unexpended balances in Mutual Security funds, this nevertheless 

did not appear to him to offer an excuse for a more drastic cut in 

the request for new obligational authority. What it indicated to the 

President was the need for better management of funds appropri- 

ated. Since, he continued, this Administration had agreed to place | 

its budget in the hands of the Congress by the first week in May, it 

seemed to him best to discontinue discussion of the program at this 

point and to take it up again at an emergency meeting of the Coun- 

cil when its regular members had returned from Europe. It would 

then be possible to present to Mr. Stassen the feeling that the ex- | 

penditure records and the existence of unexpended funds in the : 

Mutual Security Program did not seem to jibe clearly with his re- 

quest for new obligational authority in the amount of $6 billion. 

It was agreed thereafter to defer discussion of the Mutual Securi- , 

ty Program until another meeting of the Council. _ 

- The President left the meeting at 12:30 p.m. ? 

After the President had left, Secretary Kyes urged the desirabil- | 

ity of a more careful review of the matériel requirements which : 

were sent in to MSA by our European allies. In some cases, notably 

British requests for ammunition, the requirements were fantasti- 

cally high. There was general agreement with the proposal made 

by Secretary Kyes. 

Mr. C. D. Jackson then raised the question of tactics in present- 

ing the Administration’s program and budget. He asked whether, 

in view of the decision to postpone action on the Mutual Security 

Program, the President would still propose to talk the next morn- 

ing with the majority leaders as scheduled. |
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The Vice President counseled against such a proceeding, and 
thought it best to postpone any discussion of the budget with the | 
Congressional leaders until the entire program was ready, particu- 
larly if there was any possibility of a further reduction in the ap- 
propriations for the Mutual Security Agency. It was highly impor- _ 
tant, said the Vice President, in view of Congressional sentiment 
for more drastic cuts in the budget, not to risk Congressional repu- 
diation of the President in the very fields in which he was an 
expert, namely, the military and foreign assistance fields. Unless 
the matter were carefully arranged, the Congress might make very 
drastic cuts in the Defense and Mutual Security Programs. 

Mr. Jackson answered that he was in perfect agreement with 
these and other arguments for postponing the meeting with the 
majority leaders until a decision had been reached on the whole of 
NSC 149/1. But what, he inquired, would happen when Secretaries 
Dulles and Wilson and Mr. Stassen talked tomorrow at the NATO > 
meeting? Would they not let the cat out of the bag in Europe, and — 
would not the levels of expenditure thereafter be immediately _ 
known? | 

The Vice President inquired how much it would be necessary for 
Secretaries Dulles and Wilson and Mr. Stassen to reveal at the 
NATO meeting. | | 

Secretary Kyes thought that Secretary Wilson expected word of 
7 the decision at the present Council meeting as to what it was ap- 

propriate to reveal to NATO. 
Mr. Dodge, however, pointed out that they would be talking only 

about expenditure figures for foreign assistance and not appropria- 
tion figures, and since the expenditure figures for FY 1954 in the 
Mutual Security Program were not in question and were perfectly 
acceptable, there would be no problem at the NATO meeting. — 

Mr. Cutler suggested that the Vice President, Mr. Jackson, and 
certain other members of the Council remain behind to discuss 
with the President the desirability of postponing any discussion 
with the majority leaders until after the Council considered again 
the Mutual Security Program. - | 

The National Security Council: 7 & Beer 

a. Adopted in substance Part I of NSC 149/1, including the 
amendments read at the meeting by Mr. Cutler, subject to editorial 
changes and suggestions by the Council members. 

b. Adopted the statement on the Military Program in Part II of 
NSC 149/1 subject to: 

(1) The amendments read at the meeting by Mr. Cutler. 

‘ Paragraphs a-f constitute NSC Action No. 768. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, ““NSC Records of Action’”’)
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file . 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 141st Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Tuesday, April 28, 1953 } 

[Extract] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 14lst meeting of the National Security Council 
were the President of the United States, Presiding; the Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States; the Secretary of State; the Acting Secre- 
tary of Defense; and the Director for Mutual Security. Also present 
were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Director of Defense Mobili- 
zation; General Vandenberg for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff} the Director of Central Intelligence; Mr. Robert Cutler, Spe- 
cial Assistant to the President; Major General Wilton B. Persons, 
USA (Ret.), Special Assistant to the President; Colonel Paul T. Car- 
roll, Military Liaison Officer; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and 
the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a general account of the main positions taken and 
the chief points made at this meeting. | 

| 9. Basic National Security Policies and Programs in Relation to 
Their Costs: The Mutual Security Program (NSC Action No. 
768; 2 NSC 149/1; 3 Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, 
subject: “Basic National Security Policies and Programs in 
Relation to Their Costs”, dated April 21 and 22, 1953;4 Memo 
for All Holders of the April 21 memo, dated April 23, 1953 5) 

Mr. Cutler called the Council’s attention to the changes recom- 
mended by the Planning Board in Part I of NSC 149/1, and Mr. 
Stassen pointed out the inadvertent omission of a paragraph with 
respect to assistance to the Near East. Subject to the approval of 
the Secretary of State, Mr. Stassen desired to insert a paragraph 
dealing with this area. 

The Council proceeded to make further changes and clarifica- 
tions of the text of this report, notably with respect to a proposal 
by Secretary Kyes that the Air Force be permitted to achieve its 
reduced personnel ceiling at the end of FY 1955 instead of June 30, 
1954. While Secretary Kyes noted that this would add $200 million 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Apr. 29. | 
* For NSC Action No. 768, see footnote 7, supra. 

| 3 Not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 149 Series) 
* No copy of the Apr. 21 memorandum under reference has been found in Depart- 

ment of State files; a copy of the Apr. 22 memorandum is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 
301, NSC 149 Series. , 

> Not found in Department of State files.



ee 

NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 303 
E 

to the Defense Department budget, it was likely to provide us with 

an Air Force of 114 wings by June 30, 1955. Among other advan- 

tages, this could greatly assist us in meeting the problem of tactical | 

air support in NATO. — | : 

Mr. Stassen, in response to the misgivings noted at the last | 

Council meeting with respect to his desire for new appropriations | 

in the amount of $6 billion despite the existence of considerable un- 

obligated balances, explained that the need for new appropriations | 

of this magnitude for 1954 was to complete programs already en : 

train or commitments long since made. He noted his determination ! 

that all unobligated balances would, at the beginning of the next | 

fiscal year, be deducted from the $6.3 billion appropriation. The un- : 

obligated balance was now estimated to be about $400 million. Mr. | 

Stassen thought that this proposal would go far to close the gap be- | 

tween MSA and the Bureau of the Budget. The chief obstacle to 

closing the gap was, of course, the $750 million set aside for the 

special new weapons program which was to be controlled by the : 

President. Mr. Stassen explained that this figure had been chosen 

more or less arbitrarily and out of the air, primarily as a psycho- 

logical boost to our allies. There had been much discussion of our , 

new weapons, and many of our allies were hopeful that in due | 

course some of these would be made available to them. While ad- | 

mittedly such weapons were not available yet, Mr. Stassen thought : 

that some provision should be made in his budget in the event that 

they became available and it was decided to give some to our allies. © | 

| He recalled that emphasis on new weapons was an important part 

of our new policy with respect to military assistance. | , 

The President inquired whether Mr. Stassen had consulted with 

the Defense Department people on this item. | | 

Secretary Kyes informed the President that Secretary Wilson 

was opposed to the inclusion of the $750 million figure, and that he 

himself was not clear as to the purpose it served. Certainly the | 

weapons did not exist now. | 

Secretary Dulles agreed that some figure for new weapons should 

be included, but thought the present figure too high. — 

Mr. Stassen stated that he was agreeable to any figure which the 

Council could agree upon, pointing out that it would in any case 

take some four years to build the type of weapons that he had in 

mind. He thought it would be bad psychology to reduce the figure 3 

too much, and pointed out that in any event the President must 

| approve the use of funds in this category as well as the transfer of , 

these weapons. | 

There followed a discussion of offshore procurement, in the 

course of which Secretary Kyes expressed a disinclination to defend 

the figures on this item before the Appropriations Committee. He 

|
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was assured by Mr. Stassen that the Mutual Security Agency was 
fully prepared to justify its proposed military assistance expendi- 
tures before the Appropriations Committee. | 

Secretary Dulles, however, expressed the view that Defense 
ought to be willing to state clearly that funds expended for offshore 
procurement were plainly in the interest of national defense and 
national security. | : 

Logically, said the President, the whole appropriation for nation- 
al security should be in one lump sum and everybody at this table 
must so regard it, even though Congress thinks and operates other- 
wise. In any case, said the President, after it was agreed to reduce 
the $750 million figure for special weapons to $250 million, he was 
gratified that we seemed to be approaching fairly close to Mr. 
Dodge’s budget objectives. - ; 

Before adding up the totals, however, Secretary Dulles warned 
that the State Department wanted $100 million for stockpiling in a Berlin. / - 

Mr. Stassen stated that this sum should be added to the $5.8 bil- 
lion to which his appropriation figure had now been reduced. __ 

The President, however, inquired whether this sum could legally 
be taken out of the $400 million of estimated unobligated balances 
which Mr. Stassen contemplated having at the end of the fiscal 
year. | | 

Secretary Dulles suggested a figure of $50 million for stockpiling 
in Berlin, with which amount the President expressed agreement. 

| The Council members noted that the Truman budget had now 
been reduced by $2 billion. Satisfaction was expressed by Secretary 
Humphrey and other members at the general scale of the reduc- 
tion. Ee Ee es 

The National Security Council: 6 Bo oe eg Dae 
a. Adopted NSC 149/1 subject to the actions taken at the previ- 

ous Council meeting and to the following actions taken at this 
meeting: Oa tay Bile. 

(1) The editorial clarifications proposed by the Planning 
Board in Part I. | Oe 

(2) Amendment of the 3rd and 4th lines of paragraph 5 to 
include the Chinese Communists as well as the Soviets. 

(3) Amendment of paragraph 9-b, page 8, to provide that the | 
reduction in military personnel strength for the Air Force is to 
be achieved by June 30, 1955 in lieu of the date June 30,1954. 

(4) Amendment of paragraph 10-e-(3), page 13, to insert 
“and Pakistan” after “India”. | 

° Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 776. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”) This paper, as approved, is printed as NSC 
149/2, infra.
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(5) Addition of a new subparagraph 10-e-(4) on the Near | 
| | East, and renumbering of the remaining subparagraphs. | 

| (6) Reduction of the amount for “Special New Weapons” 
from $750 million to $250 million, in paragraph 11-b, page 16, 
thus reducing the total FY 1954 new appropriation request 
from $6.3 billion to $5.8 billion, with the understanding that 
this figure will be further reduced by deducting an amount 
equal to the unprogrammed and unobligated balances remain- 

| ing at the end of FY 1953. These balances were estimated to 
| total about $400 million, after assuming a deduction of ap- 

proximately $50 million from currently unprogrammed funds 
| for the Berlin industrial stockpile. ee 
| (7) Delete the estimate of FY 1955 appropriations (para- 

! "graph 1i-d). 
b. Directed the NSC Planning Board to prepare for Council con- 

_ sideration a revised report on basic national security policies, based 
. on Part I of NSC 149/1 as amended and adopted and covering all 
: national security programs, to supersede NSC 20/4, NSC 68/2 and 
: NSC 185/83. | | 

: | — | S. EVERETT GLEASON 

| S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 149 Series oo oe | 

| Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 

po | (Lay) * : 

7 TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, April 29, 1953. 

. NSC 149/2 . 

| NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
: CouNncIL ON Basic NATIONAL SECURITY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 
| IN RELATION TO THEIR Costs 

| References: oe | | | 
7 A. NSC Action Nos. 768 and 776 ? a 

| | B. NSC 149/1 8 , | 
: C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 

; dated April 21 and 22, 1953 and Memo for All Holders of April 
: 21 memo, dated April 28, 1953 4 on 

| . ~1Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Directors of Defense Mobilization, 

Central Intelligence, and the Bureau of the Budget; the Chairmen of the Joint 
: Chiefs of Staff and the Atomic Energy Commission; and to the Federal Civil Defense 
, Administrator. — | | : oo 

2 For NSC Action No. 768, see footnote 7, p. 300; for NSC Action No. 776, see foot- 

2 note 6, supra. 2 | | 
3 Not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 149 Series) | 
+ See footnotes 4 and 5, supra. : | 

|
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The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the Director of Defense Mobilization, the Director, Bureau of the 

Budget, the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, and the Feder- 

al Civil Defense Administrator at the Council meetings on April 22 
and April 28, 1958, amended and adopted NSC 149/1 as indicated 

in NSC Action Nos. 768 and 776, including the following under- 
standings: A 

a. With respect to the Military Program in Part II of NSC 149/1: 

| The Department of Defense will proceed with the presenta- | 
tion of the FY 1954 budget to Congress, on the basis of the per- 
sonnel strength in NSC 149/1 and in conformity with the new 
obligational authority and estimate of expenditures contained 
therein. Because of the limited time available to the Depart- 
ment to review and appraise the effects of these policy deci- 
sions upon the size and structure of the military organization, 
the Department of Defense in connection with FY 1955 will 
review the planned military combat units and present to the 
Council, at an early date, a revised force structure within the 
personne! limitations, new obligational authority and expendi- 
ture estimates indicated in NSC 149/1. Pending the presenta- 
tion of such revisions, force structure and force combat units 
currently planned for June 30, 1953 will be continued as effec- 
tive units, except that the Air Force may add additional 
combat units to the extent that it can be accomplished within 
the 915,000 military personnel allocation and within the total 
expenditure estimates available to the Department of Defense. 

b. With respect to the Mutual Security Program in Part II of 
NSC 149/1: | 

The matériel requirements stated by nations receiving mili- 
tary assistance should be subject to review and validation by 

| the United States prior to the provision of such military assist- 
ance. | 

c. With respect to the Atomic Energy Program in Part II of NSC 
149/1: 

(1) The large ship reactor program and the aircraft nuclear 
propulsion program will be eliminated as not required from 
the viewpoint of national security. 

(2) The Atomic Energy Commission will review the possibili- 
ty of further reductions as a result of the elimination of the 
large ship reactor program and the aircraft nuclear propulsion 
program. | | 

(3) The Secretary of Defense will urgently review the mili- 
tary requirements for atomic weapons in the light of the revi- 
sions in the Military Program. 

(4) The Atomic Energy Commission will recommend revi- 
sions in its expansion program in the light of any changes in 
military requirements resulting from (3) above.
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The Council in adopting NSC 149/1, as amended, directed the | 

NSC Planning Board to prepare for Council consideration a revised | 

report on basic national security policies, based on Part I of the en- : 

closure and covering all national security programs, to supersede | 

NSC 20/4, NSC 68/2 and NSC 1385/3. | | a oe : 

The President has this date approved NSC 149/1 as amended and 

adopted and enclosed herewith, and directs its implementation by 

all appropriate Executive departments and agencies of the U.S. 

Government. | vod | | 

oe | James 8. Lay, JR. | 

| [Enclosure] — | | : 

Report Approved by the National Security Council, April 28, 1953 

TOP SECRET - [Wasuincton, April 29, 1953.] 

Basic NATIONAL SECURITY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS IN RELATION TO 

THEIR Costs 

PARTI | ! 

STATEMENT OF POLICY oe 

General | | | | 

1. A vital factor in the long-term survival of the free world is the : 

maintenance by the United States of a sound, strong economy. For | 

the United States to continue a high rate of Federal spending in : 

excess of Federal income, at a time of heavy taxation, will weaken 

and might eventually destroy that economy. As rapidly as is con- : 

sistent with continuing our leadership in the free world, and bar- 

ring basic change in the world situation, the United States will bal- 

ance its Federal expenditures with its Federal income and will | 

maintain over-all credit and fiscal policies to assist in stabilizing | 

the economy. LOS : 

| 2. Because the United States has commitments and responsibil- 

ities which, in the interest of the national security, must be met in 

the near future, it can approach only gradually a balancing of its : 

Federal budget. But the Administration should frankly state at this 

time to the people that it is resolved to attain this new objective 

and how it expects to do so. It should also make clear the continu- | 

ing nature of the Communist threat, and the resulting fiscal situa- 

tion, which confronts us. | 

8. So long as there is war in Korea, the United States should not 

substantially reduce the level, though it may change the form, of 

its Federal taxation. | -
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4. While bringing the Federal Budget into balance, the United 
States will continue to maintain over a sustained period armed _ | 
forces to provide for the security of the United States and assist in . 
the defense of vital areas of the free world. The national security | 
program expenditures outlined in Part II for FY 1954 and FY 1955 | 
will provide greater force strength than we have today—in the 
United States, in NATO, and in the Far East. Further continuing 
study will be required to relate this force strength to basic national 
security objectives. a 

o. Subject to paragraphs 1 and 2 above, the United States will 
continue to assist in building up the strength of the free world; will 
oppose expansion by the Soviets and Communist China and deter 
the power of the Soviets and Communist China from aggressive 
war; will continue to exploit the vulnerabilities of the Soviets and 
their satellites; all with a view to the ultimate retraction and re 
duction of the Soviet system to a point which no longer constitutes _ 
a threat to the security of the United States. | | 

6. In carrying out paragraph 5 above, the U.S. should: BE | 

a. Increase emphasis on TE - 

(1) bringing the Korean war to a final settlement acceptable 
to us; , | 

(2) aiding in the prosecution of the war in Indo-China toa 
favorable conclusion, without direct intervention except possi- 

| bly in the event of Chinese Communist aggression or of other 
basic change; | 7 

(3) protection of the continental United States from enemy | 
attack, by both offensive and defensive military measures and | 
by non-military measures; ee ee ee 

(4) off-shore procurement of military matériel, designed to _ 
increase the capability of our allies to support their own de- 
enses; | LOLS AB o 

(5) development and maintenance of production plant capac- 
ity in the United States as a base for essential wartime output, 
to lessen dependence on large reserve stocks of end-items; 7 

(6) reduction of overhead and elimination of waste and du- 
plication; | es | 

(7) lowering of trade barriers and encouragement of recipro- 
cal trade on a mutually favorable basis consistent with the 
overall national interest. . 

, b. Decrease emphasis on : 

(1) expansion of NATO forces to previously projected levels 
by early fixed target dates; | : 

(2) expansion of U.S. armed forces to currently authorized 
force levels and of material stocks to full D-day readiness by 
fixed target dates.
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Development of Nuclear Power ee wo See | 

1". a. The early development of nuclear power by the United 

States is a prerequisite to maintaining our lead in the atomic field. | 

A program for such early development should be carried forward _ 

| primarily through private, not government, financing. ee : 

b. The advantages of private financing are: os oe | 

(1) To tap the great scientific laboratories of private enterprise; 

(2) To bring about competition between private and government 

laboratories with benefit to both; sy Lote oe 

(3) To provide some further dispersal of fissionable material pro- ! 

duction capacity, = = | , 7 , i 

(4) To create new industries, new employment, and new sources 

of taxes. | es | | | : | 

, c. For a practicable policy of nuclear power, industry should be _ | 

permitted (subject to appropriate security safeguards) to: ee 

(1) Own and operate nuclear power facilities; = a | 

(2) Buy or lease fissionable material; eee | 

| (3) Use and transfer fissionable and by-product materials not 

purchased by the Atomic Energy Commission; and : 

(4) Have more liberal patent rights than presently granted. | 

Accordingly, immediate positive steps should be taken for legisla- ; 

tion along these lines. _ De Be ie oo | 

d. No additional funds for a pilot plant (experimental sodium 

: graphite reactor) should be authorized at this time, other than the | 

approximately 3 million presently included in FY 1958 and FY : 

1954 budgets. | | a | | 

e. It is expected that industry will participate with its own funds 

and facilities in this program when the recommended legislation is | 

passed. Pnuae | | ee | 

7 PARTIE Buss 7 

| - QUTLINE OF MAJOR PROGRAMS) ——t™” ee | 

| Military Program : | aap | | 

8. To achieve by FY 1956 or 1957 the forces and readiness levels 

contemplated by NSC 114/ 35 would seem to require an average 

annual expenditure of $45 billion for the Department of Defense : 

for FY 1954, FY 1955 and FY 1956, even assuming an important 

increase in efficiency and effectiveness of personnel. To maintain 

such forces and readiness for the years immediately following FY 

| 1956 would also seem to require annual expenditures averaging $40 _ 

billion. All figures assume no increased inflation. Such levels of ex-_ 

5 Dated June 5, 1952, p. 20. 

| 
|
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penditure are inconsistent with the policies proposed in Part I, 
paragraphs 1 through 5. | | 

J. Progress in bringing the military program in line with these 
policies will be made as follows: 

a. The entire military program, including missions, forces and 
readiness levels, will not be related to a “specified” date for D-Day 
readiness and will be reviewed and modified from time to time as 
the result of periodic recommendations from the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and in view of changing tactical, strategic, and economic con- 
siderations throughout the world. In particular, all missions will be 
carefully reviewed as rapidly as possible in order to determine 
whether or not there is any overlapping which unnecessarily com- 
mits any of the services to responsibilities which can better be 
served by another service or by a combination of Services as a 
result of changing capabilities, modernization or more effective 
planning. This military program assumes a steady improvement in 
defense capabilities, with a substantial base for full mobilization in 
the event of all-out war. It is a program that should continue to be 
sound and livable over a period of years. 

b. The guide lines with respect to force levels for the Army and 
Navy will be to retain for FY 1954 substantially the combat forces 
presently in being, with every effort being made to reduce over- 
head resulting from the inefficient utilization of manpower and at 
the same time to provide substantially increased modernization of 
equipment. In the case of the Air Force, substantially increased 
combat effectiveness will be achieved both through modernization 
of equipment and by an important increase in the number of — 
combat wings. The exact number of wings to be activated and made 
combat ready during this period (FY 1954-FY 1955-FY 1956) will 
be determined by taking into account technical developments, the 
availability of certain desirable improved aircraft, and the necessi- 
ty of maintaining a healthy base with respect to the aircraft-manu- 
facturing industry so that its production capabilities are reasonably 
retained for a number of years. Consistent with what has been said 
above, and without reducing the number of military personnel allo- 
cated to combat units, numbers of military personnel are to be re- 
phased and adjusted to achieve, as rapidly as possible but no later 
than the dates specified, a reduction for the Army of 125,000 (30 
June 1954), for the Navy and Marine Corps an aggregate of 75,000 
(30 June 1954), and for the Air Force of 90,000 (80 June 1955)—a 
total of 250,000—from the number reported on 28 February 1953. 
The number reported on 28 February 1953 was: for the Army 
1,495,000, excluding 2,244 Military Academy Cadets; for the Navy, 
802,936, excluding 6,452 Midshipmen and Naval Aviation Cadets; 
for the Marine Corps, 242,300; and for the Air Force, 965,425—a 
total of 3,505,661, excluding Military Academy Cadets, Midship- 

| men, and Naval Aviation Cadets. | 
So long as the Korean hostilities continue at substantially the | 

current level of activity the Army and the Marine Corps may 
retain, out of the reduction stated above, up to 51,000 and 5,000 
military personnel, respectively, in order to provide the personnel 
pipeline necessary to support the rotation policy.
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c. The mobilization base will include proven and retained capac- 

ity to produce as well as a minimum stockpile of material. A care- | 

- ful balance must be worked out between (1) weapons that are im- | 

mediately required if war occurs and (2) the lead times necessary to | 

produce in quantity weapons of proven design from existing or 

readily available capacity. Technological progress with respect to | 

new weapons and equipment makes this’a desirable policy rather 

than to risk the stockpiling of end items that deteriorate or quickly | 

become outmoded or obsolete. Insofar as possible it will be the | 

policy of the Department of Defense to utilize commercial items ! 

and to take advantage of capacity normally used for the production 

of civilian goods. | | | 

d. The FY 1954 budget must be distinguished from cash expendt- 

tures in FY 1954. The FY 1954 budget is a request that Congress 

appropriate new funds to be available for commitment during FY : 

1954 (over and above the balance of funds appropriated in prior 

fiscal years, which as of 30 June 1953 is estimated to total $62 bil- | 

lion and are largely already committed). On the other hand, cash : 

expenditures actually made in FY 1954 will come from (1) unex- : 

pended portions of funds appropriated as above mentioned in prior 

fiscal years, whether or not heretofore committed, and (2) funds 

newly appropriated in FY 1954 in response to the budget request. : 

e. The FY 1954 budget submitted by the prior Administration in | 

January was for $41,286,000,000. This figure did not include (1) an | 

undetermined amount to be later requested for public works as 

part of the 1954 program and (2) funds to carry the Korean war 

through FY 1954. Without now deciding to change the ultimate 

force and readiness goals approved in NSC 114/38, it should be pos- ; 

sible to reduce the above-mentioned FY 1954 budget request by a 

substantial sum, even up to $5 billion, and still cover requirements ; 

for Korean combat at approximately current levels as well as | 

public works. This reduction can be made through anticipated in- 

telligent savings in manpower, better stock control, reductions in 

inventory, and an important reduction in the lead time required | 

for additional commitments, because in many cases capacity has : 

been established and production is flowing. Where new products 

are being put into production, a careful review of engineering, tool- ! 

ing and production lead time can also result in reduced commit- 

ments and the finished products still obtained on time. , 

f. The desirability of keeping cash expenditures in line with cash : 

receipts is recognized. By following the programs outlined in para- : 

graphs a through e above, there should result an increasingly | 

strong posture of defense and the cash expenditure levels estimated 

below. These expenditure levels can be achieved only by exercising 

better financial and administrative control, effective balancing of 

all military programs, and avoidance of any further inflation. They 

are in part made possible by an estimated reduction of $1.0 billion 

annually through a clear allocation of work and responsibility, 

- avoiding duplication of effort, and better utilization of manpower. 

g. By following the foregoing programs, it should be possible to 

reduce the level of expenditure during FY 1954 to approximately 

$43.2 billion (which includes $2 billion extra costs for continuation 

of the Korean war at substantially the current level of activity 

| 
|
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through the whole Fiscal Year and for build-up to 20 ROK divi- 
sions). It is hoped that in subsequent fiscal years the expenditure 
levels can be progressively reduced to approximately $40 billion | 
during FY 1955 and to approximately $35 billion during FY 1956. | 
The level of expenditure in FY 1956, however, is subject to revision 
after a new study of force and readiness levels, which will take into 
account all developments since NSC 114/3. 

Mutual Security Program | | 
10. The proposed new mutual security program designed to im- 

plement the policy decisions and to serve the United States objec- 
tives set forth in Part I hereof through mutual progress in mili- 
tary, economic, and moral strength among the free nations will 
have the following characteristics: | | 

a. The United States recognizes that it must continue to take 
leadership in strengthening the free world. | oe 

b. The change to the new program, while rapid, will not be 
abrupt, with general adherence to the 1953 calendar year commit- 
ments with other nations—the new course to be reached in Janu- 
ary 1954. - - 

c. Emphasis will be placed upon: ee | 

(1) New and modern weapons. _ a | 
(2) Sound and stable economies in the free nations, with in- 

creasing productivity, and substantial equitable defense contri- 
butions by each. | me 

(3) Increased use of private capital. 
(4) Expanded trade and offshore procurement. : 
(5) Longer-term programs for improved planning, procure- 

ment, and production base. 
k (6) Regional economic and trade arrangements in the Far 

ast. | 
(7) Decrease in numbers and improvement in competence of 

U.S. personnel overseas. ag WO 

d. NATO first-line divisions will be brought to earlier high 
combat effectiveness through being equipped in part through the 
use of a portion of the U.S. Continental supply of critical items, in 
accordance with U.S. priorities, and future NATO force levels will 
be reduced to a size attainable within the comprehensive policy. | 

e. The U.S. will concentrate on vital free countries—helping the 
weakest to attain economic strength, and encouraging and enlist- 
ing the strong to maximize their carrying of their share of the 
over-all defense requirements. Sn 8 

For example, we shall give top priority attention: | 

(1) In Western Europe; to France, with aid, in view of its 
heavy commitments in Indo-China and its key geographic and | 
general position in Europe; to Germany, with rapid equipment 
of military units when approved, and with enlistment for ade- 
quate defense-sharing in view of its large capabilities. 

(2) In the Far East: to Indo-China as the weak point, encour- 
aging and supporting a sound military, political and economic
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plan; to Japan, with rapid equipment. of military units when | : 

approved, and with enlistment for adequate defense-sharing as 

a part of an interrelated economic program. = we 

(3) In South Asia: to India and Pakistan, with moderate 

annual aid for the next four years. ee oe | 

(4) In the Near East: to Egypt, moderate U.S. aid to encour- 

age a regional defense organization; a peace between the Arab 

States and Israel, and related problems. ss ) 

(5) In Latin America and Africa: to greater development of 

raw materials through private capital, to the economic ad- | 

vance of the indigenous peoples, to technical and educational : 

| cooperation, but with minor U.S. Government monetary aid. 

(6) World-wide: to the United Kingdom, to shift and i 

strengthen the British internal economy, move toward convert- 

ibility of sterling, maximize offshore procurement of aircraft, 

and emphasize air strength. _ oe : 

(7) Among all free nations: encourage and support multilat- 

| eral organized cooperation, especially EDC, maximize com- 

bined effectiveness, minimize disagreements, foster unity. 

f. The policy and program will be administered in closest con- 

formity with the foreign policy responsibilities of the Secretary of ) 

pate and the military policy responsibilities of the Secretary of De- 

ense. : : 

g. The policy and program will be planned on the assumption 

that inflation at home (whether arising from governmental deficit 

financing, excessive consumer credit, etc.) will not be permitted to 

destroy the effect of our policies abroad. | | 

11. The levels of expenditure and of appropriation for the new 

mutual security program implementing the policies of Part I hereof | 

will be reduced as follows: (All figures are for U.S. dollars exclusive | 

of local currency counterpart.) | 

a. FY 1954 Expenditures Oo a | 

| 6.5 billion* (approximate), reduced 1.5 billion from the January, | 

| 1958, 8 billiont estimate of rate of expenditure. + The 6.5 billion ex- : 

penditure will be divided approximately 5 billion for MDAP (mili- 

tary end items, etc.) and 1.5 billion for economic defense support, 

aid and technical assistance. | _ 

b. FY 1955 Expenditures | | ) i 

6.3 billion (approximate), reduced 1.5 billion from January, 1953, 

7.8 billiont estimate of the rate of expenditure.+ | 

* These expenditure amounts are subject to minor adjustments during the year | 

and are exclusive of any new special programs, such as an expanded Korean. pro- | 

gram or activated Spanish program. [Footnote in the source text.] | oe 

+The February 24, 1953 memorandum entitled “Costs of National Security Pro- 

| gram’, expenditure estimates for the Mutual Security Program were stated as 7.4 

billion in FY 1954 and 8.0 billion in FY 1955. [Footnote in the source text. A copy of 

ie memorandum under reference is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 124 

eries. 

+ Based upon delivery of military end items from accumulated obligational au- 

thority and past contracts and commitments. [Footnote in the source text.] .
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c. FY 1954 Appropriations for New Obligational Authority 
A reduction from the 7.6 billion budget of the preceding adminis- 

tration of at least 1.8 billion to a maximum of 5.8 billion. This 
figure will be further reduced by deducting an amount equal to the 
unprogrammed and unobligated balances remaining at the end of 
FY 1953 (estimated to total about $400 million, after assuming a 
deduction of approximately $50 million from currently unpro- 
grammed funds for the Berlin industrial stockpile). The major com- 
ponents of the 5.8 billion will be: 

1,000 million—Economic-Defense Support Aid—Europe Title I. 
625 million—Economic-Defense support, technical aid—Bal- 

ance of the World—Titles II, IT, IV. 
1,600 million—U.S. Off Shore Procurement. | 
2,325 million—U.S.—MDAP world-wide. | 
290 million—Special new weapons—program controlled by the 

President. | 
5,800 million—Total . _ | 

d. FY 1955-1956-1957 
Gradual reduction in spending and appropriations, with the an- 

ticipation that unless a major favorable or unfavorable change in 
the world situation occurs there will be a continuing necessity 
beyond FY 1957 and for as long as major danger of war persists, to 
provide a portion of the cost of replacement, spare parts, and main- 
tenance of a magnitude of 3 or 4 billion. ; | | 

Atomic Energy Commission Program§ 

12. To carry out the statement of policy in Part I above, the fol- 
lowing actions will be taken with respect to the Atomic Energy 
Commission Program: 

a. The sixth reactor at Savannah River ($170 million) and addi- 
tional weapon fabricating facilities ($10 million) will be eliminated, 
and the estimated cost of the two new Hanford reactors will be sub- | 
stantially reduced ($48.6 million). However, increases will be neces- 
sary in the proposed FY 1954 Budget Expenditures in order to con- 
struct new facilities for the production of special materials, particu- 
larly lithium-6, required for thermonuclear weapons. The net 
effect of these additions and deletions will be to reduce previous es- 
timated expenditures for FY 1954 by $100 million and FY 1955 by 
$134 million. | 

b. As a result of more clearly defining the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission’s basic plans for FY 1955, the previously estimated expend- 
iture rate of $2.8 billion for FY 1955 will be reduced by $172 mil- | 
lion. 

c. Estimated reductions of $14 million in FY 1954 and $28.7 mil- 
lion in FY 1955 will be effected by savings in the Atomic Energy 
Commission’s security program, and by assuming a year’s postpone- 
ment of the large ship reactor program and a stretch-out of the air- 
craft nuclear propulsion program. 

§ This outline does not include reductions in Department of Defense expenditures 
related to atomic energy projects. [Footnote in the source text.]
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d. As a result of the decision not to construct a sodium graphite ; 

pilot plant reactor, reductions in estimated expenditures of $3 mil- 
lion in FY 1954 and $4 million in FY 1955 will be effected. © Se 

e. On the basis of a re-examination of the rate of expenditures : 

for all major capital projects, including those in the expansion pro- 
gram, a determination has been made with respect to the mini- : 

mum rates of expenditures for FY 1954 and 1955 that would permit : 

continuation of the program in accordance with present schedules. 

Based on this analysis, estimated expenditures for FY 1954 will be 
reduced by $106 million and for FY 1955 by $57.5 million. Because 
it is impossible to predict a reduction in the total ultimate costs of } 

these projects, the effect of this rescheduling of expenditures is to } 

| defer the amount of the reductions beyond FY 1955. It is recog- : 

nized that reducing the estimated expenditures to a minimum in- | 

volves a risk as to our ability to meet construction schedules if con- 
tingencies, which may well arise, require increased rates of expend- } 

itures in FY 1954 and 1955. 

Estimated expenditure levels in millions | 

| FY 1954 FY 1955 

Previously projected expenditures ................. $2,700.0 — $2,800.0 | 

Currently projected expenditures ..........0ccc 2,476.0 2,404.0 | 

Total estimated reductions ...........ccccssssssessssseseeeees $224.0 $396.0 | 

PART III | | 

SUMMARY OF REDUCTIONS IN PROGRAM EXPENDITURES | 

13. The reduction in expenditures summarized below are reduc- 

tions from the projected expenditures for national security (includ- ) 

ing AEC) programs stated in the February 24, 1953 memorandum | 

entitled “Costs of National Security Programs”: 

Reduction in expenditures in billions | 

FY 1954 = FY 1955 

DOD ....eesssssecsssscesssecssvecssneessnessssnessssessssssessssesssesssnecee 2.3 4. 

3.4 6.1 
Assumed reductions proposed by the BoB in 

| March 5, 1953 memorandum © ............cceeeeeeee 6.8 14 

ee 
|| The figures for reductions in expenditures appearing in paragraph 11 above are 

1.5 billion and 1.5 billion. [Footnote in the source text.] 
’ 6 Not printed. | 

|
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If the current revenue levels are maintained and if a reduction in 
expenditures of one billion is assumed in each year for non-security m, 
programs, the above reductions of 3.4 and 6.1 would result in a oe 
budgetary position as follows: | 

(Billions of dollars) 

Cash Basis Budget Basis 

1954 1955 1954 1955 

(a) Deficit as estimated in “Budget Out- 
look” (assuming presently scheduled — | 
tax expiratiOnS)........eeeeeeeeeseeeeeee 6.6 11.7 9.9 15.0 

(b) Reductions in deficit by proposed ex- ss” 
penditure reductions: Oo | 

| (1) In non-security programs............... 1.0 10 10 £1. 
(2) In security programs (above)........... 3.4 6.1 3.4 6.1. 

(c) Deficit (assuming presently scheduled ee ae 
tax EXpiIratiONS)...... cece 22 46 55 #79 ~ 

(d) Gain in revenues if current tax rates | os 
are MAINCAINET........eeeeceeseeseeseesteeeeseeseesee 2.1 8.0 2.1 8.0 © 

(e) Deficit or surplus .......ecn 01 84 -384 O01 | 

Editorial Note 

On April 30, President Eisenhower actively pursued the basic na- 
tional security policies set forth in NSC 149/2. On that day, the 
President submitted a Special Message to Congress transmitting — 
Reorganization Plan No. 6 of 1953 concerning the Department of 
Defense. At the same time, he held a news conference in which he 
prefaced questions and answers with a brief statement concerning 
the future course of national defense policy in relation to cost. The 
text of the President’s Special Message to Congress is printed in 
Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Ei- 
senhower, 1953, pages 225-238; for the transcript of the President’s 
news conference, see ibid., pages 238-252. — | 

Also on April 30, President Eisenhower and members of his ad- 
ministration met with key Congressional leaders including Sena- 
tors Taft (R., Ohio), Bridges (R., N.H.), Knowland (R., Calif.), Milli- 3 
kin (R., Colo.), Saltonstall (R., Mass.), Hickenlooper (R., Iowa),
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Wiley (R., Wisc.), and Ferguson (R., Mich.) as well as Representa- 

tives Martin (R., Mass.), Halleck (R., Ind.), Arends (R., Ill), Taber | 
(R., N.Y.), Short (R., Mo.), Reed (R., Ind.), Chiperfield (R., Il.), Cole | 

(R., N.Y.), and Wigglesworth (R., Mass.). The purpose of the meet- _ 

ing, the President stated, was to talk “about the difficulties of the 

economic situation.” He first read NSC 149/2 and spoke of reduc- | 

| ing the Truman administration’s fiscal year 1954 budget by $8.4 | 

billion. “The President dealt at length with the dual threat facing . 

the United States: the external threat of Communism and the in- | 

ternal threat of a weakened economy. He asserted that the Admin- 

istration would follow a new policy which would continue to give | 

primary consideration to the external threat but would no longer 

ignore the internal threat.” The President then stressed the terri- : 

ble expense of existing “security programs”, alluding specifically to 

NSC 141 of January 19, 1953 (for text, see page 209). He further 

stated that the policy of his administration would be to seek to 

avoid weakening the economy while providing adequate security. 

Following this presentation, administration and Congressional , 

leaders discussed at length the problem of national security policies 

| and programs in relation to cost. Senator Taft “stated his assump- 3 

tion that this meeting had been called to secure the comments of 

the [Congressional] Leaders, and he said he could not possibly ex- : 

press the deepness of his disappointment at the program the Ad- 

ministration presented today. The net result of it, he thought, 

would be to spend as much as Mr. Truman spent. Either there 

would be a large deficit or Congress would have to levy new taxes. | 

It would be impossible to elect a Republican Congress in 1954 if 

this were to be the Administration program.” Secretary of the . 

Treasury George Humphrey “expressed his agreement with much : 

of what Senator Taft had said, but he wanted it considered that : 

| this had been only a three-month start on the problem, and that _ | 

the Administration would be keeping on for the next fifteen | 

months.” Senator Taft “rejoined that a whole new study was 

needed.” Secretary Humphrey said “that was impossible in the © 

three months available.” | OE 

The meeting concluded with a brief discussion of the statement 

| to be made to the press. Senator Taft “preferred Mr. Martin to 

make the statement in view of his own reservations.” A copy of the 

nine-page “Notes on the Legislative Leadership Meeting,” held at 

| the White House on April 30 is in the Hisenhower Library, White 

House Staff Secretary records, 1952-61. | |
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PPS files, lot 64 D 568, “Natl Sec (civil defense)” 

Memorandum by Paul H. Nitze and Carlton Savage of the Policy 
Planning Staff } 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] May 6, 1953. 

CONTINENTAL DEFENSE | 

Continental defense has become imperative for the United States 
as a consequence of the threat posed by the Soviet development of 
atomic weapons. | 

The first Soviet atomic explosion detected by the United States 
was in late summer of 1949. Since that date, increasing U.S. atten- 
tion has been devoted to continental defense, focused principally 
on: (1) military measures, offensive and defensive, including early 
warning of the approach of hostile craft; (2) non-military measures, | 
including civil defense, reduction of urban vulnerability, post- 
attack rehabilitation, and continuity of Government. 

Even before the first Soviet atomic explosion and in anticipation 
of the event, the Department of Defense began (1947) to prepare an 
air defense system for the defense of Continental United States and 
Alaska. This action was initiated by the Air Force in requesting an 
appropriation for the development of an early warning system. In 
1948 and 1949 Department of Defense planning recognized the de- | 
veloping threat, but limited resources prevented substantial effort 
on a continental defense program. This early air defense planning 
visualized the need for early warning, radar control and direction 
systems, anti-aircraft artillery, naval picket vessels, and a fighter- 
interceptor force. we es - 

In NSC 68 of April 7, 1950 2 it was stated that within the next 
four or five years the Soviet Union would possess the military ca- 
pability of delivering a surprise atomic attack of such weight that 
the United States must have substantially increased general air, 
ground, and sea strength, atomic capabilities, and air and civilian 
defenses to deter war and to provide reasonable assurance, in the 
event of war, that it could survive the initial blow and go on to the | 
eventual attainment of its objectives. | 

In January 1951 the Federal Civil Defense Administration was 
established. Shortly thereafter, the FCDA, the NSRB, and the De- 
partment of Defense initiated Project East River to study the prob- 
lem of continental defense, particularly its civil aspects. The report 
of Project East River was prepared by a large group of private citi- 

7 A notation on the source text reads: “Copy of this sent for NSC Planning Bd 
discussion.” 

* For text, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, pp. 234-292.
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zens working over a period of almost two years. It pointed up the | 

dangers to the United States from Soviet atomic attack, and recom- 

mended a number of measures for the defense of continental 

United States. | a | 

The impact of Project East River as well as further consideration 

within the Government of continental defense led to the Statement | 

of Policy of December 31, 1952 (NSC 139). 3 It stated that because of 

the developing Soviet atomic threat: (1) we should plan to have an 

effective military and civil defense system ready no later than De- 

cember 31, 1955; and (2) as one key element in this defense, an 

early warning system capable of providing a minimum of three 

hours warning should be made operational as a matter of high ur- | 

gency, with a target date for completion of December 31, 1955. Ne- ! 

gotiations looking toward the establishment of such an early warn- _ : 

ing system were begun immediately with Canada. As a conse- : 

quence, we have received permission to construct an experimental 

station on Canadian soil, similar to two we decided to construct in 

Alaska, and we have begun construction of the three stations. We | 

have also received permission from the Canadians to make surveys, : 

with them, and to recommend the selection of sites for the exten- | 

sion of the system if the experiments prove successful. | 

The Panel of Consultants on Disarmament reported about this | 

time that during their deliberations of several months no problem , 

forced itself upon them more insistently and regularly than that of 

continental defense; that the intensive U.S. pre-occupation with the 

- development of massive capability of atomic attack is not matched 

| by any corresponding concern for U.S. defense in case of a Soviet : 

atomic attack here; and that “there is every reason to proceed with | 

greatly intensified efforts on continental defense.”’ 

NSC 141 of January 1953 * concluded that probably 65 to 85 per- : 

cent of the atomic bombs launched by the Soviet Union could be © 

delivered on target in the United States; that a continuation of our | 

continental defense programs, civil and military, at the level of the 

then existing appropriations involved critical risks; and that basic . 

to the attainment of our objectives is allocation of large additional 

resources to civil and military defense of the continent. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff gave their views on this subject in a 

memorandum of March 19, 1953 regarding the proposed reductions | 

in U.S. military expenditures. > They said that growing Soviet ca- 

| 3 NSC 189, “An Early Warning System,” Dec. 31, 1952, and related documentation | 

| is scheduled for publication in the compilation on U.S. relations with Canada in 

volume VI. 
4 For extracts from NSC 141, see p. 209. : 

5 The memorandum under reference cannot be further identified.
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pabilities called for increased resources for continental defense; 
that there can be “no reduction in the commitment to defend the — 
United States against disaster”; and that, therefore, some modifica- 
tion of the policies pertaining to other areas would be necessary in - 
order to make available the minimum forces for this “primary | 
task’’. 

The latest official guidance on this subject is in NSC 149/2 of 
April 29, 1953 © which states that we should increase emphasis on 
the protection of continental United States from enemy attack, by 
both offensive and defensive military measures and by non-military 
measures. no 

Valuable information on continental defense will become avail- 
able soon from the Kelly Committee and the Edwards Committee 
which were appointed some months ago to study several aspects of . 
the problem. , of es 
From the above it is evident that even before the Soviet atomic 7 

explosion in 1949 there has been an increasing realization of the - 
danger to the United States from Soviet atomic potentialities and 
of a consequent urgency for continental defense measures. Yet in 
spite of this, there has been inadequate preparation to meet the _ 
danger, and the Soviet atomic stockpile has grown faster than our 
capacity to protect the homeland from attack. According to NSC 
141, our civil defense is now only about ten to fifteen percent effec- 
tive, and the Soviet Union will possess in the period 1954-1955 a 
capability to make an air attack on the United States of “critical © 
proportions’. 

There appear to be four principal reasons for the huge gap be- 
tween realization of danger and preparation to meet it: (1) there 
was earlier Soviet development of atomic weapons than had been 
anticipated, and an under-estimation of general Soviet technologi- : 
cal capacity; (2) the realization of danger in the United States has 
not been intense enough or widespread enough in the Executive 
branch, in the Congress, or among the people to bring about appro- 
priate action; (3) there has been a general belief that by building a 
powerful offensive capability we could deter a Soviet attack on the 
United States; (4) there is apprehension that we might devote more 
resources to home defense than merited by the security which such 
a system is capable of providing, and thereby unduly penalize both 
the deterrent value and the direct defense value of offensive strik- 
ing power. 

The urgency of continental defense in National policy, foreign 
and domestic, is underlined by the realization that the survival of 
our Republic and the entire free world depends on the protection of 

® For text, see p. 305.
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continental United States which provides the mobilization base, the | 

arsenal, the industrial potential and the human resources required | 

to save us all from disaster. | 

To deal with this problem we should implement the policy pro- 

posed to the National Security Council for candor on the atomic 

arms race. There should also be held a briefing of Congressional 

leaders on this particular subject. In line with the policy of candor, | 

the Congress and the people should be thoroughly informed on a 

continuing basis of the danger to the United States from atomic : 

attack. Concurrently, there should be public disclosure of programs 

adopted by the NSC for meeting the danger. : | 

As stated above, NSC 149/2 wisely provides that we should in- | 

crease our emphasis on continental defense. The problem is how to : 

do this under the budgetary limitations laid down in NSC 149/2, 

limitations which include among other points a reduction in man- 

power and resources for the air force. ee 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have argued convincingly that some 

modification may be required in other policies to make available : 

the minimum forces for the “primary task” of continental defense. 

We cannot have even this minimum of security under contemplat- ; 

ed budgetary limitations and allocations. To obtain the minimum 

we would have to raise the limitation or make cuts in other major | 

national security allocations. — | . | 

The funds required now to accelerate the building of a more ade- , 

quate continental defense are not impossibly great. The aim should : 

be to begin a sustained effort in an endeavor soon to reach a point 

at which we can measurably reduce the risk to the civil population 

of wholesale slaughter and to our mobilization base of virtually 

complete destruction. Absolute and total protection is probably im- 

possible. An ideal program would not give absolute protection and 7 

would be extremely expensive. | | 

Of all aspects of continental defense, early warning of the ap- | 

proach of hostile craft is unique in that it is essential both to mili- | | 

tary and civil defense. For the military, it is necessary if our inter- 

ceptors are to get into the air, ground defenses to be alerted, and 

SAC bases and planes preserved from destruction. In civil defense, | 

it is necessary to enable civilians to take shelter or to be removed | 

from danger areas. Moderate additional funds would make possible | 

the improvement of the present early warning system and greatly 

| increase the probability of detection, identification, and tracking of 

enemy planes. Distant early warning would cost considerably more. 

This subject should receive urgent consideration, taking into ac- 

count the information to be developed by the Joint America-Cana- 

dian study group. Distant early warning will become increasingly
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important in the near future with the increase in speed of air- 
planes and the development of longer range guided missiles. | 

It is estimated that our present air defense system could destroy 
between one and twenty percent of the attackers depending upon 
the tactics and strength of the enemy force. To increase the rate of 
kills, substantial additional resources are required for interceptors 
and guided missiles. And, aside from an increased rate of kills, im- 
proved air defenses could be expected to adversely affect the accu- 
racy of enemy bombing, thereby further reducing the damage to 
targets. With greater air defense capabilities, we could exploit 
more fully the technical capabilities of the warning and control 
equipment which is in being and programed. Future technical im- 
provements may possibly increase the rate of kills, but it must be 
recognized that because of the expected increase in enemy weapons | 
and planes over a period of time, the number of his planes over 
target would still be large and might increase faster than the rate 
of kills. In fact, although with heavy expenditures in the future we 
can increase the rate of kills, we cannot now lay down a program 
that would give complete protection. What we can do by improving 
our air defenses is to push further into the future the time when 
the enemy’s capability for delivery could be critical for us. 

In dealing with the problem of continental defense it is impor- 
tant to recognize the inter-relationship of military defense, offen- 
sive striking power, and the civil defense program. These three ele- 
ments are complementary and mutually supporting. A balanced 
program will, therefore, include civil defense and other non-milj- 
tary measures. In civil defense, shelters are of paramount impor- 
tance for the protection of the civilian population. A program that 
might reach a billion a year for a few years to provide shelter for 
those persons who cannot be protected otherwise could in conjunc- 
tion with other programs reduce expected casualties as much as 
79%. Another indispensable non-military measure is the reduction 
of urban vulnerability through spacing and protective construction 
of industrial plants and other buildings. This is a long-range pro- 
gram and with Government encouragement can be financed largely 
by industry. Other essential non-military measures are programs 
for continuity of Government and for post attack rehabilitation, 
neither of which calls for an extensive outlay of funds. Programs 
on these subjects have been developed by the NSRB and later by 
ODM. | 

Recommendation 

That an ad hoc committee of the NSC be established immediate- 
ly, composed of representatives of State, Defense, JCS, ODM, and 
FCDA, to review existing programs and develop for NSC consider-
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ation a balanced continental defense program with specific cost es- | 

timates for its implementation. | , 

Editorial Note | | 

On May 8, the Ad Hoc Committee on Armaments and American 

Policy of the National Security Council submitted its preliminary | 

Report on Armaments and American Policy, designated NSC 151. 

For NSC 151 and related documentation, see pages 845 ff. | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 148, “Solarium” - 

Memorandum for the Record by the Special Assistant to the | 

President for National Security Affairs (Cutler) * | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] 9 May 19538. | 

Subject: Solarium Project | | 

1. Upon the President’s direction and as a matter of urgency, the | 

alternatives outlined in the attachment will be explored and pre- : 

sented to the National Security Council. The undertaking may be | 

referred to as “Solarium”. | | ! 

2. A working committee of The National Security Council, con- | 

sisting of W. B. Smith, A. W. Dulles, and R. Cutler, will arrange 2 

the detailed plans for: | 

a. A Panel of about 5 qualified persons to draft precise and de- 

tailed terms of reference for each Alternative. Attached is a list of 

proposed names for such Panel. The Panel should meet for a week | 

or so before May 31st, utilizing the Council offices and Staff. T. M. | 

Koons, of the NSC Special Staff, is available to serve as Executive | 

Secretary for this Panel and for the Teams set up under b. | : 

The terms of reference should include directions to seek out all 

the factors that would go into planning a major campaign: forces _ | 

needed; costs in manpower, dollars, casualties, world relations; in- 

telligence estimates; time-tables; tactics in every other part of the | 

- world while actions were being taken in a specific area; relations 

with the UN and our Allies; disposition of an area after gaining a 

victory therein; influencing world opinion; Congressional action re- | : 

quired; etc. | | 

b. A separate Task Force of 3-5 qualified persons for each Alter- | 

native to be explored and presented. The preparation should be as , 

for a War College project, and might be done at the War College, 

| _—___— | 
| 1 This memorandum is accompanied by a covering memorandum dated May 11, 

| from Cutler to Acting Secretary of State Walter Bedell Smith, which reads: “T dis- 

| cussed the attached paper at length with the President today and he approved the 

same for prompt action. Changes made by him in the personnel suggestions (page 3) ) 

are included in this draft. I will telephone you later in the day relative to further 

action by our ‘working committee.’ ” | 

| 
|
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utilizing also its top personnel and facilities. The National Security — 
Council would furnish whatever authority was necessary for urgent __ 
access to any and all material. ) 

Each Task Force would work up its Alternative in the same 
spirit that an advocate works up a case for court presentation. In | 
presenting an Alternative to the National Security Council, visual 
presentation (maps, charts, oral discourse) would be maximized. If 
possible, the Alternatives would be presented on the same or suc- 
cessive days in the White House. Target date for presentation should be as near July 1 as possible. | 

3. At the NSC Meeting on May 13, 19538, the President should de- 
scribe “Solarium” in general terms, and enjoin strict confidence. 
The Council should realize what is under way for their future guid- 
ance. | 

ROBERT CUTLER 

[Attachment] | Bee — 

Paper Prepared by the Special Assistant to the President for — 
National Security Affairs (Cutler) — | 

Suggestions for Panel Membership | 
Mr. Robert A. Lovett, Chairman 
Admiral Leslie C. Stevens ere 
Mr. Robert Amory, Jr. 
Mr. Kar] R. Bendetsen 
Mr. Robert R. Bowie a 
Lieutenant General Thomas D. White S 
Professor Max Millikan Ee Se AEE oe 

Alternates (also possibilities for Teams) Eas wo 

Mr. Paul H. Nitze Oe | 
Mr. William Draper See ee ee 
Mr. S. Douglas Cornell a Pg ee 
Mr. J. R. Dean ? STS ee | 
General John E. Hull EP | 
Lt. General Charles P. Cabell | _ 
Colonel George Lincoln Oe ee 
Colonel Charles H. Bonesteel III a | | . 
Mr. T. J. Lanphier, Jr. | | 
Admiral Richard L. Conolly oan 
Professor Raymond Sontag 
Major General James McCormack © | 

2 A handwritten notation on the source text reads: “? Gen. John R. Deane, Rtd’’.
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Colonel Paul Carroll s | | 

Mr. Douglas MacArthur II | - | i 

| ALTERNATIVE A | | 

To continue the general policy, towards the USSR and its bloc, | 

which has been in effect since 1948; as modified by the determina- 

tion expressed in NSC 149/2 (April 29/53) * to bring the Federal 

budget into balance as rapidly as is consistent with continuing our 

leadership in the free world and barring basic change in the world 

situation. | | Oo - 

_ This policy contemplates that, consonant with this fiscal determi- 

nation, the United States will: | oO 

(a) maintain over a sustained period armed forces to provide for | 

the security of the United States and to assist in the defense of | 

vital areas of the free world; | ee 

(b} continue to assist in building up the strength of the free — 

world; | | 

(c) oppose expansion by the Soviets and Communist China and | 

deter the power of the Soviets and Communist China from aggres- : 

sive war; | : 

(d) continue to exploit the vulnerabilities of the Soviets and their 

satellites; = | | , oo | | : 

(e) generally avoid risking a general war;— | | | 

all with a view to the ultimate retraction and reduction of the | 

Soviet system to a point which no longer constitutes a threat tothe _ | 

security of the United States. 

| Subject to modification by Part I of NSC 149/2, this policy is the 

| same policy stated in NSC 20/4, and affirmed in NSC 68/2 and : 

NSC 135/3.4 It is defensive; it seeks to contain Soviet power by | 

building positions of indigenous strength throughout the free 

world; it trusts by such show of strength to deter Soviet power : 

| from aggression until the Soviets shall decay from internal weak- : 

nesses inherent in despotic government; it relies that time is on the | 

side of the free world—that if we can “last out” the Soviets will 

deteriorate and fail. | | | — , 

(The Council has directed the Planning Board to restate and rec- 

oncile in one paper NSC 20/4, 68/2, 135/83, and 149/2. This work is 

under way.) | os | 

3 For text, see p. 305. | | | | | 

| 4 For text of NSC 20/4, “U.S. Objectives With Respect to the USSR To Counter 

| Soviet Threats to U.S. Security,’ Nov. 28, 1948, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, _ | 

| Part 2, p. 662; NSC 68/2, “U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security,” 

| Sept. 30, 1950, see ibid., 1950, vol. 1, p. 400; NSC 135/38, “Reappraisal of U.S. Objec- 

tives and Strategy for National Security,” Sept. 25, 1952, see p. 142. 

| 
|
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ALTERNATIVE BOL : | 

To determine the areas of the world which the United States will | 
not permit to become Communist, whether by overt or covert ag- 
gression, by subversion of indigenous peoples, or otherwise. 

To make clear in an appropriate way that the United States has 
“drawn a line” about such areas and that we would consider the 
fall to Communism of any country on our side of such line as 
grounds for the United States to take measures of our own choos- 
ing, including offensive war. 

This alternative might be worked out on a grand scale or on a 
lesser scale. In the first case, the fall of a country on our side of the 
line to Communism would be a casus belli against the USSR. In 
the second case, the line might be drawn in a region, such as Asia; 
and the fall of a country on our side of the line to Communism 
would involve war against Communist China (but not necessarily 
global war). | 

ALTERNATIVE C 

To take actions, against the background of Alternative A or Al- 
ternative B, which would seek to restore the prestige of the West 
by winning in one or more areas a success or successes. 

The objective of such positive alternative is to produce a climate 
of victory, disturbing to the Soviets and their satellites and encour- 
aging to the free world. . . . | 

Editorial Note 

On May 12, President Eisenhower appointed an entirely new 
group of generals and admirals to fill the positions of Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. General Matthew B. Ridgway replaced General J. Lawton 
Collins as Chief of Staff of the Army, Admiral Robert B. Carney 
was appointed Chief of Naval Operations to replace Admiral Wil- 
liam M. Fechteler, Admiral Arthur W. Radford was appointed 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in place of General Omar N. 
Bradley, and General Nathan F. Twining was appointed to succeed 
General Hoyt S. Vandenberg as Chief of Staff of the Air Force. The 
appointments of Admirals Radford and Carney and of General 
Ridgway were to become effective on August 15, that of General © 
Twining on June 30. | | | 

At his news conference on May 14, President Eisenhower was 
asked if he expected the “new Joint Chiefs of Staff to come up with 
different strategical concepts and different estimates of the power
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we should have?” In the course of a lengthy reply, the President | 

stated: | - | 

“There is in all of these things a need for achieving the balance 

| between nationalistic aspirations, the union that must be estab- | 
lished between countries in order that their economies and stand- : 

ards of living may go up. | | 
“Finally, the basic problem of how do you preserve an independ- 

ent life at the same time that some of the measures that you are | 

forced to adopt would tend to lead you toward a garrison state? We 

don’t want to become a garrison state. We want to remain free. : 

Our plans, our programs, therefore, must conform to the practices 

| of a free people, which means essentially a free economy. That is 

the problem that, frankly, this administration meets on, discusses, 

works on, every day of its life. There is no easy problem.” : 

Public correspondence relating to the appointments of General | 

Ridgway and Admiral Carney to the Joint Chiefs of Staff is printed | 

in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. : 

Eisenhower, 1953, pages 278-283. For the transcript of the Presi- : 

dent’s news conference on May 14, 1958, see ibid., pages 283-296. 

S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 148, “Solarium” 

Memorandum for the Record by the Special Assistant to the 

President for National Security Affairs (Cutler) ? : 

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] 15 May 1953. 

Subject: Solarium Project 

1. This memorandum is an initial report by the Working Com- 

mittee of the National Security Council appointed to arrange the 

detailed plans for carrying out the above project (The Acting Secre- 

tary of State, General W. B. Smith; the Director for Central Intelli- 

gence, Allen W. Dulles; and the Special Assistant to the President 

for National Security Affairs, Robert Cutler.) | | 

2. In accordance with the President’s instructions, as reported to | 

the Council on 15 May 1958, 2 the following have been requested to 7 

act as the Panel to draft precise and detailed terms of reference for 

each alternative (see par 2a, Solarium Project Memo of 9 May | 

1953 3), and have accepted the assignment: 

| General James H. Doolittle, Chairman 
Robert Amory, Jr. 
Lt. General L. L. Lemnitzer 
Dean Rusk | 

| Admiral Leslie C. Stevens | 

| 1 Copy to Walter Bedell Smith. 
: 2 The Presidential instructions under reference cannot be further identified. 

3For text, see p. 323. 

|
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3. The Panel will convene in Room 376, Executive Offices Build-. 
ing, Washington, D.C. on Monday, 25 May 1953, at 9:30 A. M. 
o'clock. The members of the Working Committee will discuss the | 
problem with the Panel at 10:30 A. M. o’clock. | 

4. It is anticipated that the Panel will carry on their work con- 
tinuously until completion, which it is anticipated should be not 
later than 1 June 1953. Office space, secretarial assistance, re- 
quired source materials, etc., will be provided in the National Secu- 
rity Council Area. Mr. T. M. Koons, NSC Special Staff Member (Ex- 
ecutive 38-7491, Extension 3675), will act as Executive Secretary for 
Solarium Project. — 

9. No publicity of any kind should be given to, or mention made 
of, the project. It is essential to success that the most complete dis- 
cretion be observed. For that reason, no further communication 
will be sent from this office. If communication regarding the above — 
arrangements is necessary, please telephone to the undersigned or 
Mr. Koons (referring only to Solarium). _ | | 

Soe RoBERT CUTLER 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (civil defense)” | | a | 

Report to the National Security Council by the Special Evaluation 
Subcommittee of the National Security Council } | | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, May 18, 1953. 
NSC 140/1 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE N ATIONAL SECURITY 
CouNcIL ON SUMMARY EVALUATION OF THE NET CAPABILITY OF 
THE USSR To InFuct Direcr INguryY ON THE UNITED STATES UP. 
TO JULY 1, 1955 ee 

References: On OS | 
A. NSC 1402 es | 
B. NSC Action Nos. 687 and 699 3 | | a 

‘A notation on the source text reads: “Edwards Report” and indicates an addi- 
tional classification: “Special Security Handling”. Copies were sent to the Secretary 
of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Directors of Defense Mobilization and 
Central Intelligence; the Chairmen of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Joint | 

- Chiefs of Staff, the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference, and the Interdepart- 
mental Committee on Internal Security; and the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tor. | : 

2 Dated Jan. 19, p. 205. . 
* Regarding NSC Action Nos. 687 and 699, see footnote 2, p. 206.
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The enclosed memorandum from the Chairman of the Special | 

Evaluation Subcommittee of the National Security Council and its _ 

attached report on the subject prepared by the Subcommittee pur- | 

suant to the directive contained in NSC 140 are transmitted here- 

with for the information of the National Security Council. The en- 

closures will be scheduled on the agenda of an early Council meet- | 

ing. oo | ce a 

The principal supporting documents referred to in the first page | 

of the enclosed memorandum are available in this office for study 

by authorized personnel. | ero 

The enclosed report is being referred to the agencies represented 

on the Subcommittee for comment prior to Council action. : | 

It is requested that special security precautions be observed in the 

handling of this report and that access to each copy be strictly limit- 

ed and individually controlled on an absolute need-to-know basis. 

No additional copies of this report or of any part of it may be made. | 

This report is subject to recall at the direction of the President. | ) 

JAMES S. Lay, JR. ! 

: | [Enclosure] — Pa | : | 

| Memorandum by the Chairman of the Special Evaluation Subcom- 

mittee of the National Security Council (Edwards) to the Execu- | 

tive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) | 

| 

TOP SECRET _ WASHINGTON, May 15, 1953. 

- Subject: Summary Evaluation of the Net Capability of the USSR to . 

-Inflict Direct Injury on the United States Up to July 1, 1955— 

Report of Special Evaluation Subcommittee ra | 

Enclosure | oe Cony wee a ha 

(1): Report of Special Evaluation Subcommittee = 
(2): Principal Supporting Documents to the Report* = | 

1. A National Security Council directive (NSC 140), dated Janu- | 

ary 19, 1953, constituted a Special Evaluation Subcommittee of the | 

Council to prepare a summary evaluation of the net capability of 

the USSR to inflict direct injury on the United States during the | 

period up to July 1, 1955. The directive and a membership list of 

the Subcommittee and of the agencies represented thereon are ap- 

pended. ® Enclosure (1) is the report of the Subcommittee. => 

| 4 Not printed; see footnote * below. - . 

>For NSC 140, see p. 205. The membership list of the subcommittee and of the 
agencies represented thereon is not printed. The members of the subcommittee and 

their agencies were: Lt. Gen. Idwal H. Edwards, USAF (Ret.), Chairman; Lt. Gen. 
wy . wo Continued 

|
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2. As primary sources of information, the Subcommittee obtained 
reports from each of the agencies represented by its members. In- 
dependently of these reports, the Subcommittee also pursued an in- 
tensive study of all aspects of the problem. This study involved con- 
sultation with, and oral and written reports from, appropriate mili- 
tary and non-military agencies, and reference to many documents 
and previous studies relating to the subject. The Subcommittee con- 
ferred with the commanders and staffs of the Air Defense Com- 
mand and the Strategic Air Command, with the Joint Air Defense 
Board, and with responsible officials of the Office of Defense Mobi- 
lization and the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

3. Under the terms of reference as construed by the Subcommit- 
tee, the enclosed evaluation is restricted to but one aspect of the 
global problem, viz., Soviet net capabilities against the continental 
United States and selected U.S. installations and forces outside the 
United States of major importance to a U.S. air atomic counterof- 
fensive against the USSR during the initial phases of war. This 
evaluation does not represent a Subcommittee judgment that the 

- USSR will or will not initiate war with the United States during 
the period under consideration, or that if it does, it would initiate | 
such a war with atomic attack on the continental United States. It 
does, however, present, as the basis of its evaluation, a feasible 
course of action and plan of attack within the estimated capabili- 
ties of the USSR, which the Subcommittee believes the Soviet 
might logically pursue if his primary objectives were to inflict max- 
imum damage on the continental United States and at the same 
time diminish the weight of the retaliatory air attack which the 
United States could mount against the USSR. 

4. In approaching the problem of assessing damage, the Subcom- 
mittee initially planned to analyze, with exactness, the extent of 

. damage accruing from a given number of weapons on precise tar-- | 
gets and target systems. However, accurate assessment of damage 
resulting from attacks against target systems, such as critical in- 
dustries, industrial complexes and population centers, can be ac- | 
complished only by the preparation of studies of the vulnerability 
of the targets and target systems which take into consideration the 
many variables affecting the attacks. Fully adequate basic target 
vulnerability studies were not in existence and could not be pro- 
duced in the time available. Likewise, a complete war-gaming pro- 
cedure under varying conditions of attack would have been of great 
value, but this also was not possible in the relatively short period 

Harold R. Bull, USA (Ret.), representing the Central Intelligence Agency; W. Bar- 
rett McDonnell, representing the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Securi- 
ty; Maj. Gen. Robert M. Webster, representing the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and Lish 
Whiston, representing the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference.
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available. Consequently, 
the estimates of damage submitted are ap- | 

proximations, 
valid under one set of conditions, with the war- | 

gaming process introduced only to a limited extent in certain 

phases of the operation as reflected in the attrition rates applied to 

the attacking force. | ; 

5. The principal supporting documents and studies utilized by the 

Subcommittee 
and its schedule of briefings are forwarded herewith , 

as Enclosure (2).* | ee : 

6. The Chairman, Interdepartmental 
Intelligence 

Conference, 
has 

requested the Subcommittee 
to bring to the attention of the Na- 

tional Security Council, the following views of the IIC with respect | 

| to its report to the Subcommittee, 
a copy of which is contained in : 

Enclosure (2): | | | 

“This estimate was prepared within the terms of reference deter- 
mined by the Special Evaluation Subcommittee. 

The members of 

the IIC wish to point out that the forces within the United States ; 

available to the USSR have the capability of engaging in wide- | 
spread sabotage either prior to, concurrent with, or subsequent 

to a 

| military attack. The USSR, of course, must weigh the timing and 

value of the sabotage in relation to their complete plan of attack 

and its effect upon the capability of the United States to launch a : 

retaliatory military attack.” 
| | 

7. This report has not been referred to the agencies represented 
| 

on the Subcommittee 
for review or comment. | | 

8. The Joint Chiefs of Staff representative 
on the Subcommittee, 

who participated throughout in the preparation of the report, nei- 

ther concurs nor non-concurs in the summary evaluation. His com- | 

| ments are attached as Appendix C. ° | 

| | I. H. Epwarps | 

| Lt. Gen., USAF (Ret.) , 

* Not attached hereto. Available for study in the office of the Executive Secretary. 
an 

[Footnote in the source text.] | | 

6 Not printed; Maj. Gen. Robert M. Webster, USAF, the Joint Chiefs of Staff rep- | 

resentative, 
complained in the comments under reference that the Special Evalua- 

tion Subcommittee 
report was prepared “on an entirely different concept of the : 

problem” than was contained in the directive to NSC 140. 

|
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[Attachment] _ 2 

Report of the Special Evaluation Subcommittee of the National 
Security Council 7 nals 

TOP SECRET _ [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

THE SUMMARY EVALUATION 

THE PROBLEM 

1. To prepare a summary evaluation of the net capability of the 
USSR to inflict direct injury on the United States for the period up 
to July 1, 1955. | 

SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION 

2. The evaluation considers Soviet net capabilities against the 
continental United States, including Alaska, and selected U.S. in- | 
stallations and forces outside the continental United States of : 
major importance to a USS. air atomic counter-offensive against the © | 
USSR during the initial phases of war. With this delineation of the | 
scope of the evaluation, the Subcommittee’s consideration is thus 
confined to only one aspect of the world-wide problem. Accordingly, 
the effects on the United States which might occur if the USSR 
adopted different military objectives are not measured. The evalua- 
tion covers all possible types of attack, including direct military, _ 
clandestine military, and sabotage, physical and non-physical. The 
evaluation deals with the initial phases of war, during which it is 
assumed that a major part of the Soviet atomic stockpile would be 
expended. The Subcommittee has made two other important as: 
sumptions which are considered of reasonable validity: (1) that the 
USSR would be able to launch large-scale air attacks from Soviet 
bases without warning, and (2) that the continental United States 
would receive no warning of an approaching air attack other than 
that provided by the North American continental radar detection 
system. | Oo | ; 

CONCLUSIONS oo 

3. If, during the period from mid-1953 to mid-1955, the USSR as 
chose to attack the United States with a view of inflicting maxi- | 
mum direct injury on the continental United States, and on select- | 
ed U.S. installations outside the United States of major importance | 
to a US. air atomic counteroffensive during the initial phases of 

‘ A short table of contents has been omitted from the beginning of the report. |
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war, the course of action within its capabilities which we believe | 

would most nearly accomplish the desired result is: _ - 

a. An attack on bomber bases in the continental United States : 

and on selected forward and staging air bases and air forces outside _ 

the United States, combined with  —- | Oo : 

b. The heaviest possible attack with its remaining resources upon ~ 

major population, industrial and control complexes in the continen- 

tal United States. — oe E - | | 

4. If the USSR selected this course of action, it would have the 

net capability of inflicting direct injury on the United States of the : 

following order: | | | | 

a. Damage to U.S. Air Counteroffensive Capability | | 

(1) Destruction or major damage to U.S. bombers having an | 

atomic delivery capability, amounting to about 24 percent in 1953, . 

and about 30 percent in 1955. | oe | 

(2) Such additional damage to U.S. air bases and forces as to 

reduce the optimum monthly sortie rate by about 50 percent, and ot 

to force the Strategic Air Command primarily into intercontinental 

operations, at least initially. 7 | | : 

“hb, Personnel Casualties in Metropolitan Areas | | 

| (1) Optimum bomb placement on population targets could : 

produce a maximum of 9 million casualties in 1953, and 12.5 mil-— | 

lion in 1955, one-half of which might result in deaths. We believe : 

that actual casualties would be at an indeterminate lower level, 

possibly as low as 50 percent of the above figures. | 

c. Damage to Industry | 

(1) Initial paralysis of all industry, including war-supporting in- 

dustry, located within the areas attacked. This paralysis would 

affect one-third of the total U.S. industrial production in 19538 and | 

two-thirds in 1955. Direct damage as the result of random destruc- 

tion of plants probably would be substantial, but would not destroy ) 

a sufficient portion of any industry or industries to prevent attain- 

ment of minimum essential levels of production of war material : 

and civilian goods. | | : | 

d. Damage due to Clandestine Attack and Sabotage oe | 

| (1) Clandestinely-employed atomic weapons, accurately placed, | 

would result in total destruction of the installations attacked. Any . 

atomic weapons diverted to clandestine attack would have to be | 

subtracted from the total number available for air attack. There- 

fore, in assessing over-all damage to the United States, we have | 

considered the effect of clandestinely-placed atomic weapons to be | 

broadly equivalent to the effect of the same number of air-dropped ! 

weapons. . - - | | 

| (2) An undeterminable augmentation of the total damage caused 

| by atomic weapons would result from other types of clandestine 

attack and sabotage. | De : . | 

| _e. Psychological Effect _ | 

i (1): The potentially most serious consequence would be the psy- 

| chological impact of a large-scale atomic attack. There would be 

| morale and political problems of a magnitude which it is impossi- 

ble to estimate, or even comprehend, on the basis of any presently
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available valid data. The capability of the United States to bring the considerable remaining manpower and economic potential into the prosecution of the war, would depend upon the adequacy of ad- vance planning, and upon the resolution and resourcefulness with which government and leadership dealt with the problems of waging the war, including neutralization of the USSR atomic capa- bility, and of providing for the physical and psychological needs of our people as a whole. a 
f. Over-all Damage to the U.S. 
(1) We believe that over-all damage to the U.S. would not be such as to prevent the delivery of a powerful initial retaliatory atomic air attack, the continuation of the air offensive, and the successful prosecution of the war. 

od. If, during the period from mid-1953 to mid-1955, the USSR 
chose to attack any other U.S. target system or combination of tar- 
gets than that indicated above, we estimate that a lower level of 
direct injury to the United States would result. 

6. Any failure by the USSR to gain the strategic surprise or any 
substantial increase in the tactical warning received by the United 
States upon which this evaluation is based, would greatly reduce | 
the damage indicated and would jeopardize the success of the 
entire operation by alerting the defensive system and counteroffen- 
sive forces of the entire Western World. 

DISCUSSION 

I, SOVIET CAPABILITIES 7 
1. On the basis of the latest agreed intelligence estimates, we 

have made the following evaluations of Soviet capabilities: 
A. Mass Destruction Weapons a | 

2. Atomic Weapons: The USSR’s stockpile of atomic weapons is | 
estimated to consist of approximately the following numbers of | 
weapons of about 80 KT power: | oo 

Mid-1953 120 a 
Mid-1955 300 , 

The USSR probably can make weapons of smaller or larger yield 
than those indicated above and in so doing would increase or 
reduce the number of weapons in stockpile. We believe that the 
USSR will not have a deliverable thermonuclear weapon or signifi- 
cant quantities of radiological warfare agents during the period 
under review. 

3. Biological Weapons: The USSR will probably possess a capabil- _ 
- ity to produce and disseminate virulent biological agents on a limit- 
ed scale. | 

4. Chemical Weapons: The USSR will probably possess the capa- 
bility to engage in large-scale chemical warfare using World War
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- TI-type standard chemical agents. By mid-1955, the USSR will prob- | 

ably possess limited stocks of nerve gas. —_ | 
| 

B. Capability to Deliver By Aircraft , | 

5. Strength of Long-Range Aviation: In mid-1953, the USSR will | 

probably possess about 1000 medium bombers of the TU-4 type 

(comparable to the US B-29). By mid-1959, this number may be in- 

creased to about 1100. Also, by mid-1955, the USSR may have as 

many as 180 heavy bombers with a range about twice that of the 

TU-4. While the TU-4 might be considered an obsolescent aircraft | 

as compared with modern bomber aircraft now operational in the 

U.S. Air Force, it does have comparative range, load-carrying ca- | 

pacity, and reliability. It also has considerable capability for oper- | 

ations during darkness and under conditions of poor visibility. | 

6. Ability to Stage against the United States: By utilizing range- 

extension techniques known to the USSR, the stripped-down TU-4 | 

bomber can reach any target in the United States on a one-way 

mission. The heavy bomber which may be available in mid-1955 | 

presumably would be able to make a roundtrip attack against any 

U.S. target by the use of range-extension techniques. Bases for | 

| launching large numbers of bombers on one-way missions against 

the United States are available or could be developed within the 

period of this estimate. | | 

7. Operational Capabilities: Soviet long-range aviation is handi- | 

capped by lack of combat experience and lack of experience in | 

long-distance flying and navigation. Its capabilities for navigation, 

target identification, and bomb placement, especially under condi- 

tions of poor visibility, will be inferior to those of the U.S. Strategic : 

Air Force. Because of these limitations and because of the normal 

difficulties which would be encountered in carrying out a large- , 

scale bombing operation against the continental United States, we 

estimate that about 20 per cent of the bombers initially launched 

would abort and return to base before completing their missions. In | 

such an operation, we estimate that 10 per cent of the bombers 

which do not abort would be operational losses, i.e., they would fail 

to complete their missions for reasons other than combat. In at- | 

‘tacks upon U.S. overseas installations, we believe these operational 

losses will be about 5 per cent. We also estimate that about 10 per ! 

| cent of the bomb drops by such aircraft as reach the target area 

will be ineffective as a result of gross error and duds. | 

| 8. Medium and Light Jet Bomber Strength and Capabilities: The 

USSR will possess substantial numbers of light jet bombers capable 

| of attacking many U.S. installations in Europe and the Far East. 

| By mid-1955, the USSR may have about 120 medium jet bombers 

capable of attacking most U.S. installations overseas. 

|
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C. Capabilities of Naval and Ground Forces — a ora 
3. Naval: During the period under review, V-1 and V-2 type 

guided missiles could be developed for launching from Soviet ves- : 
sels and presumably could be fitted with atomic warheads. By sub- 
marine operations, aerial torpedo attacks, and offensive mining, 
the USSR could inflict serious initial damage to U.S. overseas com- 
munications. Other Soviet naval offensive capabilities are not sig- 
nificant. | , 

[Here follows a one-page “Table of Attrition Factors.’’] 
10. Ground: The USSR has formidable capabilities for undertak- 

| ing large-scale ground operations on the Eurasian continent. 
11. Amphibious: Soviet capabilities for amphibious attack 

against the continental United States and against U.S. installa- 
tions overseas will be negligible, except against Alaska. Against 
Alaska, the USSR might be able to launch an amphibious assault 
with up to 6000-8000 troops. Ok. BR , 

12. Airborne: Soviet capabilities for airborne attack against the 
continental United States (except Alaska) will be extremely limit- 
ed. The USSR could, if it chose, drop a small number of specially- 
trained assault and sabotage forces for attack upon important, but 
difficult, bombing targets. Against Alaska or against selected U.S. 
installations overseas the USSR might be able to launch an attack 
with up to a total of 4000 to 6000 troops. 

D. Air Defense Capabilities | 
13. The Soviet rulers have demonstrated their sensitivity to the 

danger of U.S. air attack with weapons of mass destruction by the 
high priority which they have given to the development of defenses 
against such attack. Despite progress in building up those defenses, 
it is unlikely that they would regard their defensive capability as 
adequate to prevent substantial numbers of | attacking aircraft from 
reaching strategic targets in the USSR. See . 
k. Sabotage Capabilities eet US ge 

14. The USSR’s capability for sabotage and subversion rests 
upon (a) the capabilities and freedom of action of the U.S. Commu- 
nist Party and of other resident Soviet sympathizers, and (b) the 
USSR’s capability to introduce agents and materials and to procure . 
necessary materials within the United States. __ | 

15. The U.S. Communist Party consists of about 25,000 persons. 
The majority reside in the metropolitan industrial areas of the At- 
lantic and Pacific coasts and in the Great Lakes-Middle West in- 
dustrial region. The number best equipped by training or employ- 
ment to commit sabotage is about 6,500. Key industrial facilities 
employ about 1,500 of this number. Except for atomic weapons and
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certain other weapons of mass destruction, resident Communists or | 

other saboteurs within the United States could procure locally © | 

whatever weapons of sabotage they might require. The gross capa- | 

bilities of U.S. Communists may be limited to some extent by (a) 

penetration of Communist organizations by U.S. security agencies, | 

(b) the fact that many would be placed under detention as soon aS 

possible after the outbreak of hostilities, and (c) casualties among | 

those potential saboteurs residing in metropolitan areas subjected | 

to the Soviet air atomic attack. © | 

16. Saboteurs and weapons, including atomic weapons and their 

components could be introduced from the outside by a variety of | 

means. This capability is limited only by the degree of risk of de- | 

tection which the USSR is willing to assume prior to an overt | 

attack and by such intensified security measures as the United : 

States would impose after an attack. nn 

17. Through control of certain U.S. labor organizations, the Com- | 

- munists have the capability to impede war production by strikes _ | 

and slowdowns. They also could, by propaganda and provocation, | 

‘ncrease the magnitude of civil dislocation and panic during and ! 

immediately following a Soviet air atomic attack. | - | 

F. Limiting Effect of Need to Preserve Security | a | 

18. Surprise is the strongest weapon in the Soviet arsenal. Be- 

cause of this, the USSR would not be able to engage in prepara- | 

tions to carry out certain naval, ground, amphibious, airborne, | 

clandestine, and even air operations which might disclose a posi- : 

tive intent to deliver an attack upon the United States. A single | 

‘instance of detection might alert the entire defense system of the 

Western World and the U:S. air atomic counteroffensive forces. 

| Il. U.S. CAPABILITIES | | 

A. Air Defense | a 

19. As of mid-1953 the continental air defense system, consisting 

of a warning and detection radar screen, supplemented by a par- © | 

tially manned ground observer corps, fighter interceptor squadrons, | 

and local AAA defenses, will have the capability: oo 

a. To provide a minimum warning of approximately 30 minutes | 

for those perimeter targets provided with radar cover, and oe 

| b. To “kill,” before bomb-release line, about 7 percent of the at- | 

| tacking bomber force penetrating the defenses under most probable 

| conditions of attack. — — | 

! 20. As of mid-1953, the principal deficiencies of the system will 

| be: es | | | | 

a. Lack of radar coverage on the South Atlantic and southern ap- 

: proaches, oo | | 

|
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b. Gaps in the existing radar screen, | 
c. Almost negligible capability of the radar system to detect low flying aircraft (under 5,000 feet), | d. Inadequate fighter forces with an all-weather capability, e. Inadequate AAA defenses with a very high and very low alti- tude kill potential, | 
f. Lack of a quick and positive identification system, especially for the peace-time control of civil aircraft. | 
21. As of mid-1953, the overseas defenses will in general be less effective than those of the continental United States with respect to warning and defensive fighter and AAA forces and weapons. 
22. As of mid-1955, the continental air defenses will have materi- 

ally increased in effectiveness. The US. radar warning net will 
have been augmented, and coverage extended into southern 
Canada and the North East Command area. Airborne early warn- 
ing aircraft and possibly a few picket vessels will provide limited 
coverage over the seaward and northern approaches. A proposed 
early warning zone in Canada generally along the 54th parallel 
may possibly be in operation; however, considering the present 
status of this project and of the proposed Lincoln line, neither was | considered in this evaluation. The fighter-interceptor force will be — 
entirely equipped with all-weather aircraft with improved arma- 
ment. The AAA defenses will be greatly improved with the deploy- 
ment of Nike surface-to-air missile battalions. The system will have 
the capability: | 

a. To provide additional coverage, with greater assurance of a minimum of 30 minutes warning, and 
b. To “kill,” before bomb-release line, about 27 percent of the at- tacking force penetrating the defenses under the most probable _ conditions of attack. | 

23. The principal deficiencies of the system in mid-1955 will be: 
a. A low capability of the radar system to detect low flying air- craft, 
b. Lack of fighter-interceptor and AAA defense in many poten- tial target areas, | : 

_ ¢. An inadequate number of Nike surface-to-air missile battal- ions, 
. d. Continued lack of quick and positive identification system, es- pecially for the peace-time control of civil aircraft. 

24. The overseas defenses in mid-1955 will continue to be less ef- 
_ fective than those of the continental United States. | 

B. Air Offense 

25. During the entire period under review, the U.S. Strategic Air 
Command supplemented, within their ranges, by atomic aircraft of 
the naval carrier forces and the overseas tactical air forces will be
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able to launch very heavy atomic strikes against targets in the ; 

USSR with acceptable loss rates and with acceptable bombing accu- : 

racy under all-weather conditions. However, so long as the USSR | 

possesses the military initiative, and in view of the time required | 

for the U.S. to launch initial air strikes (3 to 6 days in the case of | 

SAC), these offensive capabilities could not have any significant : 

effect on the Soviet ability to launch an initial surprise attack 

against the continental United States and U.S. forces and installa- 

tions overseas. | | | 

C. Other Military Defensive Forces , 

96. Considering Soviet capabilities for airborne and amphibious | 

operations, local U.S. forces, augmented as necessary by available 

reserves, can isolate, neutralize, and eventually defeat any assaults 

of this nature on the continental United States, Alaska, or vital | 

overseas bases. | a ! 

| 27. Considering Soviet capabilities for submarine operations and ! 

offensive mining, initial damage to shipping might be severe. With | 

full implementation of anti-submarine warfare, however, US. 

counter-measures could reduce this initial damage to acceptable 

proportions. | | | : 

D. Defense Against Sabotage 
| 

28. The military forces, industrial ‘gecurity and protective forces, | 

and those federal, state and local agencies responsible for the secu- 

rity and protection of installations and facilities necessary to the 

national defense and the conduct of war, have been alerted to the 

possibility of sabotage. The degree of protection against convention- | 

al types of sabotage either existing or possible is not uniform for all | 

such installations or facilities, nor can it be. Some facilities are vul- | 

nerable to conventional sabotage by reason of easy access by poten- 

tial saboteurs, others by reason of employment within the facility 

of persons known to be dangerous potential saboteurs. | 

30. In the event of war there have been readied for immediate 

implementation appropriate programs for apprehension and deten- | 

tion of persons who constitute a threat to the nation’s internal se- : 

| curity. If these programs are properly implemented, most of the in- 

dividuals determined to be potentially or actually dangerous will 

| be neutralized within a short period after. Soviet attack. It can be 

| expected, however, that some persons in these categories, including | 

| unknown sabotage agents introduced into the United States, may 

be successful in avoiding immediate arrest, with possible subversive 

| acts resulting. | | | | 

|
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E. Civil Defense : | 
31. The federal civil defense program, as of mid-1953, is well or- ganized, planned, and partially implemented, but it is not fully 

manned on a round-the-clock basis. State and local programs 
throughout the country vary widely in the degree of organization, 
planning and implementation. Some of the accomplishments to date in many localities include organization and fixing of responsi- bility, the establishment of primary and alternate control centers 
with associated communications, education and training, and desig- nation and marking of shelters, the stockpiling and “spotting” of 
medical supplies and other equipment, and the coordination of 
medical and fire-fighting personnel. Local accomplishments vary widely from a high state of readiness in certain critical areas to none at all in some other areas. OO 

32. The over-all program, as of mid-1953, is capable of materially 
reducing deaths and casualties which might result from an atomic 
attack, the degree of reduction depending on the amount of warn- 
ing received, and of providing protection to an undeterminable 
degree against mass hysteria and psychological shock. It has been estimated that in an atomic attack on metropolitan centers, an av- 
erage of one hour’s warning would reduce casualties by about 50 | _ percent. Adequate early warning is the most important require- 
ment to bring the civil defense program into full effectiveness. _ | 

33. Continuation of present over-all programs, with increased - 
emphasis on education of the public in civil defense matters, will 
result in increased effectiveness by mid-1955. 

Ill. VULNERABILITY OF THE UNITED STATES TO ATOMIC ATTACK 

34. The target systems of the United States which the USSR © would consider for attack are: (a) U.S. air offensive forces and sup- _ 
porting bases, (b) other U.S. forces and supporting installations, (c) 
the critical war-supporting industries of the United States and (d) 
the general economic strengths, population, and governmental con- | | trol centers in the United States. ee ea ; | 
A. Vulnerability of U.S. Air Offensive Forces and Bases 

35. In order to achieve critical damage on U.S. air offensive 
forces, attack must be accomplished under conditions of almost 
complete surprise, since a definite threat or notice of attack would 
permit the Strategic Air Command to disperse its forces. Witha | 
warning period of one hour or less, no significant dispersal could be 
accomplished. However, a two-hour warning period would permit 
SAC to disperse 65 percent of its atomic Carriers; a six-hour warn- 
ing would permit an 85 percent dispersal. Successful attack upon 
bases after dispersal would serve to neutralize those bases for ini-
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tial operations only. The nuclear stockpile, under present condi- 

tions of storage, is virtually invulnerable to atomic destruction : 

from the air. LO es oo a : 

286. The U.S. Strategic Air Command possesses a substantial 

amount of flexibility and mobility. There are a large number of air- 

fields in the United States and abroad which are equipped, or could 

be equipped readily, to handle atomic carriers. SAC would retain | 

the capability to carry out intercontinental operations even if its 

operating and staging bases outside the United States were ren- : 

dered inoperable. Moreover, even if an initial attack upon SAC 

overseas forces and bases achieved a considerable degree of success, 

continued neutralization would require a Soviet capability to re- 

attack those bases which might be re-occupied. | 

37. Although the radar detection system can provide only a half- : 

hour warning, many SAC interior installations in the United 

States would receive up to four hours warning. Because of the 

probability of such extended warning, and considering the flexibil- =| 

ity, mobility, recuperability and over-all aircraft strength of SAC, | 

we believe that a Soviet attack could not reduce SAC’s capability to | 

a level that would inhibit heavy retaliatory attacks on the USSR. | 

This capability could be reduced and delayed, however, by a limited 

attack upon bomber bases in the United States and upon selected 

overseas bases. | Ps anaes ves | | 

B. Vulnerability of Other U.S. Forces and Supporting Installations | 

38. Military installations within the U.S. which are not a part of i 

the air offensive system constitute some of the least profitable tar- | 

gets in the United States for atomic attack. Although the air de- 

fense system is an unprofitable objective for air atomic attack, if : 

the USSR anticipates unacceptable losses of atomic weapons as a | 

consequence of the operations of the active defenses, a requirement | 

for neutralization of certain elements of the air defense system by ! 

conventional weapons would be established. Radar control stations, 

which are undefended against low altitude attack, are vital ele- | 

ments of the system and are vulnerable to neutralization by such | 

operations. There are no strictly military installations outside of 

metropolitan complexes which represent concentrations of person- | 

nel and material of such magnitude and importance as to represent 

profitable targets for atomic attack. : | 

| 89. Among U.S. forces and installations outside the continental 

| United States not a part of the US. air offensive capability, there 

; are some targets worthy of atomic attack. Because these forces and 

: installations would not be brought into action as part of an early 

US. air counteroffensive, we have not evaluated them as targets 

for atomic attack. ae 

| 
| 

| a
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C. Vulnerability of Critical War-Supporting Industries | 
40. The U.S. has such a great economic potential that the USSR 

could not destroy it with the number of atomic weapons presently 
estimated as available to the USSR during the period of this eval- 

_ uation. The USSR might, however, direct its attack against the 
most important or most critical sectors of the economy. Neverthe- 
less, because of the substantial U.S. retaliatory capability in being, 
the impact of such attack on our overall] offensive capability would 
be delayed. Attacks upon fabricating facilities for atomic weapons, 
air frames, aircraft engines, guided missiles, large-caliber guns and 
munitions, would be effective only after existing stocks were ex- 
hausted. Attacks upon basic materials production would be effec- 
tive only over a much longer period, and their impact would be re- 
duced as a result of current and planned stockpiling, substitution, 
recuperation, and expansion of remaining facilities. 

41. Successful attacks upon critical industries require a high 
degree of operational proficiency by the attacking forces. The at- 
tacker must possess adequate data regarding the degree of critical- 
ity of individual industries and facilities, adequate targeting data 
to insure determination of optimum aiming points at each facility, | 
and sufficient proficiency to locate the targets and to place the 
weapons within a minimum circle of error. | an 

42. Even though general industry is concentrated around the | 
two coasts and in the Great Lakes area, most critical war-support- 
ing industry is well dispersed. The steel industry, for example, has 
some 143 plants, of which the 35 largest are located at various 
points from Chicago eastward to the coast. Petroleum refining ca- 
pacity is distributed among 350 installations, the 100 largest of 
which hold 75 percent of the capacity and are scattered from Texas 
to Chicago and along the coasts. One of the most vulnerable is the 
tetraethyl lead industry consisting of three plants, one of which ac- 
counts for 50 percent of the total production. _ a 

43. Assuming adequate data and sufficient proficiency to insure 
| successful placement, and taking account of estimated losses on 

route to target, the following are the estimated numbers of weap- 
ons which the USSR would be obliged to dispatch against only a 
small number of critical industries in order to achieve the levels of | 
damage indicated: |
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_ Per-. Number of 
, cent Weapons | 

of Dispatched 

| | Dam- tf 

age 1953 1955 | 

Atomic Energy Production Capacity..cccncne 90 17 4l | 

Aircraft Engine Production ........ccccceeecne 90 388 55 | 

Petroleum Refinery Capacity ........:ccccesecsseesreesrseneeees 50 64 90 

Steel Capacity...cccecsscssseensseseeserecssrsseneessnrsenseenerneees 45 58 | 

40 60 

Tetraethyl Lead Production .......cccceeeeee 90 6 9 

44. The USSR does not possess a sufficient stockpile of weapons | 

or the necessary operational capabilities to insure elimination of a : 

remunerative proportion of critical industries. Even if the USSR | 

succeeded in eliminating a substantial part of a few vulnerable in- 

dustries, such destruction would not have a prolonged effect upon ’ 

U.S. counteroffensive capabilities. ! 

D. Vulnerability of General Economic Strengths, Population, and , 

| Governmental Control Complexes 

45. There are 169 urban areas in the United States with a popu- 

lation of 50,000 or more. Of these urban areas, 54 are major metro- 

- politan industrial areas or government control centers with a popu- | 

lation of about 200,000 or more. These 54 complexes contain 71 per- 

cent of the country’s war industry and 35 percent of the country’s 

population. They also contain the nerve centers of economic and | 

governmental control. 
46. In mid-1953, if the USSR launched virtually its entire atomic | 

weapons stockpile against those urban areas in the United States 

with the greatest population densities, and if it succeeded in at- 

tacking without warning and in achieving optimum placement, it | : 

has been estimated that casualties as high as 24,000,000 might be , 

inflicted. In mid-1955, the same kind of attack under the same con- 

ditions with the larger stockpile might produce personnel casual- 

ties as high as 31,000,000. It is estimated that casualties would be | 

reduced by approximately one-half with one hour warning. About | 

one-half of the casualties would result in deaths. In such attacks, | 

| designed primarily to produce casualties, there would also be seri- : 

| ous industrial damage, widespread dislocation of our highly inte- 

grated economic and social systems, loss of morale, panic, defeat- 

ism, etc., in amounts and to degrees which it is impossible to meas- 

ure on the basis of any presently available valid data. : 

47. These population, industrial, and control centers are largely 

in the northeastern part of the United States, in the northern |
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_ Middle West, and in the coastal areas. They are, therefore, on the 
periphery of the defended area and are of such size in themselves 
as to offer targets which could most easily and successfully, of all | 
areas in the United States, be brought under attack by the inexpe- 
rienced Soviet long-range bomber force. 

48. While the net effect of a successful attack cannot be estimat- 
ed with acceptable accuracy, at a minimum, it would disrupt the 
governmental control system, it would strain the civil defense 
system far beyond its present capabilities, and it would necessitate 
a prolonged rehabilitation effort. The U.S. retaliatory force itself, 
however, would be relatively intact and would be able to carry out 
its prescribed mission. There would be no physical reason why it 
could not deliver heavy and devastating retaliatory blows against 
the USSR. | 

IV. SOVIET CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS AND PLAN OF ATTACK | 
90. During this period, the USSR will not possess a sufficient. | 

number of atomic weapons and the net operational capabilities to 
prevent the U.S. from waging war effectively by attacking any one _— 
of the following with atomic weapons or by any other means: __ . 

a. The U'S. atomic counteroffensive capability, | 
b. The U.S. economic potential, | 
c. Critical U.S. war-supporting industry. | 

ol. If, during this period, the USSR chose to attack the United 
: States with a view to inflicting maximum direct injury on the con- 

tinental United States and on selected US. installations outside 
the United States of major importance to a U.S. air counteroffen- _ | 
sive during the initial phases of war, the course of action within its 
capabilities which we believe would most nearly accomplish the de-- | 
sired result is: eee 

a. Attack on bomber bases in the continental United States and 
upon selected forward and staging air bases and air forces outside ae the United States combined with _ es 

b. The heaviest possible attack with its remaining resources upon 
major population, industrial and control complexes in the continen- 
tal United States. os 

52. In implementing this concept of operations, the following al- 7 
location of the estimated Soviet atomic weapons stockpile might be _ 
made: | | : as 

| a. In mid-1958: 7 
1 Against the U.S. atomic air offensive capability world-wide, 

(2) Against 31 major population, industrial and control complex- 
es in the continental United States, 62. .
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(3) As a general reserve for all other purposes outside the scope I 

of this evaluation, 12. : pe | 

b. In mid-1955: Oo le Ee hs ah 
(1) Against the U.S. atomic air offensive capability world-wide, : 

89. 
| ee 

(2) Against 50 major population, industrial and control complex- 

es in the continental United States, including thermonuclear | 

weapon production facilities, 151. coe - 

| (3) As a general reserve for all other purposes outside the scope 

of this evaluation, 60. a 7 | | 

A. Air Attack, Mid-1953 | | | : 

53. In order to take advantage of the known deficiencies in the | 

U.S. defense system, the most feasible and effective air attack upon : 

the continental United States could be made at night with the at- | 

tacking aircraft penetrating the U.S. radar detection network at ) 

low altitudes. Attacks upon U.S. forward and staging bases outside 

the United States would need to be timed to follow attacks upon | 

the continental United States in order to preserve surprise. At- L 

tacks upon the continental United States would necessarily be one- 

way missions with aerial refueling en route in secure areas. Most : 

flights would be launched from the Chukotski and Kola peninsulas | 

| and would employ routes designed to give maximum security from | 

| early detection by ground observers or ships and planes following 

normal travel lanes. An operational and attack plan believed to ; 

have reasonable chance of success would contain the following ele- 7 

ments: | - | 
| 

a. The 62 atomic weapons allocated to major U.S. population, in- [ 

dustrial and control complexes would be launched in 62 TU-4 air- : 

craft against 31 such complexes with take-off times coordinated in | 

an attempt to obtain simultaneous penetration of the outer radar 

detection network, | oie SSE oo 

b. Twelve of the atomic weapons allocated to the U.S. air atomic 

offensive capability would be launched in 12 TU-4 aircraft against | 

heavy bomber bases in the United States. Take-off times would be 

established in an attempt to bring these aircraft to bomb-release | 

line insofar as possible simultaneously with the penetration of the 

radar detection network by the 62 aircraft targeted against the 

U.S. metropolitan complexes. These 12 aircraft: would attempt a | | 

clandestine attack, employing U.S. markings, taking advantage of | 

weaknesses in the U.S. detection and identification system, using | 

U.S. navigational aids and flying the airways to the target areas, 

| c. Twenty-four of the atomic weapons allocated to the U.S. air of- — | 

fensive capability would be launched against forward and staging 

! air bases and air forces, in Soviet aircraft and in flight cells most | 

appropriate to the individual targets to be attacked. Their take-off 

times would be established so that they would reach target areas as 

| soon as possible after the penetration of U.S. radar detection net- 

work by the main attack, . | 

|
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d. The ten weapons remaining in the allocation to the US. air | offensive capabilities would be launched against forward and stag- ing air bases and air forces at a later date, as reconnaissance dem- onstrated that these bases were re-occupied with profitable num- bers of aircraft, 

| e. All planes carrying atomic weapons which aborted and re- turned to base would be re-launched against their original alloca- tion at a later date, 
f. The atomic air attack on overseas bases would be supplement- ed, wherever feasible, by continuing attacks with conventional bombs. 

B. Air Attack, Mid-1955 

54. Because of the improved U.S. early warning system, the 
USSR would have less chance of achieving surprise. Attack at night would still be the most advantageous to the attacking force. 
The availability of a heavy bomber with greater range than the 
TU-4 and the greater number of weapons available would alter | both the nature of the attack and its Magnitude. The heavy bomb- 
ers would approach the U.S. at high altitude and maximum speed 
to avoid interception, while the TU-4’s would approach at low alti- tude to avoid detection. Bases in the interior of the USSR would be 
required in order to achieve a high initial sortie, but the greater 
distances to the United States would be compensated by adjusting 
locations for refueling and individual targets to the base areas uti- 
lized. An operational and attack plan believed to have reasonable 
chance of success would contain the following elements: 

a. The 151 atomic weapons allocated to major U.S. population, in- dustrial and control complexes would be launched against 50 such complexes in flights containing a total of 294 aircraft. As many as 100 of these might be heavy bombers. Those aircraft not carrying | atomic weapons would carry electronic counter-measures. equip- ment and possibly fire and high-explosive bombs and BW weapons. Some would be given diversionary missions. All take-off times would be coordinated in an attempt to provide approximately si- multaneous penetration of the outer radar detection network. 
b. Fourteen atomic weapons would be launched against heavy bomber bases in the United States following the same attack pat- tern as in 1953. Seven additional weapons would be launched in the main attack against peripheral medium bomber bases in the United States. ) 
c. Thirty-three atomic weapons would be launched initially against forward and staging air bases and air forces as soon as pos- sible after penetration of the radar detection network by the main attack. : 
d. The 35 weapons remaining in the allocation to the U.S. air of- fensive capability would be launched at a later date as reconnais- Sance demonstrated that there were bases operational which con- tained profitable numbers of aircraft. |
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: e. All planes carrying atomic weapons which aborted and re- © 
! turned to base would be re-launched against their original alloca- 
| tion at a later date. - 
2 f. The atomic air attack on overseas bases would be supplement- 
2 ed, wherever feasible, by continuing attacks, with conventional 
| bombs. - 

| C. Other Forms of Military Attack, Mid-1953 and 1955 | 

| od. Coordinated and synchronized with the air attack in order to 
preserve strategic surprise, large-scale land operations would be 

| launched on the Eurasian continent. In addition, submarine at- 
| . tacks would be made on U.S. shipping and harbors. | 

| V. ESTIMATE OF DAMAGE TO THE UNITED STATES 

| A. Air Attack | | 
57. A Soviet air attack with the objectives and under the plan — 

| described above, carried out under expected conditions of surprise, 
| and degraded by the over-all attrition indicated in the preceding 

paragraphs, would result in the placement of the following num- 

| bers of atomic bombs on target areas: 

: | 1958 1955 

| U.S. Population, Industrial and Control Complexes, Ini- 

tial and Follow-Up AttackS................cccccssssssssssssssscsssssssceeeeee AT QI 

| SAC Bases in the Continental United States, Initial 
| Attack ..........cccscccccsssscccceessscsscccseesssccscessssssscssssssssssssssssssssccssssnese LO F115 
| U.S. Air Atomic Offensive Forces and Installations Out- : 

side the United States, Initial and Follow-Up Attacks.... 28 55 

: Tineiudes weapons delivered on medium bomber bases. [Footnote in the source 
, CX. |] 

58. Effect Upon U.S. Atomic Counteroffensive Capability: The at- 
tacks upon the bomber bases in the United States and upon the | 

| forward and staging bases outside the United States would render 

| those installations temporarily inoperable. Considerable numbers 

| of trained personnel would be killed. Runways and underground 

fuel storage would suffer relatively little damage. Maintenance fa- 

: cilities, supplies, exposed refueling gear, and communications facili- 

| ties, would be destroyed or severely damaged. Aircraft caught on 
| base would be destroyed or badly damaged. Of all the aircraft, in- 

| cluding naval and tactical, possessing an atomic delivery capability, 
| in 1953 about 24 per cent, and in 1955 about 30 per cent, would be 
| destroyed or severely damaged. Nevertheless, the number of re- 

maining U.S. aircraft having an atomic capability would be much 

; higher in 1955 than in 1958. Such attacks would force the Strategic
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Air Command primarily into intercontinental operations and 
7 reduce the optimum monthly sortie rate by about 50 per cent. This | 

situation would continue as long as the USSR could maintain neu- > 
tralization of SAC bases overseas. a, , Sea 

59. Personnel Casualties: If U.S. metropolitan centers were at- 
tacked solely with the object of maximizing personnel losses, casu- 
alties as high a figure as 9,000,000 might result in mid-1953 and as 

high as 12,500,000 in mid-1955, computed on the basis of a mini- 

mum of a half-hour, and an average of one hour, warning. One-half 

of these casualties might result in death. The attacking force, how- 
ever, would not necessarily select precise aiming points designed 
purely to maximize personnel casualties, nor would it obtain opti- 
mum weapon placement. We believe, therefore, that actual casual- 
ties would be at an indeterminate lower level, possibly as low as 50 

_ per cent of the figures given. Moreover, the number of casualties 

would vary widely with locality according to the amount of warn- | 
ing received, the effectiveness of the civil defense organization, and 

other unpredictable factors. ; a ee 
60. Effect Upon Industry: There would be initial paralysis of all 

industry within the areas attacked. In mid-1953, about one-third of 
total U.S. industry, including war-supporting industry, is located | 

within or near such areas. In mid-1955, because of the wider scope 
of the attack, this proportion is increased to about two-thirds. Since 

much of this industry is physically widespread within these areas, _ 
the amount of direct damage cannot be accurately estimated. How- 
ever, the direct and indirect results of the attack would be such as 

to seriously affect the national economy. It is considered unlikely 
that area bombing as employed would destroy a critical portion of 
any important industry, or that it would seriously cripple any criti- | 
cal category of war industry. Scattered damage to plants engaged 

in the manufacture of components and parts might be more serious 

than the damage to major end-product manufacturing facilities, a 

and might seriously affect the production of critical war equip- | 

ment. Considering the entire U.S. industrial plant, including facili- 

ties located in areas free from attack, we believe that, with forceful 

and well-planned measures for rehabilitation, the over-all physical 

damage would not be of such proportions as to prevent U.S. indus- 
try from adequately supporting large-scale and extensive military 
operations. | | : 

B. Military Attack Other Than Air ae 

61. If the USSR should launch a military attack against the con- | 
tinental U.S. with other than air forces, the damage resulting 
would not significantly add to the damage estimates noted above. 
Such attacks upon U.S. installations and forces outside the U‘S.
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which are a part of the U.S. air atomic counteroffensive capability 

likewise would not significantly add to the damage which would : 

result from air attack. oe | 

_ D. Psychological Effect | 

65. The potentially most serious consequence of the Soviet attack 

would be the psychological impact of a large-scale atomic attack. , 

There would be morale and political problems of a magnitude : 

which it is impossible to estimate, or even comprehend, on the ! 

basis of any presently available valid data. The capability of the | 

United States to bring the considerable remaining manpower and 

economic potential into the prosecution of the war would depend ( 

upon the adequacy of advance planning and upon the resolution 

and resourcefulness with which government and leadership dealt : 

with the problems of waging the war, including neutralization of | 

the USSR atomic capability, and of providing for the physical and 

psychological needs of our people as a whole. 

S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 148, “Solarium” ee : . per : 

_Memorandum by the President to the Secretary of State | | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, May 20, 1953. | 

Subject: Project Solarium | 

I have asked the Commandant of The National War College, | 

Lieutenant General H. A. Craig, USAF, to organize and administer | 

| the above-mentioned highly classified and urgent project for the | 

National Security Council. The carrying out of this project will re- 

| quire the temporary services of some few specially selected officers, 

2 possibly from your Department or Agency, and the furnishing of : 

: some administrative or secretarial personnel and services. The 

2 project, which will formally commence about June 10, 1953, should 

: be completed in about six weeks. | 

This is to request that you cooperate with General Craig by pro- 

. viding to him on temporary duty such officers and other personnel 

| as he may request and any services he may require. Travel, per 

diem and other expenses connected with his requests should be © 

: borne by your Department. oe 

| I wish to emphasize the urgency involved and to request that the 

| needs be met as expeditiously as possible and by the provision of 

highest quality personnel and services. ug) ag 

| The Acting Secretary of State, General Smith; the Director for 
| Central Intelligence, Mr. Dulles; and the Special Assistant to the 

: President for National Security Affairs, Mr. Cutler; constitute a
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working committee of the National Security Council in connection 
with Project Solarium. At my request they are coordinating ar- 
rangements with General Craig. 

Dwicut D. EISENHOWER 

[Attachment] 

Part I—PERSONNEL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR TASK ForcEs 1 

Task Force “A’””: 

The exploration and presentation of Alternative “A” 2 requires 
intimate understanding of the past policies and actions of the 
United States, the rest of the free world, and of the U.S.S.R., and 
broad gauge political, military, economic and psychological plan- 
ning for the future. | | | 

The persons recommended to make up this Task Force are: a 
Chairman: | oo | 

George F. Kennan (Retired Foreign Service, Political Plan- 
ner and Russian Expert) 3 

Members: , 

Colonel G. A. Lincoln (USA, Military Planner and Econo- 
mist) 

Mr. Paul Nitze (State Department, Political Planner and — 
Economist) | 

Rear Admiral H. P. Smith (USN, Military Planner and 
Expert on Foreign Military Matters) 

Mr. C. Tyler Wood (MSA, Economist and Expert on Congres- 
sional Relations) a 

Alternates: : | | 
Lieutenant General C. P. Cabell (USAF, Military Planner 

and Intelligence Expert) | 
Mr. Dean Rusk (Rockefeller Foundation, Political and Mili- 

tary Planner and Economist) | 
Mr. Edward T. Dickinson (NSRB, Economist) 
Mr. Joseph E. Johnson (Carnegie Endowment, Historian, Po- 

litical Planner) | | 

Task Force “B”’: 

The exploration of Alternative “B’’ requires an intimate knowl- 
edge of Communist reactions and methods; sound political and mili- 

1 A notation on the source text indicates that Part I was drafted on May 18. 
2 The Alternatives A, B, and C under reference in this document are those out- 

lined in the paper prepared by Cutler, p. 324. | 
* Kennan subsequently discussed his participation in the Solarium exercise in his 

Memoirs, 1950-1963 (Boston, 1972), pp. 181-182.
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tary judgement both regarding the Communist orbit and the free 

world; knowledge of United States military capabilities to wage | 

. general war, including the use of unconventional weapons; ability | 

to evaluate the economic capability of the United States and the : 

rest of the free world to support the alternative. ! 

| The personnel recommendations are: | | 

Chairman: | | | 

Philip E. Mosely (Director of Russian Institute, Columbia | 

University) : 

Members: - | 

Major General John R. Deane (USA, Rtd., Military Planner | 

and Russian Expert) 7 

Mr. Douglas MacArthur, Jr. [IZ] (State Dept., Counselor) : 

Major General James McCormack (USAF, Military and Po- | 

litical Planner, Atomic and New Weapons Expert) i 

Mr. John Lindeman (MSA, Student, NWC, Economist with 

experience in foreign economics) | | 

Alternates: | | 

Mr. James K. Penfield (Foreign Service, Political Planner : 

with experience in Far East, Soviet Orbit, U.K.) : 

Major General John B. Montgomery (USAF, Strategic Air | 

Operations) | 

Dr. S. Douglas Cornell (Recently of R&DB, New Weapons | 

Expert) | 

Task Force “C”: | | 

The Task Force working on Alternative “C” should include imag- | 

inative military, political, psychological and subversive planning | 

| experience; profound experience on Soviet-Communist actions and 

reactions; knowledge of the military situation in Korea and Soviet | 

Satellite areas; and ability to evaluate the economic resources re- | 

| quired to follow such a course. | | 

| Recommended personnel are: | 

| Chairman: | 

Mr. J. J. McCloy 
Members: | 

| Lieutenant General L. L. Lemnitzer (USA, Military Planner, 

_ Foreign Affairs Expert, recently returned from Korea) | 

| - Mr. G. Frederick Reinhardt (Foreign Service, Russian 

| Expert, Political Advisor, SHAPE) | 
| Mr. Frank G. Wisner (CIA) 

Lieutenant Colonel A. J. Goodpaster, Jr. (USA, Brilliant 

Military Planner, extensive background in international af- 

fairs) |
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Alternates: | | wee 

Admiral R. L. Conolly (USN) 7 a - 
Mr. Edmund A. Gullion (Foreign Service, Policy Planning 

Staff, recently in Indo China) ) 
Mr. Burke Knapp (International Bank, Economist NATO 

and South American experience) 
| Mr. Robert P. Joyce (Foreign Service, Policy Planning Staff, 

psychological and covert operations, Balkan experience) 
Mr. Edward T. Dickinson (NSRB, Economist) 

Part II—ORGANIZATION 4 | 

I. The three separate Task Forces will be organized to work at 
The National War College. The Commandant of The National War 
College will provide the necessary administrative facilities and sup- 

| port. A small technical staff composed of Colonel C. H. Bonesteel as 
Executive, Colonel V. J. Esposito as Logistical Advisor and Colonel 
R. Hackett as Costing Advisor will assist the Commandant and the __ 
Task Forces. Mr. T. M. Koons, of the National Security Council ~ | 
Staff, aided by Chief Warrant Officer Leland W. Thompson, USA, © 

| will act as Executive Secretary. It may be found desirable to co-opt 
as a temporary member of the staff a senior officer of the Bureau 
of the Budget to provide budgetary advice to the Task Forces from 
time to time. Any of the faculty or students of The National War | | 
College will be available to assist if required. , 

2. Arrangements must be made to provide experts from the Exec- 
utive Departments and Agencies for consultation with the Task 
Forces as required. These witnesses need not be informed of the 
project under way. They can be told they are being called upon ine 
connection with a War College project. 

3. Physical accommodations and most of the necessary equip- 
ment and supplies will be furnished by The National War College. | 

| Six expert, security cleared shorthand-typists will be required from 7 
other sources. Oe | 

4, Visual aids for presentation purposes should be made up some- 
where other than at the War College so as not to compromise the | 
Cover Plan applying to the work of the Task Forces. _ | 

0. Authority will be needed to order required personnel to tempo- 
_ rary duty at the War College and to obtain needed services. The _ 

source of funds required for travel expenses, per diem, etc., needs 
to be fixed. | | 

* A notation on the source text indicates that Part II was drafted on May 18.
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_. Part II]I—MetHop oF WoRK AND TIMETABLE> | 

1. During the week ending 23 May, the Task Forces will be . 
formed, initial briefing performed, intelligence and background | 
data accumulated. A tentative briefing schedule might be as fol- 
lows: . i 

Thursday A.M., 21 May—N.S.C. Staff oo 
Thursday P.M., 21 May—2J.C.S. , | 
Friday A.M., 22 May—Research and Development Board 
Friday A.M., 22 May—Munitions Board | eo | 
Friday P.M., 22 May—C.1.A. . os woe BE | 

Friday P.M., 22 May—State Department : 
| 

| (These might need to be scheduled later if many members of the | 
a Forces are required to travel some distance to get to Washing- 
ton fea | 

2. The week 24-30 May will be devoted to general exploration of 

| each Alternative in the form it is expressed in the original Memo 

| for the Record, dated 9 May. Task Forces will be available for con- — 
sultation with the Directing Panel while the Panel is finalizing the 

| terms of reference. | - an te Et 2 
| 3. The two weeks 31 May-13 June will be devoted to the formula- 
| tion of initial plans and presentations for each Alternative. These | 

| initial presentations will be made before the Directing Officers and | 

the Panel on the week-end 13-14 June. The Panel will then make 
| such criticisms and suggestions to the Task Forces as are required 

: to assure that the finished presentations will be of the type and 

substance desired. | 
4. The ten days 15-24 June will be used to complete the plans 

| and presentations in accordance with the critique of 13-14 June. 
| Semi-final presentations will be given to the Panel on 24-25 June. 
| 5. The Task Forces will be prepared to give their finished presen- 

tations to the President and the NSC any time after 28 June. | 
| 6. During the working periods there will be frequent plenary ses- | 

sions at which all Task Forces can exchange ideas and be informed 

| of the others work. a = en 
| 7. The Commandant of The National War College and the Tech- 

nical Staff for the project will assist the Task Forces as required. 

| | Part IV—Security ARRANGEMENTS . : | 

| 1. The highest security will be maintained concerning the exist- 

! ence and object of the project. 
| 2. As a Cover Plan it is suggested that the group working at the 

War College be explained by calling them a Board of Review on 

5 A notation on the source text indicates that Part III was drafted on May 18. 

| |
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National Security Education, with the purported task of examining 
the present system. 

3. Special identity passes will be issued to all persons working on 
the project and the area in which they work will be under special _ 
security guard. 

Part V—AcTIONS REQUIRED 

1. Early approval as to the composition of the Task Forces. 
2. Authority for the Commandant of The National War College 

| to request orders be issued to bring government employed person- 

nel of the Task Forces to temporary but full time duty at the War 
College. One means of handling this is to have the President sign a 

memorandum to certain Chiefs of Executive Departments and 
Agencies requesting them to provide personnel and services as re- 
quested. A draft of such a letter is attached. 6 oe 

3. Provision of competent shorthand-typists. This would be effect- 

ed by the Commandant of The National War College through use — 
of the Presidential memorandum suggested in 2 above. | : 

4. Arrangements for briefings of the Task Forces. Depending on | 

when the Task Forces can be assembled, these can be arranged by 
the Commandant of the National War College under the authority 
of the Presidential memorandum. , | 

5. Arrangements for obtaining intelligence and background mate- _ 

rial and, from time to time the services of expert advisors from Ex- 

ecutive Departments. This can be handled as in 4 above. 

6. Security clearance, administrative arrangements, compensa- 

tion, etc., of persons not presently employed by the government 

who are asked to serve on the Task Forces. Recommend these be 
effected by the State Department. 7 Oa Be” a 

6 Not printed. 

“In a memorandum to the Secretary of State, dated May 22, Cutler noted the 
President’s approval of the list of personnel to comprise the Solarium task forces 
with the understanding that some of those chosen might be unable to serve necessi- 
tating replacements. He requested that the necessary administrative steps be taken 
to formally assign Department of State personnel to the project which was to com- 
mence at the National War College on June 5 and last for approximately 6 weeks. 
He stated that the project would “be carried on, under appropriate cover” with de- 
tails to be arranged by Lt. Gen. H. A. Craig, USAF, Commandant of the National : 
War College. (S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 148, “Solarium’’) |
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (civil defense)’ 
I 

Memorandum to the National Security Council by the Executive | 

Secretary (Lay) } | ! 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 1, 1953. : 

Subject: Summary Evaluation of the Net Capability of the USSR to : 

Inflict Direct Injury on the United States up to July 1, 1955 

References: oe | | : 

| A. NSC 140/1 ? | ) 

B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, | 

| dated May 28, 19533 | 

The enclosed views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Central Intel- | 

ligence Agency, the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and : 

the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security with re- | 

spect to the reference report on the subject are transmitted here- 

with for the information of the Council in connection with its dis- _ 

cussion of NSC 140/1 at its meeting on June 4, 1953. ~ : 

_ It is requested that special security precautions be observed in the : 

handling of the enclosures and that access to each copy be strictly , 

limited and individually controlled on an absolute need-to-know 

basis. | 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 

[Enclosure 1] 

Memorandum by the Secretary of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Lalor) to | 

| the Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) | 

| TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, May 29, 1958. 

) Subject: Summary Evaluation of the Net Capability of the USSR to 

| Inflict Direct Injury on the United States up to July 1, 1955 

| 1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed NSC 140/1, subject as 

above. They note that the purpose of the report is to evaluate the 

| net capability of the USSR to inflict direct injury on the United 

States in the period up to July 1, 1955. They further note that the 

| 1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Directors of 7 

Defense Mobilization and Central Intelligence; the Chairmen of the Atomic Energy — 

Commission, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Interdepartmental Intelligence Confer- 

| ence, and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security; and the Federal 

| Civil Defense Administrator. 
| 2 Dated May 18, p. 328. 

3 Not printed; it transmitted to the National Security Council additional and re- 

vised materials for NSC 140/1 that are included in the printed version of NSC 140/1.
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terms of reference also included USSR capability to attack major 
US. installations outside of the United States, such installations 
selected on the basis of their relative importance to the defense of | 
the United States or to a United States counteroffensive against 
the USSR. 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff desire to invite attention to the fact 
that the terms of reference on which the report is based limit con- 
sideration to only one aspect of the over-all problem of effects of 
the possible courses of action with which the USSR may initiate 
war and these terms of reference should not be construed as repre- 
senting the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as to the manner in 
which the USSR would wage war. Although the report is a valua- 
ble contribution to defense planning, the Joint Chiefs of Staff con- 
sider that it provides only a segment of the data necessary, and 
therefore does not constitute a sufficiently broad basis for planning © for the over-all security of the United States. — me 

| | For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 
| | ~W.G.Lator | 

Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy (Ret. 

[Enclosure 2] 

Memorandum by the Director of Central Intelligence (Dulles) to the 
_ Executive Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 1, 1953. 
Subject: CIA Comments on NSC 140/1 

1. The subject paper has been reviewed by this Agency and found 
to be in consonance with the intelligence now available to us 
except for one minor point mentioned below in paragraph 2-a. In 
my opinion, the Subcommittee is to be highly commended for the 
quality of its report and the unique contribution it makes to our | 
understanding of the nation’s defense problem. It amply justifies 
efforts that have gone into it and to my mind suggests the advis- 
ability of similar attacks on other difficult questions requiring the 
blending of operational and intelligence information into “net” es- 
timates. 

2. I have only two comments as to the substance of the reports: 
a. On page 8, in paragraph 5 of the Discussion, it is stated that: _ 

“. .. In mid-1953, the USSR will probably possess about 1,000 
medium bombers of the TU-4 type (comparable to U.S. B-29). 
Py grid 1955. this number may be increased to about
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Since this portion of the paper was prepared, further evidence has 

come to light which has caused us now to estimate that the Soviet 

Union has over 1,600 of these planes at the present time and is pro- 

ducing them at the rate of about 35 per month. Since the number | 

of TU_4’s assumed to take part in attack is well below 1,000 in the : 

period mid-1953 to mid-1955, the conclusions of NSC 140/1 are in ; 

no way affected by this revision; but it might be pointed out that — ; 

any doubts as to whether the Soviet medium bomber fleet is suffi- 

cient to enable the Soviet Long-Range Air Force to expend planes : 

relatively plentifully in one-way missions, are pretty well dissipat- 

b. In order to keep the problem within manageable limits, Gener- 

al Edwards’ Subcommittee based its calculations on the “best esti- 

mate” figure as to Soviet atomic bomb stockpile. As pointed out in 

SE-36, NSIE-1, 4 and elsewhere, this median figure is never given : 

except in conjunction with upper and lower limits—plus 100 per- , 

cent or minus 33% percent respectively. Thus it should be borne in | 

| mind that by 30 June 1955, the Soviets might have a stockpile up | 

to twice as large as that taken as a basis for the calculations in 

NSC 140/1. Again this does not affect, in my judgment, the validity 

of the general conclusions of the report. It merely means that the 

| magnitude of the Soviet capability envisaged therein for mid-1955 

might be increased or reduced, or advanced or delayed by a year or 

more. | | | | | 

3. This Agency strongly recommends NSC 140/1 to the Council | 

as a sound intelligence estimate and as an appropriate basis for de- 

veloping national policy. | 

| ALLEN W. DULLES : 

= [Enclosure 3] | 

-. The Chairman of the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference 

(Hoover) to the Executive Secretary of the National Security Coun- : 

cil (Lay) *® | | | a : 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, May 29, 1953. _ 

DEAR Mr. Lay: Reference is made to your memorandum of May : 

19, 1953, © which transmitted for review and comment by the Inter- | 

departmental Intelligence Conference a report prepared by the 

Special Evaluation Subcommittee of the National Security Council 

pursuant to a directive contained in NSC 140. | a 

| _ 4Special Estimate 36, “Soviet Capabilities for Attack on the United States _ 

| through mid-1955” is in INR files, lot 58 D 528, “Special Estimates”; NSIE-1 cannot ; 

be further identified. 
5 A notation on the source text reads “Via Liaison”. | : Se 

6 Not printed. | | : |
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The Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference has certain com- 
ments to offer. The Soviet plan of attack as set forth in the report _ 
admittedly is not the only plan which the Soviets might logically 
pursue. The air attack contemplates delivery of the bulk of Soviet | 
atomic weapons against certain of the major population centers of 
the United States. The Soviet leaders would have to weigh the ad- 

| vantages of such an attack which would involve only the random 
destruction of critical war industry against the fact that the bulk 
of the known Communist Party members in the United States and 
approximately two thirds of the most dangerous potential Commu- 
nist saboteurs reside in the areas indicated for attack under the 
plan proposed. The Soviet leaders have in the past, in other coun- 
tries and under war conditions utilized the indigenous Communists 
for underground guerrilla and sabotage operations. Any difference 
in allocation of atomic weapons under the plan of attack might 
have resulted in more atomic weapons being available for clandes- 
tine use. | oe | 

| The damage effects from clandestine attack and sabotage are set 
out on page 27 of the report. The language used in paragraph 63 
thereof might leave an inaccurate impression, since the effects of. 
“portable atomic weapons” are compared with those of air-dropped 
bombs. We understand it is a fact that clandestinely-placed atomic 
demolition weapons can have a much greater destructive power 
than the typical Soviet air-dropped atomic weapons contemplated 
in the evaluation. Damage resulting from use of clandestine atomic 
weapons could have been evaluated qualitatively had the Subcom- 
mittee designated specific targets for demolition atomic weapons in 
its plan of attack on the basis of the statements regarding vulner- 
ability of certain critical facilities which appeared in paragraph 49 
on page 20 of the report. | / 

The Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference, applying the 
above observations, approves the report. 

Sincerely yours, 

| J. EDGAR HOOVER 

[Enclosure 4] | | 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Interdepartmental Committee | 
on Internal Security (Donegan) to the National Security Council 
Representative on Internal Security ( Coyne) | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, May 28, 1953. 
Subject: Summary Evaluation of the Net Capability of the USSR to 

Inflict Direct Injury on the United States up to July 1, 1955.



Te 

| 

NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 359 | 

As requested in your memorandum captioned as above, dated 

May 19, 1953,7 the comments contained below are submitted by 

ICIS with regard to the report (NSC 140/1) on this subject prepared 

by the Special Evaluation Subcommittee of the NSC. This memo- : 

randum has not been coordinated through the member depart- 

ments of the ICIS. | 7 | | | 

While it is realized that other plans of attack are available to the 

Soviets and might have been considered, the ICIS is confining its | 

observations to the Soviet concept of operation and plan of attack 

adopted by the NSC Special Evaluation Subcommittee. In this con- | 

nection, the ICIS believes the report undervalues the likelihood of : 

sabotage with atomic demolition weapons. This could be mislead- | 

ing. | a - : | 

The ICIS disagrees with the conclusion stated in the third sen- | 

tence of paragraph 4-d (1), page 6, for the following reasons: _ | | 

Fissionable material diverted to small weapons for clandestine 

attack purposes would make available more weapons than the | 

same amount of fissionable material would in weapons for military | 

attack by air. If so diverted, these small weapons would permit a 

broader selection of targets and increase the likelihood of complete 

destruction of a greater number of critically important facilities. : 

The ICIS concludes, accordingly, that the effect of clandestine | 

atomic weapons properly placed could be considerably greater | 

rather than “broadly equivalent” to the effect of the same amount | 

of fissionable material used in air dropped weapons. Furthermore, 

as paragraph 4-d (1) indicates, clandestinely employed atomic 

weapons are one hundred percent effective whereas elsewhere in | 

the report it is clearly indicated that weapons assigned to air drop | 

are subject to a substantial percentage of aborts, operational losses, | 

etc., as set forth in paragraph 7, page 9. _ 

The ICIS wishes to emphasize that the foregoing must be consid- 

ered in direct relation to the possibility of detection of alien fission- | 

able material. We cannot be assured of receiving advance informa- 

tion in this regard. There are no practical technical means avail- | 

able either now or in the foreseeable future for the detection of 

alien fissionable material. Such material, without any reasonable 

likelihood of detection, can be introduced clandestinely into the | 

United States through varied means which include but are not lim- 

| ited to the diplomatic pouch, the person, personal effects or bag- 

gage of legal or illegal entrants, shipments by land, sea and air, 

either at established ports of entry or across our unprotected coast 

lines and land borders. Once so introduced there is only a slight 

7 Not printed. 

| |
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possibility of detecting such alien fissionable material either in dis- __ 
assembled or assembled form wherever located. = | 

If the NSC concurs in the validity of the foregoing observations, 
it would appear desirable for NSC to direct a re-examination and 
revision of those few segments of the report that relate directly 
thereto such as paragraph 4-c—page 6, paragraph 16—page 11, 
paragraph 44—page 18, paragraph 56—page 24, and paragraph 
63—page 27. | 

| . THOMAS J. DONEGAN 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of Basic National Policy” i —_ 

Paper Prepared by the Directing Panel of Project Solarium } 

_ TOP SECRET oe [WASHINGTON?,] June 1, 1953. 

PRogEcT SOLARIUM | | | 

I. PURPOSE | | | 

1. The President has approved the creation of a project under the 
direction of the National Security Council to formulate and present 
alternative courses of action which the United States might pres- 
ently or in the future undertake with respect to the Soviet power 
bloc. - 

2. In fulfillment of its portion of the project, the Panel has select- 
ed and defined in general terms certain courses of action for study, 
development and evaluation by Task Forces under terms and con- 
ditions set forth below. - 

3. Each Task Force will prepare and later present its report to 
the National Security Council in order to assist the Council in 
making its recommendation of the best courses of action to be 
adopted by the United States. | | 

Il. GENERAL INFORMATION AND GUIDANCE 

1. U.S. National Objectives. ee 
The objectives pursued by the United States in its relations with 

the rest of the world are extremely diverse and highly complex, not 
readily reduced to simple or systematic form. For examples of gen- | 

1 The source text contains no information pertaining to the identity of the draft- 
ing officer(s) or the time or place of drafting. However, reference to “the Panel” in 
Part I, paragraph 2 would indicate that the paper was produced by the Directing 
Panel in accordance with instructions given in Part III, paragraphs 2 and 3 of the 
memorandum from the President to the Secretary of State, May 20, 1953, p. 353. 
The title page of the source text, not printed, contains the handwritten notations 
“Recd 6/9/53” and “Secy Dulles’. |
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eral statements of the more important objectives, see NSC 153, ? | 

the President’s speech to the American Society of Newspaper Edi- 

tors on April 16, 1953, 3 and the Preamble and Articles I and II of 

the United Nations Charter. | 7 a 

9. Range of Soviet Policies or Courses of Action. an | 

a. The capabilities of the Soviet bloc will be assumed to be as set : 

forth in National Intelligence Estimate No. 65+ supplemented by : 

such other agreed intelligence and pertinent studies as exist within 

the Government. ! 

| b. In order to avoid differing estimates by the several Task | 

Forces as to Soviet intentions, each Task Force will analyze the 

course of action assigned to it with reference to the following alter- | 

native Soviet lines of action: 

_ (1) The Soviets may seek a military decision with the West at : 

any time, based either upon a determination to resort to war as an | 

instrument of policy or upon a miscalculation as to free world in- | 

tentions and capabilities. _ | | 

(2) The Soviets may maintain, at some risk of general war, ag- 

gressive pressure, continuously or interspersed with active phases 

of “Peace Offensives”, to extend their control and weaken the free : 

world coalition. aes , | | 

(3) The Soviets may accept a defensive posture in order to consol- : 

, idate the present position of the Soviet bloc and to avoid a risk of | 

general war, relying upon and encouraging the divisive forces ) 

within the free world. | | 

The Panel has not entirely excluded the possibility that the Sovi- . 

ets will, for reasons of their own, become bona fide peaceful mem- : 

bers of the family of nations, but does not consider such action suf- , 

ficiently likely to include it in the foregoing Soviet lines of action. | 

The Task Forces, however, may find it desirable at least to consider | 

this possibility in examining and developing the policy assigned to 

them. | | . | 

8. Factors Used in Selecting U.S. Courses of Action for Study. — 

a. The Panel has recognized that courses of action, other than 

those recommended below for Task Force examination, are concep- 

tually possible and, indeed, may receive support from one or an- | 

other quarter. The Panel calls attention, therefore, to certain | 

courses which it has excluded from its directives as being in con- 

a 2 Regarding NSC 153, see the memorandum from Bowie to the Secretary of State, 

| June 8, p. 370. For text of NSC 153/1, June 10, see p. 378. - 

| 3Regarding the President’s “Chance for Peace’ speech, see the editorial note, _ 

. 1144. 

. 4 NIE-65, “Soviet Bloc Capabilities Through 1957”, June 16, is scheduled for publi- 

cation in volume VIII. | | So | 

|
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flict with the realities of the world situation. Examples of those ex- 
cluded are: , | | 

(1) A course of action which would rest upon a drastic reduction 
of our armed strength (in the absence of effective international reg- 
ulation) and a determination not to fight except in the event of in- 
vasion of U.S. territory. 

(2) A course of action which would, as a deliberate choice, rely 
sorely upon the economic and military strength of the United 

ates. 
(3) A course of action which would involve a major change in the 

structure of international organization (Atlantic Union, World Gov- 
ernment, etc.). 

(4) A course of action which would contemplate the launching of 
a preventive war against the Soviet Union on our own initiative. 

b. The Panel has also recognized that the separate courses of 
action to be studied by Task Forces may be divided and combined 
in many variations. It seemed to the Panel that its own task could 
best be performed if it set clearly distinguishable courses before the 
Task Forces in such a way as to develop a full examination of the 
factors involved. After the Task Forces have completed their work 
on specific alternatives, and the National Security Council has had 
an opportunity for preliminary consideration, it will probably be 
necessary to attempt a synthesis of the constructive elements of 
several alternatives, as a basis for final decision. 

c. The Panel would add the comment that vitally important as it 
is to develop a unity and consistency of effort behind basic courses 
of action and to project them into the future, no major policy deci- 
sion can serve the needs of the United States unless subjected to 
continuous review and modified to exploit changing circumstances. 

III. SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Each Task Force will prepare its study as a proposed coordi- 
nated policy for the United States, to the extent possible in terms 

_ Of specific actions or projects. It is important that each Task Force 
take into account not only the mechanical and material factors in- 
volved in its proposed policy but also the psychological, philosophi- 
cal and ideological intangibles which may effect the cohesion and 
common purpose with which the nations of the free world face the 
challenge and threat of Communism. 

2. Each Task Force should consider such of the following ques- 
tions as are relevant to its proposed courses of action, using its own 
discretion as to how such questions should be handled in its final 
report: | 

a. What general results are expected to be accomplished by the 
proposed policy? Over what general time period?
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b. What specific actions (diplomatic, political, military, economic, | 

administrative, or other) should be undertaken by the United 

States to implement the proposed policy? What is the time phasing 

of such actions? | : 

c. What major lines of action now being carried out by the : 

United States should be abandoned in order to act economically 

and.to remain consistent with the proposed policy? | | 

d. What is the approximate magnitude and rate of expenditure of f 

U.S. resources which would be required to carry out the proposed 3 

actions? What is the comparative probability and general magni- ! 

tude of U.S. casualties involved? — 
e. Which features of the proposed policy and actions can be made 

public, and what elements should remain secret? 
f. To what extent would the proposed policy and lines of action : 

be supported by U.S. public opinion and by the U.S. Congress, as- : 

suming vigorous leadership on the part of the principal officers of | 

government? Would the proposed actions require additional major 

legislation? | 

g. What is the estimated effect of the proposed policy and actions 

upon U.S. relations with (1) the Latin American governments, (2) | 

the NATO governments, (3) other Western European governments, i 

(4) the governments of Japan, the Philippines, Australia and New 

Zealand, (5) countries of the Asian-Arab bloc and others not now 

allied with the United States? What action can be taken to in- | 

crease the support of world opinion for the proposed policy and to : 

minimize adverse effects? | 

h. Are the proposed actions consistent with the United States , 

| commitments under the United Nations Charter, other treaty obli- 

gations, and the general rules of international law? , 

i. How would the leaders of the Soviet Union be expected to in- 

terpret and react to actions by the United States under the pro- ) 

posed policy? Of Red China? _ 
j. To what degree would the proposed actions reasonably safe- : 

guard the security of the United States and of its principal allies | 

regardless of the line of action adopted by the Soviet Union? . 

k. To what degree would the proposed actions affect the risk of | 

general war? | 

1. Would the proposed actions weaken or strengthen the cohesion 

of the Iron Curtain coalition? What effect would these actions have : 

on the people of those countries? What steps can be taken to enlist 

the support of populations behind the Iron Curtain? 

m. In the event action is directed toward an area now behind the 

Iron Curtain, what disposition is to be made of the area in the 

event of success? What are the problems created by (1) success, (2) 

failure? oe | 

n. Are the proposed actions based upon well-established facts as 

regards our own capabilities and those of the non-Soviet world? 

What additional studies must be initiated? 

| o. Under the proposed policy, which questions would require ne- 

| gotiation with the Soviet Union? What safeguards or sanctions 

would insure performance by the Soviet Union of resulting agree- 

ments? What type of negotiations with the Soviet Union would be , 
precluded by the proposed policy? 

| 
| |
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p. In what specific ways would it be possible to confront the 
Soviet Union with necessary choices between alternatives other than general war, any of which would work to the advantage of the | United States and its allies? . 

3. Any assumptions made by a Task Force should be clearly 
stated and promptly coordinated with other Task Forces concerned. 

4. Each Task Force will develop the presentation of the policy as- 
signed to it in the same manner that a responsible advocate works 
up a case for court. Though the arguments in favor of the policy 
will be marshalled as effectively as possible, each Task Force is 
also charged with disclosing the weaknesses inherent in that policy 
and the countervailing arguments. Consultation between Task 
Forces and mutual criticism of each others’ work are encouraged. 

o. The essential elements of the policy, courses of action and ar- 
guments will be set forth in a paper; the Task Forces will] focus 
their efforts particularly on making an effective oral presentation | 
to the National Security Council, using maps, charts and other 
visual aids to the maximum extent. | | | 

IV. SECURITY 

The highest security should be maintained concerning the exist- 
ence of the project and its objective. To this end the Task Forces 
should operate under a suitable “cover plan”. Special identity 
passes should be issued to all persons working on the project, and 
the area in which they work should be under special security _ 
guard. | | | 

V. ALTERNATIVE POLICIES ASSIGNED TO TASK FORCES 

1. Alternative “A”’ : | 
a. The policy of the United States, as elaborated more fully in 

NSC 158, would be: | oes | 
(1) To maintain over a sustained period armed forces to provide 

for the security of the United States and to assist in the defense of 
vital areas of the free world; - - | 

(2) To continue to assist in building up the economic and mili- 
tary strength and cohesion of the free world; and 

(3) Without materially increasing the risk of general war, to con- 
tinue to exploit the vulnerabilities of the Soviets and their satel- 
lites by political, economic and psychological measures. 

b. For purposes of analysis and study by the Task Force, it is as- | 
sumed that this policy would be interpreted and administered on __ 
the following bases: | | 

(1) Time can be used to the advantage of the free world, if we 
can build up and maintain the strength of the free world during a 
period of years, Soviet power will deteriorate or relatively decline
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to a point 
which 

no longer 
constitutes 

a threat 
to the 

security 

of 
the 

United 

States 
and 

to world 
peace. 

| So te | 
(2) In seeking 

to deter 
and 

oppose 

further 

expansion 

by the Soviet 
bloc, 

the 
policy 

would 
include 

the 
utilization 

of military 

op- 
! 

erations, 

as necessary 

and 
feasible, 

even 
at the 

grave 
risk 

of gener- al war. 
However, 

an attempt 

would 

be made 
to localize 

such 
mili- 

| 
tary 

operations 

as far as possible. 

a : 

Vv. ALTERNATIVE 

POLICIES 

ASSIGNED 

TO TASK 
FORCES 

= 

2. Alternative 

“B”. 
| | a 

a. The 
policy 

of the 
United 

States 
would 

be: ae | 

(1) To complete 

the 
line 

now 
drawn 

in the 
NATO 

area 
and 

the 
_ ) 

Western 

Pacific 

so as to form 
a continuous 

line 
around 

the 
Soviet 

| 
bloc 

beyond 

which 
the 

U.S. 
will 

not 
permit 

Soviet 

or satellite 

mili- 
3 

tary 
forces 

to advance 

without 

general 

war; 
| 

(2) To make 
clear 

to the 
Soviet 

rulers 

in an appropriate 

and 
un- 

| 

mistakable 

way 
that 

the 
U.S. 

has 
established 

and 
is determined 

to ; 
| carry 

out 
this 

policy; 

and 
— | | 

| (3) To reserve 

freedom 

of action, 

in the 
event 

of indigenous 

Com- 
— | 

munist 

seizure 

of power 

in countries 

on our 
side 

of the 
line, 

to take all measures 

necessary 

to re-establish 

a situation 

compatible 

with the 
security 

interests 

of the 
U.S. 

and 
its allies. 

| - : 

b. The 
Task 

Force 
should 

consider: 

__ | 

(1) Where 

the 
line 

should 

be drawn; 

if it excludes 

countries 

now 
, 

outside 

the 
Iron 

Curtain, 

the 
effect 

of such 
exclusion 

upon 
such countries 

and 
U.S. 

interest 

therein. 
(2) Whether 

aggression 

across 

the 
line 

in particular 

regions should 

be met 
at the 

outset 

by general 

military 

action 

against 

both the 
Soviet 

Union 
and 

China 
or only 

against 

the 
one 

most 
directly 

| involved. 

| | 
| (3) 

The 
nature 

of the 
measures 

to be taken 
by the 

U.S. 
in vari- ous 

circumstances 

of indigenous 

Communist 

takeover 

of countries 
on our 

side 
of the 

line 
drawn. 

| a se 
(4) If a line 

is drawn 

which 

excludes 

countries 

now 
outside 

the 
~ Jron 

Curtain, 

the 
attitude 

and 
action 

of the 
United 

States, 

short 
of 

armed 

intervention, 

toward 

Communist 

encroachment 

upon 
such countries. 

| is. Z 
(5) Whether 

or not 
to consult 

with 
certain 

or all of our 
allies 

and other 
free 

world 
powers 

in advance 

of the 
adoption 

of this 
policy, 

to 
ask 

certain 

or all of them 
to associate 

themselves 

with 
it, or to 

| make 
this 

policy 

contingent 

upon 
their 

acceptance. 
c. As a phase 

of its assignment 

the 
Task 

Force 
will 

(1) explore the 
effects 

of drawing 

a line 
to include 

only 
the 

minimum 

areas | necessary 

to U.S. 
security, 

without 

consideration 

of present 

obliga- tions, 
sentiment 

or past 
association; 

(2) determine 

to what 
extent the 

flexibility 

and 
capabilities 

of the 
U.S. 

would 
be affected 

by re- 
ducing 

its commitments 

and 
permitting 

it to act 
without 

consulting 
a large 

group 
of allies 

or associated 

states; 

(3) analyze 

the 
degree 

to
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which Soviet strength would be enhanced or dissipated by specific _ 
extensions of its territorial limits or political controls which might 
result from such a policy. 

d. As an additional phase, the Task Force will explore the effect 
of a complete isolation or outlawry of the Soviet bloc from the rest 
of the world. This policy would accept the risk of military conflict 
between the world community and the “outlaw” bloc, but it would 
attempt to make as costly as possible the decision of the Soviet bloc 
not to conform to the minimum standards of conduct essential to | 
peaceful co-existence. The Iron Curtain countries would be sealed 
off for all political, economic, cultural and other purposes which 
may be advantageous to them; Iron Curtain countries would not 
participate in international organizations and could claim no pro- 
tections or benefits from international law. The policy would envis- 
age, in effect, two worlds. 

V. ALTERNATIVE POLICIES ASSIGNED TO TASK FORCES 

8. Alternative “C”. | 

a. The policy of the United States would be: 

(1) To increase efforts to disturb and weaken the Soviet bloc and 
to accelerate the consolidation and strengthening of the free world : 
to enable it to assume the greater risks involved; and 

VI. MEMORANDUM ON BASIC ISSUES 

The Panel has recognized that, in setting forth the foregoing al- 
. ternative policies for study, it has not been possible to deal specifi- 

cally with certain basic issues which cut across all lines of action 
and upon which a judgment will be needed when final decisions are 
made. a | 

Some of these issues are outlined in the attached paper > (Memo- 
randum on Basic Issues). The Panel does not recommend that these 
questions be referred to a specific Solarium Task Force, although 
the Memorandum might be furnished each Task Force as a matter 
of interest. The NSC Working Committee may wish to consider 
whether some or all of these issues should be examined by other 
means which would permit more time than is available to Solari- 
um. | 

5 Not printed.
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 
| 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 148th Meeting of the National 

Security Council, Thursday, June 4, 1953 * 

[Extract] : 

TOP SECRET | EYES ONLY © | 

The following were present at the 148th meeting of the Council: 

The President of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of : 

the United States; the Secretary of State; the Deputy Secretary of : 

Defense; the Director for Mutual Security. Also present were the 

Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General (for Items 2 and ! 

3); the Director of Defense Mobilization; the Director, Bureau of the 

Budget; the Acting Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (for 

Item 2); the Acting Secretary of Commerce (for Items 4 and 5); the 

Secretary of the Army (for Item 2); the Secretary of the Navy (for 

Item 2); H. Lee White for the Secretary of the Air Force (for Item , 

2). Lt. Gen. Idwal H. Edwards, Chairman, Special Evaluation Sub- 

committee of the NSC (for Item 2); Walter S. Delany, Office of the 

Director for Mutual Security (for Item 4); Kenneth R. Hansen, | 

Office of the Director for Mutual Security (for Item 4); General Col- | 

lins for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central : 

Intelligence; the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence (for Item , 

2). Lt. Gen. Harold R. Bull, Central Intelligence Agency (for Item | 

2): Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; Lewis L. | 

Strauss, Special Assistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, Special | 

Assistant to the President; the NSC Representative on Internal Se- 

curity (for Item 2); Marshall Chadwell, Central Intelligence Agency | 

(for Item 2); Herbert Miller, Central Intelligence Agency (for Item 

2); Herbert Blackman, Department of Commerce (for Items 4 and 

5); the Military Liaison Officer; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and © | 

the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. | 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and | 

the chief points taken. 

9. Summary Evaluation of the Net Capability of the USSR To | 

Inflict Direct Injury on the United States up to July 1, 1955 

(NSC 140/1; Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same 

subject, dated May 28 and June 1, 1958) 2 

: Mr. Cutler reminded the Council of the background of this 

| report, and called the Council’s attention to the ancillary report 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on June 9. 

2 For text of NSC 140/1, May 18, see p. 328. Regarding the May 28 memorandum, 

see footnote 3 to the June 1 memorandum, p. 355. 

|
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from the Joint Chiefs and others, commenting on it. He also briefly 
indicated the objectives of General Bull’s committee on continental 
defense, which was expected to have its report ready in mid-July. _ 

General Edwards thereupon briefed the Council with respect to 
the highlights of NSC 140/1. 

At the conclusion of General Edwards’ briefing, the President ob- 
served that of the possible bases from which the Soviets might 
launch an atomic attack on the United States, those on the Chu- 
kotski Peninsula, across the Bering Straits from Alaska, seemed to 
him to pose the greatest threat. He wondered, therefore, whether 
we should not step up our air defenses and air warning system in 
Alaska specifically, in order to detect and repel such an attack. 

General Edwards replied that while this would doubtless be ad- 
vantageous, it remained true that the enemy could pierce the radar 
screen and defenses if he flew at low altitudes, and it was very 
probable that the enemy knew the location of our stations in the 
area. 

In that case, said the President, had thought been given to the 
use of flying radar? | | | 

General Edwards replied that this had been taken into account 
in his report, along with picket ships. | 

It seemed to the President that at least the enemy could not 
know where our flying radar was located. He went on to state that 
it seemed eminently sensible that our own SAC bases be kept as 
unclogged as possible to reduce the length of time necessary to 
mount a retaliatory attack. 

General Edwards expressed agreement with the President’s ob- 
jective, but noted how difficult it was to achieve the objective 
unless you were on a 24-hour alert. | 

The President then asked, in view of the statements of General 
Edwards on the routes of approach that Soviet planes might be ex- 
pected to follow, whether there was really much sense in setting up 
an elaborate early warning screen in the far northern reaches of 
Canada. It seemed to him that most of the routes which the Soviets 
would follow avoided such a screen. The President followed this 
with an inquiry as to whether General Edwards’ report had taken 
into account the responsibility of the Canadians in the defense of 
the continent, since they had talked to him about this during a 
recent visit. - eon 

General Edwards replied that the Canadian contribution had 
been taken into account in the preparation of his report. | | 

The President then commented on the very great advantages 
which would accrue to our defense if we could really count on two 
hours of warning. He then asked whether, in our own tests of 
atomic bombs, we had either planted or dropped a bomb in a ma-
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sonry area so that we could derive some information as to the 

degree of destruction which would be the lot of our large cities. | 

General Edwards said that the report had taken into account 

whatever available evidence there was on this problem. ole 

The President, smiling, turned to General Edwards and observed : 

that in his lifetime he had listened to a great many staff reports. | 

Since he had exchanged the military for civilian life, he seemed to | 

- gense a notable improvement in the quality of such reports. He | 

hoped that there was no connection between the two phenomena, | 

but he did wish to congratulate each and every member of the | 

group which had given the Council such an admirable and clear 

statement on this important subject. The President added that he , 

had perhaps some little doubt as to whether General Edwards and 

his committee had given sufficient weight, in downgrading Soviet | 

capabilities, to their obvious inferiority and even incompetence in 

the navigation of planes at long ranges. Anyone who had ever , 

ridden with Soviet pilots could vouch for this incompetence. an 

Mr. Stassen then asked General Edwards about the effectiveness | 

of the communications network in spreading warning quickly from _ | 

the point where an attack was detected. | | 

General Edwards described briefly the main elements in the net- 

work, and expressed the opinion that much more could be done if | | 

systematic use were made of fishing fleets, merchant vessels, other | 

aircraft, and similar possibilities. | 

Secretary Kyes then inquired as to the possibility that our intel- 

ligence might detect preparations for an attack and provide a few . 

days’ warning. ee | | 

Mr. Allen Dulles replied that he did not think that we would get | 

any prior warning through intelligence channels of a Soviet sneak | 

attack. Certainly there could be no guaranty of any such warning. | 

| Secretary Dulles thought that it might be possible that, prior to 

launching an attack, there would be sufficient signs and portents, _ 

including increasing tension, redeployment of military forces, and 

so forth, to provide a warning. | | 

The President then asked General Edwards, in a facetious vein, 

why he and his committee had not turned themselves into Rus- © 

sians and tried to figure out what the Russians were thinking with 

regard to what the United States could do to them. They must be 

scared as hell, said the President. Oe 

General Edwards replied that this exercise was not included in 

; the terms of reference of his report, but he had some ideas on the 

subject. They boiled down to this: that “any attack on the United 

States by the Soviets during this period would be an act of despera- 

tion and not an exercise of military judgment.” 

| a
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| The President expressed complete agreement with General Ed- 

wards’ statement, and Mr. Dulles observed that it agreed with our | intelligence estimate. 
The National Security Council: 3 

a. Noted the reference report on the subject (NSC 140/1) as re- vised by the reference memorandum of May 28, and as commented upon by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Central Intelligence Agency, the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference, and the Interde- partmental Committee on Internal Security in the enclosures to the reference memorandum of June 1. 
b. Discussed NSC 140/1 in the light of an oral briefing by Lieut. General Idwal H. Edwards, Chairman of the Special Evaluation Subcommittee of the NSC. | c. Noted that the NSC Planning Board has established a Conti- nental Defense Committee to prepare not later than July 15, in the light of NSC 140/1, the Kelly report and other pertinent material, a report, with estimated costs, on present and planned continental defense programs and on proposed increases or changes in these programs; and also on appropriate organizational arrangements for continental defense. | 

_ §. Evererr GLEAsSon 

_ 8% Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 804. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”) 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Chronological, 1953” | 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Bowie) 
to the Secretary of State } 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] June 8, 1953. 
1. NSC 153 2 is the Planning Board’s attempt to summarize, or 

restate, that basic national security policy which was contained in 
three NSC papers approved by the previous Administration (NSC 
20/4, 68/2 and 1385/8) as it has been modified by NSC 149/2 (“Basic 
National Security Policies and Programs in Relation to Their 
Costs”), approved on April 29 of this year. : 

2. Whereas the emphasis of the first three papers was centered 
around the direct threat to our national security posed by the 
Soviet Union, NSC 149/2 placed greater emphasis on the threats to 
our economy of a long-sustained cold war and the necessity of bal- 
ancing Federal expenditures with Federal income. The paper you | 

’ Drafted by Bowie and Harry H. Schwartz. 
2 Not printed; a copy of NSC 158, “Restatement of Basic National Security Policy,” June 1, 1953, is in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of Basic National Policy.” For text of NSC 153/1, June 10, see p. 378. 
3 For text of NSC 149/2, Apr. 29, see p. 305.



ee rcnmnememmn 

| 
| 7 

NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 371 

have before you, NSC 153, is, therefore, a summary in that it sets 

forth policies previously contained in four separate papers; it is a | 

“restatement” in that it attempts to synthesize policies relating to ) 

an external threat on the one hand and an internal threat on the 

other. This paper is not the result of a restudy, or review, of basic 

policy by the Planning Board. | : 

3. The paper is divided into three sections: General Consider- | 

ations, General Objectives, and Courses of Action. It is in the first | 

section that the attempt to synthesize past policy and NSC 149/2 is 

most evident, particularly paragraph 1 and those sentences of para- : 

graph 4 at the top of page 4. Therein it is stated that we must con- 7 | 

tinue to give primary emphasis to the threat of Soviet power and 

at the same time recognize that increased emphasis on sound fiscal | 

policy may involve assuming increased risks in relation to this | 

| threat. 

4. Under “General Objectives” the most important paragraph for : 

Council consideration is 8e on page 6. This reads: “To prevent fur- : 

ther expansion of Soviet bloc power, even at the grave risk of gen- 

| eral war.” We inserted a footnote to this paragraph on the same | 

page as a means of insuring discussion of the issues involved. That | 

footnote adequately explains the question. | | 

5. The Courses of Action are a detailed spelling out of the gener- 

al objectives. They are perhaps too detailed but appear to present 

no real difficulty. : , | ) 

6. The Annex, “U.S. Objectives vis-a-vis the USSR in the Event of | 

War”, * is lifted verbatim from NSC 20/ 4, which was approved in | 

November 1948. This section was added to this paper at the request | 

of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Their war plans are based on these ob- | 7 

jectives; and numerous attempts have failed to date to produce | 

more generally satisfactory war objectives. | | 

7. In approving the paper, I recommend that you make clear that | 

you are doing so in the knowledge that it represents simply a sum- | 

mary, or “restatement” of existing policies. 

| ~ Rosert R. BOWIE 

4 For text of the Annex to NSC 153/1, see p. 386. 

| 

| 

|
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PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of Basic National Policy” 

Memorandum to the National Security Council by the Acting 
Executive Secretary (Gleason) } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 8, 1953. 
Subject: Restatement of Basic N ational Security Policy 
Reference: NSC 153 2 

At the request of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
the enclosed views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with respect to the 
reference report on the subject are transmitted herewith for the in- 
formation of the National Security Council in connection with its | consideration of NSC 153 at its meeting on June 9. 

_ -§. Evrererr GLEASON 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of — 
| Defense (Wilson) 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 5, 1953. 
Subject: NSC 153—Restatement of Basic National Security Policy 

1. In response to the request in your memorandum dated June 4, 
1953, ® subject as above, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have examined 
the draft statement of policy by the National Security Council 
Planning Board entitled “Restatement of Basic National Security 
Policy” (NSC 153) and submit the following views thereon. 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are in general agreement with those 
aspects of NSC 153 having military implications. _ | 

3. With respect to subparagraph 8-e and the footnote at the 
bottom of page 6 of the draft statement of policy, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff consider that the general objective “To prevent further ex- _ 
pansion of Soviet bloc power . . .” should not be qualified by the 7 

* Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Directors of Defense Mobilization, the Bureau of the Budget, and Central Intelligence; the Chairmen of the Atomic Energy Commission and the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and the Federal Civil Defense Ad- ministrator. A covering memorandum by Christopher Van Hollen of the Executive Secretariat to Philip Watts of S/P and six others, dated June 9, reads: “attached for information are the JCS comments on NSC 153, which was considered by the Coun- cil on June 9, at which time a copy of this document was given to the Secretary at the Council meeting.” For the memorandum of discussion at the 149th meeting of the NSC, June 9, see infra. 
2 See the memorandum from Bowie to the Secretary of State, supra. 
° Not found in Department of State files.
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limitation “in key areas.’’ Accordingly, they would favor the adop- | 

tion of subparagraph 8-e as now phrased. - - 
_ 4. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, from the military point of view, rec- | 

ommend that you concur in the adoption of the draft statement of | 

policy contained in NSC 153. : 2B : 
| | | For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: , 

| | | J. Lawton CoLuins ; 

. ge, ss Chief of Staff, U.S. Army : 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file . oo / ce | 

- Memorandum of Discussion at the 149th Meeting of the National 
| Security Council, Tuesday, June 9, 1953 3 | 

— [Extract] rere | | | 

TOP SECRET | EYES ONLY OT a TR ea : 

Present at the 149th meeting of the Council were the President _ | 

of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United 

States; the Secretary of State; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; 

and the Director for Mutual Security. Also present were the Secre- 

tary of the Treasury; the Director of Defense Mobilization; the Di- 

rector, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Com- 

Po mission (Item 1); the Federal Civil Defense Administrator (Item 1); 

| the Chairman, Federal Communications Commission (Item 2); the 

Telecommunications Adviser to the President (Item 2); General Col- 

lins for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central | 

| Intelligence; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; 

Lewis L. Strauss, Special Assistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, 

Special Assistant to the President; the Military Liaison Officer; — 

| Ralph Clark and J. J. Hitchcock, Central Intelligence Agency (Item _ 

2); the Acting Executive Secretary, NSC; and Hugh D. Farley, NSC 
Special Staff Member. > | | oe | 

2 - There follows a summary of the discussion and the chief points ) 
| taken at the meeting. oe 

| 1. Restatement of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 153; 2 NSC 

| _ Action No. 776-b; ? memo for NSC from Acting Executive Sec- 
_ retary, same subject, dated June 8, 19534) | | 

, Mr. Cutler traced the development of NSC 153 and earlier Coun- 

| cil actions on this subject. He noted that, if adopted, NSC 153 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on June 11. - | | 
| 2 See the memorandum from Bowie to the Secretary of State, June 8, p. 370. 

3 For NSC Action No. 776-b, see footnote 6, p. 304. - 

4 Supra. ee | | 

! |
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would supersede all the earlier policy statements on this subject 
since the year 1948 and including NSC 149/2. However, he called 
the Council’s attention to the fact that the present report con- 
tained an Annex listing United States objectives in the event of 
war with the Soviet Union, which had been taken from NSC 20/4. 
These objectives would accordingly remain valid, and the Planning 
Board had undertaken a reconsideration of them. | 

Mr. Cutler then read aloud to the members of the Council the 
General Considerations and General Objectives set forth in NSC 
153, in the course of which he explained the difference of views 
with respect to paragraph 8-e. He noted that this split had been 
discussed with the President by himself and Mr. Gleason when 
they had briefed the President in preparation for this meeting. At 
that time the President had suggested the wording “‘to prevent sig- 
nificant forcible expansion of Soviet bloc power even at the grave 
risk of general war.” The Planning Board had adopted the use of 
the word “significant”, but were reluctant to accept the word “forc- 
ible”, since the Planning Board believed that the addition of this 
word seriously weakened the objective because it might permit 
Soviet expansion in key areas through internal subversion as Op- 
posed to external aggression. 

At this point, the President interposed to explain to the Council _ 
his reasons for suggesting the inclusion of the term “forcible”. The 
point he was making, said the President, was that if some free 
world country, such as Italy, were actually to elect a Communist 
government, he did not see how we could do anything to prevent 
its exercise of power. | 

Secretary Humphrey expressed his agreement with the Presi- 
dent’s view that if by a free election a country went Communist, 
the United States could not start a war. | 

Mr. Cutler, in reply, agreed with Secretary Humphrey’s point, 
but insisted that in the contingency he was talking about, the 
United States might very well take certain measures which would 
involve serious risk of general war. | . 

Secretary Dulles said that as he understood the objective set 
forth in paragraph 8-e, it meant that the United States would un- 

dertake certain efforts to prevent further significant expansion of 

Soviet power, even at the risk of war. This would not mean, howev- 

er, that we would necessarily go to war, but rather that we would 
take actions which the Soviets, if they chose, could consider a casus 
belli. Secretary Dulles emphasized the great irritation which the 

Soviets had evinced when the NATO alliance was formed and 
when the Japanese Peace Treaty was signed. Despite their anger 

they had not, however, gone to war, and Secretary Dulles thought
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that the present paragraph should at least make it clear that the 
United States is not going to refrain from doing what it ought to do 
simply because certain of its actions might serve the Soviets as a 
pretext for war. , o 

After further discussion and suggestions for rephrasing para- 
graph &-e, Secretary Dulles read to the Council a version which he 
had written and which the President and the other members of the 
Council agreed to accept. - 

The President closed this phase of the discussion with a warning | 

that the United States should not permit itself to be frozen to cer- 

tain positions in advance of events. With respect to the contingen- 
| cies involved in paragraph 8-e, the United States would have to 

decide its position in the light of the situation existing at the time. 
After various other verbal changes had been made by the Coun- 

cil, Secretary Kyes said that he was unhappy about the phrasing of 
paragraph 11 as it applied to the development of an early warning ~ 
system. It was not accurate to state that we should “accelerate” an 
early warning system, since the Defense Department had not yet 
reached firm conclusions as to the feasibility of an early warning 

| system and the report of the Kelly Committee had indicated diffi- 

| culties and delays in the creation of such a system. It was accord- 

ingly agreed to fall back on the language of NSC 149 and to substi- 
tute “emphasize” instead of “accelerate’’. 

Governor Peterson then inquired of Secretary Kyes whether his 
comments on the Kelly Report must lead us to assume that it was 

impossible to achieve an effective early warning system. | 

Secretary Kyes replied in the negative, but again pointed out the 

_ unresolved problems in this area and his conviction that one could 
not accelerate something which had not yet come into existence. 

Secretary Kyes stated that the Defense Department strongly fa- 
vored the creation of a sound system of early warning, but that he 

was very anxious that the new Joint Chiefs of Staff should review 

the whole problem of continental defense before the Defense De- 

- partment went ahead with any specific program to achieve a given 
| interval of early warning. There was still grave doubt in his mind 

as to whether it was right to single out and go ahead on the early 

warning component of continental defense, without synchronizing 
this with the remaining parts of a continental defense program. 

| Governor Peterson then turned to paragraph 12, dealing with 

non-military measures to strengthen the defense position of the 

United States, and read a suggested change in the wording of the 

, paragraph. He felt it was not timely merely to go forward with 

preparations for reducing urban vulnerability, but that the time 
was at hand for a policy statement directing measures to reduce 

urban vulnerability. What he had in mind, said Governor Peterson, _
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did not involve expenditures of Federal funds to disperse installa-_ 
tions and lessen their vulnerability, but rather use by the Govern- eo 
ment of its very considerable financial power to gain compliance by _ 
the companies in reasonable dispersal of critical facilities. In short, 

if the owners of these facilities refused to cooperate with the Gov- __ 
ernment, we could, for example, withhold defense contracts from 

them. aes 
Reminding the Council of his considerable experience at the local 

level with problems like this, Secretary Kyes stressed his convic- 

tion that it would be a very dangerous policy to refuse defense con- 
tracts to companies who, for one reason or another, did not comply 
with this vulnerability policy. It was often impractical and wasteful 

to scatter the various component parts of an organization which 

produced defense products. A promotion campaign to stress the de- 
sirability, when practical, of dispersion was, in Secretary Kyes’ 

mind, a far better means of reducing urban vulnerability than Gov- 
ernor Peterson’s suggestion. oes ce | 

Governor Peterson replied that he was far from desiring to | 
impose any impractical solution of this problem, but it seemed to 
him clear that we could no longer continue to pile up factories and 
populations in congested and exposed areas, and that there accord- 
ingly must be more dispersion. Ba ee 

Secretary Kyes replied that he certainly was a believer in disper- 
sion, but at the same time was strongly opposed to dissipation. In | 

the name of dispersion we have often set up facilities in remote _ 
areas which resulted in poor production and very high costs. 

The President reminded Secretary Kyes that in the present situ- 
ation it was unfortunately necessary to give up maximum efficien- 
cy of operation in order to obtain maximum security. This was a 
many-sided problem, and we must not oversimplify it. What we re- 
quired in this paragraph was language which would show that in 

all facets of our life we are proposing to use the power of the Fed- 
eral Government to get people to do the sensible thing. As the 

President understood it, this was what Governor Peterson wanted. 
Secretary Kyes replied that he simply did not like the force idea | 

with respect to defense contracts. He stated that the Defense De- 

partment would cooperate to the hilt with Governor Peterson to 
achieve a more positive approach to the problem of reducing urban 

vulnerability. | | | 
In turn, Governor Peterson expressed understanding of the diffi- | 

culties which Secretary Kyes foresaw, and emphasized that what 
he sought in paragraph 12 was not a specific program of implemen- 

tation, but merely a general policy statement as a guide. Once this 

policy statement had been made, he would do his best to imple- 

ment it in a sound and sensible way. ,
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_After further discussion, Governor Stassen suggested. the adop- | 

tion of the statement proposed by Governor Peterson, subject to the 
inclusion of the word “feasible”. The President and the Council 

~ agreed with this amendment. os | | 
Governor Stassen then suggested the inclusion of a new para- | 

graph 31, which would give the necessary emphasis to the Secreta- 
ry of State’s desire to extend the good offices of the United States 
in helping to smooth the difficult relationships between some of 

_ our allies and their colonial or semi-colonial dependents. a 
Secretary Dulles pointed out that the United States must assert 

| _ itself in order to assure an orderly evolution toward freedom for 
| - such peoples, and not appear to contradict its own traditions as a 

supporter of the status quo. SE Be Stee | 
po The President and the Council expressed approval of the idea ad- 

vanced by Governor Stassen, and suggested that his draft language 
- be checked with the Secretary of State and thereafter be included 

as a new paragraph 31. | | | ees : 

| The National Security Council: > | cg | 

a. Adopted NSC 153 subject to the following amendments: | | 

(1) Page 4, paragraph 6, line 5: Delete the word “national”. . 
| (2) Page 6, paragraph 8-e: Change to read as follows: “To 

. prevent significant expansion of Soviet bloc power, even 
though in certain cases measures to this end may be used by 
the Soviet bloc as a pretext for war.” | 

| - (3) Page 7, paragraph 10: Delete the phrase “under all fore- 
| seeable conditions’. | | 

| (4) Page 7, paragraph 11: Change the first word, ‘‘acceler- 
| ~ ate’, to “emphasize”. | | | Ae 

(5) Page 7, paragraph 12: Change to read as follows: 
_ “Strengthen the defense position of the United States by non- _ 

_ military measures, including development of a stronger civil 
defense, feasible reduction of urban vulnerability, and prepara- 
tions to assure the continuity of government and essential pro- 

| duction.” Oo : 
(6) Page 10: Insert a new paragraph 31 as follows and re- 

number the subsequent paragraphs accordingly: “Extend good 
offices where appropriate in resolving controversies between 
nations of the free world, in helping to adjust colonial and 

— quasi-colonial relationships, and in moderating extreme nation- 
- alism, with a view to aiding the orderly self-development of the 
ae peoples of the free world rather than to preserving the status 

| quo. ae | | 

5 Paragraph a and its subparagraphs constitute NSC Action No. 811. (S/S-NSC 
(Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, ‘““NSC Records of Action’’) | | | | 

| 
|
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Note: NSC 158 as amended subsequently approved by the Presi- 
dent and circulated as NSC 153/1. & | 

a S. Everett GLEASON | 

6 NSC 1538/1 is printed infra. | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 153 7 | | 

Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 

| (Lay) } | | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 10, 1953. 

NSC 153/1 | | | 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 

COUNCIL ON RESTATEMENT OF Basic NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY | 

References: 

A. NSC Action Nos. 776-b and 8112 | | 

B. NSC 20/4, NSC 68/2, NSC 135/38, NSC 149/2 3 | 

C. NSC 79 4 | 

At the 149th Council meeting on June 9, 1953, the National Secu- 

rity Council and the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman, 

Atomic Energy Commission and the Federal Civil Defense Admin- 
istrator adopted NSC 153 subject to the following amendments 
(NSC Action No. 811): | | | 

[Here follows a verbatim repetition of the amendments to NSC 
153 adopted at the 149th meeting of the NSC, as printed in the 
memorandum of discussion, supra. | | | 

The President has this date approved NSC 158, as amended and | 

enclosed herewith as NSC 153/1, and directs its implementation by 

all appropriate Executive departments and agencies of the US. | 
Government. oe 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Directors of Defense Mobilization, 
the Bureau of the Budget, and Central Intelligence; to the Chairmen of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and to the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator. | : 

2 For NSC Action No. 776-b, see footnote 6, p. 304; for NSC Action No. 811, see 
footnote 5, supra. | 

3 For texts of NSC 20/4, “U.S. Objectives With Respect to the USSR To Counter 
Soviet Threats to U.S. Security,” Nov. 24, 1948, see Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. 1, 

Part 2, p. 662; NSC 68/2, “U.S. Objectives and Programs for National Security,” 
Sept. 30, 1950, see ibid., 1950 vol. 1, p. 400; NSC 135/38, Sept. 25, 1952, see p. 142; NSC 

149/2, Apr. 29, 1953, see p. 305. | 

4For text of NSC 79, “U.S. and Allied War Objectives in the Event of Global 
War,” Aug. 25, 1950, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 390. |
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7 The enclosed statement of policy summarizes and supersedes the 
| _ basic national security policies contained in NSC 20/4, NSC 68/2, 
: NSC 185/38 and Part I of 149/2. Continuation in effect of the Objec- 
: tives in the Annex hereto is also intended to constitute for the time 
| being a response to NSC 79. | | | 
: The enclosed statement of policy consists of the following parts: 

| A. General Considerations. .................... Page 1 | 
: B. General Objectives... ee Page 8 | 
| C. Courses of Action ou... eee Page 5 | 
| _ D. Annex containing “U.S. Objec- Page 10 | 
| tives vis-a-vis the USSR in the oe 
| _ Event of War’ as_ previously : 
| stated in NSC 20/4. 

: | | JAMES S. Lay, JR. 

| 7 ; OO | [Enclosure] - | 

| Statement of Policy by the National Security Council — 

: TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,] June 10, 1953. 

| RESTATEMENT OF Basic NATIONAL SECURITY PoLicy 

: GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 

1. There are two principal threats to the survival of fundamental 

values and institutions of the United States: _ i 

| a. The formidable power and aggressive policy of the communist 
world led by the USSR. _ | - : | 

b. The serious weakening of the economy of the United States 
that may result from the cost of opposing the Soviet threat over a 
sustained period. Te | 

The basic problem facing the United States is to strike a proper 

balance between the risks arising from these two threats. 
2. In recognition of the Soviet threat, the United States has been 

engaged in building up its own and free world strength, in order to 

: block Soviet expansion, make possible an affirmative foreign policy, 

: and deter general war, or if war comes, survive the initial shock 

| and go on to victory. This policy is based on the premise that cre- 

ation by the free world of situations of strength might lead the 

USSR to modify its behavior, and that eventually the internal con- 
flicts of the Soviet totalitarian system, with positive effort from us,
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might cause a retraction and decay of Soviet power. This policy ree 
jects both preventive war and isolation. — Lah orig cers ee es 

3. A vital factor in the long-term survival of the free world isthe  __ 
maintenance by the United States of a sound, strong economy. Ef- © 
forts to build up free world strength rapidly have resulted in a — 
high rate of Federal spending in excess of Federal income, at a 
time of heavy taxation. Continuation of this course of action over a 
long period of time would place the United States in danger of seri- 
ously weakening its economy and destroying the values and institu- 

tions which it is seeking to maintain. Accordingly, in recognition of 
this danger, greater emphasis than heretofore must now be placed 

on budgetary, credit, and fiscal policies designed to maintain the 
strength and soundness of the U.S. economy. However, if a basic 
change in the world situation should occur, these policies would be 
subject to review. | oe | 

4. This new emphasis does not imply a belief that the Soviet 
threat to the free world is diminishing. On the contrary: | a 

a. The Soviet orbit has formidable and growing military, econom- _ 
ic, and political capabilities, including in particular an atomic capa- _ 
bility and a possible thermonuclear capability which will probably 

| become sufficient in the next few years to damage critically the 
United States and its allies. eS PE a 

b. Although there is continuing danger of general war, the most 
immediate danger facing the United States is that a progressive _ 
and cumulative loss of positions of importance to the United States —s| 
(either as a result of deterioration within the free nations, or of 
communist cold war actions, or of a process involving both) could 
eventually reduce the United States, short of general war, to an 
isolated and critically vulnerable position. . 

c. The increasingly destructive power available to the Soviet 
Union, the development of over-all Soviet production potential, and | 
the allocation by the USSR of a much greater proportion of its re- _ 
sources to war purposes, make it impossible for the free world to | 
assign the same weight as in the past to its economic potential as oe 
the determining factor in final victory. = ) 

d. In deciding whether or in what manner to exercise its capabili- 
ties, the USSR is not restrained by moral considerations, by consti- 
tutional procedures or by the necessity of consulting with allies. 

- e. Although the USSR has recently assumed a more conciliatory 
posture in its dealings with the West, there is no basis for conclud- 
ing that the fundamental hostility of the Kremlin toward the West | 
has abated, that the ultimate objectives of the Soviet rulers have | 
changed, or that the menace of communism to the free world has | 
diminished. | | | 

Consequently the United States must continue to give primary con- 

sideration to the threat of Soviet power. But the threat to the U:S. 

economy cannot be neglected. At the same time, we must recognize 
that increased emphasis on sound fiscal policy may involve assum-
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: ing increased risks in relation to the Soviet threat, and will there- — 
| fore increase the importance of more careful balance and improved 
| efficiency in the various national security programs. 
, 5. The Soviet orbit also has marked disadvantages and vulnerabi- — 
: lities vis-a-vis the free world. Because the Soviet system relies 
: heavily on falsehood, compulsion and rigid centralized control ma- 

chinery, it has built up disillusionment and resentment in the 
| USSR, and even more in the satellites. For some period of time, the 
: difficulties and uncertainties involved in the transition from the 
; old to the new regime will increase these and other vulnerabilities 
| inherent in the Soviet system. The USSR is, and for the foreseeable 
| future will remain, inferior to the free world in available resources — 

| _ and productive capacity. The Soviet orbit is also vulnerable to de- 
veloping U.S. atomic and thermonuclear capabilities. = 

| 6. In the light of all these factors, the greatest safeguard to the _ 
| security of the United States and the free world continues to be the 
fo achievement and maintenance of integrated political, military, and 
: economic power providing the United States with an over-all 
| strength sufficient, together with our spiritual determination, to - 
| deter or win general war, prevent or counter communist aggres- 

sion, and permit the exploitation of Soviet bloc vulnerabilities. = — 

| . | _ GENERAL OBJECTIVES 

, 7. One purpose underlies every national security policy: to main- 
2 tain the fundamental values and institutions of the United States, 
| which rest on the essential dignity and worth of the individual in a 
: free society. ) 7 . 
| 8. To achieve this fundamental purpose, in view of the dual 

| threat facing us, we set the following objectives: | OB 

| a. To create and maintain sufficient strength, both military and 
: | nonmilitary, to provide for the security of the United States, assist 
| in the defense of vital areas of the free world, prevent or counter 
: aggression, deter general war, protect the continental United 

States, and provide the basis for winning a general war if one | 
; should be forced onus. ss Bie ee | 
| b. To maintain a sound and strong U.S. economy based on free 
| enterprise. __ | afer Oe Pe | 
| c. To maintain free U.S. political institutions supported by an in- 
| | formed public opinion. — - ee 

d. To strengthen the will and ability of other nations of the free 
world, individually and collectively, to deter or oppose communist _ 

— aggression and achieve internal stability. oe ee PS 
-_e. To prevent significant expansion of Soviet bloc power, even 

though in certain cases measures to this end may be used by the 
Soviet bloc as a pretext for war. BSE 

f. To delay and disrupt the consolidation of Soviet bloc power and 
influence, and eventually to reduce such power and influence to a
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point which no longer constitutes a threat to our security, without 
unduly risking a general war. oe 

g. To establish an international system based on freedom and jus- 
tice as contemplated in the Charter of the United Nations. 

h. To continue in effect U.S. objectives vis-a-vis the USSR in the 
event of war, as set forth in the Annex to this report. 

COURSES OF ACTION 

Maintenance of U.S. Strength | | 

9. Achieve and maintain in readiness for as long as necessary to 
meet the Soviet threat, the military forces which will permit 
timely and effective military operations, in collaboration with our 

allies or alone, as an essential element in our efforts to: 

a. Deter war; | 
b. Deter or counter peripheral aggression wherever and when- 

ever necessary for U.S. security; | 
c. Provide a reasonable initial defense and an adequate basis for 

victory, in the event general war is forced upon us. 

10. Develop and maintain an offensive capability, particularly 
the capability to inflict massive damage on Soviet war-making ca- | 
pacity, at a level that the Soviets must regard as an unacceptable 
risk in war. | | | 

11. Emphasize the development of a continental defense system, 
including early warning, adequate to prevent disaster and to make 
secure the mobilization base necessary to achieve U.S. victory in | 
the event of general war. 

12. Strengthen the defense position of the United States by non- 

military measures, including development of a stronger civil de- 

fense, feasible reduction of urban vulnerability, and preparations to 
assure the continuity of government and essential production. | 

| 13. Maintain the security of defense positions outside the conti- 
nental U.S. which are determined from time to time to be neces- 
sary to U.S. security. woke | 

| 14. Maintain superiority in quantity and quality of special weap- 

ons and sustain emphasis on scientific research and development. 
15. Develop and maintain United States military forces and ma- 

tériel stocks at levels adequate to meet the needs of United States 
security and capable of continued maintenance, but not designed to 
meet any assumed date of greatest danger. 

16. Continue, for as long as necessary, a state of limited mobili- | 

zation to develop military readiness, placing increased emphasis on 
development and maintenance of production plant capacity capable 
of rapid expansion or conversion to essential wartime output. 

17. While lessening dependence on large reserve stocks of end 

items, create and maintain certain minimum essential reserve
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| stocks of end items to support effectively the war effort until war 
! production reaches the required levels. _ | 

: 18. Maintain the stockpiling programs and provide additional 

| producing facilities for those materials the shortage of which would 
2 critically affect essential defense programs, and reduce the goal or 

2 rates of acquisition of other stockpile materials in line with the 

| policy of decreased emphasis on fixed target dates. _ — 

19. Assure internal security against covert attack, sabotage, and 

| espionage, through methods consistent with the maintenance of a 

vital and democratic society. | 

| Maintenance of the Economy | | 

| 20. As rapidly as is consistent with continuing our leadership in 

the free world, and barring a basic change in the world situation, 

balance Federal expenditures with Federal income and maintain 

| - over-all credit and fiscal policies to assist in stabilizing the econo- 

: my. | | 7 
: 21. So long as there is war in Korea, do not substantially reduce 
| the level of Federal taxation, although a change in form may be | 

made. | 

| 22. Eliminate waste, duplication, and unnecessary overhead in 

| the Federal Government. | | 

| 23. Minimize Federal expenditures for programs that are not es- 

: sential to the national security. 

: 24. Maximize the economic potential of private enterprise by 

| minimizing governmental controls and regulations, and by encour- 

: aging private enterprise to develop natural and technological re- 
2 sources (e.g., nuclear power). | 

| 25. Maintain a high level of economic activity at relatively 
! stable price levels. | | | 

| Maintenance of Free Political Institutions — a - 

| | 26. Assure the vitality and soundness of our free, democratic in- __ 

2 stitutions. ae 2s | 

27. Undertake the clarification to the American people of the 
nature of the communist threat, and the spiritual and material re- 

| sources which the free world possesses to meet that threat. | 

: 28. Build up a vigorous and informed public opinion, united in 

| support of the measures necessary to meet the Soviet threat. | 

| 29. Provide appropriate safeguards against subversion, through 

| methods consistent with the maintenance of a vital and democratic 

society. a ee
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Strengthening of the Free World (In addition to relevant courses of _ 
action in other sections) = # = | a 

30. Develop the political unity, strength, and determination of 
the free world by political and psychological measures designed to 
promote internal stability in critical areas, reduce communist and 
neutralist influence, combat anti-American propaganda, and en- 

courage the adoption and support of policies consistent with our 
national policy. 

31. Extend good offices where appropriate in resolving controver- 

sies between nations of the free world, in helping to adjust colonial | 
and quasi-colonial relationships, and in moderating extreme na- 

tionalism, with a view to aiding the orderly self-development of the 
peoples of the free world rather than to preserving the status quo. 

32. Encourage and assist the development of indigenous free 
world armed forces, and regional defense and collective security ar- 
rangements among free nations, capable of an increased share of _ 
responsibility in resisting local communist aggression. | cite 

38. Increase emphasis on aid to countries of the Far East and 

Middle East in the light of present threats to these countries. © 
34. Support and strengthen the NATO countries as a principal 

element in the world defense against communism; promote the es- 
tablishment of NATO forces at levels maintainable over a period of 
time; and decrease emphasis on early fixed target dates for the at- 

tainment of such force levels. 7 ne 
35. Extend economic and military aid to free nations with due | 

regard to their contributions to free world defense, their ability to 
use such aid effectively, and the effect of such aid on their political 
and economic stability. | ES 

_ 36. Concentrate aid on vital free countries, helping the weakest _ 

to attain economic strength, and encouraging and enlisting the 

strong to maximize their carrying of their share of the over-all de- 
fense requirements. or 

37. Emphasize, in connection with the mutual security program, 
longer-term programs for improved planning, procurement and 
production base. CS SN ORES | 

38. Increase emphasis on off-shore procurement of military ma- 
terial, designed to increase the capability of our allies to support 

, their own defense. ne oo Bee 

39. Emphasize (a) sound and stable economies in the free nations, 
as well as increasing productivity; and (b) substantial, equitable de- 
fense contributions by each of the free nations. — a 

40. Pursue international economic policies which stress trade, 

raw material development, increased capital investment by private 

| enterprise, and sound financial relations. —_
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41. Lower trade barriers and encourage reciprocal trade on a | 

mutually favorable basis consistent with the over-all national inter- | 
| est. | | ee 

| Prevention of Soviet Expansion (In addition to relevant courses of 

: | action in other sections) — aS cls a 

, 42. Develop and maintain our capability and willingness to 
t commit appropriate forces and matériel in collective, and if neces- 

| sary, unilateral action against local communist aggression in key 
; areas. - / 7 oe , nog! : | - 3 

| 43. Increase emphasis on: (a) bringing the Korean war to a final | 

settlement acceptable to us; and (b) aiding in the prosecution of the 
: war in Indo-China to a favorable conclusion, without direct inter- 

! vention except possibly in the event of Chinese Communist aggres- 
sion or of other basic change.  —_—- cy 7 

. _ Reduction of Soviet Power (In addition to relevant courses of action 
in other sections) Be Oy Ea ie 

44, Without taking undue risks, place the maximum strain on | 

Soviet-satellite relations and try to weaken Soviet control over the 

| satellite countries. ve | ps Sas 

| 45. Utilize political, economic, propaganda, and paramilitary op- 

| erations, including controls on East-West trade, against the USSR 

: and the Soviet orbit, in order to delay the consolidation of Soviet 
bloc power, stimulate internal conflicts and reduce the Soviet bloc 

| military and economic potential. Oe, 

Establishment of International Order | 

| 46. Continue active participation and leadership in the United 
Nations for realization of the principles and purposes of the Char- _ 

| ter. | | 

AT. Develop sound negotiating positions and be prepared to enter 
: into negotiations with the USSR if they offer promise of achieving __ 
po - acceptable modus vivendi, or if, for other reasons, they appear to | 

be desirable; but recognize that only enforceable agreements are | 

| meaningful and that the value of negotiation in the foreseeable 
future may be primarily to influence world opinion. | -
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| Annex 7 

U.S. OBJECTIVES VIS-A-VIS THE USSR IN THE EVENT OF WAR | 

(The following paragraphs are taken verbatim from N SC 20/ 4, | 

approved in November, 1948. These paragraphs are currently 
under review by the NSC Planning Board.) 

1. In the event of war with the USSR we should endeavor by suc- 
cessful military and other operations to create conditions which 

would permit satisfactory accomplishment of U.S. objectives with- 
out a predetermined requirement for unconditional surrender. War 
aims supplemental to our peace-time aims should include: 

a. Eliminating Soviet Russian domination in areas outside the 
borders of any Russian state allowed to exist after the war. 

b. Destroying the structure of relationships by which leaders of 
the All-Union Communist Party have been able to exert moral and 
disciplinary authority over individual citizens, or groups of citizens, 
in countries not under communist control. 

c. Assuring that any regime or regimes which may exist on tradi- 
tional Russian territory in the aftermath of a war: - 

| (1) Do not have sufficient military power to wage aggressive 
war. | | 

| (2) Impose nothing resembling the present iron curtain over 
contacts with the outside world. 

d. In addition, if any Bolshevik regime is left in any part of the 
Soviet Union, insuring that it does not control enough of the mili- 
tary-industrial potential of the Soviet Union to enable it to wage 
war on comparable terms with any other regime or regimes which 
may exist on traditional Russian territory. 
_e. Seeking to create post-war conditions which will: 

(1) Prevent the development of power relationships danger- 
ous to the security of the United States and international 
peace. | | 

(2) Be conducive to the successful development of an effec- 
| tive world organization based upon the purposes and principles 

of the United Nations. 
(8) Permit the earliest practicable discontinuance within the 

United States of wartime controls. 

2. In pursuing the above war aims, we should avoid making ir- | 

revocable or premature decisions or commitments respecting 

border rearrangements, administration of government within | 

enemy territory, independence for national minorities, or post-war 
responsibility for the readjustment of the inevitable political, eco- 

nomic, and social dislocations resulting from the war. |
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: -S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 148, “Solarium” a . 

Memorandum for the Record by the Special Assistant to the 
| President for National Security Affairs (Cutler) | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| June 23, 1953. 

, I discussed with the President today the presentation of Solarium 
| Project. - | es 

: The President believes he will be back from Bermuda ! not later 
than the morning of July 13. He therefore suggests, if the Solarium _ 
people are ready, the regular Council day of Thursday, July 16, be 

| set apart for the Solarium presentation. I have asked Tom Ste- 
phens tentatively to reserve that entire day for this purpose. 

The President wishes to begin at 8:30 a.m., to allow to each Team 

two hours for its presentation, to have a break between presenta- 
tions, and a break for lunch, and to have all questions reserved 
until the conclusion. Thus the schedule would run something as fol- 
lows: | | | 

: — 8:80 to 10:30—Task Force A 
| 10:30 to 10:45—Break 

: 10:45 to 12:45—Task Force B 
12:45 to 2:15—Luncheon 
2:15 to 4:15—Task Force C — | 

po 4:15 to 4:30—Break 

: 4:30 and thereafter as long as might be needed: Questions 

The President thought that if the Task Forces coordinated their 
| presentations to some extent by reviewing them together before 

the presentation day, a lot of duplication could be avoided. He 
; thought that two hours per Task Force would undoubtedly be suffi- 
: cient time, because undoubtedly some of the material for each Task 
: Force would be covered by the earlier Task Forces. | | 
: The President made a point that he wanted the maximum time 
| for questions. He thought that if questions were permitted after 

1 each Task Force presentation, such questions would tend to cut 
| into the later presentations. | | | 
7 I suggested to the President that we put the presentation on in 

| the theater in the basement of the White House. He wanted to be 
sure that the room was airconditioned, and that there was a plat- 

form. He inquired whether they would want to use slides. Of course 
| they will use a lot of charts and maps. I am not sure that the light- 

| ing is as good in the theater as it might be. I think I will inquire of 
| the Usher as to what other large room might be available. There 

1The proposed tripartite conference at Bermuda, scheduled for late June 1958, 
was postponed until December due to the illness of Prime Minister Churchill. See 
vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1710 ff.
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will be in attendance, in addition to the Council personnel, num- | 

bering normally about 13, three Task Force Teams totaling 21, and | 
very likely 5 or 6 other persons, like General Craig, General Smith, __ 

Skip Koons, etc. | | | 
I did not speak to the President about the desirability of giving 

luncheon to all of these people in the White House, in order that 
their ingress and outgo would not be noticed by people on the out- 
side. | 7 

| | | _ _RoBERT CUTLER 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Review of Basic National Policy” | 

Notes Taken at the First Plenary Session of Project Solarium, 
—. Washington, June 26, 1953) | 

TOP SECRET | oe | 

Progect SOLARIUM; DEVELOPMENT OF VARIOUS TASK FoRCES tt 
THINKING AS EXPRESSED AT PLENARY SESSION JUNE 26,1953 

TASK FORCE A—MR. KENNAN > Bs | 

For Task Force A it is difficult, in fact not possible, to sponsor a 
course of action which would drastically alter present policies. We 
are fairly well bound to NSC 1538/1. 2 We have studied the latter 
carefully and have come to the conclusion that a definite improve- _ 7 
ment in results can be achieved within this framework. We accept 

the general terms of the objectives. Whether or not time is on our 

side will be analyzed from various aspects but our position is gener- 
ally that this concept only has meaning in terms of what we, the 
US., will do with it. oe oe | 

The continued maintenance of U.S. military strength to meet 
and deter Soviet threat will be proposed. War is not inevitable. It 
need not be regarded either as most likely or probable. Whether it 
is to come or not will depend much on our own action. Task Force 

A will not be able to come to grips with the budgetary problem as 
it relates to the foreign policy to be proposed, but will indicate cer- 

1 A covering memorandum by T. B. Koons of the Special Staff of the National Se- 
curity Council to S. Everett Gleason, dated June 30, reads: “Attached please find 
notes taken at the first plenary session of Project Solarium of June 26, 1953. The 
purpose of the session was to enable each task force chairman to sum up in general 

the major themes they would develop. However, it should be noted that although 
this may be said to be a fairly good indication of the line which will be taken by 
each task force, there is considerable disagreement on many points between the 
members of the task forces and the chairmen, and accordingly the points made by 
the chairmen should not be considered as in any degree final or non-controversial 

2 Dated June 10, p. 378.



oe 
| _. NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 389 

: tain studies which might be made by the Administration in order 
to make final decisions in this matter easier, ces 

On the question of the relation of our defense effort to domestic 

economic problems, the position will be stressed that the U.S. econ- 
| omy can stand for a considerable length of time a higher level of 
: defense expenditures than the currently operative ones. If a higher 

level of defense spending is possible politically, it is possible eco- — 
nomically, PO es : 

: _ The question of the maintenance of American free institutions 
will be discussed frankly. Greater frankness with the American 

- people will be recommended. Emphasis [will be] on respectful and 
! sympathetic treatment of our allies’ problems. Attention called to 

| the effect of our internal security measures on public opinion 
abroad. Modifications will be proposed. a 

| On the problem of strengthening the free world, the danger of 
, having blanket policies is to be noted. We must discriminate be- 

tween countries and conditions. | ee | 
_ Europe: Less pressure on the NATO nations to up their defense 

| goals. (We can be more relaxed.) ee 

. Germany: A better U.S. stance on the unification of Germany 
: issue, which may mean letting EDC die a quiet death. Then it will 

be necessary to create independent military strength in West Ger- 
many. Some constructive proposals on the long term economic and 

_ trade problems of Europe will be set forth. | - 

France: A special approach to the French problem is needed due 
to the very bad effect which their current domestic and foreign 

| policy ishaving, = ee | 
. East-West Trade: Relaxation of pressures but attempt to discour- 
| age by diplomatic efforts. Need to discover alternative patterns of 

| trade as well as work against U.S. protectionism. = = ; | 

3 Asia: Korean war situation to be by-passed as evolving too rapid- 
: ly. Strengthen the offshore positions of the U.S. (Japan, Philippines 
| and Formosa). Allow Japan a certain amount of trade with China. 
: Continue to treat China as an enemy as long as the Korean and _ 
| Indo-Chinese situations are not very materially improved. Watch 
| opportunities for inflicting a major political set-back to Communist __ 

China, though it is not yet possible to foresee how this may be | 

| done. — ae es wg a | 

| _ The Soviet Threat: Will question the wording of NSC 153/1 which 
| seems to commit the U.S. to intervene everywhere. More freedom — 
| _. of action to be reserved to the U.S. The reduction of Soviet power is 

not to be emphasized, but the carrying of a propaganda offensive to — 

the Kremlin aimed at questioning and revising their analysis of 
the U.S. and the West will be proposed. | | |
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Some ideas on using the UN better will be set forth. The ques- 

tion of negotiations with the USSR have not yet been discussed by 
the task force. With regard to the Soviet peace offensive the em- 
phasis may be placed on the big responsibility of the U.S. not to | 

appear as a result as the party that does not want an end to the 

Cold War. 

Indo-China: The U.S. must try a policy which will ease the 
French out in a couple of years in order to develop indigenous 

forces as in Korea. The approach to the French should be a global 
one. We should help to ease their prestige problem. | 

TASK FORCE B—GENERAL MCCORMACK | 

B’s approach will be a rather rigid one in order not to muddy the 
water between B and A. For the sake of clarity certain interpreta- 

tions are put on the instructions. In the “completing the line” in- 
struction the change is made by defining “General war” as war in 
which the full weight of U.S. resources is committed to securing 

the defeat of the Soviet bloc including the USSR, the Satellites, _ 
and Red China. Secondly, “to make clear to the Soviet rulers”, this 

change of policy is understood to mean making “publicly” clear. 
Since one of the great assets of this policy is the stabilization it 

would bring to the U.S. and its allies, merely to inform the USSR 
secretly would not be satisfactory. 

In general the line is moved up to the Soviet periphery. This _ 

gives a moral justification in reacting to aggression, leaving coun- 

_ tries outside the line who have not yet fallen poses disturbing prob- 

lems for those countries and is questionable morally. 
The question of drawing a line to include only the minimum 

allies necessary to U.S. security will be investigated. However, it is 

| felt that such a withdrawal and limitation of the line would be of 

little use. The present military capabilities of the U.S. depend 

much on overseas bases in foreign countries all over the world. The 

withdrawal of guarantees against aggression to these allies would 

| perhaps mean a gain of political freedom to the U.S., but this 
, would be more than offset if we lost the bases. | 

Economy Aspect. | | 

It will be contended that alternative C will require much more 
money than the present level of expenditures but that B need not 

involve a necessarily higher level than A. Furthermore, B enables 
the creation of a greater regularity and rationality with regard to 

: expenditures than A. There will be an economy in defense prepara- 

tions since the military forces will be conserved as being the best 
forces to wage general war, i.e., not forces specialized to win war,
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say in Indo-China. There will be a much greater cohesion in the | 
defense effort. a | 

. The policy is considered as being essentially a unilateral one. It : 
will be discussed with our allies and every effort made to get them ? 
to go along with it, but the policy would be carried through regard- : 
less of their attitude. - | / 

The Task Force was instructed to examine the two world thesis. 
B’s policy already puts a military seal around the Soviet Union but : 

it is felt that an economic one will not work. The latter could at 
best only delay Soviet bloc economic build-up and would at the | 
same time create too many difficulties to be feasible. 

Alternative B is envisaged as the policy least likely to cause gen- | 
eral war. Illustration: Peripheral wars (Korea, Indo-China) can . 
happen under A; under B they cannot. Under B you need only . 
small forces along the actual periphery to maintain some sem- : 

_blance of order. Task Force B will probably take the attitude that : 

the U.S. does have the preponderance of force now and can continue : 

to maintain it without denying that the Soviets can improve relative- ; 
ly their position. | | | | : 

Colonel Bonesteel: What if they call our bluff and do move: how : 
do you convince the American people and the U.S. Congress to de- | 

clare war? | | | | | 

| General McCormack: This is a problem. But it must be a sober 

and irrevocable commitment by the U.S. to make war immediately. | | 

Afghanistan: Here the U.S. would reserve freedom of action. | 
General McCormack stated that in some places the line might ‘‘ebb : 

| and flow” a bit as situations changed. The essence of Policy B is | 
| that it adds to Policy A the sanction of general war. Mr. Kennan 

remarked that general war was not excluded from the consider- 
ations of A. General McCormack replied that the principle was dif- 

ferent. B involved a commitment and “a clear warning” of general 
war. ) , | 

It is felt probable that the NATO nations would fall into line 
since it is doubtful that there would not be some NATO nation | 

which would demand resistance to aggression if the line was 

crossed. Any nation so wobbly as not to follow such a policy most 
probably is doomed to fall off our band wagon sooner or later 

anyway. Policy B gives the best chances that war will be deterred 
for the longest possible time. | - | | 

- Impossible at the minute to apply it to Korea or Indo-China but 
| “our policy doesn’t make these questions any more difficult to 

answer than do the other policies”. | .



392 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 

TASK FORCE C—ADMIRAL CONOLLY =| | 

_ Admits that Task Force C is somewhat behind the others, par- 
| ticularly in getting things on paper,  —™S | 

The Soviet threat will be assessed and it will be concluded that 
the U.S. cannot live with the Soviet Union if the latter’s present 
increasing strength continues. Hence, this strength will be attacked 
with the objective of its reduction. Provided our military posture is 
strong enough no overwhelming risks of general war are envisaged. 
The initiative must be seized and general political warfare conduct- 

| ed on the Soviet Union. There are two basic requirements: an ade- 
quate military posture (build-up); the preparation of public opinion, | 

Congress, leadership, and our allies to go along with such a policy. 
Our reward in the results cannot be calculated in terms of econom- 

ic cost. In starting this campaign in general our war objectives as 

set forth in 153/1 are accepted with some modification. The time 
period envisaged is 10 years, which does not mean that we would 

have been successful at the end of this time, but that we would be © 
at least in a position where we could see the end of the task. At 

some time during this period before the enemy has the maximum _ 
atomic potential the tempo of our attack must increase in order to 
turn the tide. Chiang Kai-shek ? would be built up so he can pre- 
pare to capture Hainan and help insure the success of an operation 
to clean out Indo-China. An attempt will be made to drive a wedge 
between China and the USSR. The former will be blockaded and 
other measures will be used in order to make China an expensive — 

ally to the USSR and to make it painful for China. © 7 

As regards Korea, Task Force C’s position is generally one that 

they hope the hostilities would continue since then they would be 

enabled to recommend a final offensive to conclude the war on the | 
Yalu and/or to destroy and capture in Korea a large part of the 
Chinese army and its supplies. C would also make some use of B’s 
technique of threatening the sanction of general war. | 

As regards negotiations with the Soviet Union, Task Force C will | 

not accept the sincerity of any offers of the Soviets short of those 
fulfilling U.S. war aims as set forth in NSC 153/1. 

U.S. Allies: Admits they have to be brought along one way or an- 
other. Have thought of invoking sanctions on them but it is hoped 
that with the initial success of the policy more support would be _ 

forthcoming from the allies and others, and eventually this support © 

would snowball as the Soviets retreated. No offensive action to be __ 
taken until adequate defense posture achieved to enable successful 
prosecution of a general war. B’s assumption about eliminating pe- 

3 Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek, President of the Republic of China.
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ripheral wars is questioned. Undoubtedly any general war would | 

involve peripheral wars (theaters of minor operations). _ | | 

The implementation of this policy in the U.S. Government re- | ! 
- quires the ability to act and respond quickly with much more vigor _ : 

and rapid pace than is now the case. The U.S. will want to be pre- | 
pared for a “break through’, and be able to react in hours, not 

days. The military build-up of the U.S. should be predicated on the | 
assumption that this program can be completed in 10 years but at 

the end of that time, success can be foreseen in the not too distant 
future. On the other hand, the time might be less since it is possi- | 
ble that after the first set-backs, Soviet power might become de- | 
moralized and rapidly collapse. ee : 
Task Force C denies the assertion that the internal threat is of ; 

equal gravity to the external threat. ERs | 

_ Mr. Kennan remarked that A has the right to do all these things : 
under NSC 153/1. Admiral Conolly replied that C would assume 
the risk of general war much more than A, and that furthermore, _ : 
they were trying to carry out—not the peace aims, but the war 
aims of NSC 1158/1.” ee 

| Editorial Note Oe | 

On January 24, President Eisenhower created a Committee on 
International Information Activities and directed it to “make a 

survey and evaluation of the international information policies and 
activities of the Executive Branch of Government and of policies : 
and activities related thereto, with particular reference to the in- 
ternational relations and the national security of this country.” 
The Committee was composed of the following individuals: William | 
H. Jackson (chairman), Robert Cutler, Gordon Gray, Barklie | 

_ McKee Henry, John C. Hughes, C.D. Jackson, Roger M. Kyes, and © | 
Sigurd Larmon. , | | | 

The ‘Jackson Committee’, as it soon came to be known, inter- : 
preted its mandate very broadly and, after some months of closed 7 
door hearings and testimony by various government officials, sub- : 
mitted a 125-page report on June 30, 1953 which dealt in detail : 
with such diverse topics as the nature of the Soviet threat, overt ) 

and covert operations against the Soviet system, propaganda and | 
information activities in the United States and throughout the 
“Free World’, and recommendations for a more unified effort in | 
the broad fields of national security policy and international infor- 
mation activities. For the text of this report, see page 1795. _ |
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- _Kditorial Note YS | 

On July 14, President Eisenhower met with the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff-designates, Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson, and 

Deputy Secretary of Defense Roger M. Kyes. (Eisenhower Library, 

Eisenhower records, “Daily Appointments, 1953”) The following is 
General Ridgway’s subsequent account: 7 

“The four men were called to the White House for a meeting 
with Eisenhower. The meeting lasted for perhaps half an hour. 
Succinctly, the President outlined his ideas. He had brought us 
back a month early, he said, because he thought it was extremely 
important for us to make a tour together of the major institutions 
of the armed forces, including the great atomic energy plants. He 
wanted us thoroughly to familiarize ourselves with the entire mili- 
tary establishment. With this background of information, he then 
wanted us to make a completely new, fresh survey of our military 
capabilities in light of our global commitments. He stressed the 
fact that he did not want a long exhaustive staff study. He recog- | 
nized our great collective experience, he said, and what he wanted | 
from us was our own individual views, honestly and forthrightly © 
stated.” (Matthew B. Ridgway, as told to Harold H. Martin, Soldier, — 
page 267. No record of this meeting has been found in Department 
of State files.) | | | 

For Admiral Radford’s memoir account of aspects of his term of 
service as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with special refer- 
ence to the modification of overall national defense strategy in 
1958, see From Pearl Harbor to Vietnam: The Memoirs of Admiral 
Arthur W. Radford, edited by Stephen Jurika, Jr. (Stanford, Calli- 
fornia, Hoover Institution Press, 1980), pages 317-338. 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file / . 

Minutes of the 155th Meeting of the National Security Council, 
Thursday, July 16, 19531 

TOP SECRET | | oo 

| MEMBERS PRESENT | 

The President of the United States, Presiding 

1No memorandum of discussion of this meeting has been found. Copies of the | 

minutes of those NSC meetings held during the Presidency of Dwight D. Eisenhower | 

are filed in the Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file. They consist | 

| of a list of those present along with a record of decisions reached and therefore are 

| much less complete in their coverage than the memoranda of discussion. Although 

frequent allusion is made in the memoranda of discussion to documents and papers 

filed with the minutes of a given NSC meeting, such documents have generally not | 

been found with the minutes.
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The Vice President of the United States — | 
John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State | | 
Charles E. Wilson, Secretary of Defense | 

Harold E. Stassen, Director for Mutual Security 
Arthur S. Flemming, Director, Office of Defense Mobilization 

OTHERS PRESENT | | : 

George E. Humphrey, Secretary of the Treasury if 
Herbert Brownell, Jr., Attorney General 

Joseph M. Dodge, Director, Bureau of the Budget | | 
Lewis L. Strauss, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 

Walter B. Smith, Under Secretary of State 
Roger M. Kyes, Deputy Secretary of Defense | 
Robert T. Stevens, Secretary of the Army | | 
Robert B. Anderson, Secretary of the Navy | 

Harold E. Talbott, Secretary of the Air Force | : 
General Omar N. Bradley, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff | , 
Admiral Arthur W. Radford, USN Os | : 
General J. Lawton Collins, USA | | - : 
General Matthew B. Ridgway, USA | : | 7 
Admiral William M. Fechteler, USN | | , 
Admiral Robert B. Carney, USN ee | 
General Nathan F. Twining, USAF | 

Allen W. Dulles, Director of Central Intelligence | 

| Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President | 
| C.D. Jackson, Special Assistant to the President | 

| Colonel Paul T. Carroll, Acting White House Staff Secretary | 

oo ‘SECRETARIAT ; 

James S. Lay, Jr., Executive Secretary | 
S. Everett Gleason, Deputy Executive Secretary - | 
T.B. Koons, NSC Special Staff Member | | 

Task Force A: : 
| George F. Kennan : 

Colonel C.H. Bonesteel | | : 
| Rear Admiral H.P. Smith | | 

Colonel G.A. Lincoln | 
| C.T. Wood 

J. Maury 

| Captain H.S. Sears, USN 

: Task Force B: | | 
Major General J. McCormack | | 
Major General J.R. Deane | | 
J.K. Penfield / 

| 
|
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P.E. Mosely oe ma a ae 
Calvin Hoover as Phe a ee | 

J.C. Campbell EE Es | 
Colonel E.S. Ligon oe - | . 

Task Force C: hee a | | 
Admiral R.L. Conolly . 

Lieut. General L.L. Lemnitzer | | , 

G.F. Reinhardt | 

Colonel K. Johnston | : SE ae 

| Colonel A.J. Goodpaster on | - 

7 Leslie Brady | : | 

Colonel H.K. Johnston os 

‘Lieut. General H.A. Craig, War College a 
Colonel V.J. Esposito, War College | | a 

Colonel R. Hackett, War College | | ee 

Robert R. Bowie, Department of State Oo ao oe 

Frank C. Nash, Department of Defense _ iB 

| Brig. General F.N. Roberts, Office of Director for Mutual Security _ 

William Y. Elliott, Office of Defense Mobilization | 
Elbert P. Tuttle, Department of the Treasury | 

| Major General John K. Gerhart, USAF, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Robert Amory, Jr., Central Intelligence Agency Seve, 

DECISIONS 2 : 

Project Solarium ae 

a. Noted and discussed oral presentations on three alternative 
basic national security policies, by the Task Forces constituted 
under Project Solarium. | SNE ee 

b. Noted the President’s remarks on the presentations, including 
the great importance he attaches to the work of Project Solarium 
and his commendation on the excellence of the presentations by 
the Task Forces. CR ea a 

c. Referred the presentations, and the reports upon which they 
were based, to the NSC Staff for preparation of summaries of the | 
principal points thereof, in consultation with members of each 
Task Force, and report back to the Council for further consider- 
ation and instructions. 3 | | a 

2 Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 853. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’) 7 | | 7 

3 Copies of the three Project Solarium reports are in the Eisenhower Library, 
7 Office of the Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs files, 

1952-61. See the memorandum by Lay to the National Security Council enclosing 
the NSC Staff Summaries of the Solarium reports, infra. eo |
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mG | [Annex | - a ey 

- Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President for National | 
. Security Affairs (Cutler) aaa ee : 

TOP SECRET [WasHINGTON, ] July 16, 1953. | 

. PROJECT SOLARIUM veg ghey | | 

_ |. At the conclusion of the question period the President made a 

statement to all those in attendance: , os coer | 

1) He never attended a better or more persuasively presented : 
| staff job. oar Boe eo fge | 

2) He thought that there were many similarities in the three : 
presentations, which he felt more important than the differences 
between them. = © | 

8) He thought that the only thing worse than losing a global war 
was winning one; that there would be no individual freedom after | 
the next global war. _ - oe : 

4) If you demand of a free people over a long period of time more —s| 

than they want to give, you can obtain what you want only by 
using more and more controls; and the more you do this, the more | 
you lose the individual liberty which you are trying to save and | | 
become a garrison state (American model). oe | | 

5) The American people have demonstrated their reluctance 
| after a war is ended to take the necessary action properly to | 

occupy the territory conquered in order to gain our legitimate ends. : 
: What would we do with Russia, if we should win in a global war? | 

, 6) The United States has to persuade her allies to go along with 
her, because our forward bases are in the territories of our allies. | 

: 1) If we are to obtain more money in taxes, there must be a vig- | 
orous campaign to educate the people—and to educate the people 

| of our allies.. ee | , 

The President indicated that there was still more for the Task — 
Forces to do: ph B ee cob She Ly eed NS =p 

a) a mass meeting of the Task Forces to see if they could agree | 
| on certain features of the three presentations as the best features 
| and to bring about a combination of such features into a unified 

| policy. Oo 
b) consider arranging a presentation to Congressional leaders, 

recognizing that certain parts would have to be sanitized. 
: c) prepare an outline of a major policy plan to be adopted. | 

| | II. At a joint meeting with the Task Forces after the President 
| left: oe aa 

| i) The Task Forces (especially A and C) were in strong disagree- 
: ment. The bases upon which each approached the problems dif- 

fered; the Teams differed on the intentions and objectives of the 
) Russians. While there were external similarities, they knew from 6 

weeks’ association that they could not agree. It was not only that
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they were tired and had over-delayed commitments, some of them; 
there were fundamental differences which could be compromised 
into a watered-down position but not really agreed to. 

ii) As to presenting to Congress the material, Admiral Conolly 
said that it would be necessary to sanitize his presentation 90% 
and take all the specific validity out of it. General McCormack in- 
dicated that it would be necessary to sanitize the basic conception 
of his paper—drawing a line around Russia. 

III. When I reported this back to the President, he seemed very 
put out and left it to me to work out what I thought best. He told 
me to tell the Vice President not to go forward with the presenta- 
tion of the facts and left me the working out of the other details. 
These matters will be worked out accordingly as follows: 

1. The Special Staff of the National Security Council will make a 
summary of the principal points in three presentations-and in the 
question and answer period. : ) 

2. On July 21, if possible, selected personnel from each Task 
Force will review the summary for correctness, improvement, and 
uniformity. Mr. Koons is obtaining from each Task Force Captain 
the availability of the members of each Task Force. Apparently, 
there will be 3 to 5 members of each Task Force constantly avail- 
able in Washington. 
_3. The summary, as thus corrected, will be presented to the 
Council at its meeting on July 23; with a request that it be studied 
by the Council members and their NSC Assistants so that at the 
Council Meeting on July 30, the subject-matter could be discussed 
with a view toward, 

a. designating the areas which the Council wishes to have 
worked on further, and | 

b. directing the Planning Board to prepare recommendations 
) in those areas. | | 

The Planning Board, in preparing these recommendations would 
utilize the services of Task Force Members available in Washing- 

| ton. 4 

| ROBERT CUTLER | 

* At its 156th meeting on July 23, the National Security Council noted that the 
summaries were being circulated as the basis for discussion at the 157th NSC meet- 

ing on July 30. A copy of the memorandum of discussion at the 156th meeting of the 
NSC is in the Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file. For pertinent 
extracts from the memorandum of discussion at the 157th NSC meeting, see p. 435. 7
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S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 148, “Solarium” | 

- Memorandum to the National Security Council by the Executive 

| Secretary (Lay)! So ? 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, July 22, 1953. 

Subject: Project Solarium a | | 

Reference: NSC Action No. 853-c ? | | 

In accordance with NSC Action No. 858-c, summaries of Project : 

Solarium presentations and written reports, prepared by the NSC ~ ; 

staff and concurred in by Solarium Task Force representatives, are | 

| submitted herewith as a basis for discussion by the Council at its | 

| meeting on July 30, together with a summary of the principal : 

points made during discussion following the presentation to the | 

National Security Council on July 16, 1953. | | 
As background, there follows a brief summary of the instructions : 

to the Task Forces defining the three alternative policies which | 

| they were asked to develop: _ One a | 

: [Here follow summary instructions which appear at the begin- 
| ning of the summaries of the Task Force presentations included in 

, the enclosure. | | — | | 

: : [Enclosure] _ oe 

| Summaries Prepared by the NSC Staff of Project Solarium 

| | Presentations and Written Reports 

| TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

| | Task Force A 

: 1. Mission OO | | : 

: a. As directed, the policy of the U.S. would be: hea 

| (1) To maintain over a sustained period armed forces to provide 
| for the security of the United States and to assist in the defense of 

vital areas of the free world; =| | 
| (2) To continue to assist in building up the economic and mili- 

tary strength and cohesion of the free world; and ; 
| (3) Without materially increasing the risk of general war, to con- 
| tinue to exploit the vulnerabilities of the Soviets and their satel- 
! lites by political, economic and psychological measures. 

| 1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, the Directors of 

| the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence, and the Chairmen of the Joint 
, Chiefs of Staff and the Atomic Energy Commission. . 
| 2 For NSC Action No. 853-c, see footnote 2, supra. 

|
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b. For purposes of analysis and study by the Task Force, itis as- 
sumed that this policy would be interpreted and administered on _ 
the following bases: OR ge | ee 

(1) Time can be used to the advantage of the free world; if we 
can build up and maintain the strength of the free world during a 
period of years, Soviet power will deteriorate or relatively decline 
to a point which no longer constitutes a threat to the security of 
the United States and to world peace. | 

(2) In seeking to deter and oppose further expansion by the 
_ Soviet bloc, the policy would include the utilization of military op- 

erations, as necessary and feasible, even at the grave risk of gener- _ 
al war. However, an attempt would be made to localize such mili- 

_ tary operations as far as possible. a | | | 

2. Method of Approach we Oo 

Task Force A arrived at the conclusion that there are areas in 
which significant improvements could be made within the frame- 
work of NSC 153/1.% The Task Force believed that we have  —> 
reached a critical point in the application of our grand strategy, 
and in the Soviet situation, which marks a phase line. Task Force — 
A believes the U.S. is today in a position to assume the strategic | 
offensive in its conflict with Soviet Communism. The U.S. should 
move forward from today’s phase line to rectify imperfections in 
our strategy; give it new confidence, boldness and constructiveness; 
recapture flexibility; effect better integration; and improve imple- | 
mentation. It is felt that the policy thus revised would give the 
greatest assurance as against other possible alternatives for the 
successful disintegration of the Soviet threat without recourse to 
general war, and without increasing the risk of general war. 

3. Analysis of the Soviet Threat a | 

The Soviet Union has developed a strong and dangerous military 
posture serving political leadership we recognize as hostile, resent- 

_ ful of American power, dedicated to aims incompatible with our se- 
curity. The threatening quality of this military posture arises from > 
the strength and disposition of these forces, coupled with the atti- 
tude of the Soviet political leaders, and above all, their ideological 
commitment to the destruction of western capitalism in processes 
which involve at some point the use of violence. Soviet predomi- 
nance in eastern and central Europe makes impossible a restora- 
tion of normal conditions of full stability to Europe as a whole, and 
has contributed extensively to the development of the military pos- 
ture we find disturbing. Furthermore, the possibility exists that ad- | 
ditional nations will be brought under communist control through 
the activities of indigenous communist factions, acting with or 

3 Dated June 10, p. 378. as co
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without overt support from Moscow. In addition to the military 
threat posed by conventional Soviet armaments there is increasing ) 
evidence that the Soviet Union is developing a strong capability in __ 7 
the field of weapons of mass destruction. If this process continues ss 
unimpeded, the Soviet leaders will soon have it in their power to : 
inflict massive damage on the cities, industries and facilities of this _ ; 
country and its major allies, although presumably not without suf- —S | 

| fering retaliation in kind. © Fog RE eT 

4. Basic Objectives of U.S. Policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Threat : 

a. Assure the security of our country in the light of the Soviet : 

military posture. _ woe | 
b. Prevent further Soviet expansion through seizure of additional | 

| countries by local communist minorities. | | 
, | c. Reduce the area under Soviet control, first and foremost in the 

| satellite area in central and eastern Europe. In addition, in the | 

po long term, bring about a situation in which China would no longer 
! be dominated by a regime allied with Moscow in a framework of : 
| ideology hostile to the U.S. | | Oo 

| 5. Suggested U.S. Policy with regard to the USSR _ 
“With the assistance of Allies to achieve through progressive 

: steps and without undue risk of war, but recognizing that the © | 

2 threat of war must not inhibit our unfolding courses of action, a | | 

| stop to Soviet expansion; the diminution and progressive retraction | 

| of Soviet control over its East European Satellites and Red China; | 
! the discrediting of Soviet power and Communist ideology as effec- 

| tive instruments of Soviet foreign policy; and a maximum contribu- 
| tion to the increase in internal stresses and conflicts within the 
: Soviet system; to the end that the Soviet rulers will be forced to 
: accept the necessity of adjusting their objectives to those of peace- | 
: ful co-existence with the free world.” ss ee 

7 6. Other Elements in the World Situation a a a | 

: There are two other basic factors in the situation which must be 
3 considered. One is the rising discontent and resentment against the 
| West, particularly in Asia, and the demands for rapid social and 
: - economic change which characterize the so-called socio-economic 
2 “revolution” which exists throughout the world. This exists quite 
| apart from Soviet-Communist threat but is effectively exploited by 
| -. Communism. The second is the reduction of the bi-polarity which 
| -- has dominated the world situation since 1945, and is indicated by a 
! decline in U.S. prestige and leadership during the past several 

| years, growing independence of action by other free nations and, on 

! the Soviet side, developments which have had a somewhat compa- 
rable effect in weakening Moscow’s range of influence. Both of
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these considerations must be met with positive and constructive 
policies which utilize, rather than oppose them. They point to the 
crucial importance which may attach to courses of U.S. action in 
the immediately forthcoming period. Thus Task Force A sees, in 
this regard: 

a. As the first principle, the U.S. to avoid policies which give im- 
pression it is solely pursuing aims which have essentially wartime | 
objectives and that it feels war is inevitable; 

b. As the second principle, the U.S. to create the impression of 
steadiness and reliability in formulation and implementation of 
foreign policy; and | 

c. As the third principle, the positive emphasis of U.S. policy to 
be placed on strengthening U.S. position with other free world 
countries and in the creation of strength and confidence in free 
world. 

7. Courses of Action Proposed 

a. Maintenance of U.S. strength | - 
The risk of general war is not high. Acceptance, however, of a 

calculated risk that the Soviet Union will not resort to war, which 
would lead to a reduction in our defense establishment cannot be 
accepted. Our military program should continue to be related to 

- Soviet military capabilities for general war, and not become captive 
to the zigzags of Soviet political policy. The Task Force came to the 
tentative conclusion in regard to present mobilization plans that 
the portion of the economy proposed for allocation to the war effort 
in the event of full mobilization is too high to be realistic (a peak of 
66 percent of the gross national product) and recommended study 
by the responsible agencies. 

b. Peripheral war may be increasingly unlikely in the near and 
mid-term future. However, U.S. efforts to prepare military, politi- 
cal and psychological deterrents to aggression should include: 

(1) Considering the question of announcing that the U.S. will feel 
ree to use atomic weapons in case of local aggression in the future 
and, | - 

(2) Emphasizing the development of indigenous forces capable of 
. maintaining internal order within countries which are likely tar- 

gets. 

c. There is need to generate increased public understanding on | 
the vital importance today of military power as an instrument of 
policy for peace, its deterrent value and its confidence building as- 7 
pects. | | | 

d. NSC 1538/1 courses of action to support the objectives of mili- 
tary preparedness are accepted in general with the following addi- 
tional recommendations: — | |
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- (1) It will be necessary to commit resources not yet programmed 
for security purposes in order to build up the continental defense of 
the U.S. rapidly. oe 

(2) The possibility that our governmental processes may inhibit a 
policy of immediate retaliatory action in an atomic war should be 
studied. : | 

(3) The external political-military aspect, with particular refer- 
ence to western Europe, of the effect of Soviet possession of a mas- 
sive destructive capability in time of tension approaching a war 
crisis should be studied. - a 

(4) The danger of disruption of our civilian population through 
: mass exodus from target areas in time of rising tension with Russia 

should be investigated. _ , 
| (5) A new over-all look should be taken at the whole impact of 
| special weapons on our security program (including mobilization 

base, manpower reserves, civilian defense, etc.) from the standpoint | 
| of 5 or more years from now. | 
| (6) NSC 158/1 is defective in providing a human resources policy. | 
| Such should be given status by the NSC of the same order as policy 

concerning industrial resources. 
(7) NSC 1538/1 is unclear as to the extent the U.S. security pro- 

: gram and policies depend on allies. oe | 
| (8) Study should be initiated to include: | 

: -a. Clearer determination of the extent of the dependence of | 
our over-all security program on allies. 

| b. Continuation of the stress in our forward strategy of col- | 
lective security. — | — | 

, c. Recognition of, and establishment of U.S. policy regarding, 
- the dependence of our allies upon us for maintenance and re- 

. placement of equipment in peacetime. 
! d. Face up to the very substantial logistical dependence of | 
| our allies on the U.S. in case war should come and a balancing : 
| of our programs and plans accordingly. | 

8. Costs - 7 oe | 

: a. The main internal threat seen by Task Force A is the danger | 
of lack of constancy in our security program. A creeping disarma- | | 
ment might prove even more dangerous than was the outcome of : 

post World War II demobilization. Positive actions must be initiat- | 
ed to draw public support so as to link various components of the | 

Soviet threat with the services, sacrifices, tax-payments, etc., which | 

the U.S. people need to provide to meet that threat. : 
b. It is difficult to see how the military build-up of ourselves and | 

our allies programmed until the end of last year can in fact be ef- , 

fected under current forward budget planning. 
c. Out of a summation of those factors which are likely to add up . 

: to an increase, it is estimated that the cost of Task Force A’s | 
course of national policy will exceed during the build-up period the | 
funds allocated to the security program as currently contemplated | 
in the most recent budget planning. |
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| d. In the long run the Task Force program will cost not material- 
ly less than about 40 billion annually and may be somewhat | 
higher. There appears no other realistic solution than to maintain 
a see-through constancy of preparedness until we have had a long 
continued demonstration that the spirit and intent of Soviet com- 
munism has changed—or even longer, until we effectively regulate 
armaments. ee. | | 

9. Maintenance of the Economy | | 

a. After studying the ability of the economy to sustain the securi- 
ty load, Task Force A concludes that there is no question that our 
country has the economic capacity to provide a high plateau of pre- | 
paredness—certainly the program envisaged by Task Force A— 
over a sustained period (interpreted as 10 years or more). | 

b. The real threat from the economic standpoint, arises not so 
| much from the absolute cost of security as from other dangers | 

which include: | - - ‘oe 

(1) The effect on adequate legislative action of the unprecedented | 
absolute cost of the peacetime security program. 

(2) The effect of possible economic recession. | 
(3) Lack of economic readiness for mobilization, general war, and | 

atomic attack on the U.S. — — _ 

c. NSC 1538/1 fails to provide directives or policy guidance for 
those preparatory economic and industrial mobilization arrange- __ 
ments within the executive branch which are consistent with its 
stated policy of military readiness. 

d. On the national debt, the main question is whether it is likely 

to become so high as to be a threat to the strength of the U-S., but 

any likely threat existent in the debt does not seem comparable to 
the Soviet threat. So | | 

e. It is seriously questioned that in the face of an unbalanced 

budget and the current security need in an economy operating at 
around full normal capacity, there is any urgent economic argu- 

ment for reducing the total of federal taxes. The continuation of 
taxes at the present or higher levels is recommended. The U.S. 
seems certainly to have the tax structure, debt situation, and gen- 

eral fiscal capability to sustain the security load which seems likely 
under the program of Task Force A. The tax problem appears to be 

primarily a political and psychological problem. This makes it part __ 
of the problem of gaining public support for an adequate program — 
for security. Oe | | | 

f. It is questioned that the economic policy expressed in NSC 
153/1 is based on a completely correct estimate of the true nature 
of the economic threat to the U.S. way of life under the policy con-
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tained in that paper. It is recommended that the economic portions 

of NSC 153/1 be restudied. oe om Sih gS SU : 

10. Maintenance of Free Political Institutions _ | 

a. U.S. objectives in this field should continue to be: _ oA : 

(1) The assurance of the vitality and soundness of our own insti- 
tutions. : | | Og re 

| (2) The creation of adequate public understanding and support : 
| for our policies with relation to Soviet power, and | ; 

(3) The provision of appropriate safe-guards against subversion : 
through methods consistent with the maintenance of a vital and 
democratic system. _ poe Pee ay : 

| b. There is considerable apprehension abroad that American gov- | ) 

: ernmental processes and public life are falling extensively under 
| the influence of psychological and political trends which Europeans | 

| regard as totalitarian in nature. It is felt that the full significance © | 
| _of this development has not yet been generally appreciated by our 
! government and public. Unless a drastic reversal of thisimpression —S_| 
| can be achieved the long-term psychological consequences must be — | 
| expected to be extremely serious; so much so as to nullify a good : 
| portion of whatever positive measures the U.S. Government may : 

, take to offset the Soviet danger. Se Pa 

| 11. Strengthening the Free World | | | 

po a. Success in strengthening the free world is of an especially : 

; great significance in the case of the national policy supported by : 

| Task Force A, because there is much less of the element of unilat- | 

| eral U.S. action involved than in the suggestions made by other | 

| Task Forces. = | Sn | - | 

2 pb. Task Force A’s case rests on a proposition that the free world _ ) 

can construct a system far superior than that of our enemies. If it | 
| is done while maintaining the necessary posture of military | 
2 strength, the back of the Soviet problem will be broken. _ a | 

| -e. Major Courses of Action: | LOS a : 

| | (1) A strong drive to develop a greater sense of common purpose 2 

| and mutual interest with countries outside the Soviet Orbit. | 

(a) Repose an increasing degree of responsibility on our NATO | 
| | allies to determine what they are prepared to do for their own de- | 
: ense. : Co egy po Fess 

| (b) Promote economic expansion by trade liberalization in West- 
| ern Europe, off-shore procurement of military end items, inter- — 

Po change of technical know-how, stimulation of American private in- 
vestment, and maximum use of the International Bank and the 
Export-Import Bank. oe Oo | 

(ce) Develop a dramatic concept, inspiring to both industrialized 
and underdeveloped countries, and involving private initiative, to 

| |
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establish programs for the economic development of materials and 
markets in underdeveloped areas. / | 

(d) Review and revise East-West Trade policies. Substantially the 
Same course is recommended as that outlined in Alternative 4 of | 
N SC 1524 except as to the policy to be applied: to communist 
hina. , 
(e) Make a major effort to reduce and liberalize barriers to im- 

ports into the U.S. 

| (2) A more selective approach to building strength in the Far 
East and the Middle East. | | 

(a) Many of the countries in these areas do not posses the ingre- 
dients from which strength can be built. 

(b) A few of them do possess the necessary potential. We should 
therefore concentrate on making the most of the potentialities of 
such countries. | 

(3) A vigorous attack on the most troublesome situations which 
are blocking progress to strengthen the free world. | 

(a) Free Europe. An integrated foreign policy with regard to ~ 
Western Europe is recommended as a vital component of an effec- | 
tive national strategy for the U.S. to meet and thwart Soviet de- | 
signs. | | : 

(b) Germany. The future of Germany is, in a large part, the deter- 
minant of the future of Europe. A new approach to the problem of — 
German reunification is recommended which can exploit and inten- 
sify present Soviet internal stresses and achieve, in due course, the | 
first major roll back of Soviet hegemony over Eastern Europe. Spe- 
cifically, the Task Force proposes the following course of action, in 
three parts: a , 

1. As first part, the preparation, as a matter of urgency, of a 
strong and plausible U.S. negotiating position on the reunifica- 
tion of Germany in which our stated negotiating objectives are: , 

(A) A reunified, sovereign, independent Germany with a demo- 
cratic form of government. | 7 | 

(B) The provision of realistic safeguards to prevent the Soviet- | 
| Communists from holding any abnormal advantages over the 

| West in respect to Germany. | | 
(C) The provision for Germany to have military forces except 

for any form of atomic or other weapons of mass destruction. 
(D) As a maximum position, the removal of all foreign occupa- 

tion forces from Germany, or as a minimum position the 
| concentration of foreign forces in enclaves capable of direct 

supply by sea. 
(KE) Discussion of and conclusion if possible of an Austrian © | 

| peace treaty (with its implications for the Soviet military | 
position in Hungary and Roumania) and discussion aimed at 
withdrawal of Soviet forces in Poland. | 

4 Dated May 25; see vol. 1, Part 2, p. 968.
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| (F) Intention to maintain closest contact with West German | , 
Opinion and to have West and East German representatives 
participate in the negotiations among the four powers. © | 

ii. As the second part, the disclosure and advocacy of this po- : 
sition, first with the British and French Governments, next | : 
with the German Government and leaders of important par- 
ties, and finally, with the Soviet Government at the coming _ : 
Four Power Meeting this autumn. | 

iii. As third part, independent of but concurrent with the : 
steps regarding reunification, efforts to effect the early and 7 

| direct rearmament of West Germany. In order not to prejudice 
negotiations for reunification, this rearmament should take 
place outside the EDC and outside NATO, but with the concur- ! 
rence of the NATO Council. : 

| (c) France. The weakness and unsatisfactory performance of , 
France lies at the root of many of most serious problems faced by 
the U.S. in Europe. This has not been adequately faced by the Gov- 
ernment in the past. As a major and urgent recommendation, it is 

| suggested that U.S. policy should be to repose responsibility on 
: France, and to initiate this policy by removing, progressively and 

tactfully, the support from the U.S. to which she now looks to bail 
her out of perennial crises. There should be a carefully worked out 

| course which focuses world opinion at French responsibilities; in- | 
| forms France of our intent gradually to cease supporting French | 

, overcommitments; makes clear our intent to regain independence | 
2 of U.S. action now inhibited by French fears; but stresses our | 
: intent to continue to help France in situations she cannot realisti- | 
: cally meet alone. High level discussions are needed. | 
: (d) Weakening of U.S. Prestige and Leadership in Europe. In | 
| order to correct and alleviate the following is recommended: 

; i. Continuity of U.S. actions which fit into a plausible and : 
persuasive totality of policy or national strategy. | | 

2 ii. Greater emphasis put by the U.S. Government on prior 
| discussion with interested European Governments before 
! taking specific actions affecting them (though not compromis- : 
: ing any essential U.S. positions). _ : 
| iii. Clarify worries as to future U.S. intentions. _ 
| iv. Reduce direct interference by the U.S. in European Na- | 

tional affairs by involving ourselves directly in only the major 
| and vitally important problems and dealing with them on a 

high level. | 
| v. Reduce U.S. technical staffs and missions. 

vi. Understand the divergent assessments of the Soviet 
i threat made by Western Europe and avoid pressing for a rate 
| of military build-up in Europe which too greatly exceeds the 
. natural intentions or capabilities of Europeans. 

(e) The Unification of Western Europe. : 

i. U.S. policy on this is unclear. A study by the Executive 
Branch is recommended to formulate guidance on the broad
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form and scope of the future politico-economic systems in> 
Europe which would be most desirable from the standpoint of 
the U.S. national interest. | SSE 

ii. Greater progress toward European unity and cohesion can 
now be best achieved by relaxation of direct and overt U‘S. | 
pressures to such an end. an | 

| (f) Economic Expansion. | | 

| i. Considerable economic expansion within Europe and in 
- world trade backed by expanding markets is an essential ele- 

| ment to building strength in Europe. This may be aided by cer- 
tain careful relaxations of certain East-West trade policies. 

ii. Of even greater importance is the energetic development 
of alternative sources of raw materials within the free world. 
Specific projects to this end should be pushed and supported. 

(g) Colonialism. The U.S. finds itself in the anomalous position. of 
being identified in Asia as imperialist and the supporter of West-  _— 

| ern European colonialism and in Europe as hastening the break-up _ 
of colonial relationships. This necessitates increasing coordination 
within the U.S. Government to assure that each pertinent decision _ 
to take a specific action reflects wise and comprehensive evaluation 
of both aspects of the colonial problem. ae ea 

(h) China. | . . cs 

i. A major objective of the U.S. is to bring about changes in 
China to eliminate its present threat to free world security, 
with the ultimate objective of the development in China of an > 
independent government friendly to the U.S. and the free 
world. The following general policies are proposed: a 

(A) Regard Communist China consistently as a hostile power 
and maintain political and economic pressures short of out- 
right military intervention against her until Korea and Indo- 
china are settled to our satisfaction. Logs | 

(B) Maintain the island chain off the East Asian mainland 
within U.S. strategic defenses. ee ee 

(C) Foster the prestige and power growth of Japan as a domi- 
nant power in Asia friendly to the U.S. | 

(D) Continue support of Formosa, to provide not only for its 
self defense, but, for the existence of an effective strategic 
reserve for possible offensive action in an expanded war 
situation in the Far East. | we | 

(E) Hold South Korea and support its indigenous forces while | 
seeking the political unification of Korea. ; | 

(F) In Southeast Asia, provide major assistance to France and © 
Indochina to effect a favorable solution to the Indochinese 
war. , | | 

(G) Concentrate our major aid and political efforts on helping 
build strength in selected countries where a basis for such 
development already exists, and restricting our assistance to 
others to a very moderate effort aimed at assisting in creat- 
ing the basic elements of political maturity.
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ii. An interim post-armistice policy toward China would in- 
- volve: CEE SN 7 : 

(A) No recognition or treatment of Communist China as other 
than a hostile power by the U.S. until settlement of Korea | 

| and Indochina. | oe | | Fe | | 
(B) Continuance of U.S. total embargo on trade until Korea 

and Indochina are settled. © me | 
(C) Every feasible effort to secure continuance of present re-_ 

| a - strictions on trade and other relations by other free nations 
until Korea is settled. ao - | 

-(D) Keep issues out of UN insofar as possible, with a flat stand 
of no discussion of China’s entry into UN until Korea and : 

| - Indochina are settled. ee 

| (i) Japan. | | | 

! | i. Our policy should be directed toward making that country 
2 | a main bulwark of free world in the western Pacific. It is nec- | 
; _ essary that a program be developed which will enable Japan to 
2 make her way in the world after U.S. extraordinary expendi- | , 
| : tures there are greatly induced. We shall have to be prepared | 
! to give substantial economic aid if the Korean war should end 
! _ before such a program is developed. as | 
fo ii. Further policies include: Promotion of Japanese trade in | 
: the Southeast Asia area, recognition of the necessity that : 
! Japan must trade actively with the mainland of China if she is 
| to maintain economic strength, and removal of barriers to im- | 

ports of Japanese goods into the U.S. and other free world na- ! 
, tions. | : | 

(j) India and Pakistan. It is possibly unwise to attempt to build | 
up substantial military strength in this area. Stepped up special | 

| economic aid of a development nature would have a most impor- — : 
2 tant psychological effect. | | 
| (k) Indochina. mee | | | ves | 

i. Communist control of Southeast Asia would critically en- | : 
| danger U.S. and free world security interests. The immediate ) 
; key to retraction of Communist strength in the area is Indo- 

china. This problem involves as much our policy problems with | 
_ France as our opposition to Communist advance. We must at 

| the highest political level seek the following commitments 
: from France: 3 | fe en he, | 

| - (A) To make specific announcement regarding the future rela- 
7 tionship of the Associated States with the French Union in 
| order to promote popular support and leadership within | 
: Indochina for the wareffort. = = = | 
: | (B) To recognize and fulfill her obligations for the successful 

: defense of Indochina as a crucial front in the struggle of the 
: | West against Communist advance. me 
7 — (C) To regain the military initiative against the Viet Minh 
: with revitalized and aggressive military and political leader- 

fo | ship. af . 
{ |
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(D) To provide sufficient French forces in addition to creating 
effective indigenous forces to bring the Indochina war to an 
early conclusion, with the recognition that she will not be _— 
able to function as the keystone of NATO as long as Indo- 
china remains a drain on her resources. 

| (EK) To permit the U.S. to take an active part in the develop- | 
ment and training of the indigenous forces. | 

ii. There is great danger that France, contemplating the 
eventual loss of her present position in Indochina, will lose the 
will to continue that costly war. We should therefore under- 
take the support of a substantial part of the cost of stepping up | 
action. In return we should insist that France and the Associ- 
ated States contribute to the maximum extent of their capa- 
bilities. 

(1) The Middle East. Task Force A recommends the following: | 

i. A greater content of reserve, impartiality and objective- 
ness in our overt dealings with Middle East problems witha | 
clear willingness to assist where needed and when asked. — 

ii. A greater effectiveness in advancing economic develop- 
| ment, specifically in the resettlement of the Arab refugees 

_ from Palestine, and on the Tigris-Euphrates project. UN agen- 
cies, especially the World Bank, should be the vehicles used, to 
allay local suspicions of direct American interference. 

ii. A relaxation of pressures to form the Middle East De- 
fense Organization until greater political maturity in the area 
is reached. Some small arms aid to assist in the creation of | 
forces to maintain internal order may be provided, but should 
not be administered by large American military missions. | 

iv. Continuation of moderate assistance to the Point IV type 
to such countries in the area where it can help the slow devel- 
opment of political maturity and stability. 

(4) A continuation of our foreign aid programs. _ 

12. Reduction of Soviet Power _ | - | 

Under the broad objective of reducing Soviet power, stated in 
NSC 1538/1, lie the dual aims of reducing both the ability and the 
intent of the Kremlin to exercise this power so as to threaten free 

world security. These aims must be pursued simultaneously. Vul- 
nerabilities of the Soviet Bloc should be exploited by various covert _ 
and overt means. The U.S. should seek to convince the Kremlin of 
the fallacy of the fundamental concepts upon which their policies 

are based, while simultaneously trying to persuade the Soviet lead- 
ers that it is not too late to turn back from their present course. 

13. Establishment of International Order | 

The UN [U.S.] should continue to take an active and helpful part 
in all UN proceedings. Our participation in the U.S. [UN] in recent
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_years has been marked by an excessive zeal with too little recogni- | 
tion of world realities. This tendency should be corrected. 

14. The Development of Sound Negotiating Positions with the USSR | 
| Various changes in the Soviet Union policy demonstrate signifi- 

cant fluctuations of Soviet policy in the direction of a more disarm- 
ing posture. The U.S. must be careful how we treat such relax- 
ations of the Soviet attitude. It is extremely important that we do 

| not appear to show ourselves as the people who want the cold war 
to continue, or the people who appear to lag behind the Soviet lead- 

| ers in their readiness to effect the solution of outstanding problems ! 
| by negotiation. We must have an effective stance with relation to 

the problem of negotiation. Any conceivable progress toward a 
| more peaceful world will actually require at some point, and in 
| some respects, formal agreement with the Soviet Union. Positions | 
2 of strength as a background for negotiation must be built with the i 
: understanding that some concessions may be necessary to achieve 
, results, although not at the expense of our overall position of | 
| strength. a | me | : 

! | | Appendix _ | 

: Summary of suggested actions by the Government in areas of | 
, Congressional legislation and proposed further studies. 
| _ 1. Recommended Congressional actions: | 

a. A tax program yielding revenues at about the fiscal 1953 level. 
, b. Modification of existing tariff laws to liberalize restrictions 
| upon imports into the U.S. | oe | 
| c. Passage of proposed legislation for the simplification of cus- 7 

toms regulations. a | 
d. Standby legislation, at an appropriate time, for economic stabi- | 

lization. _ | | 

2. Recommended further studies: | | 

: a. Restudy industrial mobilization plans with a view to bringing ; 
estimates of the proportion of the economy which can be diverted : 
to prosecution of global war realistically into line with what U.S. | 
economy under full wartime mobilization controls can provide. ) 

| b. Appraise the defense program as viewed from five years hence ) 
anticipating the changes in our defense programs which will be oc- 3 
casioned by new weapons, techniques and tactics, and ensuring | 

| that they are taken into account back through the logistical chain 
| into the mobilization base. | | : 

c. Manpower policy and plans to give better assurance of provi- . 
sion of quantity and caliber of personnel required and to assure, for 
a period of full mobilization, that the manpower program is consist- |
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ent with the industrial program and the program for continental | 
and civil defense. _ eee ee woth | 

d. A study of the future maintenance costs of allied military 
equipment and a program of aid by the U.S. to meet the costs not | 

| capable of being borne by certain of our allies. | 
e. A study of the logistical dependence of allies upon the U.S. in 

time of war, and provision for their needs in U.S. plans. 
f. Development of an economic program for Japan to assist in re- 

storing that country to economic stability after present extraordi- 
nary expenditures by the U.S. in connection with the Korean war 

- are greatly reduced. | 
| g. A new policy and plans for the reunification of Germany, in- 

cluding military plans for changed requirements for the deploy- 
ment of U.S. forces in Europe. | 

h. A study of the extent of dependence of our military program 
on allies and the relationship of this dependence to priorities in al- 
location of resources. | | | 

i. Suggestions for inclusion of added topics in studies now being 
undertaken concerning U.S. continental defense. © | | 

j. A study as to the mid-term or long-term systems of political 
and economic organizations in Europe best meeting U.S. interests 
and providing a context into which liberated satellites may fit. This 
study is to provide long range guidance for U.S. policies. 

| TASK Force B | 

1. Mission | | - 

_ As directed the policy of the U.S. would be: ; 
a. To complete the line now drawn in the NATO area and the 

Western Pacific so as to form a continuous line around the Soviet —_ 
Bloc beyond which the United States will not permit Soviet or Sat- 
ellite military forces to advance without general war; 

__ b. To make clear to the Soviet rulers in an appropriate and un- 

mistakable way that the United States has established and is deter- 
mined to carry out this policy; and | eg 

c. To reserve freedom of action, in the event of indigenous Com- 
munist seizure of power in countries on our side of the line, to take 
all measures necessary to reestablish a situation compatible with 
the security interests of the United States and its Allies. 

2. Method of Approach | | ee | | 

a. The policy is, in final analysis unilateral. | 
b. An Aggression which would bring on general war would be no 

trifling border incident but armed aggression that would be clearly 

recognized as such by the President and the people of the U.S. as 

well as the free world as a whole. | ce 
c. General war is defined as a war in which the U.S., assisted by 

| those allies it might have at the time, would apply its full power 
whenever, however, and wherever necessary to defeat the main 

enemy, and to achieve its other war objectives. —__ | pO
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! _ d. Alternative “B” furnishes a new frame for the fabric of U.S. ; 
: policy, but does. not replace the myriad of threads that now go to 
| make up that fabric. Alternative ‘“B” would accept may of the con- | 
! crete recommendations of Alternatives “A’ and “C”, modifying 

| them only as necessary to accommodate one new premise: The _ 
, warning of general war as the primary sanction against further — 
. Soviet Bloc aggression. ee a ee ee a | 
: e. Alternative “B” requires the U.S. to maintain for the foreseea- 
: ble future the military capability necessary to meet the Soviet | 
: Union in general war. This is an expense that must be borne by | | 
| any policy that purports to insure the security of this country. Any | 
, suggestion is rejected that there is a place in the atomic age for a 

U.S. military establishment having less offensive power than that ! 
! which the rulers of the Soviet Union must regard as an unaccept- 
, able risk in war. — Jey BR 
|  f. Alternative “B” is essentially a means for bringing the full | 
: measure of U.S. power into play to deter Soviet aggression over an 
| extended period. It is proposed as a support, rather than a substi- | 
| tute for existing policies. Within its framework, there is room for | 

: great flexibility in the conduct of U.S. policy in all of its other as- ; 
2 pects; for example, as regards treatment of individual countries in | 
. Western Europe, or as regards competition between Asia and ) 

Europe for U.S. attention. | | 

: 3. Analysis of the Soviet Threat | 

i a. The. United States must accept as fact that the nations of the 
, free world are confronted with a Soviet-Communist philosophy and — | 

: program of conquest which, if unchecked, will result in the loss of | 
; their independence and the destruction of their free institutions. : 
) b. The U.S. policy of reacting to Soviet pressures and aggressions | 
, as they have appeared at one point or another on the periphery | 
| has not been entirely successful. It will be less so in the future. =} 
7 Overriding atomic considerations confront the U.S. with two major | 
| alternatives: either a preventive war while the U.S. has a wide lead | 
po in atomic weapons or the adoption of a policy that will do most to | 

insure the longest possible period of peace. Preventive war is reject- 
ed. The second alternative presupposes that changes within the 

i Soviet Bloc, and in the balance of basic forces in the world, can be 
| _ made to serve the cause of freedom. Alternative “B” is based on | 

the latter consideration. Te OE ea | 
4. The Line of No Aggression | Uns MR AE 

a. No satisfactory close-in line was found which would include 
only the “minimum” areas necessary to U.S. security, without con- 
sideration of present obligations, sentiment or past associations. | 
The U.S. now depends on its overseas alliances for a most impor- |
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tant, perhaps critical, part of its military capability. Hypothetical 
gains of freedom of action would become meaningless. 

b. No line was found which would exclude any large areas as not _ 
absolutely vital to U.S. security, while not discarding the overseas 
military bases which are so very important for the present, and | 
without banding large industrial resources to the Soviet Union. It 

_ is proposed that the line be drawn along the borders of the present 
Soviet Bloc, filling the gaps in the Middle East and South Asia | 
which are not covered by current NATO and other commitments, 
as well as clearing up final uncertainty as to U.S. intentions under 
these alliances. | 

c. The “Two Worlds Concept” is rejected as undesirable and im- 
practical. | | | 

d. The policy of Alternative “B” is, therefore, restated as follows: 

(1) That any advance of Soviet Bloc military forces beyond the | 
present borders of the Soviet Bloc be considered by the United 
States as initiating general war in which the full power of the | 
United States will be used as necessary to bring about the defeat of 
the USSR and the dissolution of the Soviet Bloc. = Og 

(2) That the United States make known publicly in an appropri- 
ate and unmistakable way that it has established and is deter- _ 

| mined to carry out this policy. ne 
(3) That the United States reserve freedom of action, in the 

event of seizure of power by indigenous Communist forces in coun- 
tries beyond the borders of the Soviet Bloc, to take all measures 
necessary to re-establish a situation compatible with the security 
interests of the United States and its allies. 

d. Predicted Effects of the Policy 

a. A clear indication that further military aggression by the 

Soviet Bloc would result immediately in general war will reduce 
the likelihood that such a war will occur. _ | | 

-b. The policy makes most effective use of U.S. power, and ex- 

ploits Soviet weakness. | : | 

(1) It will reduce the effectiveness of Communist power politics 
and penetration in free countries. It renders subversion of a free 
country more difficult. | | | 

(2) It will make clear that the U.S. does not hire others to fight 
its war for it, and will provide a firmer basis for U.S. relations with 
other free world countries. 

(3) It will assist the growth of dependably anti-Communist re- 
gional groupings of nations. | , : 

| (4) It will on balance strengthen the United Nations. 
(5) It will on balance improve the basis for resistance to Soviet 

domination in satellite countries. | 
(6) It provides a safeguard against aggression by Communist 

China, while also providing a basis for friction between the Chinese 
Communists and the Kremlin.
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(7) Alternative “B”, although it will be most effective in main- | 
taining stable peace over a period of years, offers considerable as- 
sistance also in the settlement of the current peripheral wars in : 
Korea and Indochina. a | | i 

c. The proposed policy clarifies the principal purpose of U‘S. 
forces and enables their most economical development and mainte- 
nance. | | Oe 

d. By clarifying the principal purpose of U.S. military forces, and : 

the circumstances in which they would be employed, the US. will 
similarly clarify the size and nature of other necessary military I 
forces around the Soviet periphery. | 

e. The proposed policy will find the U.S. and the free world best _ : 

prepared to conduct a general war if it is in the Soviet scheme that 
there must be one. 

| E 

6. Costs — 3 

Alternative ‘B” will help stabilize the economy of the free world, 
by stabilizing the cost of defense and providing a confident political L 
atmosphere for economic development. It is not contended that this 

alternative enables free world defense expenditures in the long 
term to be reduced from present levels, but it is contended that it 
will stabilize defense requirements, furnish a better basis for public 

understanding of them, and above all, provide a framework for 
most rewarding expenditure of the money that is in fact made 

available. | 

| Since Alternative “B’ rules out peripheral wars, its military 
! costs will in the long term be less than the cost of any alternative 

that accepts such wars—by the amount those wars cost. The cost of 
| a general war is not in question; all alternatives aim at preventing 

it. | | 

Whatever our defense necessities, they must be met. Task Force 
B is in agreement with A and C that the upper limit on the ability | 

of the U.S. to bear the costs of defense and of a minimum civilian : 
economy, in case of ultimate need, is not the danger of national 

bankruptcy, but the capacity to produce gross national product. , 

Whatever the evils of inflation, whatever the economic problems | 

: involved in efforts to control it, these cannot be weighed in the 
same scales with the great danger to our national survival. | 

| 7. Soviet Reaction to Alternative “B”’s Policy | _ | | 

| a. They will most probably adopt a defensive posture. _ 

b. Soviet economy will not adjust quickly to meet the policy, or | 

derive any particular economic advantage from it during the next 

2 decade. Economic strength of the USSR will not nearly obtain 
parity with that of the U.S. in the foreseeable future, nor will the
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relative economic position of the USSR vis-a-vis the U.S. improve © 
to a degree involving an unacceptable risk to the U.S. | oe 

c. As further Soviet Bloc expansion is made more risky by a U.S. 
policy which clearly defines the retaliatory threat of general war, 
Soviet leadership must reckon with the latent risk of losing control , 
over its own masses in a war which would bring destruction direct- 

~ ly upon them. | | 

8. Implementation — a oe 
The policy must be announced in terms which emphasize that a 

decisive step has been taken. To have the desired effect on the 
_ rulers of the USSR, and on the free world, it is essential to drive 

home the point that the U.S. stands solidly behind its proclama- 
tion. A joint Resolution of Congress will be the most powerful 
means of making this point. It is important to attract maximum 
support from U.S. allies, as well as to explain and defend the policy 
in the UN with the understanding that it is subject neither to the 
veto of our allies or of the UN. a | | 

| Task ForceEC , 

1. Mission - , o 
_ As directed the policy of the U.S. would be: | | 

a. To increase efforts to disturb and weaken the Soviet Bloc and 
to accelerate the consolidation and strengthening of the free world | 
to enable it to assume the greater risks involved. 7 

| b. To create the maximum disruption and popular resistance 
throughout the Soviet Bloc. — | | 

2. Method of Approach | 

As a result of their analysis of the Soviet threat, the Task Force 
has established the necessity of courses of action developed in three 
distinct phases. The basic problem was to correlate the timing of 
actions by the United States against the time when the Soviet 
Union will be capable of dealing a destructive blow to the United 
States (five years). The short-term period during which specific 
tasks are recommended is set at five years. The mid-term period is 
set at seven years beyond the end of the short-term. For this period 
no specific tasks, but rather general courses of action, are recom- 
mended. The long-term is that period beyond the mid-term, with no _ 
set terminus. No specific tasks or courses of action are recommend- | 
ed, but U.S. ultimate objectives are summarized, which should be | 
obtained during this period. | | _
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3. Analysis of the Soviet Threat egg a : 

The Task Force concludes from a study of the Soviet threat that : 
time has been working against us. This trend will continue unless 

it is arrested, and reversed by positive action. . . . OES : 

4. Basic U.S. Objectives cee ee meee 

Under this policy the general peacetime objectives of NSC 153/1 
are accepted, but the wartime objectives are added. The basic pur- ; 

pose of national security policies remains unchanged: to maintain F 

the fundamental American values and institutions which rest on 
the essential dignity and worth of the individual in a free society. I 
Similarly, the objectives which call for building of U.S. military 
and nonmilitary strength, protecting a strong U.S. economy, and © | 
calling for free political institutions and informed public opinion, I 

| aremaintained. = | Cg RSS 
- Instead of preventing “significant expansion” of Soviet Bloc 

power (NSC 1538/1), the alternative is categorical as to preventing | 
any further expansion. In reducing Soviet power this alternative 

calls for this action “without, however, initiating general war” in- 

stead of the stipulation of “without unduly risking a general war” 

of NSC 158/1. In adding U.S. war objectives to our peace objectives, 

the following aims result: | Oo oe | 

} a. Ending Soviet domination outside traditional borders. _ | 
: b. Destroying the Communist apparatus in the free world. => | 

| | c. Curtailing Soviet power for aggressive war. — - ; 

d. Ending the Iron Curtain. Se - 
| -e. Cutting down the strength of any Bolshevik elements left in | 
! Soviet Russia. | | 

| These latter objectives are considered the true objectives of the — 

- United States. NSC 153/1 does not provide for their attainment 
| other than by recourse to general war. The policy of Alternative — 7 
: Claims [C claims] to achieve them through cold war, although ad- 
} mittedly running greater risk of general war, = = | | 

: 5. Major Policies and Guidelines to Govern Courses of Action = | 

| a. Prosecute relentlessly a forward and aggressive political strat- 

| egy in all fields and by all means: military, economic, diplomatic, : 

| covert and propaganda. — : eee S20 ae on | 

pb. Evolve and maintain a military policy that will support the | | 
, strong political line until a real and permanent decision has been | 

) secured. | * | ee es | 
} -¢. Establish, perfect and employ an executive cold war machinery | 
| _ that can plan and execute.a dynamic program ofaction, = 
| _d. Continue integration and build-up of all elements of anti- 

| Soviet strength. : ce |
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e. Exploit to the fullest, use of military forces as instruments of 
national policy to achieve political, propaganda and prestige objec- 
tives by both military and diplomatic means. _ | 

f. Utilize the technical and productive genius of the United 
States combined with the power of our matchless industrial plant, 
our skilled manpower and a largely self-sufficient economy. __ 

g. Educate the public of the U.S. in the nature of our enemy, the 
threat to our freedoms and existence and the necessity for intense 

| and sustained attack against our real political enemy, the Kremlin 
group. | oe | - 

h. Employ negotiations as a means for exploiting favorable devel- 
_ opments and improving our political position but bar those in 

which the United States would be on the defensive or which could 
risk loss of certain vital elements of strength and position. 

i. Prosecute initially a large part of our intensified cold war cov- 
ertly using a national program of deception and concealment from 
public disclosure and Soviet discernment as to the depth and 
extent of our challenge. CO 

| j. Miss no opportunities to confuse and unbalance our enemy nor 
any to discredit him: within his own borders, in the eyes of our 
public and in satellite and international circles. | | 

| k. Attain limited but definite time-phased objectives of an oper- 
, ational nature leading progressively to more comprehensive distant 

objectives. | | 
I. Limit political commitments so that the United States can 

retain its initiative and freedom of action and exercise free world 
leadership. 

6. Summary of Political, Economic and Military Considerations | 

a. The policy is one of dynamic political warfare designed to 
create a climate of victory which will encourage the free world and 

| attract doubting nations to our side. It exploits the principle that 
nothing succeeds like success. | - 

b. The free nations need early tactical victories in order to re- 
_ verse the trend of Communist successes. __ a 

c. The policy is a departure from our traditional concepts of war 

and peace. It requires Congressional and popular support of the | 
costs of building a stronger military establishment than presently | 
contemplated. It requires an increased tempo of diplomatic and po- | 

litical activity towards the Soviet Bloc. - | 
| d. The allies would be a source of strength and weakness. They 

would undoubtedly oppose such an aggressive policy. Therefore, the 
full scope of the plan would be revealed to them only gradually as 

- successes were won. | |
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e. The United States and its allies must asa first step meet com- 

mitments under the recently amended force goals in NATO. These 

goals must not be revised downward further. | 

| f. The United States would overtly and covertly attack the Com- 

munist apparatus on a world-wide basis. The Communist Party in : 

the United States would be outlawed. | 
g. Nationalism would be exploited as an effective weapon against 

Communism. — ) | : 

h. In dealing with Communist forces engaged in actual hostil- . 

ities, the United States would not suspend the tempo of those hos- 

tilities or reduce military pressure on the enemy before a settle- 

ment is actually reached. | | 

i. The policy must never be made to appear as a policy of aggres- 

sion. | | | 

j. Germany. A united and rearmed Germany integrated in the | 

- European community is sought. A lesser objective would be a neu- , 

tralized East Germany and a rearmed West Germany. In seeking 

these objectives, the possibility is recognized that an agreement 

with the Soviet Government for unification of Germany could only 

be obtained on condition that it would be neutralized though per- : 
mitted a small national defense establishment. Under Alternative | 
C the United States would be prepared to accept such a risk as an : 

interim step toward attainment of our main objective. Our mini- 7 

mum objective, however, is a rearmed West Germany associated | 

with the West. It is recommended that we press forward toward all : 

of these objectives until a point is reached which requires that we ot 

po make a final choice in the light of realities of the then existing sit- 

| uation. The EDC nations should be informed that if they do not 

constitute their defense community by the end of this year, the : 

United States will rearm West Germany on a bilateral basis. Con- 

currently, the NATO nations will be reassured that we will come 

? to their aid if attacked by Germany. | 
; _k. France. Tactfully but firmly inform France that the United 

! States is now embarked on a new course of action which requires | 

: an end to delays in getting our mutual security interests in order. 

| l. East-West trade should be undertaken on a selective basis with | 

| maximum advantage to ourselves and minimum gain to the enemy. | 

Exploitation of those areas in which the Soviet Bloc is not economi- | 

: cally sufficient, frequently by preclusive buying. Establish strin- : 

2 gent controls and harassing policies on Soviet shipping. | 

| m. Foreign Aid Programs. Continuation of aid to our allies, at . 
least on a maintenance basis, for as long as the cold war continues. 

| Liberalized U.S. trade and tariff policies. a | 
n. Immediately strengthen our military posture, both offensively 

| and defensively, in order to carry out the military operations con- 

|
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_ templated, and to be prepared to meet any risks of general war re- 
sulting therefrom. To include the following: er 

(1) goreanize, train and equip the additional ready forces re- 
quired. ca | | os 

(2) Prepare for early mobilization of the reinforcing units re- | 
quired. | | 

(3) Deploy additional forces to sensitive areas. 
| (4) Accelerate improvements in our continental air defenses: 

; 7 (a) Development of a much improved early warning capabil- 
ity. | | 

| (b) Early completion of an integrated Army-Navy-Air Force . 
air defense plan closely coordinated with the Canadians. 

(c) Expedite research, development and early production of 
new air defense weapons. | 

(d) Establish a workable civil defense program. 

(5) In the field of atomic weapons: | | oo 

(a) Ensure that counter-air strikes could be launched without — 
delay by placing the complete weapons in the hands of tactical 

| units designated to employ them. This requires Many impor- > 
tant governmental policy decisions regarding the use of atomic 
weapons and particularly inter-governmental agreements 

_ before a general war is forced upon us. | _ 
(b) Expedite development of a logistic capability and of oper- | 

ational procedures for handling and employing atomic weapons 
on tactical targets. oe . es 

(6) Build-up of equipment reserves, including some overseas | 
stockpiling. a a 

(7) Stepped up delivery of equipment to our allies. | 
(8) Continue a vigorous research and development program to 

maintain and widen our technical lead over the enemy. a | 
(9) Avoid losing freedom of action through participation in addi- 

tional regional pacts. DE 
(10 ) Minimize participation in disarmament discussions. 
(11) Adopt a basic system of universal military training and 

service. _ | | | , | 

?. Additional Courses of Action in Various Parts of the World 
a. Western Hemisphere. Eliminate Communist footholds in the 

Western Hemisphere. | 7 
b. Europe. | - | Co 

(2) Support closer Greek-Turkish-Yugoslav political and military | 
| - cooperation. — | ae | 

_ (3) Expedite the development of the Volunteer Freedom Corps. ® 

5 For documentation on the various longstanding and short-term proposals for the 
incorporation of Eastern European refugees into a volunteer military force which 
culminated in the NSC 1438 Series, February-May 1953, see volume VIII.
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©, Middle East. — ee | 

d. Far East. es © 
~ (1) Indochina. oe eS Cee nos, 

Press for a high-level conference in Paris to arrive at a complete | : 

understanding with the French concerning political, economic, and _ : 

military policies to be taken with respect to Indochina including ‘ 
the following specific actions: ; - 

| ~ (a) Press the French to grant full dominion status to the As- 
sociated States by early 1954 and, at war’s end, to permit them E 

to vote on continued membership in the French Union. 
_ (b) Urge the election of a Vietnam National Assembly at an ; 

early date. | fey a : 
(c) Press the French Government to clearly define the status 

of their nationals in Indochina. | oe | 

| : (d) Expand the indigenous forces and adopt U.S. training 
| methods. Oo 0 Rs 

| _(e) Press for more vigorous prosecution of the war in Indo- ; 
china including: closer US-French military collaboration; ex- F 

pansion of forces; organization of divisional size units; more : 

_. vigorous and_ aggressive conduct of war; cut enemy lines of 

supply from Communist China. | Soe ce | 

(2) Communist China. | | Po a | 

(a) Take actions to isolate Communist China politically and 
prevent her being seated in the UN or any other international 

| body. | 
(b) Maintain an embargo on trade with Communist China 

: _ and induce our allies to do the same. 7 wo! 

) (c) In the event of continued war in Korea, blockade the Chi- 

nese coast with the assistance of the Nationalists. _ 
(d) In the event of a cease-fire agreement, utilize the war be- 

tween Communist and Nationalist China as a basis for a block- 
ade. Provide the Nationalists with the means to effect the 

: blockade. | ee | 

(3) Nationalist China. — ee ee ee 

| (a) Employ Nationalist forces for conducting active military | | 

! operations against the Chinese Communists. > ee eS 
: (b) Before mounting operations against the mainland, employ , 

; these forces to recapture the island of Hainan. : 

: (4) Japan. ere a : 
: Essentially the same policy as that of Task Force A, but greater , 

| _- pressure on Japanese to meet scheduled organization of Japanese | 

| Safety Force. - | Sige | 

(5) Korea. | : er cried | | 

| (a) If a cease-fire agreement is reached: ee | | 

: i. At the peace conference, insist upon a unified, independent 
~ Korea, not under Communist control or domination. 

a
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ii. No withdrawal of UN forces from Korea until a peace is 
signed and indigeneous defense forces developed. 

iii. Establish 10 mile demilitarized zone astride the present 
Korean-Manchurian border. | | 

| (b) If no cease-fire agreement is reached, or if a political con- 
ference fails and fighting is resumed in Korea, intensify mili- 
tary operations in order to: 

i. Seize a position across the waist of Korea. ) 
ii. Capture or destroy maximum enemy forces and equipment. 
ii. Create conditions that would force the enemy to accept a 

settlement favorable to the UN. | , 
iv. Atomic weapons would be employed in these operations. 
v. Extend the air and sea war to Communist China with priori- 

ty to lines of communication and industrial facilities. _ 

(c) An effective UN economic and rehabilitation program in 
Korea is viewed as essential. | 

8. Special Actions Required in the Field of Propaganda and Covert 
Operations | | | | 

a. United States propaganda and covert apparatus have failed to 
a certain extent, largely due to two deficiencies: (1) lack of a na- 
tional strategy to end the cold war by winning it, and (2) lack of a 
national command post to concentrate our political, military and 
economic resources on winning. Adoption of the policy of Alterna- 
tive C as a national strategy would solve the first deficiency. The 
establishment of a governmental organization (such as that recom- 
mended by the Jackson Committee) for implementing the strategy _ 
is recommended. | 

b. A large-scale expansion and development of our covert appara- 
tus is urged. | 

9. Implementation | | | | 

The United States Government must take the necessary steps, in 
terms of organization and procedures, to attain the ability to effec- 
tively prosecute the policy. Speed of action, continuity of policy and 
programs and security of operations are required. 

10. Costs | a | 

a. It is estimated that expenditures to carry out Alternative C 

would be of the order of $60 billion in FY 1954 and 1955. Expendi- 

tures decline to below $45 billion by FY 1958. If fighting was re- 
sumed in Korea, the figures for FY 1954-1955 would be between 
$60 billion and $65 billion. These figures do not include preclusive 
buying, which would be limited and selective. Peacetime costs 
would be higher in the short term than under Alternatives A or B, 
and higher than presently proposed programs. In the long term, 
costs should be substantially lower when we have won the cold
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war, and lower than the current policy or Alternative A or B, 
which do not end the cold war. - | | | 

b. The Task Force is generally in accord with the views of Task — 
Force A relating to the capacity of the United States to provide : 
and finance these resources requirements. : 

11. Legislative Requirements | | 

a. Appropriations covering the increased program costs. | E 
b. Tax legislation consistent with these appropriations. 
c. Reduction of tariffs and simplification of customs procedures. i 
d. Stand-by legislation for wartime economic controls. | 
e. A basic system of universal military training and service. 
f. Increased latitude with respect to immigration. 

12. Additional Requirements _ : 
a. Greater continuity of security policies and programs. 
b. Special arrangements to reconcile the necessity for security of ; 

sensitive operations with the need for Congressional understanding | 

and support. | i 

18. Public Opinion | oo: | 
The alternative puts major demands on public support. The ne- | 

cessity and rightness of the policy must be fully and expressly con- : 
veyed to them. | 

: 14. Allies | | 

Alternative C’s policy would strain our system of alliances which 
| remain essential to consolidation of the strength of the free world. 

It is believed that a situation exists where the United States can 

| and should be less solicitous of specific internal problems of the 

Western European countries, and can and should feel less con- 
: strained to subject its actions outside the scope of the NATO com- 
: mitment to the veto of NATO partners, specifically France and the 

| United Kingdom. | 

15. The Timetable: Short Term | | 

: a. U.S.S.R. | 

| (1) Political. | | | 

| , (a) Withdrawal of Soviet forces from East Germany and Aus- | 
ria. | . | 

| (b) Release German and Japanese prisoners of war. : 
: (c) Austrian State Treaty. : 

(d) United Germany, pro-western and rearmed. ; 
(e) Condemn repressive measures in occupied territories. 
(f) Unrelenting pressure on Soviet leaders on each political | 

: issue that arises. | | ; 

(2) Military. a |
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(a) Show U.S.S.R. strong defense, demonstrating folly of 
attack on free world and especially on the United States with | 
any hope of success. eee a ee | 

(3) Economic. - oe 

(a) Apply principle of selective sanctions. | 
(b) Deny vital strategic materials including natural rubber, 

electronic tubes, machine tools, and tungsten wire. | 
(c) Impede shipping—throw burden of overhaul on Soviet 

shipyards—push for goods movement in only Orbit bottoms. 
(d) Adopt as principle that of limited, selective preclusive 

buying. oe 

(4) Propaganda. | | 

(a) Support lines set forth under political lines. | 
(b) Advocate student and cultural exchange. | 
(c) Abandon pushing merits of United States. 

| (d) Concentrate on evils of Soviet system: _ , 

(i) Slave labor camps. | , es 
(ii) Restriction of movement within Russia. © | 
(111) Inequalities of living. an - oe 

_ (iv) Stratification of Soviet society. 
(v) Promotion of a phony peace. | | 

b. Communist China. - 

(1) Political. | os | | 

(a) Withhold recognition or any diplomatic relationship as 
long as they support hostilities in Korea and Indochina. 

(b) Press for a unified, independent Korea, not under Com- 
~ munist control. | Oo : 

(c) Block Membership in the United Nations. | 
(d) Seek to drive a wedge in the Moscow-Peiping axis. _ 

(2) Military. | | | SUES ee - 

(a) If no truce—defeat Chinese Communist armies in Korea. | 
(b) Seize Hainan and, if successful, attack one point on the 

mainland with the Chinese Nationalist forces, successively by 
1955. | | | 

(c) Tighten blockade of the mainland, using Chinese Nation- 
alist forces. a Sa a 

(3) Economic. | oe ss 

(a) Maintain tight economic blockade during period of hostili- — ty. : : a | 

(b) Tighten restrictions on overseas contributions to Commu- | 
nist China. | | | 

| (c) Selective and limited preclusive buying. | 
(d) Prevent acquisition of external assets that improve inter- 

national trade position. : we |
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a (e) Deny all strategic materials during belligerency period— 
tighten all other materials. LEA 7 

(4) Propaganda. oe: | | 

(a) Attack subservience to U.S.S.R. through ridicule—theme ) 
“Mao is puppet.” , : 

(b) Restore family and community loyalty. | | | | | 
(c) Point up aggression—Tibet, Korea, and Indochina. | 

_ (d) Point up isolation from free world because of their own 
aggression. a : re | ! 

__(e) Ridicule inability to reduce Chiang Kai-shek and Chinese 
Nationalists. | a : 

c. European Satellites, Hast Germany, and Austria. — ; 

(1) Political, es oe 

| (a) Hamper consolidation of Soviet control over satellites and 
keep alive satellite morale and aspirations for national inde- 

- pendence without inciting them to premature or suicidal insur-_ | 
—  yectionn HINGE TE Be | | 

: (b) Maintain diplomatic relations as long as advantages out- I 
weigh disadvantages. © Ce Ee Ra ; 

@ Miltary | 
(a) Build strength on adjacent borders—Czechoslovakia, Ru- | 

| mania, Bulgaria, Hungary. Pose no threat. 2 
_ (b) ““Recapture” the Baltic by Allied fleet visits. | 

| _ (c) Maintain naval strength in Mediterranean. 
| _(d) Decry large forces in being in the satellites. 

(3) Economic. | oe - | 

| (a) Apply principle of selective sanctions. - ae | 
| (b) Permit large flow of luxury items to drain foreign ex- — 
2 change. |  idge 4 7 

: (c) Deny vital strategic materials. “ | 

: (d) Open trade in items that will reduce reliance of satellites 
: on Soviets. | OO en cee -_ | : 

| (e) Limited and selective preclusive buying, = = 

: (4) Propaganda. | es | | cee | | 

: (a) Stress puppet status of satellites. = ™” 
| (b) Advocate student and cultural exchange. ; 
| | (c) Point up restrictive measures, inequality of treatment, de-_ ) 
fo struction of national aspirations. | : 

(d) Abandon attempting to “sell” the United States. | | 
, (e) Point information to receptivity of the country receiving | 

: (f) Repeat free world readiness to cooperate, as with Yugosla- . | 
7 via. EE ee | ae |
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(g) Indicate Soviet oppression on peoples with progressive 
free world ideas. | i | | 

d. Free Europe—Northwest Africa. | a 

(1) Political. oe u 

(a) Evacuation of Eastern Germany and Austria by Soviet oc- 
cupation forces. | | 

(b) Unified Germany, pro-Western and rearmed. 
(c) Austrian State Treaty. 
(d) Reduction of Communist Party strength, particularly in 

France and Italy. 
(e) Adoption of progressive policy by colonial powers with re- 

spect to their colonial possessions leading to self-government. 
| (f) Support European regional institutions, including EDC, 

unless and until a choice must be made between EDC and a 
unified Germany. | 

(2) Military. ae . - 

| (a) Set goals for European countries consistent with their ca- 
pabilities and assessment of the threat. Continue the build-up. 

(b) Pursue principle of regional balanced forces as opposed to 
national balanced forces. | - 

(c) Increase depth of defense to include Spain in regional 
agreements. | | | 

| (d) Improve flexibility and adequacy of logistic support. 

(3) Economic. | | Oo | 

(a) Continue marginal support of ‘economies with emphasis 
on defense support. - 

(b) Continue effort to expand European trading system start- 
ed in Schuman Plan. | | 

(c) Seek substitute sources of materials presently coming 
from satellites. | - | 

(4) Propaganda. | , 

(a) Stress repressions in satellites as salutary warning. 
(b) Point to continued presence of Soviet Armies in Central 

Europe as bar to peace. OG ges. 
(c) Support vigorous diplomatic front with tailored propagan- 

da for respective areas. 2 a | 
(d) Promote greatest possible number of exchanges with 

United States. a oe ee 
(e) Ridicule as dupes those “voting Communist”. 
(f) Keep sense of humor as only convincing approach. - 

| e. Middle East—Northeast Africa. os | 

| (1) Political. | | 

(a) Expand United States activities demonstrating long-term 
friendship and interest in the area.
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(b) Establish a regional planning group looking to the de- 
_ fense of the Middle East, including initially the United States, 7 

United Kingdom, and Turkey with an invitation to other area 
countries to participate and notification to Pakistan. | 

(c) More formal relations with Israel with emphasis on less 
open professions of total support. ie ok 

(d) More direct and indirect pressure for Israeli-Arab settle- : 
~. ment of differences. | | 

(2) Military. | | 

(a) Immediate steps to establish a MEDO Planning Group; 
| _ invite Arab State(s) association. | - | | 

(b) Plan defense of the area. : | : 
(c) Consummate bilateral agreements with those nations 

willing and able to participate in the area and with which we 
| do not already have an agreement. | 

(d) Maintain high priority of support to Turkey. | : 
| - (e) Establish safeguards to prevent improper use of military l 

aid furnished them. | i | | | 

(8) Economic. re oe 

(a) Expand technical aid at the village level. . 

| (b) Initiate project to restore productivity of Tigris-Euphrates 2 
| Valley. : 

(c) Work to diversion of oil profits to research projects benefi- : 

: cial to area: | : | 

; (i) Desalinize sea water. 
: (ii) Solar power. _ | | ; 

(iii) Irrigation. _ | | 

| (d) Improve sanitation. | | : 
| (e) Expand educational facilities. | 

| (4) Propaganda. — | | | 4 | 

| | (a) Respect and stress the basic tenets of Muslimism. | 
___ (b) Stress repressions under Soviets. | | 

3 (c) Keep theme simple, stressing provisions of wells, schools, 
: health benefits, with emphasis on benefits that can be seen. | 
: (d) Avoid over-commitment to attacks on Communist ideolo- ! 

: (e) Present basic solidarity of free world. | | 

: f. Northeast Asia—Korea. — | | 

: (1) Political. | : 

(a) Establish as objective unified independent, non-Commu- : 
| nist Korea. | | | | 

: ~ (b) Continue suppression of Communist Party in free Korea. 
! (c) Press for wider internal political latitude—deplore one- 
: party system. 

:
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| (d) Establish 10-mile neutral zone at Yalu subject to interna- 
tional inspection with respective governments retaining juris- _ 
diction over national territory, = | | 

(e) Include Korea in regional defense pact. as | 

(2) Military (No Truce). - | 

(a) Build force to inflict sound military defeat on Chinese _ 
Communists. | 

(b) Maintain U.S. forces in Korea as stabilizing influence. 
(c) Continue build-up and support of ROK armies. 

oe (d) Press for greater UN contributions as evidence of good 
faith. By-product is wider world support for outright defense 
against overt aggression. es | 

(Truce) 7 . | : 

(a) Maintain full UN force in Korea until acceptable peace is 
signed. (Objectives in political are obtained) | | 

(b) Limit peace talks to definite period—six months maxi- 
mum. | | 

(c) Renew and extend war under failure of peace talks and so 
state. | 7 ra a | 
_(d) Issue “greater sanctions” statement. : 

(8) Economic. | - 

(a) Restore Korea to economic self-sufficiency except for 
heavy military hardware. | 

(b) Press for establishment of trade relations with Japan. 
(c) Extend technical aid in improving agricultural methods— 

stress village level. | ) - 

(4) Propaganda. a 

(a) Play up Korean effort in repelling aggression. | 
(b) Broaden student, leader, and technical exchange pro- 

(c) Play Korea as the show piece of the free world against 
the ramparts of Communist Asia. ble. | 

_ (d) Present basic solidarity of the free world. _ 

| g. Northeast Asia—Japan. Ee oe | 

(1) Political. ane 

_ (a) Press for constitutional changes that will permit rearm- 
ing. | | oe 

(b) Press for outlawing Communist Party. — | 
(c) Continue close ties with Japanese Government. 
(d) Press for Japanese inclusion in UN. — 
(e) Demand of Russia a peace settlement with Japan. | 

(2) Military. nS Oey. |
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(a) Push development of minimum ten-division National : 

Safety force with sea and air forces of appropriate size in point 7 
of defense mission involved. Expand Japanese forces when | ; 

| United States forces are withdrawn. | | oo | 

(8) Economic. Sok te | | 

(a) Seek trade outlets for Japanese industrial output. — eee 
, (b) Seek raw material sources for Japanese industry. ok 

(c) Expand technical aid seeking self-sufficiency in food- 
stuffs. Oe BS Mey es oases ee 

A) Propaganda. ee : 
7 (a) Stress repressions of Soviets. ae | 

(b) Keep prisoners held by Soviets before Japanese people. ' 
(c) Expand student exchange—make this a two-way street. 

_ (d) Present basic solidarity of free world. ee : 

h. Northeast Asia—Formosa. : OO | 

| -— ) Political. | a . | | | 

| (a) Maintain support of Chiang regime. —~™S | 
| (b) Seek support of overseas Chinese for Chiang—more for ; 

effect of denial on Mao. | | oy | 

: (2) Military. | | 

| (a) Require positive military act by Chiang—against Hainan 
or mainland. 

! (pb) Build up naval capability of blockade of mainland. 

? _ (c) Build air defense capability. — 

| (3) Economic. 

| (a) Continue effort to make Formosa self-sufficient except for 
: heavy military hardware. — Shy 2 ee 

! (4) Propaganda. tS bagnee | 

| ~ (a) Play up Chiang’s fight for freedom. — Soe ae | 

: ik. Southeast Asia—Indochina. Sue eed 2 

. (1) Politica = 

: - (a) Insist on full independence for Indochinese States by Feb- 

; _ ruary 1954. te, | Be Be ) 
| “(by Support Indochinese affiliation with French Union, asthe  —Ss_ 
| best safeguard against Communist encroachment after inde ~~ 

-- pendence. | | ce oar | oe | 

/ ~~ (ec) Seek admission of Indochinese States into the United — | 

: -. States [Nations]. > : | 
2 - (d) Inclusion of the Indochinese States in a regional pact in- | 
, volving other states of Southeast Asia and the Southwest Pacif- 

iC. | aes | 7
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(2) Military. a | . 

(a) Develop increased military force to win outright victory 
in Indochina. | | 

(b) Inclusion in mutual defense pact for Pacific area after 
freedom is attained. | 

(3) Economic. 

| (a) Continued economic aid. 
(b) Economic reforms within the Indochinese States. 

| (c) Expanded trade relationships with Asiatic countries— 
emphasis on Japan. 

(4) Propaganda. 

(a) Ridicule useless sacrifices of duped Viet Minh. 
(b) Conduct subtle campaign against reactionary colonialists 

in Indochina. . 
(c) Emphasize indoctrination of armed forces to assure future 

| loyalty. | 
(d) Create regional consciousness in Southeast Asia. 
(e) Present basic solidarity of the free world. 
(f) Promote exchanges with neighboring countries, especially 

| the Philippines. | | 

16. Mid-Term Guidelines for Courses of Action (1958-1965) 

f. It was not deemed feasible to specify courses of action for a 
period five years away. At the end of the short-term period in 1958, 
it is believed that under Alternative C, U.S. and free world 

_ strength would have greatly increased. There would be no lasting 

peace in Korea. A severe blow to Chinese prestige though the ad- 

ministration of a sound military defeat and the destruction of some 
of her industrial centers would have been dealt. Relations between 
the Soviet Union and China would have been strained, and China © 
would be beset by internal difficulties. In Europe, Germany would 
be united and committed to neither side, though oriented toward 

the free world; or, alternatively, she would be divided with West 

Germany an armed and active partisan of the West. Soviet armed 
forces would conceivably be withdrawn within the borders of the 
Soviet Union. The satellites would experience internal deteriora- 

tion. | 
g. In the Middle East an acceptable degree of internal stability 

would have been attained. . 

h. In Africa and in Latin America improved stability and the de- 

struction of a substantial part of the Communist conspiracy would 

have been attained.
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17. Mid-Term Specific Guidelines | a 

a. Political. , | 

(1) Continued “hard” policy toward our enemies, but tempered 

by an increased willingness to bargain, since we will be negotiating 

from a position of strength. a te | 

(2) Continued friendship toward those areas, primarily Latin 

America, neutralist Asia and Sub-equatorial Africa, in which the : 

Communist threat has been materially reduced. _ | : 

(3) Continued effort to maintain the support of Allies, though re- 

sorting to a “hard” policy when required. Our task is to command 

respect, not necessarily love and devotion. _ | | 

_ (4) All-out political offensive to overthrow satellite governments 

and bring them into the family of free nations. | ; | 

b. Military. _ | | 

(1) Continued maintenance of a strong base at home, with forces 

| deployed world-wide .... | | 

, (2) Continued stress and support of preparedness on the part of oF 

our Allies, with emphasis on those countries adjacent to satellite [ 

territories. | Rs : 

| c. Economic: | | : 

(1) Continued limited aid in those areas where Point IV aspects : 

of current aid have been stressed. 

| (2) Reduced economic aid where applicable but continued sup- i 

: port of military forces in being on a sustaining basis. This envis- 

| ages a marked reduction in economic aid in Western Europe and in 

: Japan. | | oe | 

| 18. Long-Term Guidelines | 

: a. At the end of the mid-term or in 1965, it is envisaged that the | 

: satellites will be freed, or in such a state of disaffection with the 

! U.S.S.R. as to constitute a serious weakness rather than strength : 

| in the Soviet bloc. The strains between Communist China and the | 

| U.S.S.R. will have reached a point where prospects are favorable 

: for driving a final wedge between them. | a : 

b. There will be two ultimate objectives in the long term: 

| (1) The reduction of Soviet power and militancy and the elimina- 

tion of the Communist conspiracy; and | 

(2) Overthrow of the Communist regime in China. | 

: Since this phase of the conflict is in the distant future, no specific | 

courses of action are recommended. It is important to keep these | 

objectives in mind throughout all periods. No action should be un- | 

| dertaken that does not lead ultimately to the goal of liquidation of | 

: the Communist menace. | |
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SUMMARY OF Points MapE IN Discussion FOLLOWING , | 
PRESENTATION BY Task Forces JULY 16, 1953 

1. Task Force B. While armed, easily identifiable aggression by | 
Communist forces across the “line” drawn by the United States _ 
would be grounds for general war, the United States would, in the 
case of indigenous Communist seizure of power in a country on our 

| side of the line, retain freedom of action to restore the pre-existing 
situation as we saw fit by using any means at our disposal. 
2. Task Force B. The basic policy of Task Force B should strongly 

deter the aggressive movement by Communist forces across the 
“line” drawn by the U.S., and thereby create a stronger political 

| and psychological climate in the countries on our side of the ‘line’. 
Thus, it will become easier for these countries to deal with and 
minimize the possibility of indigenous subversion. | 

3. Task Force A. Our initial position with respect to the arming 
of Germany should leave this issue to be decided by the Germans | 
themselves, following an ultimate peace settlement. The difficulty 
of restricting German rearmament would lie in its international 
regulation by a body such as the UN, a body of which the Soviets 
are members. A very careful examination should be made before 
being willing to accept a neutralized Germany. 

, 4. Task Force A. The primary objection to implementing EDC at 
this time is the loss of negotiating position vis-a-vis the Soviets in 
connection with an ultimate settlement of the German question. _ 
An implemented EDC would mean that the free world would be 
asking the Soviets to withdraw their forces from East Germany, 

| while we would be free to include East Germany with West Germa- 
| ny in an alliance directed against the Soviets. NATO provides a 

| good framework for negotiation, apart from EDC. If we do not en- 
twine the Germans more than necessary in EDC and NATO, they 
and we will have more flexibility in developing successful negotiat- 
ing positions with the Soviets. = 2 . 

5. Task Force A. Concurrently with attempting to re-unify Ger- 
many and secure Russian withdrawal, we should proceed with the 
unilateral rearmament of West Germany. While such unilateral re- 
armament would weaken and strain NATO, it would not destroy it. 
There is great possibility that Germany can be brought into EDC 
only after German unification, and not before or as a condition of 
German unification. While the U.S. was checked two and a half 
years ago on unilaterally rearming Germany, there exists a consid- 
erably different situation today. Our allies then feared we would 

_ take away equipment and supplies intended for them, and give 
them to the Germans. We should not be restrained in our liberty of 
action by basically unsound French fears of Germany. We recog-
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nize however that French fears and reactions must be seriously : 

considered and if possible modified, because France is an indispen- _ F 

sible part of our military geography. Weel ea: avis ' 

6. Task Force A. Some preference exists for a unilaterally re- | : 

armed Germany as opposed to Germany as a part of EDC, but the I 

decision turns upon and is related to other matters. There is hope | 

that following achievement of German unification and withdrawal j 

of Soviet forces from Germany, the Soviets might withdraw their 7 

military forces from the satellites. Such a situation in turn would 

lead to the necessity of the Soviets creating new arrangements for 

the protection of their position and interests in the area. | 

1. Task Force A. Germany is the key to developing the strength 

of Western Europe. We cannot accept as the price for obtaining : 

French and British support against the Soviet Union suppression of : 

Germany’s natural vigor and power. We do not wish Germany _ 

again to be a menace to Europe. Yet the restriction of her rearma- 

ment to certain types of conventional weapons presents difficulties 
and is questionable. We should take advantage of our very favor- 
able position as it exists today in Germany, rather than lose this 

| opportunity because of a risk that the German menace may reap- : 

pear. . nn E 

8. Even if the U.S. could get along economically and on the basis | 

of sufficient raw materials by concentrating its efforts on the West | 

and letting the Far and Middle East fall where it might, our allies I 

could not get along without the essential resources and dollar earn- | 

ings of those areas. There would result a deterioration of the allies’ | 

political and economic position and their will to resist, which in ; 

turn would affect the U.S. From the military point of view, such a 

| course of action would lead to a danger so great to the U.S. as to 

necessitate spending much more than we are today for defense. For | 

: example, if the power complex of Japan were added to the Soviet — 

: Union’s capability, the resultant increase in Soviet strength would 

2 be a great danger to the U.S. The union of Japan, China, and Man- 

2 churia in a communist system would be incalculably dangerous. 

| Furthermore, it would create a climate of defeat through the free 

| world. > ee Oy nee ees , | 
! 9. Task Force C. Rather than taking fewer actions stretching out 

7 over a longer period of time in order to involve less dollar costs, | 

2 Task Force C believes its program might be strung out over too | 

: long a period. | 
10. Task Force C. Task Force C feels that the guarantee to | 

France against German aggression should be restated and reaf- } 

| firmed. | | 

: 11. Task Force C. The matter of the ratification of EDC has been 

| left too much in the hands of the French Government. The USS. |
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should pick up the ball and pressure for a decision by France. Of 
course it is not possible to foretell whether the French will react 
logically to such pressure in terms of what we would consider logi- 
cal. | 

12. The essential differences of approach between Task Forces A 
and C cannot be reconciled. There are also differences between 
Task Forces A and B. The latter Task Force believes the Soviet will | 
be a tougher aggressive menace than A envisages. Task Force A 
thinks mainly in terms of aggression by Russian forces, while Task 
Force B treats the Soviet bloc as a whole. | | 

13. Task Force B. Peripheral wars are uneconomical and weak- 
ening. UN and regional agreements do not sufficiently guarantee 
against peripheral wars. The strength of the position of Task Force 
B lies in its reliance on the threat of general war as a final sanc- 
tion. However, if it were clear that the UN and regional agree- 
ments went beyond local and peripheral defense arrangements and 
envisaged direct retaliation against the Soviet Union, they might 
provide as effective mechanisms as unilateral action. i 

14. Task Force C. The U.S. cannot continue to live with the 
Soviet threat. So long as the Soviet Union exists, it will not fall 

| apart, but must and can be shaken apart. | 
1s. Task Force A. We must try to weaken Soviet power and 

bring about its withdrawal within traditional Russian boundaries, 
then, rather than press for the destruction of the Soviet state, we 
should wait for an evolution in Soviet life and patterns of behavior 
which might follow from such a withdrawal. There is possibility 
that the Soviet Union will change. There are signs of evolution, 
particularly in recent events. Accordingly, one fears the aggressive 
thesis of Task Force C, and must ask: if we won a war, what would 
we put in the place of the Soviet Government? There do not exist 
among Russian people at this time elements from which could be 
formed a democratic government. While Task Force B feels that it 
is necessary to create a further deterrent to general war and Soviet 
aggression in order to bring about an evolution in Soviet behavior, 
Task Force A feels that sufficient deterrents already exist and are 
capable of being shaped into a better form. |
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Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 157th Meeting of the National ; 

Security Council, Thursday, July 30, 1953 * oF 

[Extract] | E 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

The following were present at the 157th meeting of the National 

Security Council: The President of the United States, presiding 

(except for the first part of Item 1, which was presided over by the 

Vice President); the Vice President of the United States; the Secre- 

tary of State; the Secretary of Defense; the Director for Mutual Se- 

curity; the Director, ‘Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present 

were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Sec- | 

retary of Commerce (for Item 1); the Assistant Secretary of Com- | 

merce (for Item 1); the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chair- F 

man, Atomic Energy Commission (for Item 5); the Federal Civil De- 

fense Administrator (for Item 5); Robert R. Bowie, Department of ’ 

State (for Item 5); Walter S. Delany, Office of the Director for : 

Mutual Security (for Item 1); Kenneth R. Hansen, Economic De- 

fense Advisory Committee (for Item 1); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs I 

of Staff: the Director of Central Intelligence; Robert Cutler, Special 

| Assistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, Special Assistant to the 

President; Col. Paul T. Carroll, Acting White House Staff Secreta- 

ry; the Executive Secretary, NSC; Marion W. Boggs, Coordinator, 

NSC Planning Board Assistants. 
| There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

| the chief points taken. | 

5. Project Solarium (Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same | 

subject, dated July 22, 1953; NSC Action No. 853) 2 | 

: Mr. Cutler introduced this subject by noting that the Solarium | 

reports had been distributed to Council members and that summa- | 

ries had been prepared by the NSC Staff pursuant to NSC Action : 

No. 853. Mr. Cutler then distributed a two-page memorandum on 

| the subject * which contained first a summary of the basic concepts I 

| of the three Task Forces, and subsequently a proposed new basic 

| concept. | | 

| : _ 1Drafted by Coordinator Boggs of the National Security Council Board Assistants 

| on July 31. | a | 7 

2 For Lay’s memorandum of July 22, see p. 399. For NSC Action No. 853, see foot- 

note 2, p. 396. | : 

! 8 Not found; but see Cutler’s memorandum infra which is apparently the final 

version of the reference memorandum. | | 

|
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Mr. Allen Dulles informed the Council that CIA was preparing a 
coordinated estimate as to whether time was on our side. 4 He sum- 
marized several of the conclusions of this forthcoming estimate as _ 
follows: . an | 

(1) If the USSR continues its present policies it will close the eco- 
nomic gap now existing between it and the United States. From | 
this point of view, time is on the side of the USSR. 

(2) The U.S. and the USSR will each acquire weapons capable of 
crippling the other. Hence the U.S. is losing its invulnerability to 

| direct attack. a a 
(3) As Western defense capabilities in overseas areas near the 

Soviet Union increase, the relative position of the U.S. is improved, 
and from this point of view time is on the side of the US. 

(4) While no collapse within the Soviet bloc can be foreseen, the 
USSR may lack vitality over the long run. From this point of view 
time may be on the side of the U.S., but this factor will not show 
up critically for 10 or 15 years yet. , a | 

Secretary Dulles, referring to the proposed new basic concept on 
the second page of the paper distributed by Mr. Cutler, felt that 
further study was required on such an obviously complicated sub- 
ject. He also felt that it would be premature at this time to concen- 
trate on a grouping of nations centered on Japan in the Far East. 

| _ For some time yet we must deal individually with Far Eastern 
countries and not alienate them by pushing Japan out in front. He | 
added that of course Japan eventually would become the power 
center of the Far East. | 

The President thought it would be desirable to study the pro- 
posed new basic concept very seriously. He asked, however, wheth- 
er the lack of any mention of Greece or Turkey in the proposed 
new basic concept meant that we were deserting those countries. 

Mr. Stassen also expressed anxiety at the omission of the Near 
East from the paper. He felt that we must not neglect the Near 
East and the Middle East in our assistance policies. _ 

Secretary Humphrey asked whether the first paragraph of the 
proposed new basic concept meant a big build-up of U.S. military 
force. He felt that we should consider less expensive means of car- 
rying out our policy. He agreed with Mr. Stassen that we could not 
neglect the Near East. Aside from these remarks, he felt that the 
new basic concept was a good general approach. He added, howev- 
er, with reference to paragraph 3 of the paper, that he felt U.S. as- oe 

: + The estimate under reference cannot be identified with precision because several | | 
papers were being prepared at this time on the general topic of Soviet capabilities. 
Presumably the reference estimate was either NIE-90, “Soviet Bloc Capabilities 
Through Mid-1955” of Aug. 18, 19538, or, more likely, SE-36/1,“Soviet Capabilities 
for an Attack on the US Before Mid-1955” of Aug. 3, 1953. For documentation on 
Soviet capabilities, including relevant NIEs and SEs, see volume vu.
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sistance to other countries should be on the decline in the near 

future. SRO sor, Bho oh aay | 
_ The President said that our aid to Europe would be on the de- : 
cline if we could get Europe to go in for political and economic | 
union. If Europe would do what it should do, conceivably it could 
by itself defeat Russia. This would not be the case, however, in : 
other areas of the world which could not be built up as military 
centers. sis | | eager. : : 

_ Mr. Stassen felt that if it should become possible to decrease aid 7 
to Europe, the expenditures thus saved should be used in the 
Middle East and in Latin America, where U.S. access to the : 
sources of raw materials was very important. => 

General Bradley felt that the Planning Board committee which 
would work on Project Solarium should not be given too much 
guidance. The committee would need to approach the question with 

an open mind and devote careful thought toit,. 
| The President agreed that this was something that could not be ; 

doneinabigarea.> = = | EPS aera : 

Secretary Humphrey reverted to paragraph 1 of the proposed 

new basic concept, and asked whether there couldn’t be less rather 
than more military build-up. | as So 7 | 

The President said that it was part of our policy to build up our 
capability for action. He agreed that whoever worked on this 
project in the future should have the broadest possible directive. 

Secretary Wilson noted that the new Joint Chiefs of Staff should I 
| have an opportunity to comment. He was assured by Mr. Cutler 

that this would be the procedure. _ Ss | | 
On the question of timing, Secretary Dulles said that this project 

would have a profound effect on the next budget. If a new line of ; 
. policy should be decided upon, the plans and the costs must be  ~—_ | 

known soon. SR Se foo : 
| The President said that probably all military aid should be put | 

in the Defense budget. Under this concept, Mr. Stassen would be [ 
an executive agent for both State and Defense. The President said f 
it had a fatal effect on Congress to call a bill a foreign aid bill. I 
Even a member of the Administration, i.e., the Secretary of the : 
Treasury, calls aid bills “give-away bills”. The President felt that if 

_ military assistance were put in the context of the Defense budget it F 
would sell itself. OPES : | 

_ Secretary Humphrey agreed that the military budget should be — ; 
confined to military expenditures and should include all military 
items. . | | ee | 

5 A handwritten notation on the source text at this point reads: ‘“arena?’’. L
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Secretary Wilson said he was prepared to agree to the proposed 
new basic concept for the time being if it didn’t settle anything. 

The President agreed with those who thought the paper did not 
sufficiently emphasize the Middle East. He said there was no better 
nation in the whole world to have on our side than Turkey. The 
President also felt that the language of the proposed new basic con- 
cept did not give guidelines for subsequent work on Project Solari- 
um, but rather tended to direct and form the policy. The President 
asked whether the word “limited” could not be deleted from para- 
graph 3, since he didn’t know what “limited” meant in that con- 
text. | | 

| The Attorney General said he hated to let paragraph 4 of the — | 
proposed new basic concept go by. He thought we should say that — 
we would decide the areas in which an advance by the Soviets 
beyond present borders would be considered a casus belli. He felt, 
however, that we could not draw a line and announce it to the 
world. | | | 

Secretary Dulles pointed out that the Council was not agreeing 

with this paper as policy, but as guidance to a Planning Board com- 

mittee. - | a 
| The President said that was indeed the case. He suggested the 

following sentence might be put at the top of the page: “This is a 
staff exploration based on the following assumptions:”. In effect we _ 
were setting up Task Force D, which would prepare a report on the | 
basis of the work of Task Forces A, B and C. He suggested that the 
Planning Board should start work on the project on the basis of 
guidelines revised in the light of the discussion at the meeting. _ 

Mr. C. D. Jackson then noted that the Solarium studies con- 
tained many bits and pieces of desirable actions which should not 
wait for the preparation of a complete new policy paper. The pre- 

liminary steps toward taking some of these actions would cost 

nothing. For example, the Department of State could investigate 
the diplomatic possibilities of detaching Satellite X without waiting | 
for the adoption of anew policy. = | So | 

The President wondered whether a permanent evaluation com- 
mittee, that is a continuous small staff, might be needed to keep 

going over the Solarium proposals and recommending those that _ 
might be implemented. The President added that if we need to do 
something, let’s do it now; if something should be done, even 24 | 

hours delay is too much. | —_ a | 

Mr. Cutler asked whether the situation in Guatemala was the 
kind of thing Mr. Jackson had in mind. 

This prompted the Vice President to inquire whether the pro- 

posed new basic concept covered such situations as that existing in
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Guatemala, where the Communists took subversive action and we 

: had to take some kind of action as a counter measure. | 
2 _Mr. Stassen said one part of our concept should be to reduce in- 
, digenous Communist power outside the Soviet bloc. oe 

, Mr. Jackson agreed with this, and suggested that the Planning 
2 Board scrutinize the Solarium studies and extract any items on 
7 which action should be taken at once, and make appropriate rec- 
: ommendation to the Council. He added that sometimes every | 

agency in Washington waited for some other agency to take an 
! action which should be taken. | | 

| Mr. Allen Dulles said that the present U.S. action in Guatemala 3 
was blocked by the reluctance of other countries in the area to go 

: along with us: Consequently, new policy decisions were needed. He 
! said that a paper on Albania had already been sent to PSB. | 

Secretary Dulles said that in case any action were taken with re- : 
spect to Albania, it should be in the hands of a task force headed 
by one competent individual. __ | a 

. The President said Albania was a very difficult case because of 
the question of who gets it and who gets hurt. | 

Secretary Dulles said a start could be made on a more positive — 

policy in Albania without the risk of war. Such was not the case in 

Hainan, which could be taken only by overt military action. | 
Secretary Wilson said he would like a special study group on Ira- 

: nian oil. Defense was very unhappy about the situation in Iran. 
The suits against the oil companies were damaging us seriously in 

. the Middle East. | | 

The President said that studies had been going on for the last 

4 five or six years. He had seen all kinds of estimates, and there 

must be many that he had not seen. He suggested that an invento- 

ry might be made in the various departments of studies on the 

Middle East. The Council might be given a list of these studies and 

ft told what they are about, particularly if they contain proposed so- 

lutions to our problems. | 
Mr. Stassen said that Iran would soon bring up some very tough 

policy decisions. The basic decision was how to keep the Iranian | 
: economy afloat without a deal with the British, | | 

: Secretary Humphrey said that everyone had been working on 
| — the Middle East oil problem for some time. The British had been : 

adamant because of the possible effects on British world-wide pres- 

tige. There was no easy way for the U.S. to get around Churchill | 

and avoid worsening our relations with the British. , 

: The President said that the British view was that it would be | 
: better to lose the oil, even to the Soviets, than to surrender to Mos- ) 

sadegh. |
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| |The National Seeurity Council: = “ 
a. Discussed the three alternative national security policies pre- 

sented by the Solarium Task Forces on the basis of the reference 
memorandum, and a new basic concept proposed by the Solarium 
Working Committee and circulated at the meeting as a discussion | 
basis. oo | 

b. Directed the NSC Planning Board, with the assistance of rep- 
| resentatives of the Solarium Task Forces; | | 

| (1) To draft for Council consideration ‘a new basic national 
security policy with courses of action, in the light of the above 
discussion. | | 

(2) Pending the completion of (1) above, to recommend for 
_ Council consideration any details of action proposed by the So- | 

| larium Task Forces which should be implemented at once, in- 
cluding proposed specific actions with respect to particular 
Communist-controlled nations, | a 

| c. Noted the President’s request that an inventory be made of all | 
recent studies by the various departments and agencies which con- | 
tain proposed solutions of the problems affecting national security 
in the current Near East oil situation, © 

a as ; - ee Marron W. Boas 

6 Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action N oO. | 868. (S/S-N SC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, ““NSC Records of Action’’) | ve ee | | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 148, “Solarium” | . | | | - ; a - 

Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President for National 
- Security Affairs (Cutler) 1 | 

TOP SECRET | | _ [Wasuineton,] July 31, 1953. 

Points for Consideration in Drafting New Policy. 2 : / | 

(1) To build and maintain, at the lowest feasible cost, U.S. capa- 
bility for a strong retaliatory offensive, a base for mobilization, and  —Ss_— 
continental defense. a LE 8 —— 

(2) To concentrate on creating: (a) strong, independent, and self- 

sufficient groupings of nations, friendly to the United States, cen- 

tered on Western Europe (including Germany) and on the Far East | 

(including Japan) and (b) a position of strength in the Middle Kast. | : 

(3) To confine future foreign assistance: — os Be 

(a) to progressively lessened support of the regional grouping in 
Western Europe as it becomes self-sufficient; oo ) | 

1 This memorandum appears to be a revision of the paper discussed by the NSC at 
its 157th meeting on July 30; for an extract of the memorandum of discussion, see 
supra. Wg | |
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, _ (b) to supporting the development in longer term of the regional 
: grouping in the Far East and the position of strength in the Middle 

: (c) to limited military aid and technical and economic assistance — 
to other free nations, according to the calculated advantage of such 

: aid to the U.S. world position. => BN OPER 

! (4) To determine the areas in which any clearly recognizable ad- ) 
vance by Soviet bloc military forces beyond present borders will be 
considered by the United States as initiating general war between 
itself and the Soviet blo. ee 

| (5) To take selected aggressive actions of a limited scope, involv- 
/ ing moderately increased risks of general war, to eliminate Soviet- 

dominated areas within the free world and to reduce Soviet power 
in the Satellite periphery. a | 

| (6) To take action, other than military, to reduce indigenous 
, Communist power in the nations of the free world. = 

_ Note: The foregoing policy— | - oS 

(1) estimates the risk of general war resulting from aggressive 
action directed at the Soviet bloc as less grave at the present time 

: than did Task Force “A”. | ee ee oe he 
(2) accepts moderately increased risks of general war by taking 

some of the aggressive actions against the Satellites proposed by 
Task Force “C”. a 

(3) aims during the near future to create a “climate of victory’, 
| -—-‘ to bolster the morale and strength of the free world while forcing 
, the Soviet bloc on the defensive. | - | 

: PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Chronological, 1953” oe | 

Memorandum by the Executive Secretary of the Policy Planning | 
: Staff Watts) > - - 

TOPSECRET == =~—_ [WASHING TON, ] August 12, 1953. 
Subject: “Solarium”, Task Force Reports 2 ok See : 

: Mr. Bowie has directed me to send you the attached copies of the | 
“Solarium” Task Force Reports. For your information, a brief his- | 

1 tory of the project is set forth below. — - . | 
1. On the initiative of the President and under the general direc- ) 

tion of the Under Secretary of State, the Director of CIA, and Mr. | 

| _ 1 Addressed to the following Assistant Secretaries of | State: Merchant for Euro- ; 
4 pean Affairs; Robertson for Far Eastern Affairs; Byroade for Near Eastern, South | 

Asian, and African Affairs; and Waugh for Economic Affairs. It was also sent to ! 
: Nolting, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Mutual Security Affairs. 

_ 2 Not found in Department of State files. For summaries of the Project Solarium 
presentations and written reports prepared by the NSC Staff and concurred in by | 
the Solarium Task Force representatives, see p. 399. | | }
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Cutler, a project was undertaken to reassess our basic national 
strategy in the face of the Soviet threat. The project was given the 
name of “Solarium”. | 

2. As a means of defining the alternatives and presenting the 
problem clearly for NSC consideration, it was decided to lay out 
three separate lines of national strategy and to call together a 
group of official and unofficial individuals to work as separate Task 
Forces in exploring and defending the three main alternative strat- 
egies. Each Task Force was made up of seven members, five spe- 
cially chosen and two members of the current graduating class of 
the National War College. | | 

3. The three Task Forces undertook respectively to defend the | 
following three national strategies: a 

a. Present policy as set forth in NSC 153/1, ? with such improve- 
ments and changes in emphasis as might seem desirable; 

b. The drawing of a line beyond which the United States would 
not permit Soviet or satellite military forces to move without pro- 
voking general war; 

c. A more dynamic and aggressive strategy aimed at creating a 
climate of victory and reducing Soviet power. 

4. The three Task Forces presented their conclusions orally to 
the NSC on July 16 * and at the same time submitted their full re- 
ports. | | | 

0. The NSC referred these reports to the Planning Board for con- 
sideration in terms of a re-definition of basic national security 
policy, taking into account the views and recommendations of all 
three Task Forces in connection with the attached memorandum 
on “Points for Consideration in Drafting New Policy”’.* These 

| points were accepted by NSC as guidelines for further study of the 
problems involved. The Planning Board set up an ad hoc commit- 

tee representing State, Defense, JCS, CIA, Mr. Cutler’s office, and 

representatives of the three Task Forces to coordinate these stud- 

ies. | 

It now devolves upon the agencies concerned to undertake the 

basic studies called for. Mr. Bowie hopes that you or an officer des- 

ignated by you will give urgent attention to those phases which are 
within your area and that appropriate members of your staff will 
be available to work with S/P on developing the basic studies. 

Project “Solarium” has been kept under very close security restric- 
tions, and special care should be taken to hold down distribution of 
the attached documents as far as possible. 

3 Dated June 10, p. 378. 
* See the minutes of the 155th meeting of the NSC, p. 394. 
5 Same as the memorandum by Cutler, July 31, 1953, supra.
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| | Editorial Note | | 

| On August 14, James S. Lay, Jr., Executive Secretary of the Na- 
tional Security Council, transmitted to the NSC copies of NSC 161, 

| “Status of U.S. Programs for National Security as of June 30, 
. 1953”. This nearly 1,000-page report was composed of 11 separate 
| papers and an annex. The 11 papers were: (1) “Our Relations with 
: the Free World” drafted by the Department of State, (2) “The Mili- 
: tary Program” drafted by the Department of Defense, (3) “The 
2 Mutual Security Program” prepared by the Office of the Director 

for Mutual Security, (4) “The Atomic Energy Program” prepared 
| by the Atomic Energy Commission, (5) “The Mobilization Program”’ 
i prepared by the Office of Defense Mobilization, (6) “The Stockpiling 
: Program” drafted by the Office of Defense Mobilization, (7) “The 
: Civil Defense Program” prepared by the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
3 _ ministration, (8) “The Psychological Program” prepared by the Psy- 
| chological Strategy Board, (9) “The Foreign Intelligence Program”’ 
: prepared by the Central Intelligence Agency and concurred in by 
: the Intelligence Advisory Committee, (10) “The Internal Security 

Program” prepared jointly by the Interdepartmental Intelligence _ 
: Conference and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Se- 

curity, and (11) “The Fiscal and Budgetary Outlook” drafted jointly 
: by the Department of the Treasury and the Bureau of the Budget. E 
} The Annex, “Some Comparable Data on the Soviet Bloc’, was pre- [ 
| pared by the CIA. A copy of NSC 161, along with accompanying ; 
| documentation, is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 161 Series. 

_ Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file - E 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 160th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, August 27, 1953} 7 

! | [Extract] a | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | 

Present at the 160th Meeting of the Council were the Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the : 

| Acting Secretary of Defense; the Acting Director, Foreign Oper- : 
ations Administration; the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. 

| Also present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Acting Direc- : 
tor, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Chief of Staff, U.S. 

' Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Aug. 28. |
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Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air 
Force; the Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps; Robert R. Bowie, De- 
partment of State; Frank C. Nash, Department of Defense; General _ 
Gerhart, Joint Chiefs of Staff; Robert Amory, Jr., Central Intelli- | 
gence Agency; the Director of Central Intelligence; Robert Cutler, 
Special Assistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, Special Assistant 
to the President; the Acting White House Staff Secretary; the Exec- 
utive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 
the chief points taken. _- | 

1. Report by the Joint Chiefs of Staff ? 

Mr. Cutler introduced the subject report by reading to the Coun- 
cil the President’s directive to the Secretary of Defense. ? Thereaf- 
ter the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, read the memorandum to 
the Secretary of Defense dated August 8, 1953,% and signed by | 
himself, General Ridgway, Admiral Carney and General Twining, | 

which constituted the report called for by the President. (A copy of 
| this report is filed with the minutes of the 160th NSC meeting.) 4 

When he had finished reading the report, Admiral Radford point- 
ed out that it had been drafted by its four authors before they had 
taken office and prior to any staff discussion, in the interests of 

preserving secrecy. Accordingly, the document represented the 
views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff before they had had an opportuni- © 
ty to become acquainted in detail with existing plans and pro- : 
grams. In sum, Admiral Radford stated that this report represent- 
ed the view of the four individuals who had written it regarding 

the problems we faced today. 
The Vice President inquired whether the military program set — 

forth in this report would not cost more than the current program. — 

Admiral Radford replied that, on the contrary, it would ultimate- 

ly cost less. It would, he pointed out, take time and money to make > 

the redeployments and alter the commitments contemplated in the _ 

report, but once these changes had been made it would be possible ~ 

to effect substantial savings. OE 

The Vice President then inquired whether the report still con- 

templated the maintenance of United States bases overseas. — 

Admiral Radford answered “yes”. While the report certainly con- 

templated bringing back U.S. personnel in large numbers, we pro- 

posed to keep our bases and to try to get indigenous personnel to 

2 For information on the presumed origins of the report under reference, see the 

editorial note, p. 394. eg 

3 Not found in Department of State files. | : 
4The report has not been found. Regarding the minutes of N SC meetings, see 

| footnote 1, p. 394. fe re
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take over certain tasks in overseas bases now being performed by | 
i U.S. military personnel. Ney cad ee 
fo The Vice President then asked whether the report contemplated _ 
: a complete change of United States foreign policy with respect to | 
| Europe. | De a a 
: Admiral Radford replied that it certainly contemplated a review 

of our commitments to NATO. ce 
_ Secretary Dulles observed that he had hitherto assumed that, in — 

| _the main, the purpose of our military bases on foreign soil was to 
deter global war or, if it occurred, to win the war. To him this in- 
volved the maintenance of bases around the perimeter of the 
USSR. “Am I correct”, asked Secretary Dulles, “in assuming that 

| most of these bases would be maintained in terms of Admiral Rad- 
: ford’s report?” 7 eee ; | 

_ Admiral Radford replied that Secretary Dulles’ assumption was 
: correct. We would certainly continue to deploy naval and air forces 

abroad; though in the case of Air, at least, such forces would be ro- 
tated. All the bases would be maintained in a state of effective 
readiness even if U.S. personnel might not be fully deployed in f 
each baseallthe time, 0 

Secretary Dulles stated that the Joint Chiefs would certainly 
wish the United States to carry out a foreign policy designed to 
preserve these overseas bases. | | 

Admiral Radford replied in the affirmative, and then asked if 
any of the other Chiefs wished to comment. _ | 
_. Admiral Carney stated that the members of the Council should 

: bear in mind that certain conditions had been imposed on the 
Chiefs in the preparation of this study, particularly budgetary limi- 
tations. As a result, the authors of the report could discern only 

: one course of action which would concurrently safeguard the na- 

tional security and meet the budgetary limitation. So serious were 
2 _ the implications of the course of action selected that the views ex- 
: pressed in the report might, upon closer examination, prove unac- 
7 ceptable. Nevertheless, continued Admiral Carney, we look on the 
7 present proposal as a modification rather than as a reversal of ex- 
2 isting basic security policy. | | 
! Secretary Dulles observed that the heaviest impact of the course 
: of action recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff would be the : 
2 reduction of United States land forces in Central Europe, Japan, 
2 and Korea. This would mean, he presumed, greater dependence, for — : 
7 _ preserving the security of these areas, on the deterrent force repre- | 

sented by air power and atomic weapons. 2 hyn : 
; Admiral Carney replied that he was unable to give a categorical | 
| answer on this point. Air and naval forces alone, he believed, could 

never constitute an effective deterrent to enemy ground attack.
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Certainly, continued Admiral Carney, this report would involve a 
most careful examination of the question whether we want to try 
to fight a war on the overseas periphery—as remote as possible 
from the continental U.S.—or, on the contrary, greatly reduce this 

peripheral defense. | | 
Admiral Radford then called attention to the fact that available 

trained reserves of military manpower were almost used up. Quite 

apart from the budgetary considerations, this fact had weighed 

heavily in the conclusions reached in the report. Our allies, said 
Admiral Radford, must be induced to supply more men for the task 
of common defense. _ | | | | 

Secretary Dulles answered that he had said just this, and in very 
vigorous language, to the Prime Minister of Japan recently. > He 

had urged the necessity for larger Japanese forces to provide the 

initial defense of Japan against Communist attack. Another factor _ 

which seemed to Secretary Dulles of great importance, was that de- 

pendence on mobile U.S. forces would largely obviate the very diffi- | 
cult public relations problem invariably occasioned when large U.S. 

forces were stationed in foreign countries. It was not, therefore, 
wholly a question “whether you’ve got the men to put there and 
the money to keep them there’, but the international friction 
which the presence of these forces produced nearly everywhere. In 

general, continued Secretary Dulles, he found himself very sympa- 
thetic to the report’s approach, but he was worried as to how the 

redeployment of U.S. forces could be carried out without causing 
foreign governments and peoples to conclude that the U.S. thought 

the menace of the USSR and of global war had diminished or van- 
ished. There would be very great danger if we withdrew completely 

from Europe or from other areas where our security dictated that 

we maintain some troops. This was all the more true since the gov- 
ernments of many friendly nations were at the moment themselves 
tending to lower their defense sights. Moreover, most such govern- 

ments simply could not afford to increase their defense contribu- 

tions to a point which would take up the slack after our withdraw- 

al. | 
In response to Secretary Dulles, Admiral Radford stated that the 

Chiefs had had no illusions as to the difficulty of the course they 

had chosen. It was necessary, however, to consider the counter- 
weights to the withdrawal and redeployment of American forces. 
In the first place, Admiral Radford argued that it is generally real- 

ized by all friendly foreign nations that a strong United States is 

| 5 For additional information on the Secretary’s conversation with Prime Minister 
Yoshida, see telegram 13 from Tokyo, Aug. 7, 1953, scheduled for publication in 
volume XIv. — |
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, the greatest deterrent to the launching of global war by the Soviet 
? Union. Secondly, the report had stressed the necessity for spelling | 
3 out clearly, to our friends and to the enemy, our national objectives | 

: and policies. This would involve clearly stating that we are concen- | 
: trating our great strength and not merely abandoning our allies. | 
: Secretary Humphrey, who had thus far remained silent, stated | 
2 that the report was “terrific’. He could not be more impressed. | 
7 This was the most important thing that had happened in this coun- ' 
: try since January 20. — | | oe | a 
| Secretary Kyes agreed that the Joint Chiefs’ report was an his- | 
. toric event. _ | | OO 
! General Ridgway then stated that he wished to make a few com- | 
: ments on what seemed to him a very profound question and prob- _ I 

_ lem. He said that he desired to emphasize in the first place that } 
i the present report did not constitute the corporate view of the | 

po Joint Chiefs of Staff, but rather the view of the individual Chiefs | 
: prior to their taking office. It was as dangerous to construe this | 
, report, on the one hand, as a withdrawal of American power into | 
: the Western Hemisphere as, on the other, for the U.S. to embark f 

: on preventive war. Certainly, said General Ridgway, he desired to f 

| make it crystal clear that he did not subscribe to the withdrawal of 
our forces stationed overseas. After all, the present report merely L 

| recommended a careful examination of the concept it set forth. — : 
: Secondly, General Ridgway insisted that he would not possibly i 
7 subscribe to any theory that you could prevent war through the de- I 
: terrent effect of any single military arm. Thirdly, implementation | 
: of the concept in this report would have to be most carefully ; 

: phased and timed. Securing adequate protection of the vitals of the | 

: American continent did not mean that you abandoned Europe, ; 
: though General Ridgway said he was personally ready to admit I 
, that the United States could not, at one and the same time, assure ; 
: adequate defense of the continental United States and an adequate | 
po defense posture overseas. a 
po The Vice President then inquired whether he was correct in as- ; 
: suming from this report that in the event of a major conflict the 

: United States would use atomic weapons both in the tactical and in 
the strategic realm. a | | 

Admiral Radford replied that this was indeed the case, and that 

it would require public announcement regarding the use of atomic 
: weapons. Admiral Radford went on to say that, as he saw it, we | 

| had been spending vast sums on the manufacture of these weapons 

and at the same time we were holding back on their use because of 

our concern for public opinion. It was high time that we clarified 
our position on the use of such weapons if indeed we proposed to 
use them. | | |
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Mr. Jackson then asked Admiral Radford if it had occurred to | 
the authors of the report that even a slow and partial redeploy- __ 
ment of U.S. forces back to this country would be interpreted 
widely abroad as a withdrawal to Fortress America. 

Admiral Radford replied that this point had been prominent in 
the thinking of the Chiefs, but went on to say that it had seemed to 
him quite possible that the continuation of our present deployment 

presented problems almost as difficult. We could not, for example, 
| hope to station troops forever in Japan. There was also the friction 

_ which the presence of such forces engendered. So you had to bal- — 
ance one evil against another. | | | 

Mr. Jackson commented that we must make our position clear 
before we proceeded to carry out our plans, if the worst effects of 

executing this policy were to be avoided. | 
_ Admiral Radford expressed agreement with this point, and noted ; 

the very strong sentiment in Congress for just such a move as 

seemed to be contemplated in this report. It would be easy for the 

Congress to misunderstand seriously the intent and extent of the 
redeployment. Bo Lk te - 

Mr. Cutler remarked that he had been very much impressed 
with Admiral Radford’s comments on the manpower problem as it 

: affected the armed forces, and asked whether Admiral Radford 
| ‘would not expand on this subject now. If the draft law expires next | 

year, for example, how would we get the men necessary to do the | 
job? | | - | | 

Before Admiral Radford could reply to Mr. Cutler, Secretary 
Kyes said he felt impelled to point out the very heavy responsibil- 
ity that we all have to see to it that our American men and women 

in the armed forces were properly paid and pensioned. These men 

and women were, after all, the heart of our defense. They were not 

being adequately rewarded now, and our Congress and Government 
should feel obliged to recognize the need for proper compensation | 

to these splendid men and women. Coe | 

It then became the turn of General Twining to comment on the 
JCS report. He said he wished to concur in everything that Admi- 
ral Radford had stated. He added that each of the four authors of 
the report had in the first instance prepared a statement of his 

own views and had presented these views unilaterally. Neverthe- | 
less, all four papers closely resembled each other. 

Secretary Kyes then inquired whether the authors of the report 

would have had different views if the budget problem had not been 
introduced. General Twining replied “no”’. Ae 

The Vice President observed that money was obviously a consid- 

eration. But, he inquired, even if we had had the required money,
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would we have preferred to continue the policy and program which 
was currently in effect? RN oS ae : 
_ Admiral Radford replied that this had been Admiral Carney’s po- 
sition, but not that of the others. Lo ghee LE Ag os 

The Vice President then asked if it was the unanimous opinion | 
of the four Chiefs that the United States was now over-extended. | 

| All four answered in the affirmative. In that case, said the Vice 
President, we would be obliged to redeploy our forces even if it 

7 were to prove possible to find the money to support the present de- 
ployment of our forces overseas. __ ee | 

Agreeing with the Vice President, Admiral Radford expressed 
the strong personal opinion that there were other factors than 

; money alone which clearly dictated a redeployment. For one thing, 
: it would be impossible for the United States to maintain armed 
j forces of the present size and composition on any voluntary basis. 

_ Mr. Flemming said that this was a problem which ODM had 
: been intensively studying. He was therefore much interested in the 
7 statement in the report that any significant augmentation of our | 

armed forces would compel us to go to full mobilization. _ : 
t Secretary Humphrey added that not only would it be necessary 

to go to full mobilization because of manpower shortages, but it 
would also be necessary to resort to a controlled economy, since we 

: were taking all that we could take out of our economy short of 
1 such controls. | : = | | | 
i The Vice President said that as he understood the present 
|; report, the Chiefs of Staff had first studied the enemy’s capabilities 

and intentions and had concluded that plans and programs which 
| had been made in 1950 would inevitably be different from the : 

: plans that we would make at present. In 1950, the primary danger s 
posed by the Soviets was an attack on the ground against Europe. | 

| At that time, moreover, we had, of course, tremendous atomic supe- ! 
| riority over the Soviet Union. Now, however, or thinking in terms | 

of, say, 1955, the enemy himself will have large atomic resources in i 
] addition to extensive ground forces. Would it be true, inquired the | 
: Vice President, that to the extent that the enemy has acquired suf- 
. ficient atomic capability to launch a devastating attack on the , 
. United States, the problem of coping with this attack becomes ) 

more prominent, while the problem of coping with a conventional | 
| attack recedes? | ao 

: _In reply, Admiral Radford stated that after the outbreak of the | 

| _ Korean war in June 1950, we really did not know the enemy’s ulti- | 
mate intentions, so all we could do was to build up our forces in all | 
categories. This was sound. We commenced to build up our military | 
establishment so that it could be ready for a full-scale war effort at | 
a certain date. No military man, continued Admiral Radford, could |
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conceivably disagree that we must continue to keep our armed 
forces built up. The atomic factor, however, now looms much 

larger, and the problem of continental defense is now much more 
important than it seemed in the summer of 1950. a 

Secretary Dulles then inquired why the general program set 
forth in the JSC report would cost less. Does it, for example, cost 

less to maintain troops at home than abroad? : 

Admiral Radford answered that it would cost less to maintain 
these forces in the United States, but, quite apart from this factor, 

| one could anticipate a much higher enlistment rate in our armed 

forces if our soldiers and sailors did not have to contemplate the 
separation from their families which resulted from deployment 
overseas. Still other benefits would accrue to our training program 
and the use of our pool of specialists. oo | | 

Secretary Dulles said that he took it that the present report had 

not gone into the question of the costs of our military assistance 

program. Admiral Radford replied that it had not done so in detail, 

and Secretary Dulles went on to inquire what would happen to this — 

program now. There could be no denying that NATO is sick at the 
present time. There was great uncertainty and dissension among 
the member nations. Secretary Dulles planned to have a prelimi- 
nary meeting about the first of October with the Foreign Ministers 
of the NATO states. This would be devoted largely to generalities 
as to the political situation, since the NATO powers were not as 
yet ready to talk about force goals for the next year. The latter 
subject would come up at a full NATO meeting in December. In 
any case, continued Secretary Dulles, in order to keep the spark of 

life alive in the NATO body, it would be necessary to have this Oc- 
tober meeting. Accordingly, it was absolutely vital to make up our 
own minds as to our program and policy before these NATO meet- 
ings, and particularly prior to the December meeting. The time was 
all too short to educate and lead public opinion in the desired direc- 
tion. an | 

_ Secretary Humphrey responded to this statement by pointing out 
that we could not go on as we have been going another year. What 

with the hydrogen bomb, people are demanding a genuine reap- 
praisal of our national security position. The stage was now all set. 

If we did not walk out onto the stage, the results would be terrible. 

Secretary Dulles replied that while this might be true, the | 

change of policy proposed in the JCS report could result in a grave 

_ disaster if we were not allowed sufficient time to prepare public | 
opinion abroad for this change. Domestic opinion would, of course, 

be delighted with this new concept. The difficulties would come 
overseas. |
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: From the standpoint of proper implementation, inquired the Vice 
1 President, would it not be desirable to relate the Joint Chiefs’ : 

report to the Solarium study? } : 
i Secretary Humphrey recommended that the Solarium study be : 

suspended, but Secretary Dulles replied that the study would be : 
very useful. . , 

Mr. Cutler commented that it seemed to him that the Council 
had reacted very favorably to the report by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. He then suggested that he should report this reaction to the 
President and inquire whether the President wanted (1) the Joint 
Chiefs to review the military program in detail and make specific 

. recommendations for carrying out the concept of their report; (2) to 
inform the NSC Planning Board to take the views of the Joint 
Chiefs into account in their preparation of a new basic policy; and 
(3) to ask the Psychological Strategy Board to develop the best pos- 

: sible program to handle the psychological problems with our allies | 
3 that the adoption of the Joint Chiefs’ concept would pose. | 
. Secretary Humphrey thought Mr. Cutler’s proposal rather too in- i 
2 volved. It seemed to Secretary Humphrey that the next important ; 

_ step was for the State Department to explore carefully and to ; 
| digest the implications of adopting the JCS concept. On the mili- : 
: tary side there seemed little more to do. : 
| Admiral Radford expressed his emphatic agreement with Secre- 
: tary Humphrey that for the present no more study was needed by 

the Pentagon. What was required was a decision by the National 
Security Council as to the validity of the general concept advanced 
by the JCS report. Accordingly, the first thing was to provide the : 

| President with an expression of opinion by the members of the Na- 
tional Security Council. | 

Mr. Cutler, on the other hand, said that he felt it undesirable for r 
the Council to offer the President any final opinion on this report 
until the State Department and the PSB had had an opportunity to 
study the report from the foreign policy and psychological view- | 
points, and give their views to the Council. — a 

Secretary Dulles expressed the opinion that the President would : 
- probably want the State Department to explore the whole matter. 
The problem was extremely delicate, and its solution would require { 
time. . | | Oo | 

Mr. Cutler then asked whether the Council should leave the : 
report substantially in the hands of the Secretary of State to head 
up the process of exploring whether and how its concept could be 
carried into effect. | 
Secretary Dulles concurred in this suggestion, and pointed out 

that after the State Department had reached an opinion on the
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report, he would certainly want the Psychological Strategy Board © 

to study the public relations aspects. | a 

_ Secretary Humphrey expressed his conviction that at present the 
United States lacked an adequate defense for its own vitals. Obvi- 

| ously, such defense must be provided, and quickly. This could be | 

done in one of two ways: We can either do everything that we are 
doing now in providing for our national security, and add continen- 
tal defense to the total; or else we can follow the view expressed in 
the present report, cut down on what we are doing elsewhere, and 

_ jack up our continental defense. It was up to the Secretary of State, 
continued Secretary Humphrey, to answer the significant question 
whether the course of action suggested by the Joint Chiefs’ report 

was a wise course of action. . 

| Mr. Flemming said that while he agreed that much more atten- 
tion must in the future be paid to the defense of the continental | 

United States, he was not willing to commit himself in favor of the | 

| JCS report until the Secretary of State had studied all its foreign 

policy implications. oe HES StL ee eee 

| Secretary Dulles then informed the Council that in his recent 

speech to the American Bar Association in Boston ® he had urged 

that no single country, not even the United States, could, out of its 
own resources, adequately match the strength of a powerful totali- 

| tarian state. We were in no position to extract from our people 

what tyrannical rulers could extract from their people. The at- , 

tempt to do so would “bust us”. Accordingly, the only way the free — 

world could hope to maintain sufficient strength so that each of its 

members did not “go broke’, was the pooling of resources. The 

combined resources of the nations of the free world, if effectively 

employed, could be enough to offset the Soviet bloc. Therefore, to 

| take any measures which destroyed the unity of the free world, or 

shifted the defense burden to the United States alone, would not be > 

a real economy in the long run. The “art of the thing” is to re- 

shape our policy and program in such fashion that we can still — 

maintain enough free world cohesion to provide for a common pool- | 

ing of resources. Isolation, warned Secretary Dulles, would cost the 

United States dearly in the long run. Secretary Dulles prophesied 

that this reshaping could probably be accomplished, but he pointed 

out that the whole free world was in the grip of nervous tension 

and greatly feared a revival of the Fortress America concept. We 

must handle ourselves carefully, therefore, if we would avoid disas- 

ter. | Ose | Se 

6 Secretary Dulles’ address before the American Bar Association at Boston on 

Aug. 26, 1958 entitled “The U.S. Constitution and the U.N. Charter—An Appraisal,” 

is printed in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 7, 1953, bp. 307-310.
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Secretary Kyes said that he thought Admiral Radford had specif- | 
: ically warned against any reversion to the idea of Fortress Amer- _—E_—sit|k 

ica. Admiral Radford replied that he had warned against such a | 
| course, and that the Chiefs had all appreciated the seriousness of 

the problems which Secretary Dulles had raised. He wondered, : 
: however, if there was not another aspect of maintaining large 

American forces overseas which was far from favorable. Would not 

, such a course lead many of the nervous governments and peoples _ 
fo of Europe to continue to think that the United States was actively 

seeking war? The redeployment proposed in the present report : 
: might, if carried out, go far to spike the argument that this nation : 

sought war. Admittedly, however, the problem of clarifying our in- 

| tentions overseas was crucial. = meee 
_ Secretary Humphrey stated succinctly that the next move was : 
the Secretary of State’s3 sss 4 
The Vice President observed that he assumed that the JCS con- 

7 cept was still a concept of standing up to the USSR and not knuck- 
| lingdowntoit, | EM 8 ol ge 

_ The Secretary of State then drew an analogy between the main- 
tenance of troops in various states of the United States and the 
concept of deployment contained in the present report. He argued | 

: that the citizens of New York, Texas, or Massachusetts, did not 
consider themselves vulnerable to attack and invasion because our 

1. troops were quartered in Louisiana, Illinois, or some other state. 

We knew we were safe because, while our troops were concentrat- : 
1. ed, they could quickly be dispatched to the danger zone. What was 

necessary was to gain acceptance for this kind of concentration 
among the peoples of the free world. If we do not succeed in selling 
this interpretation of the proposed redeployment, we can anticipate 
that the governments and peoples of the free world will dismiss our _ 
proposed new policy as simply camouflaged isolation. — 's | 

: The Vice President pointed out that the idea of Fortress America _ 
: had originally arisen during the great debate on foreign policy | 
| prior to American entry into the second World War. At that time 
3 it meant to its exponents that America could be defended, but 
: Europe could not. We now believe, however, that we can defend all | 
: _ vital parts of the free world by applying the principle of concentra- 

| tion of forces. This, insisted the Vice President, was not the For- _ 
: tress America of the past. | - ; 
| __-‘ Thereafter, discussion centered on the nature of Council action — : 
| on the report and on the relation between this report and the So- of 

larium study. Mr. Cutler pointed out that this relationship would 
have to be worked out, and meanwhile every effort must be made 
to prevent leaks as to the content of the JCS report. |
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On the latter point, General Ridgway asked permission to repeat 

his belief that if NATO got any inkling of the content of this new 
concept, rightly or wrongly, the NATO powers would almost cer- 
tainly construe it as an abandonment, and the consequences would 
be terrifying. - Oo | 

Admiral Carney expressed a different view. He said that the 
United States had always considered that it would withdraw its 
own contribution to the NATO forces at such time as the European 

states had achieved the capacity to defend themselves. In the parts 
| of Europe, he went on, with which he was well acquainted, the au- 

thorities were not seeking the presence of our forces, but rather as- 
sistance in building their own. For this reason, Admiral Carney 
was convinced that the concept of redeployment could be sold with- 

out the consequences which some members of the Council feared. 
Admiral Radford, agreeing with Admiral Carney, pointed out 

that we might well be obliged to redeploy our divisions in Germany 
| whether we adopted the concept in the JCS report or not. If the 

EDC failed of ratification and it was decided that Germany should 
be neutralized, we would be obliged to withdraw U-S. forces from 
Germany, and Admiral Radford said he could think of nowhere 

else in Europe where they could be sent. Apart from the faint pos- 
sibility that some of these forces could be sent to French Morocco, 
General Ridgway agreed that there was no place in Europe to 
which these troops could be sent. | | 

At the conclusion of the discussion, Secretary Humphrey again 
warmly praised the work of the Joint Chiefs. He appeared to speak 
in this respect for all the Council members, to a greater or lesser 

degree. oe a | 
The National Security Council: 7 | 

, a. Noted the oral report by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, prepared at 
the direction of the President prior to their taking office. 

b. Agreed to recommend to the President that the Secretary of 
State be authorized to explore, from the point of view of foreign 
policy, the possibility of adopting the concept set forth in this 
report. | ; 

Note: The action in b above subsequently approved by the Presi- 

dent and transmitted to the Secretary of State for appropriate | 

action. ® In approving this recommendation, the President stated 

for the record that the “concept” was a crystallized and clarified 

7 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 889. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 

lot 66 D 95, ‘““NSC Records of Action’’) | 

8 See the memorandum by the President to the Secretary of State, Sept. 8, p. 460.
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4 statement of this Administration’s understanding of our national : 
| security objectives since World War II. | | 

S. Everett GLEASON 

: ! Editorial Note — | 

| On September 2, President Eisenhower issued Executive Order 
No. 10483 (18 Federal Register 5379) establishing the Operations Co- : 
ordinating Board. This action was based upon recommendations 
contained in the report submitted to the President on June 30, 

| 1953 by William Jackson, head of the President’s Committee on In- 
| ternational Information Activities. For documentation on the Jack- | 

son Report, see pages 1795 ff. | a | 
According to the President’s Executive order, the objectives of I 

the Operations Coordinating Board, “which shall report to the Na- | 
tional Security Council,” were to provide for the integrated imple- | 

: mentation of national security policies by the several agencies con- | 
cerned. The Board was composed of the Under Secretary of State } 

: (chairman), the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Director of the | 
: Foreign Operations Administration, the Director of Central Intelli- f 
| gence, and a representative of the President. C.D. Jackson was im- | 
: mediately appointed to the latter post. The creation of the Oper- 

ations Coordinating Board was accompanied by the simultaneous ! 
| abolition of the Psychological Strategy Board. 

| S/S-NSC files, lot 66 D 148, “Misc. NSC Memos” | | | 

| Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President for National 
_ Security Affairs (Cutler) to the Secretary of State E 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, September 3, 1953. | 
1. While briefing the President yesterday in Denver about the > F 

Council meeting on August 27: (a) the President read again the i 
report signed by the four new Joint Chiefs; (b) he then read my 
memo of 1 Sept. 53, entitled “August 27/53 NSC Meeting”, of 
which you have a copy; (c) I then gave him the substance of Stas- : 
sen’s comments on these two papers, Stassen having read them on | 
September 1 on his return from Europe; and (d) I lastly outlined to | 
him the substance of the views which you expressed in your office 
to Bowie and me Tuesday night. ! | 

1 Neither the report, the memorandum, nor any record of the substance of Stas- | 
sen’s comments under reference has been found. For that portion of the memoran- :
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2. The President was much interested. In approving the Council 

Action, reading—“agreed to recommend to the President that the 

Secretary of State be authorized to explore from the point of view 

of foreign policy the possibility of adopting the concept set forth in | 

this report,” He added, for the final version of the record of action 

the following words of his own: “This concept is a crystallized and 

clarified statement of this Administration’s understanding of our 

~ national security objectives since World War II.” He reiterated sev- 

eral times that the concept was not new; must and could not prop- 

erly be thought of or mentioned as new. a, 

Then he had me write down the following as he walked up and 

down the room: | | mee 

“From the beginning, people who really studied foreign and mili- 
tary problems have considered that the stationing of American 
troops abroad was a temporary expedient. von kn : | 

‘Tt was a stop-gap operation to bring confidence and security to © 

our friends overseas, who were desperately exposed to Communist __ 

aggression. i 
“Any thinking individual, in the services or out, always under- 

-gtood that the basic purpose of so stationing American troops was | 
to produce among our friends morale, confidence, economic and 

military strength, in order that they would be able to hold vital 
areas with indigenous troops until American help could arrive. 

“This idea from the beginning placed a premium on _ 

| (1) safety of the US from surprise and destructive attack, 7 

(2) existence of highly mobile forces, | | 
(3) comprehensive mobilization plans quickly to marshal our 

entire strength in support of our national security (ourselves 
and our friends).” | ae | oe 

Then he went on that I was to add to the foregoing that this idea 

of the JCS must never be presented as a “new concept”—that it 

was a “reaffirmation and clarification of what he had always un- 

derstood.” | oe | - 

3. I told him that you had similarly spoken to me on Tuesday — 

night. When I told him the further views you had expressed at that 

meeting of the only way you now saw to work the matter out, he 

was extremely interested and reacted favorably. He said that, of 

course, our friends would have to understand our basic thinking at 

some time. He took to the dramatic idea which you stated and the | 

reason you expressed for mentioning extreme secrecy. . 

4. In ‘answer to a question, I said that I did not understand that - 

you proposed now to hold diplomatic conversations with our allies 

dum of discussion at the 160th meeting of the NSC on Aug. 27, 1953 dealing with 

the report of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, see p. 444. Secretary Dulles’ appointment 

book indicates that Dulles, Bowie, and Cutler met at 6 p. m., Tuesday evening, Sept. 

1, 1953. (Dulles papers, “Daily Appointments”) _ |
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- about the matter, but only to explore ways and means with your 
: own associates. | : 

). He said he would be interested to see you any time you would 
; come out to Denver. Simply call up Tom Stephens and make a con- | 

venient time (Tom will be expecting a call). The President expects 
to be in Denver constantly until he comes East about the 17th or © 

2 18th. The sooner you see him, the better. Oe | 

4 6. After he approved the Record of Action of the Council Meeting | 
as above-noted, he indicated in reply to a question that he thought 

_ this return to our original thinking could and should be included in 
_ the Solarium Policy Paper, kept appropriately quiet and without : 

2 attribution. | , an : 
7. The new H-bomb development, which we discussed, 2 was on 

, his mind. Even before that, he had doubts he said about how much 
we should poke at the animal through the bars of the cage. _ 

| | | -RoBert CUTLER 

; -.2 For documentation on the reaction of the Eisenhower administration to the det- | 
onation of a Soviet thermonuclear device in August 1953, see pp. 1185 ff. _ | 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file ae a | 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State ! 

i TOP SECRET => _.  [WASHINGTON?,] September 6, 1953. | 

, Our collective security policies require urgent reconsideration. . 

From the U.S. standpoint there is need of: | 

4 (1) Increased continental defense. We os | 
(2) Increased emphasis on effort to lead in non-conventional | 

4 weapons (A-H-guided missiles, etc.). | ee Ba a as | 
(3) Increased strategic reserves in lieu of committals abroad | 

never intended to be permanent. _ SE ae 
(4) Budgetary balance and monetary stability. | | 
(5) Adaptation to man-power shortage. | 

| 1 The source text does not indicate to whom this memorandum was addressed. | 
However, the President saw it and commented upon it; see his memorandum to Sec- 

retary Dulles, infra. Accordingly to his appointment book, Dulles met at his home 
separately with Bowie and MacArthur during the afternoon of Sunday, Sept. 6, 

; before boarding a plane for Denver. This memorandum could have been drafted 
either in Washington, en route, or the evening of Sept. 6, after arrival at the 

“Summer White House’. (Dulles papers, “Daily Appointments”) —_—_ ee 
A notation on the source text reads: “not indictment.” | , |
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II. | 

The availability to SAC of bases in other countries must be reap- 
praised. Many are not available except with a consent which is be- 
coming increasingly unlikely. As Soviet A and H power increases 
the countries containing these bases increasingly look upon them 
as lightning rods rather than umbrellas. 

II]. 

The semi-permanent presence of U.S. land forces with depend- 
ents abroad is an irritant, now acute only in Japan but eventually 
troublesome elsewhere. | 

| IV. | 

From the standpoint of European Allies the NATO concept is 

losing its grip because: 

(1) NATO assumed U.S. atomic supremacy, which Churchill 
called the ‘supreme deterrent” saving Europe. NATO supplement- 
ed this by assuring that there could not be a conquest of Europe so 
quick and easy that it would not lead to an all-out US. effort, 
which, it was assumed, the Soviet Union would not risk. That as- 
sumption is now shaken. 

(2) A and H and guided missile developments in Russia increas- 
ingly frighten nearby areas where there is no defense against quick 
attack. Also, they feel U.S. vulnerability is becoming such that we 
might stay out if Europe were attacked first. And if the U.S. were 
attacked first, Europe might prefer to stay out. 

(3) Our allies budget problems are even more acute than ours 
and are no longer being relieved by such U.S. liberality as put $30 
billion of economic aid into Europe during the six years, 1946-51. 

V. | 

Against the above background, the Soviet “peace offensive’ in- 

vites wishful thinking, on the part of NATO partners and Japan, 

that the danger is past and that neutralism and military economy 

are permissible. | 

VI. . | 

A USS. shift of emphasis, reflected by new military dispositions 
and changed budgetary approaches in favor of increased continen- 
tal defense and greater strategic mobility, would probably be inter- 
preted abroad as final proof of an isolationist trend and the adop- 
tion of the “Fortress America’ concept. I doubt that any eloquence 
or reasoning on our part would prevent disintegration and deterio- 

ration of our position, with our growing isolation through the reac- 

tion of our present allies. The resources of the free world would 

then no longer be in a common fund to be drawn on for community
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security, and the balance of world power, military and economic, 
would doubtless shift rapidly to our great disadvantage. We would I 
not in fact have gained greater security, and expenditures would | 
have to mount very sharply, so that any economy would be short- 

lived. . me 
However, for reasons above given, we cannot avoid a major re- 

| consideration of collective security concepts. . | 

oe ‘VIL. a | 

An alternative which could be explored is the possibility of 
taking this occasion to make a spectacular effort to relax world 

tensions on a global basis and execute such mutual withdrawals of | 

Red Army forces and of U.S. forces abroad as would itself make 

possible: | 

(1) Stabilization of NATO forces and of prospective German ! 
forces at a level compatible with budgetary relief. : 

(2) Creation by U.S. of strategic reserve in U.S. — E 

The plan would include limitation of armament and control of j 
weapons of mass destruction. | | 

Within the framework of such a settlement the results desired 
could be achieved with an increase rather than a decline of U.S. i 

influence and without risk of our being isolated. It would also end ; 
the present state of strain which breeds distrust and intolerance, f 

which undermine our traditional American way of life. I 

TTT 
The present is a propitious time for such a move, if it is ever to 

be made, because we will be speaking from strength rather than 

weakness. ? — | a | 

(1) The Armistice achieved in Korea, in an atmosphere of our 
willingness to enlarge the war unless the armistice was accepted. : 

(2) The major reversal of Soviet expectations in Iran. E 
(3) The presumptive willingness of the French, with our coopera- : 

tion, to be more vigorous in Indochina, rather than to withdraw as : 
most had expected. | | 

(4) The Adenauer victory in Germany. | oan 

Also the full impact of Soviet advances in non-conventional 
weapons has not yet been felt in Europe and Japan. Also NATO, 
while nervous, is holding on awaiting the Council meeting in De- 
cember. } | 

2 A handwritten notation in the margin reads: “This, I think, is important!” © |
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Our new revealing budget will not have to be unveiled until the | 
year end. Oo a 

_. GENERAL CONCEPTS | | 

1. Broad zone of restricted armament in Europe, with Soviets 
withdrawn from satellites and U.S. from Europe. | | 

2. Satellites politically freed, but oriented (friendly) to U.S.S.R. 
(note. Finland) 

3. International control of A-H-and guided missiles. | 

4, End “world revolution” mission of Soviet Communist Party. 
| 5. Open up East-West trade. . 

6. Indochina—Formosa—Red China. 

PROCEDURE 

| ? 

| From Fosrer: 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file _ OSes Ce . 

_ Memorandum by the President to the Secretary of State } | 

TOP SECRET | DENVER, September 8, 1953. 

1. | - 

With respect to your outlined argument 2 for reconsideration of 

security policies, I am in general agreement with the points you 

make. The following are specific comments: 

A. I am doubtful whether we can, as a practical matter, greatly 
increase the emphasis we are now placing upon assuring our lead 
in non-conventional weapons. | | 

B. While it is true that the semi-permanent presence of United 
States Forces (of any kind) in foreign lands is an irritant, any with- 
drawal that seemed to imply a change in basic intent would cause 
real turmoil abroad. ee 

C. I note that you say the United States has put thirty billion 
dollars of economic aid into Europe during the six years—1946-51. 
I assume you have looked up these figures, but I have often heard 
Paul Hoffman * say that the total was something on the order of 
fourteen billion under ECA. | | oe 

1This memorandum was preceded by several previous drafts. Copies of these 
drafts, containing in some instances the President’s own handwritten changes, cor- 

- rections, and additions are in the Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman 
file. . | 

2 See the memorandum, supra. Scans . 

3 Paul Hoffman, a corporation and foundation executive, was also head of the Eco- © 

nomic Cooperation Administration (ECA), 1948-1950. |
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-. D. I am in emphatic agreement that renewed efforts should be 
- made to relax world tensions on a global basis. Mutual withdrawals + 

of Red Army Forces and of United States Forces could be suggested E 
as a step toward relaxing these tensions. — | Loupe ce : 

E. I agree also that whatever move we make in this field should ; 
be done at a reasonably early date. Ee ET | I 

A general comment is that programs for informing the American F 
_ public, as well as other populations, are indispensable if we are to | 

do anything except to drift aimlessly, probably to our own eventual 

destruction. > a | we | 
There is currently much misunderstanding among us. Our own 

people want tax relief; but they are not well informed as to what 

drastic tax reduction would mean to the security of the country. 
They have hoped, and possibly believed, that the Armistice | 
achieved on the Korean battlefield is a prelude to an era of better 
relations between ourselves and Russia. The individual feels help- | 

- less to do anything about the foreign threat that hangs over his. 
- head and so he turns his attention to matters of immediate inter- | 

-est—farm supports, Taft-Hartley Act, taxes, drought relief, and | 

partisan politics. Abroad we and our intentions are suspect because I 
we are known to be big and wealthy, and believed to be impulsive 
and truculent. a. So 

If we are to attempt real revision in policies—some of which may : 
temporarily, or even for a very extended time, involve us in vastly 
increased expenditures, we must begin now to educate our people } 
in the fundamentals of these problems. 
Among other things, we should describe the capabilities now and : 

in the near future of the H-bomb, supplemented by the A-bomb. 
We should patiently point out that any group of people, such as the © 
men in the Kremlin, who are aware of the great destructiveness of 
these weapons—and who still decline to make any honest. effort 
toward international control by collective action—must be fairly 
assumed to be contemplating their aggressive use. It would follow — 
that our own preparation could no longer be geared to a policy that _ 
attempts only to avert disaster during the early “surprise” stages 
of a war, and so gain time for full mobilization. Rather, we would 
have to be constantly ready, on an instantaneous basis, to inflict [ 

greater loss upon the enemy than he could reasonably hope to in- 

flict upon us. This would be a deterrent—but if the contest to 
| maintain this relative position should have to continue indefinitely, | 

the cost would either drive us to war—or into some form of dictato- | 
rial government. In such circumstances, we would be forced to con-: 

| sider whether or not our duty to future generations did not require © | 
us to initiate war at the most propitious moment that we could des- | 
ignate. ' : 7
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I realize that none of this is new to you—in fact, we talked it all 
over the other day. I put it down here merely to emphasize the fact 
that a re-study of our position, and even the adoption on a unani- 
mous basis of radically revised policies by the President, the Cabi- 
net, and the bipartisan leaders of the Congress, would not, in them- | 
selves, be sufficient to assure the accomplishment of the resulting 
objectives. We must have the enlightened support of Americans and 
the informed understanding of our friends in the world. Moreover, 
all of these people would have to understand that increased mili- 
tary preparation had been forced upon us because every honest 

peaceful gesture or offer of our own had been summarily rejected 
by the Communists. 

I well realize that the procedures and plans for accomplishing all 
that I have hinted at above, will first require intensive study by 
the ablest group of individuals we can possibly assemble. We are 

| already overworking the staff of the Security Council, the only 
group presently established to study these questions on the broad- 
est, inter-departmental, scope. But if your memorandum proves 

| nothing else, it proves that we must get our thinking on these vast 
problems organized and coordinated so that as a first step all in re- 

sponsible positions can have confidence that our conclusions are es- 

sentially correct. After that a carefully thought out program of 

speeches, national and international conferences, articles, and leg- 

islation, would be in order. | 

II. | 

With respect to the draft of your speech to the United Nations, + 
I started out on page one to suggest certain editorial corrections. 

However, I then remembered that you had said that you had done 
no editing whatsoever, and so I abandoned that effort. 

I think, of course, that the speech will be timely and informative. 

My chief comment is one of a rather general character. As I read 
it, I had the impression, particularly in the first part, that the 

speech is intended as a new indictment of the Bolshevik Party, the 

USSR, and the Communist Governments in the world. Now I have 

no quarrel with indicting and condemning them, but I wonder 

whether or not, in front of the United Nations Assembly, this 
would be the proper approach. Realizing that you must recite cer- _ | 

tain facts and instances of guilt on the part of the Soviets, I rather 
feel that it would be well to state flatly in the beginning that you _ 

| have no intention of producing a Philippic—that your purpose is to | 

* Reference is presumably to Secretary Dulles’ address. made before the General 
Assembly in general debate on Sept. 17, 1953, entitled ‘Easing International Ten- 

- sions: The Role of the U.N.,” printed in Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 28, 1953, 
pp. 403-408.
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advance the cause of conciliation and understanding and not to be 
concerned merely with excoriation. The recital, therefore, of past 

misdeeds, including broken faith, calumny, or anything else, would 
be made—let us say—regretfully, and only to establish the basis for | 
proceeding more constructively in the future. oe 

I shall not belabor this point further. You can decide whether or ; 

not it has any validity. But I think that the speech can be made : 
positive and clear without giving the impression to our opponents : 
or to our friends that we are merely concerned with showing that 
we have been very nice people, while the others have been very 
wicked indeed. | | 

As for the rest, I have no detailed comments to make, but be- | 

cause of my respect for Cabot Lodge’s judgment and his familiarity . 

with these problems, I would suggest that he be consulted before 
your text reaches its ultimate form. - 

| : ITT. | ) 

It was fine to have you out here. > I am amused, in reading my 
morning papers, to find that the reporters who had insisted that 
you and I are at odds, found new evidence to support their conten- ) 

tions in the fact that we visited for several hours together. It is | 
amazing to find such little regard for fact in a nationally known 
member of the Press. I rather think that he got out on a limb and 
has been busily engaged in trying to show that he was correct all 
the time. | 

I assure you that I thoroughly enjoyed your visit; my only regret : 
was that you had to take such a long trip in order that we could go 

over together the critical international problems that cry out for 

study and contemplation and action. I am truly obligated to you for 

the time and trouble you took to make the trip. 
As ever, 2 

oe a [Dwicut D. E1sENHOWER] | 

5 Secretary Dulles and President Eisenhower met at the “Summer White House” | 
on the morning of Sept. 7, and Secretary Dulles then returned to Washington. | 

Editorial Note a : 

Throughout the first three weeks of September 1953, the Special [ 

Committee on Project Solarium continued to draft, consider, and : 

debate various papers designed to articulate a new basic national 

security policy. The draft papers fell under three general headings: ? 

general objectives, general courses of action, and specific regional : 

and economic policy statements. On September 18, Lay circulated 
to the Planning Board of the National Security Council a 42-page
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draft statement of policy on the subject “Review of Basic National 
Security Policy” for consideration by the Planning Board at its 
meeting on September 22. Prior to that meeting, Policy Planning 
Staff Director Robert R. Bowie received draft comments on the . 
draft policy statement from S/AE, NEA, OIR, and FE. Following 

that meeting, further proposed changes in the draft policy state- - 

ment were submitted to Bowie by Henry Owen of OIR. Copies of 
the draft papers under reference are in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, 

NSC 153-162, “Chronological, 1953”, and ‘Review of Basic National 

| Security Policy, Aug-Sept, 1953 (Preview to NSC 162)”. A copy of 
the Lay memorandum of September 18 enclosing the 42-page draft 
statement of policy “Review of Basic National Security Policy’’ is 
in S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Solarium”. The comments on this 

draft policy statement from S/AE, NEA, OIR and FE are in PPS 
files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 158-162, Sept-Dec, 1953”. On September 

2), Bowie transmitted an 11-page “redraft of the Conclusions of the — _ 

NSC ‘Solarium’ paper of September 18” to Under Secretary Smith, 
Counselor MacArthur, and other Bureau chiefs within the Depart- | 
ment of State. A copy of this paper is in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, 

“NSC 153-162, Sept-Dec, 1953’. On September 30, Lay transmitted 

to the NSC a draft paper on the subject of basic national security 

_ policy. For text, see page 489. 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 163d Meeting of the National 

Security Council, Thursday, September 24, 1953 } 

[Extract] oe 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | - . 

The following were present at the 163rd Council meeting: The 

President of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the 
United States; the Under Secretary of State; the Secretary of De- 
fense; the Director, Foreign Operations Administration; the Direc- 

tor, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary 

of the Treasury; the Attorney General (for Items 1 and 2); the Di- 
rector, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Com- 

mission (for Items 1 and 2); the Acting Federal Civil Defense Ad- a 

ministrator (for Items 1 and 2); the Secretaries of the Army, the 
Navy, and the Air Force (for Items 1 and 2); the Civilian Consult- 
ants on Continental Defense (Messrs. Baxter, Black, McDonald, and 

Page), for Item 2; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director | 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Sept. 25. :
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of Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the President; Robert | 

Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, Special 
Assistant to the President; the Chairman, Continental Defense 
Committee (for Item 2); the NSC Representative on Internal Securi- 
ty (for Item 2); H. Marshall Chadwell and Kenneth D. Coleman, | 
Central Intelligence Agency (for Item 1); Justice M. Chambers, Fed- —s_ || 
eral Civil Defense Administration (for Items 1 and 2); the Executive | 
Secretary, NSC; the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC; and Hugh © : 
D. Farley, NSC Special Staff Member. He 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and _ : 

the main points taken. oa rs. ee | : 

2. Continental Defense (NSC 159, 159/1, 159/2 and 159/3; 2 Memos : 
for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated Septem- 

ber 21 and 28,1953°) | EE IE a 

With the assistance of a series of charts, Mr. Cutler gave an oral _ 

presentation of the subject report (NSC 159/3) which lasted over an | 

hour and which constituted a thorough and complete briefing as to i 

the general considerations, objectives, courses of action, and recom- ] 

mended programs of the report and continental defense. eee 

In the course of his presentation, the President interrupted Mr. I 

Cutler to ask for more detailed information with respect to the pro- 
. , : , . 

| 2 As a result of the discussions concerning the net capability of the USSR to in- ] 
a flict damage on the United States, the NSC in Action No. 804 taken at the 148th 

meeting on June 4 established a Continental Defense Committee of the NSC Plan- | | 
ning Board to submit a report at an early date. In July, the Committee sent to the : 
Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs (Robert Cutler) an , 

| undated 80-page memorandum on continental defense. Copies of this memorandum : 
were circulated to the NSC by Executive Secretary Lay on July 22, 1953 as NSC 159. 
For that portion of the memorandum of discussion at the 148th meeting of the NSC 

- concerning the net capability of the USSR to inflict damage on the United States, E 
see p. 367. A copy of NSC 159 is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 159 Series. E 

Continental defense was the subject of a number of internal commentary memo- : 
randa within both the Department of State and the Office of Defense Mobilization = ¢ 
following distribution of NSC 159. Copies of these memoranda are in S/S-NSC files, , 
lot 68 D 351, NSC 159 Series and PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Natl Sec (civil defense)”. E 
In addition, the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted their views on NSC 159 along with : 

supplemental pages of cost data prepared by the N SC Staff. The Lay memorandum q 
enclosing the views of the JCS is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 159 Series. ; 

- Continental defense was discussed at the 158th meeting of the NSC on Aug. 6, 1953 : 
and was the subject of NSC Action No. 873 in which both the Joint Chiefs of Staff | : 
and the NSC Planning Board were directed to submit further recommendations on. H 
continental defense to the Council. The Director of Defense Mobilization, Arthur S. E 
Flemming, was also directed by the President to establish a special task force to — E 
study and make recommendations on improving government organization with re- i 
spect to internal security functions. A copy of NSC Action No. 873 is in S/S-NSC f 

_ (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”. | | - 
| On Aug. 14, 1958, the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and the Interde- ok 

partmental Committee on Internal Security submitted a joint 33-page report on con- 

| , | Continued 4
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gram for producing a device or devices which would enable the de- 
tection of fissionable material surreptitiously introduced into the 
United States. | : | 

Mr. Cutler explained how such devices might be used, and Admi- 
ral Strauss pointed out that no such devices had actually been pro- 
duced to date. | | 

| The President also inquired as to the probable date of completion 
of the “plan” for the dispersal of essential functions of Govern- 
ment. Mr. Cutler replied that it was thought that this report would 
be produced in a month or so, and the President commented that 
any planning after the event (atomic attack) would be worth noth- 
ing. 

There was also a discussion of the appropriate size of rewards 
which would be offered by the Government for information regard- 
ing the introduction of fissionable materials into the United States. 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that it was proposed to offer a reward of 

$500,000, but that it was the opinion of the Chairman of the 

_ Atomic Energy Commission that a reward of $1 million would be 
cheap, since this would be less than the cost of the fissionable ma- 

terial which would have been recovered. 7 

_ Secretary Wilson commented that if we raised the ante too high, 
people would seek to introduce fissionable material into the United 

States. (Laughter) 
The Vice President made an inquiry as to the status of reciproci- 

ty between our Governments and the governments of the Soviet 
bloc with regard to the treatment of diplomatic shipments and bag- 

gage. : 

Secretary Smith undertook to sketch the existing relationship. 

| Although he admitted that while the present situation could not be 

described as one of reciprocity, he questioned the wisdom of our 

tightening up our own practices in this matter at the moment 

when the Soviet bloc nations were liberalizing their own. 

At the conclusion of his oral presentation, Mr. Cutler requested 

Mr. Arthur Page, as spokesman for the Civilian Consultants, to ex- 

tinental defense which was circulated by Lay to the NSC as NSC 159/1. On Sept. 1, 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted their 7-page report in conformity with NSC 
Action No. 873 and it was circulated by Lay as NSC 1159/2. 

| On Sept. 16, 1953, Lay sent to the NSC a 28-page report on continental defense 
prepared by the NSC Planning Board following receipt of NSC 159/1 and NSC 159/ 
2. The Planning Board report, designated NSC 159/3, was scheduled for discussion 
at the 168d meeting of the NSC. | | 

3 Lay’s memorandum of Sept. 21 enclosed a financial appendix to NSC 159/3 
which was subsequently deleted from NSC 159/4. See the note by the Executive Sec- 
retary, Sept. 25, p. 475. Lay’s memorandum of Sept. 23 transmitted a one-page 
memorandum from Admiral Radford, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, giving 

JCS approval to NSC 159/3 as a “generally responsive” and “militarily sound” solu- 
tion to the problem of continental defense. |
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press their view on the problem of continental defense. Mr. Page 

complied by reading a statement, copy of which is filed with the : 

Minutes of the 163rd NSC meeting.* _ | 

Mr. Cutler then presented certain additional views on this sub- 

ject by Dr. Alan Gregg, one of the Consultants, who had been 

obliged to leave Washington prior to the meeting. ° | | 

Mr. Cutler then suggested that before the meeting was thrown 

open to general questions, the Secretary of Defense and the Chair- © 

man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff be invited to state their views on 

continental defense. | - | 

Before Admiral Radford had undertaken to express the views of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the President requested him to comment : 

on what inferences were to be drawn from a recent test in Seattle 

in which one of our new B-52 bombers hopelessly outdistanced one 1 

of our F-86 interceptors. It seemed to the President that this was a : 

development which cast doubt on the value of fighter interceptors } 

against bombers which could fly so fast at such very high altitudes f 

as 50,000 feet. Oo | | a 
Admiral Radford acknowledged the validity of the President's | 

doubts, and said that it would probably be possible to intercept B- 

52 bombers by the use of guided missiles. == 

Admiral Radford then proceeded to state the views of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff on the present report. He noted that the Joint 

Chiefs had kept in touch with Mr. Cutler and with the Planning j 

Board during the whole period in which this report had been devel- 

oped. He said that the great anxiety of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was [ 

| that some particular program such as this would be approved by 

the Council at too early a date and thus tie the hands of the mili- | 

tary in their attempts to work out an appropriate over-all military [ 

program. Speaking personally, continued Admiral Radford, he felt : 

that the various studies which had been made by committees and 

individuals on the problem of continental defense had proved most i 

valuable. On the other hand, he did feel that most of these reports — 

tended to be based on assumptions as to the enemy’s capabilities. : 

Admiral Radford stated that if we continued to do this we might : 

wind up with an impossible program of continental defense. — 

4The statement under reference cannot be further identified, but a copy of the 

“Views of the NSC Consultants on Continental Defense” which, in a covering memo- 

| randum, Lay indicated were those “presented orally at the Council meeting on Sep- 

| tember 25 [24] 1953”, is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 159 Series. For informa- | 

| tion on the minutes of NSC meetings, see footnote 1, p. 394. | 

5 A copy of “the separate additional views of Dr. Alan Gregg” which, Lay indicat- 

ed, were also those presented orally at the NSC meeting of Sept. 24, is attached to : 

the “Views of the NSC Consultants on Continental Defense” mentioned in footnote E 

4 above. Gregg was vice president of the Rockefeller Foundation. _
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_ Admiral Radford then said that he had other points which he __ 
_ felt were desirable to stress. As to some of the programs which | 

were recommended for Council approval in developing an adequate 
continental defense, real doubts had arisen in the minds of the 
Joint Chiefs as to the validity of the recommendations. He said 
that the Joint Chiefs were certainly reconsidering the value of sea- 
ward extensions of the southern Canadian defense line at. the 
present time. He pointed out that with regard to these seaward ex- | 
tensions, we were counting on very nearly perfect performance by 
those who manned the line and its extensions, 24 hours a day, 365 

_ days a year, for the indefinite future. It would be extraordinarily 
difficult to secure personnel with sufficient skill to accomplish this 
task, and it would also be terribly expensive to maintain this line 
once it had been developed. | oo 
Another factor which seemed deserving of the most careful 

study, said Admiral Radford, was the loss of efficiency which was _ 
inevitable when individuals were compelled to do the same job day | 
in and day out with the same instruments. He had in mind, he 
said, radar operations in some such dreary waste as northern 
Canada. Personnel who at the outset were 80% efficient at per- 
forming their function would be, after an interval, perhaps only 

| 30% efficient, particularly if no enemy aircraft were found. This 
was a consideration which must certainly be taken into account in 
evaluating the effectiveness of this kind of defense. _ 

| With respect to what he called the “immediate programs”, pre- 
sumably those set forth in paragraph 15-a of the report, Admiral 
Radford assured the members of the Council that the Joint Chiefs 
regarded the development of these programs as urgent, and stated 
that they would be included in the detailed program that the Joint | 

| Chiefs of Staff are formulating for the next fiscal year, FY 1955. 
| Lastly, Admiral Radford said that he wished to call the attention 

of the Council to the acute problem of adequate military personnel 
and manpower. He pointed out that the continental defense pro- | 
gram outlined in the current report was a program for the long 
pull. This being so, and in the absence of any more authority than 
the Government now had to hold military personnel in service, he 
felt that it might be necessary to undertake a complete reappraisal 

_ of our total military capability. Actually, the problem of inad- | 
equate manpower, with respect to continental defense, was a more 
severe problem than finance or the budget. Even if we had all the - 
funds we requested to do what we felt necessary, Admiral Radford _ 
said that under existing arrangements we would just not have the 
trained people to carry out the program. ee - | 

| The President was the first to comment on Admiral Radford’s 
statement. He observed that it seemed to him that the Council had
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| been tending to dodge the essential dilemma which faced the coun- 

try. The United States was confronted with a very terrible threat, 

‘and the truth of the matter was that we have devised no way of 

meeting this threat without imposing ever-greater controls on our _ | 

| economy and on the freedom of our people. We had been trying, in : 

other words, to have our cake and to eat it at the same time. We E 

| were engaged, continued the President, not only in saving our | 

money or in defending our persons from attack; we were engaged 

in the defense of a way of life, and the great danger was that in : 

defending this way of life we would find ourselves resorting to 

| methods that endangered this way of life. The real problem, as the : 

| President saw it, was to devise methods of meeting the Soviet | 

| threat and of adopting controls, if necessary, that would not result 

: in our transformation into a garrison state. The whole thing, said 

: the President, was a paradox. | oo 

; ‘Secretary Wilson commented that we were not only faced with _ 

the problem of saving our free economy, but we were also confront- i 

ing the limitations of our manpower. (og ae | 

| The President agreed, and said that this was only part of the | 

paradox which he had outlined, of trying to meet the threat to our E 

values and institutions by methods which themselves endangered | 

: these institutions. In any case, said the President, this was a prob- | 

lem which must be faced and not evaded. © | 

Mr. Stassen admitted the seriousness of the manpower problem 

1 as Secretary Wilson had sketched it, but said he believed that he : 

had one or two suggestions which might assist in solving it. The 

first of these was to provide better opportunities for technological 

4 and scientific study in our high schools. He felt that in this area we | 

; had been wasting our resources in the past, and that an opportuni- | 

1 ty offered to increase greatly the number of students with the nec- 

1 essary skills of a technological and scientific nature. 

| _ His second suggestion, said Mr. Stassen, was to try to identify 

; those areas where it might be possible for the armed services to 

: depend to a greater degree on automatic devices as opposed to 

: manual operations. This transition could, thought Mr. Stassen, | 

| | result in greatly diminishing the number of personnel which the 

; ‘services now had to devote to complicated scientific and technologi- : 

| cal operations. a a | : | 

; The President’s comment on these suggestions was to point out i 

i that Mr. Stassen had perhaps overlooked the fact that as you go ~ , 

into the sphere of the automatic, the machine would be ever more ! 

| difficult to handle and the expense of maintaining it and keeping it | 

| modern would be very heavy. _ | | 

|
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Secretary Wilson added that you could never avoid the fact that 
at present it was all that the country could do to maintain approxi- 
mately three million men in the armed services. : 

_ Mr. C.D. Jackson then stated that he had one further suggestion 
which might be of value in meeting the shortage of skilled man- 
power. As we increasingly made use of new weapons, said Mr. 
Jackson, he saw no reason why the military services should be 
obliged to continue their elevated standards of mental and physical © 
fitness. It seemed to him that a soldier with flat feet or dandruff 
might be completely competent to operate a Nike. 

Mr. Flemming said that of course he was always living with the 
problem of manpower, and had come to the conclusion that if we | 
set ourselves an objective and proceed to convince the country of 
the validity of that objective, we would succeed in licking the man- | 
power problem. As an example, Mr. Flemming cited the present 
two-year duration of military service. This severely hampered the 
armed services in meeting the manpower problem. Mr. Flemming 
expressed the view that it would be perfectly feasible to get this _ 
period of service extended by the Congress if we could demonstrate 
a clear need for such extension. _ oe 

The President stated that he was impressed by Mr. Flemming’s 
point, but could not avoid the feeling that if, in the development of 
our mobilization base and in the accumulation of weapons and ma- 
terials of war, we went beyond a certain point, we would have to 
face the likelihood that our stockpile of war materials would suffer 
obsolescence, not to mention terrific costs of maintenance. Again 
pointing out that we must adjust our defense program to some- 
thing with which we can live for a long time, the President ex- 
pressed the view that the desirable goal was a minimum military 
establishment and mobilization base that could be expanded 
promptly in case of need. While he expressed agreement with Mr. 

_ Flemming’s argument that we could get the people of the United | 
States to do whatever was really necessary to preserve the national 
security, the President did not want the American people to do 
what the Administration deemed necessary over so long a period of 
time that it ended in the destruction of the American way of life. 

Mr. Flemming then reverted to Mr. Jackson’s suggestion for 
ameliorating the manpower problem, and said that it was a point 
that must never be lost sight of. He added that we had not yet 
made maximum use of women to meet the shortage of men, and 
summed up his general position by a statement that if we really 7 
proposed to get off of dead center, we could solve the problem of 

| manpower. | 
Secretary Humphrey pointed out that the many difficulties and 

doubts which discussion thus far by the members of the Council
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, had brought out, seemed to him to indicate the impossibility for I 

the National Security Council to reach any conclusion on any 

- single part of the national security program, such as continental f 

defense, before the members of the Council had had an opportunity L 

to view the security programs in their entirety. There was no use _ ; 
worrying about one piece of the puzzle before you had all the pieces | 

before you. Furthermore, Secretary Humphrey said he was willing 
to predict that when we got all through with our deliberations, the : 

4 only military strength we would have would be of a fluid and | 

1 mobile sort. | | | 

| The President stated that the important issues in continental de- 

fense which must be faced at once were the fighter interceptor pro- 
gram and the seaward extension of the southern Canadian line. He 

; expressed agreement that the latter issue might prove, upon fur- 

; ther examination, to be somewhat academic. He also stated his 
; agreement with Admiral Radford that we tended invariablby to un- 

: derestimate the difficulties which the USSR would encounter in 
2 making an attack upon the continental United States. | 
| At this point, Mr. Cutler asked the President if it would not be | 

! appropriate to ask the heads of the various departments and agen- 

cies who had entered dissents on various parts of the present 

report, to explain their views and have their day in court. 

Mr. Cutler explained to the President that some baggage and 

shipments came with the diplomat and through the same port of 
entry, but that on other occasions such shipments would come in- 

dependently of their owner. : 

Mr. Cutler then asked Mr. Flemming whether he wished to make : 
a case for taking certain proposed programs out of one of the four 
categories and placing them in another, as suggested by footnotes : 
to the paper. | oo a 

| Mr. Flemming replied, however, that since he was now convinced 

that the important thing was to get behind the total continental 

defense program, he was not inclined to argue in favor of any spe- : 

cific changes from one category to another. He did, he said, have a ! 
1 strong feeling that our present posture of continental defense was ! 

| inadequate and that we should move ahead as rapidly as possible | 
to develop the program in the present report. It was vital, for in- 

stance, from his point of view to get ahead with an early warning | 
| _ system, since this had an obvious impact on mobilization planning. : 

1 He concluded by expressing the hope that the Council would en-  — 

1 dorse the program as a whole even if it were necessary to seek a | 

j supplemental appropriation from the Congress to finance it. |
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Thereafter, the Attorney General also agreed not to press for any sy. 
further changes in the report with regard to internal security 
measures, and stated that he was content to have these measures ~— 

left in the categories to which they had been assigned in the - ; 
report. : oe | —— | 

Secretary Wilson took this occasion to point out that all should a 

understand that even if all the measures in this paper were adopt- 
ed it never would be possible to build a 100% defense of the conti- 
nental United States. | 

Mr. Cutler then called upon Mrs. Howard, the Acting Federal 
Civil Defense Administrator, as to her wishes with respect to 
changes in the programs which the Civil Defense Administration 
had favored when the paper was before the Planning Board. 

Mrs. Howard stated that in view of Mr. Cutler’s explanation of 
the meaning of paragraphs 15-a, -b, -c and -d, and particularly be- 

cause of her very strong agreement with the position just taken by 

Mr. Flemming, she would not press for any changes in the paper in 

behalf of the Civil Defense Administration. She did wish, she said, 

to emphasize the need to the Council for more adequate appropria- 

tions by the Congress for civil defense. She also expressed consider- 
| able skepticism as to the feasibility of the recommendation by the 

Consultants that private industry take over the task of stockpiling 

medical supplies for civil defense purposes. 

Mr. Cutler then observed that since all the members of the Coun- 
cil had had an opportunity to express their views, he wished to 

invite their attention to the suggested action in the Note by the 
Executive Secretary on page i of the report. He was also suggesting 

a change in this form of action, which he read to the members of 

_ the Council. Be | 
The Vice President inquired whether the Consultants on the con- 

tinental defense problem had had access to and been briefed on all 
the various reports which had been made in recent months on the 

problem. Mr. Cutler replied that they had had such access and had 

| been thoroughly briefed on all significant aspects of the problem. 

The Vice President replied that he was not so much concerned 

with the leaks which had appeared in the morning papers about 
the Council’s consideration of the continental defense problem. . 

What really concerned him was the problem of public reaction to 

the present continental defense program in view of the great hulla- | 

baloo in the press on this subject. Was the program which was | 
before the Council of sufficient size and efficiency to meet the | 
charges of the Alsops and others that the Administration was ne- 
glecting one of the most crucial areas of national defense? In short, 

asked the Vice President, were the Planning Board and the Con-
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sultants wholly satisfied that this was not a “cut-rate” continental | : 
defense program? Ee ae . ee : 

Mr. C.D. Jackson stated that in view of the various doubts that | 
_ had been raised in the course of the morning’s discussion, it would 

be perfectly possible for the Council to decide to postpone action on 4 
| continental defense. He felt, however, that a decision to postpone © | 

action would be a very grave mistake. He pointed out that the E 
people of the United States are already laboring under the errone- | I 
ous impression that the present Administration was doing nothing : 

in this field. It was therefore important to convey to them at once 
| and with emphasis that continental defense is and has been a top 

priority concern of this Administration. Hence the Council must _ 
make a wise decision and move forward rapidly on the present pro- 

gram. oe | Oo : | ne : : 

In reply to Mr. Jackson’s statement, Admiral Radford stated that  =—=§_ ||. 
there was no element of importance in the present report on conti- 
nental defense which needed to be done during this year and next . 

year that is not being done. As for certain recommended courses of t 
action and programs in the report for the years thereafter, there : 
still was some doubt as to whether we ought to carry them out. But j 
Admiral Radford said that he was prepared to stand up today on [ 
any platform and say, with regard to continental defense, that ‘‘we 

could not be doing more than we are now doing.” | | | 
The Vice President came back to his original point, and com- | 

mented that the columnists could be expected to do their utmost to 
suggest that there was dissension within the Administration on t 

| this problem. He trusted, therefore, that if a dispute developed, as, | 

for instance, between the desirability of a 57-squadron and a 75- L 
squadron fighter interceptor force, the Administration would make : 
it clear that such disagreement did not stem from motives of econo- F 
my alone. To this, Admiral Radford answered once again that I 

_ budgetary limitations were not the overriding limitations in the so- 
_ lution of the continental defense problem. =| ; i. 

The President stated, with a smile, that it was unwise for the : 
members of the Council to let themselves get so excited about what 
the columnists reported, as to fail to use common sense in reaching 

a decision. He said he was inclined to order the Council members 
in the future not to read the newspapers on mornings before meet- 

ings of the National Security Council. (Laughter) | 
Mr. Allen Dulles said that he had one last point to make before 

the Council adjourned. He said that in the field of intelligence with | 
| respect to early warning, he would have three concrete suggestions 

to make at the time when the Joint Chiefs of Staff were scheduled : 
to present the Council with their detailed program on continental 

defense. | | |
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Mr. Stassen said that he felt that it was of vital importance to | 

secure the necessary cooperation from Canada in meeting the prob- 

lem of civil defense. a 

The President pointed out the difficulties which confronted the 

United States in times of peace, in inducing other sovereign states __ 
to go along with our own recommendations. He nevertheless agreed 
with Mr. Stassen that present machinery for cooperation on mili- 
tary matters with Canada could easily be improved. 

Admiral Radford, speaking to this point, expressed the view that 
we would encounter very little difficulty in getting all the coopera- 
tion and assistance we needed from the Dominion. | 

As the meeting drew to a close, the President warmly thanked 
the Consultants for the services that they had rendered in helping 
to solve this difficult problem, and expressed the hope that the 
Consultants would regard their services as not merely a duty, but 

also an opportunity. | 

The National Security Council: © oo 7 — 

a. Noted and discussed an oral presentation by Mr. Cutler of the 
reference report on the subject by the NSC Planning Board (NSC 
159/38). oe 

b. Noted the views of the Civilian Consultants on Continental De- | 
_ fense with respect to NSC 159/3, as read by Mr. Arthur W. Page, 

and the additional views of Dr. Alan Gregg as orally presented by | 
Mr. Cutler. | | 

d. Adopted NSC 159/8, as amended by c above, for submission to 
: the President with the recommendation that he approve it as a , 

guide to the respective departments and agencies in implementing 
their programs during FY 1954 and in developing their programs 
for future years, subject to the following: me | 

(1) Before N ovember 15, a more precise definition by the De- 
partment of Defense of the following programs and their phas- 
ing, and the identification of the portion of Defense Depart- 
ment effort and costs related to such defined programs: 

Paragraph 15-a: Seaward extensions of the Southern Canadian 
early warning system. | | 

Paragraph 15-b: Fighter interceptor forces. Anti-aircraft 
forces. | | | 

(2) Before December 1, determination by the Council of the | 
manner of financing the recommended integrated programs for 
continental defense in FY 1954 and future years, in proper re- 
lation to the over-all budget and taking into account FY 1955 | 

_ budget submissions by the departments and agencies. 

6 Paragraphs a-e constitute NSC Action No. 915. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) |
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e. Noted that the Director of Central Intelligence will submit rec- | 
ommendations to the Council regarding the implementation of : 
paragraph 11 of NSC 159/3 on “Improved Intelligence” at the time : 
that the Council considers the report by the Department of Defense : 
submitted pursuant to d-(1) above. | 

Note: NSC 159/3 as amended and approved by the President as | 
recommended in d above, subsequently circulated as NSC 159/4. : 
The views of the Civilian Consultants, including Dr. Gregg, subse- of 
quently circulated to the Council for information. 7 | I 

| _ §, Everett GLEASON 3 

| 7 For text of NSC 159/4, see infra. On Jan. 25, 1954; the Executive Secretary , 
transmitted to the NSC two papers prepared by the Office of Defense Mobilization ! 
dealing with plans for the “Continuity of Essential Wartime Functions of the Execu- F 
tive Branch.” Copies of Lay’s memorandum with the enclosed papers prepared by 
the Office of Defense Mobilization are in the S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 159 
Series. | | | a | | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 159 ; | | Ce : 

Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 

(Lay) } : 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, September 25, 1953. 

NSC 159/4 | 

Note BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 7 
a COUNCIL ON CONTINENTAL DEFENSE 

References: 
| A. NSC 159, 159/1, 159/2 and 159/83 2 | | | [ 

| B. NSC Action No.915% = = | | f 
C. Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, i 

dated September 21, 23 and 25, 1953 4 | a i 

The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, f 

the Attorney General, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the f 

Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, and the Acting Federal 

Civil Defense Administrator at the 163rd Council meeting on Sep- I 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Chairmen of : 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Interdepartmental In- / 
telligence Conference, and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security; ; 
the Directors of the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence; and the Federal E 
Civil Defense Administrator. : 

2 See footnote 2, supra. i 
3 For NSC Action No. 915, see footnote 6, supra. | : 
*Concerning Lay’s memoranda of Sept. 21 and 23, see footnote 3, supra. The 

memorandum of Sept. 25 transmitted the views of the NSC Consultants on Conti- _.” 
nental Defense mentioned in footnote 4, supra.
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a tember 24, 1953 adopted the reference report on the subject (NSC 
| 159/3) subject to the substitution of the following for paragraph 20- | 

7 b (2) thereof (NSC Action No. 915-c and qd): | | 

The Council also noted that the Director of Central Intelligence | 
will submit recommendations to the Council regarding the imple- 

| mentation of paragraph 11 on “Improved Intelligence” at the time 
. the Council considers the report by the Department of Defense to 

be submitted pursuant to NSC Action No. 915-d (1). 

| NSC 159/38, as amended and adopted, including certain factual 

corrections in paragraph 21 on “Port Security’ requested by the 
Treasury Department, is enclosed herewith. The financial appendix 
transmitted by the reference memorandum of September 21 is not 
reproduced herein in view of the fact that, as indicated below, it is 
subject to review before December 1, 1953. | 

The President has this date approved the enclosed statement of | 

policy as a guide to the respective departments and agencies in im- | 
plementing their programs during FY 1954 and in developing their | 
programs for future years, subject to the following: _ - 

| (1) Before November 15, a more precise definition by the Depart- 
| ment of Defense of the following programs and their phasing, and 

| the identification of the portion of Defense Department effort and 
| costs related to such defined programs: 

Paragraph 15-a: Seaward extensions of the Southern Canadian 
early warning system. | | 

Paragraph 15-b: Fighter interceptor forces. Anti-aircraft 
forces. | | | 

(2) Before December 1, determination by the Council of the 
manner of financing the recommended integrated programs for 
continental defense in FY 1954 and future years, in proper relation 
to the over-all budget and taking into account FY 1955 budget sub- © 

_ missions by the departments and agencies. _ | 

Accordingly, NSC 189 is hereby superseded. * a a 
It is requested that special security precautions be observed in the 

handling of the enclosure and that access to it be very strictly limit- 

ed on an absolute need-to-know basis. _ - 
7 James S. Lay, JR. 

[Here follow a table of contents and a list of cited documents.] 

5 NSC 139, “An Early Warning System,” Dec. 31, 1952 and related documentation 

is scheduled for publication in the compilation on U.S. relations with Canada: in | 
volume VI. : |
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| [Enclosure] CAS es U8 gs | 

| Statement of Policy by the National Security Council 

TOP SECRET _ [WasutncrTon,] September 25, 1953. 

| CONTINENTAL DEFENSE ee | Mg 

oa _ ‘GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS sts oe 

Interrelation of Continental Defense to other Elements Constituting 
_ National Security Se OE tag 7 

1. The survival of the free world depends upon the United States 
maintaining: (a) sufficient strength, military and non-military, to 
deter general war, to prevent or counter aggression, and to win a 
general war if it is forced upon us; and (b) a sound, strong economy, 
capable of supporting such strength over the long pull and of rapid- 
ly and effectively changing to full mobilization, 8s” 

2. a. The strength of the United States which must be so main- 
tained is an integrated complex of offensive and defensive ele- 

| ments. Each of these elements has its proper role in the defense of | 
the vitals of America against attack and destruction. For example, 

our existing commitments to help in creating outposts of indige- 
| nous strength in NATO countries and in the Orient contribute to 

the defense of the continental United States.as well as does the de- 
velopment of an early warning system in the Western Hemisphere. 

_ Accordingly, each element of this integrated complex should be in 
proper balance with all the other elements. We shall not have sat- 
isfactory over-all strength if one element is allowed to develop out 
of proportion to the other elements. | , 

_ b. Just as there must be a proper balance among the several ele- 

ments comprising our strength, there must also be a proper bal- _ 
ance between military and non-military measures within the ele- 

| ment of “continental defense’, esses 
3. In recent years we have emphasized the elements of peripheral 

defense, offensive capabilities, and mobilization base more than we 
_ have emphasized the element of “continental defense”. Yet this 

latter element is necessary for the protection of our vitals and for 
_ the survival of our population and our Government in the event of 

attack. “Continental Defense’ is now clearly inadequate. _— 

Inadequacy of Existing Continental Defense System = | 

| 4. a. The Report of the Continental Defense Committee (NSC 159, 
July 22, 1953) reviewed the significant studies and estimates which 

_ have been made on continental defense in recent years. The latest 
of these was “The Summary Evaluation of the Net Capability of |
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the USSR to Inflict Direct Injury on the United States up to July 1, 
1955.” (NSC 140/1, May 18, 1953) § 

b. Findings of the Report of the Continental Defense Committee, 
(NSC 159, July 22, 1958) include: 

(1) The USSR has now a growing capability to deliver a devastat- 
ing atomic attack on the United States. (para. 9, p. 4) 

(2) Our current atomic offensive capability is a most significant 
deterrent to Soviet atomic attack upon the continental United 
States. It will continue to be a powerful factor in deterring hostile 
military action by the USSR. In any program of national security, 
our offensive capability must be maintained not only for gaining 
our war objectives, but for its marked deterrent value in protecting 
our homeland. (para. 10, p. 4) | 

(3) The present continental defense programs are not now ade- 
quate either to prevent, neutralize or seriously deter the military 
or covert attacks which the USSR is capable of launching, nor are 
they adequate to ensure the continuity of government, the continu- 
ity of production, or the protection of the industrial mobilization 
base and millions of citizens in our great and exposed metropolitan 
centers. This condition constitutes an unacceptable risk to our na- | 
tion’s survival. (para. 11, p. 4) | | 

(4) The creation of a defense system approaching invulnerability } 
is probably unattainable and, as found by the Kelly Committee, is 
completely impractical, economically and technically, in the face of 
expected advances in Soviet offensive capabilities. However, a rea- 
sonably effective defense system can and must be attained. Such a 
system must be phased to meet the changing character of the 
threat, and therefore fixed programs extending over a period of 
many years are unsound. Relatively short-term programs should be 
embarked upon now to achieve as rapidly as possible an ability to | 
cope with the manned aircraft and submarine-launched guided mis- 
sile threat as it probably will exist through 1957. (Enclosure A, 
para. 3, p. 50) | 7 

(5) No acceptable degree of over-all defense readiness is provided 
in programs recommended in NSC 159 until about 1956. But the 
Continental Defense Committee concluded that, during the period 
1956 to about 1960, the USSR would not have the net capability of 
destroying the war-making capacity of the United States, provided: 

(a) The over-all continental defense programs recommended 
in NSC 159 are carried out vigorously, and | 

(b) In the military area, the defense system not only is kept 
modern, but the quantity of its weapons is increased consistent 
with any significant increase in the size or performance of the 
Soviet long range air force. This condition might obtain well 
into the 1960’s. Sometime after 1960, due to the possible devel- 
opment of long range air-to-ground or ground-to-ground guided 
missiles, there can be no assurance that the proposed programs 
will give the high degree of protection required. Unless our de- 
fensive system is constantly reviewed and kept thoroughly 

6 Ante, p. 328.



- NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY | A479 

modern, including a defense against such possibilities as an in- 
tercontinental ballistic missile, we face the possibility of 
having our continental defense program largely nullified. How- 
ever, any doubt about the future must not prevent us from 

- meeting the urgent requirements of the present. (para. 120, pp. 
44-45) ee 

5. There has been a growing recognition in the United States of 

the situation outlined in the reports referred to in para. 4 above. In 
December, 1952, the United States adopted a policy that an early — 
warning system deemed capable of providing three to six hours of 
warning of aircraft approaching the United States from any likely 

direction of attack should be developed and made operational as a 
matter of high urgency (NSC 139). Our most recent over-all securi- 
ty policy statement (NSC 1538/1, June, 1953) 7 emphasized the ‘“de- 

~ velopment of a continental defense system, including early warn- a 

ing, adequate to prevent disaster and to make secure the mobiliza- 

tion base necessary to achieve U.S. victory in the event of general 

war.” a a a 
| 6. a. The above-mentioned reports and policy statements were 

published prior to the demonstration on August 12, 1953, of Soviet - 

thermonuclear capabilities. These papers must now be considered 

in the light of evidence from this explosion, which indicates that 

_ the Soviets may have developed a method of substantially increas- 

ing the total energy yield from their available supplies of fission- 
able uranium. This would enable the Soviets to increase the | 
number of bombs of 30-100 KT yield now estimated to be in their 

stockpile, or to make their weapons individually more destructive, 

or to create very high yield weapons (500-1000 KT) by accepting a 

reduction in total number of weapons. Further, the test indicates 
that the USSR may have reached an advanced stage in the devel- | 

opment of true thermonuclear weapons yielding more than a mil- 

lion tons of TNT energy equivalent. | re 
b. The Soviet demonstration of August 12, 1953, has placed a pre- 

mium upon: | | 

(1) Successfully deterring general war. | | | 
(2) Improvement of our intelligence regarding Soviet capabilities 

and intentions. a 7 
(3) An early warning system. — a a , 
(4) Maximum attrition of attacking forces before reaching tar- 

. (5) A ready offensive striking force. | | 
_(6) Non-military defense measures suited to the new threat men- : 

tioned in a above. OO | | 

7 Dated June 10, p. 378. oo
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Financing “Continental Defense”? ss 
7. a. Our existing national policy seeks to limit Federal expendi- 

| tures to a level not in excess of Federal revenues, in the interest of | 

preserving a sound and strong national economy. In FY 1954 the 
largest elements of Federal expenditures will be the total major se- 
curity programs, estimated in NSC 149/2 ® at not to exceed 52.1 bil- | 

| lions (military at 43.2 billions). ‘Continental defense’ program ex- 
- penditures for FY 1954 were estimated in NSC 159 at 4.3 billions 

(military at 3.8 billions), an increase over FY 1953 of 1.6 billions. 
b. In determining the source of funds to finance increased em- 

phasis, and resulting larger expenditures, on “continental defense,” 
full weight must be placed upon new factors which have entered on 
the scene since the United States undertook the commitments sup- | 
porting some of the elements other than “continental defense” in 
our integrated complex. These new factors are the rapid approach - 
of the Soviets to a stockpile of “atomic plenty” and the now un- | 
doubted possession by the Soviets of a thermonuclear device of —|/ 
quality indicating the use of independent technology. er 

c. If larger expenditures than in FY 1954 are to be made on “‘con- ~ 
tinental defense,’ and the funds therefor cannot be realized from 

: savings resulting from reducing expenditures for other elements in 

our integrated complex, then they would have to be provided in ad- | 
: dition to the expenditures for implementing such other elements. If 

security program expenditures in FY 1955 are to be less than in | 

FY 1954, and if the same or larger expenditures are to be made in 
FY 1955 for “continental defense,” then the impact of the latter 
would fall principally on expenditures for security program ele- 
ments other than “continental defense.” Any such lessening of se- 
curity program expenditures in FY 1955 would necessitate a re-ex- 

amination of all U.S. security programs. The programs recommend- | 

ed in paragraph 15-a, and presently-authorized action on other pro- — | 

grams, should not be held up pending such re-examination. | oy 

a Intentions of the USSR Be 

8. Although the USSR has a growing capability to launch an ag- 
gressive attack on the United States, we believe it unlikely that 

| the Kremlin will deliberately initiate general war during the Oe 

period covered by current estimates (through mid-1955). However, why 
it is possible that general war might result from miscalculations by —=s_— 

| either side as a result of a series of actions and counteractions not —s_—y 

| intended by either side to have that result. Moveover, despite 

Soviet “peace offensives’” and similar moves, there is no substantial — 
| reason to believe that the USSR has altered its basic hostility to | 

8 Dated Apr. 29, p. 305. - 7 |
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the free world and its ultimate objective of dominating the world. — 
Accordingly, plans for improving at home the defenses of our vitals 
should proceed in a rapid and orderly fashion. __ Re 

Scope of This Report — oft oe aay | 

| 9. In considering the objective and courses of action which follow, _ 
these points should be borne in mind: © | bos oes 

a. The elements of continental defense included in this report are 
those of an essentially defensive nature, and accordingly do not in- 
clude those elements of offensive strength of the United States and 
its allies which contribute materially to continental defense. __ 

| _ b. There are included in this report certain existing programs 
: which, although contributing to continental defense, are not under- 

taken primarily for that purpose and would be carried on in any 
_ event by the agencies responsible for them. Examples of such pro- 

_ gramsare; noe | | 

- (1) Personnel security in the Executive Branch of the Feder- | 
-alGovernment. — | (AB APE hye os 

(2) Physical security of government facilities. = = 
(3) Coastal escorts and coastal anti-submarine patrol. : 
(4) Various elements of an integrated program of counter 

measures for the detection and prevention of clandestine intro- 
duction and detonation of atomic weapons, such as F.B.I. inves- 
tigations, border patrol, customs and immigration procedures, 

| passport and visa control, etc. | os 

c. Conversely, many of the continental defense programs will 
make a valuable contribution to other programs. For example, the 
air control system can increase civil air traffic capacity and reduce 

, accidents. Nonmilitary programs will be very useful in handling 
domestic disasters. Military forces which would perform roles in 

__ the continental defense program could be deployed overseas in the | 
latter stages of a war. “ a BRETT OR EES a Ts | 

_. d. The military programs described in NSC 159 were largely 
based on unilateral service projection, which are still subject to in- 

_ tegration and approval by the Department of Defense and the Joint | 
Chiefs of Staff. The military programs referred to in this report are 
intended to mean those as finally approved by the Department of 

_e. This report is designed primarily to fix the timing and guide- 
lines which should govern the various continental defense pro- 
grams. The costs of programs in paragraph 15-a and b can be esti- 
mated with reasonable accuracy, both for FYs 1954 and 1955 and 
over-all. But as to some of the programs in paragraph 15-c and d, 
cost estimates beyond FY 1954 will necessarily depend on a deter- 
mination of our new basic national security policy and a detailed 

| review of our over-all military program by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
The cost estimates of such programs for FY 1955 will be included 
in the forthcoming budget submission. |
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| | OBJECTIVE , 

10. To achieve in a rapid and orderly manner as a part of our 
national security, and to maintain, in collaboration with Canada, 

continental defense readiness and capability which will give rea- 
sonable assurance of: | 

a. Contributing to deterring Soviet aggression. | 
b. Preventing devastating attack that might threaten our nation- 

al survival. | | | 
c. Minimizing the effects of any Soviet attack so as to permit our 

successful prosecution of a major war. | 
d. Guarding against Soviet-inspired subversive activities. | 
e. Preventing the threat of atomic destruction from discouraging | 

U.S. freedom of action or weakening national morale. 

COURSES OF ACTION a 

Improved Intelligence | | 

11. In view of the implications of atomic and thermonuclear | 

weapons in the hands of the Soviet Union, greater knowledge of 

Soviet capabilities and intentions is essential for military and non- 
military measures to reach maximum effectiveness. 

Agreements with Canada | 

12. Canadian agreement and participation on an adequate scale 

is essential to any effective continental defense system. Although 
machinery for reaching and implementing agreements exists, the 
Canadian government should at once be approached at the highest 
levels in order to establish a common appreciation of the urgency 
and character of the threat to U.S.-Canadian security and the 
measures required to meet it. Exploration should be made of the 
extent to which Canada may wish to take leadership in developing 

parts of the system and in contributing to its expense. 

| Research and Development | | 

13. Adequate support for coordinated programs of basic and ap- 

plied research and development is essential to gain and maintain 
the required technological superiority over the USSR. Weapons de- | 
velopment by us has acquired even greater importance with the de- 

velopment by the USSR of a thermonuclear capability. Basic and 
applied research must keep abreast of the changing Soviet threat, _ 

including intercontinental ballistic guided missiles. 

Continental Defense Organization | | 

14. Pursuant to NSC Action No. 873-d, ® the Director of Defense 
Mobilization is preparing recommendations on improving the orga- 

9 For information on NSC Action No. 87 3, see footnote 2, p. 465.
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nization of government with respect to internal security functions 
and with respect to the continental defense functions in Part VI of © 
NSC 159. | | | | 

Specific Programs . : 

(There is no significance in the order of listing within subpara- 
graphs.) > | oe 

15. a. The following programs should be completed with all pos- 
sible speed: | : : 

Southern Canadian early warning system and seaward exten- 
sions thereof. (para. 16-a below) 
b iaeension to seaward of contiguous radar coverage. (para. 17 
elow - 
Methods of aircraft identification. (para. 17 below) . 
Completion of emergency plans and preparations to insure the 

continuity of essential functions of the Executive Branch of the 
Government. (para. 19-a below) 

Development of an active technical device for the detection of fis- 
sionable material. (para. 20-a below) - : : 

b. The following programs should be developed to a high state of 
readiness over the next two years (and, in the case of fighter inter- 

ceptor and anti-aircraft forces, be further strengthened and kept ef- 
fective in ensuing years in phase with the other military programs 

in 15-a and b, and with developing Soviet capabilities): 

Northern Canadian early warning line, if proved feasible by 
~ project CorrRoDE!° and the Canada-U.S. Military Study Group. 

(para. 16-b below) | 
Air control system, converting as rapidly as possible to semi- 

' automatic control centers. (para. 17 below) 
Gap-filler radars for low altitude surveillance. (para. 17 below) 
Low frequency analysis and recording (Lofar) for distant detec- 

tion of submarines. (para. 17 below) | 
Fighter intercepter forces. (para. 18 below) _ | 
Anti-aircraft forces. (para. 18 below) | 
Emergency plan for relocation of the Legislative and Judicial 

Branches of the Government. (para. 19-a below) 
Plan for permanent dispersal of essential functions of govern- 

| ment. (para. 19-b below) | | 
Certain elements recommended in NSC 159/1 of the program of 

counter measures for the detection and prevention of clandestine 
introduction and detonation of atomic weapons. (para. 20-b below) 

Processing of cases of known subversives for detention in the 
event of emergency. (para. 20-b below) 

Port security. (para. 21 below) | : 
Civil defense research. (para. 22-a below) 7 
Civil defense education and training program. (para. 22-b below) 

10 Documentation on Project CorRODE is scheduled for publication in the compila- 
tion on U.S. relations with Canada in volume VI.
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Federal civil defense contributions to states for attack warning 
and communications. (para. 22-c below) oe 

Civil defense plan for dispersal of urban populations on attack 
| warning. (para. 22~d below) . | | 8 

c. The following programs should be strengthened and further 
developed in phase with (1) progress on the programs in para- 

graphs 15-a and b above and (2) developing Soviet capabilities: 

Civil defense stockpiling program. (para. 22 below) 
| Continuity of industry. (para. 23 below) 

Reduction of urban vulnerability. (para. 24 below) 
Other elements of the program of countermeasures for the detec- 

tion and prevention of clandestine introduction and detonation of 
atomic weapons. (para. 20-c below) | 

Physical security of industrial installations. 

| d. The following programs should be continued generally along 

present lines: | :, 

Harbor defense. | mS | a | 
Federal civil defense contributions to states for other than attack © 

warning and communications. a an : | 
Coastal escorts and coastal anti-submarine patrol. _ 7 
Physical security of government facilities. — | 

| Personnel security in the Executive Branch of Federal Govern- 
| ment. | 7 | 

_ The inclusion of the latter three programs in this subparagraph is 

based solely on their contribution to continental defense, and is not i 
intended as a judgment of their importance to other national secu- 

rity functions. Joe 

Early Warning System 

16. a. An early warning system providing a minimum of at least 

two hours is an immediate necessity for both military and non-mili- 
tary measures for continental defense. The Southern Canadian De- 
tector Line and the Alaska and Northeast Air Control and Warn- 
ing Systems should be completed as early as possible. Seaward ex- 

tensions of this line to Hawaii and to the Azores should be provid- 

ed, beginning with the Atlantic extension, utilizing the minimum 

number of ships and aircraft determined by the Joint Chiefs of | 
Staff to be necessary to meet the threat and enemy capabilities at 
any given time. In planning these seaward extensions, the maxi- oe 

mum use should be planned of these installations for other pur- - 

poses such as weather reporting, search and rescue, etc., in order to 

eliminate program duplication. | 

b. A longer warning than will be afforded by installing the 
Southern Canadian Detector Line is presently desirable and, in 
view of anticipated increases in speed of aircraft, will probably be
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required within the next few years. If as a result of Project Cor- : 
RODE and the report of the Canada-U:S. Military Study Group, the | 
Northern Canadian Detector Line is deemed feasible, plans and , 
preparation for its installation should be made as if the program , 

were included in para. 15-a. Project CorropE should be carried for- | 
ward with the greatest feasible speed. = = | | oe 

Identification and Control Systems we | : 

17. Even with early warning, effective fighter control is imprac- | 
ticable without accurate means of identification and contiguous | 
radar coverage to seaward of our coastlines. Therefore, an increase : 
of identification capabilities, such as through the utilization of Con- | 
solan radio stations and the extension to seaward of contiguous ; 
radar coverage, should be completed with the same urgency as the | 
provision of early warning. As the early warning aircraft identifi- | 
cation systems and contiguous radar coverage are completed they | 
should be supplemented during the next two years with programs | 

such. as: ae ee | 2 a | 

a. An air control system, utilizing the Lincoln Transition System | 
unless a better system can be developed. © | BO | 

b. Low frequency analysis and recording (Lofar) for distant detec- | 
tion of submarines. | 

c. Gap-filler radars for low altitude surveillance. 

Weapons Systems and Force Requirements | | | 

18. a. The recent Soviet thermonuclear test brings home that it 
is essential that within the next two years the capability to destroy 
attacking aircraft and submarines before reaching their targets 
should be substantially augmented. In fact, all possible efforts | 
should be made to expedite the equipping of adequate forces with _ | 
aircraft and missiles which will achieve a high “kill ratio” before 

_ attacking forces reach our borders. These forces must not only be 
| kept modern, but force levels may have to be increased consistent | 

with any significant increase in Soviet capabilities. This process — 
will be costly but essential if the objectives of the Continental De- 
fense Program are to be achieved. It should be realized, on the 
other hand, that some of these forces deployed initially for conti- | 

| _ nental defense could be of great value in other areas and roles in 

| the event of a long war. To this extent they contribute materially | 

to our over-all military strength. | | a | 
pb. In determining the forces and weapons required under this 

program, every effort should be made to insure that the maximum] 
utilization of existing equipment and forces is achieved. This will | 

| require a careful evaluation of the disposition of U.S. forces and | 
material world-wide. | oe
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Continuity of Government me | | 

19. a. Emergency plans and preparations to insure the continui- 
ty of essential functions of the Executive Branch of Government 
should be completed with the utmost urgency. Within the next two 
years an emergency plan should be completed for the relocation of 
the Legislative and Judicial Branches of the Government. 

b. In view of the Soviet atomic and thermonuclear threat, cur- 

rent plans, other than the emergency plans, for the continuity of 
_ government and for the permanent dispersal of essential functions 

of the Federal Government should be revised so as to provide a 

wider dispersal of governmental facilities with improved communi- 
cations and transportation links. 

Internal Security | 

20. a. Efforts to develop an active technical device for the detec- 

tion of fissionable material should proceed with the utmost urgen- 
cy. When such a device has been successfully developed, its appro- 
priate use will be the subject of further Council recommendation. | 

b. Certain elements in the program of countermeasures for the 

detection and prevention of clandestine introduction and detona- 
tion of atomic weapons should be in operation within the next two 

years. These elements include: | 

(1) Controlled dissemination of detailed information on this sub- 
ject to officers of the Government who are in supervisory or admin- 
istrative positions in agencies having responsibilities for detection _ 
of or defense against clandestine atomic weapons. | | 

(2) Controlled dissemination of descriptive data concerning 
atomic devices and their component parts to operational officers of 
the Government who are actively engaged in the field in detection 
of and defense against clandestine atomic weapons. — 

(3) Release of information on this subject on a selected basis to 
representatives of duly constituted law enforcement agencies, etc., | 
in order to enable cooperation with agencies actively engaged in de- 
tection of and defense against clandestine atomic weapons. 

(4) Issuance of a Presidential Directive pointing out the FBI’s re- 
sponsibility for making investigations with respect to the illegal 
production, transfer, possession, transportation, etc., of fissionable 
material, or equipment or devices utilizing such material as a mili- 
tary weapon, and requesting that information relating thereto be 
reported promptly tothe FBI —_—© a 

(5) Assignment of responsibility to the Department of Defense 
for disarming atomic weapons introduced into the United States. | 

(6) Assignment of responsibility to the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration for furnishing guidance on this subject to local police © 

- and civil defense agencies having responsibility for protective _ 
measures to preserve life, to minimize damage from fire, etc. _ 

(7) Recommending legislation providing for the payment of re- 
wards as an inducement for defectors and informants to supply in- 
formation leading to the recovery or acquisition of atomic weapons
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or fissionable material illegally introduced or attempted to be so in- 
| troduced into the United States. As an additional inducement, the 

| right of sanctuary or asylum in the United States should apply, 
when appropriate, to such informants or defectors. | 

(8) Channeling entry of Soviet bloc diplomatic personnel through 
a limited number of U.S. ports by means of individual visa designa- 
tion. | | | 

(9) Processing of cases of known subversives for detention in the 
event of emergency. So , | | 

c. Other elements in the program of countermeasures should be 
continued and strengthened in phase with developing Soviet capa- 

bilities. These elements include: | | 

(1) More effective control of legal but presently uncontrolled ar- 
rivals of alien crewmen, unscreened visa applicants, and others. 

~ (2) More effective prevention of illegal arrivals of persons by: 

(a) encouraging enactment of uniform State legislation to 
reduce falsification of U.S. birth certificates; | 

(b) enforcement of penalties for illegal discharge of alien 
| seamen in U.S. ports; | Oo 

(c) search and surveillance of vessels in U.S. ports to prevent 
landing of stowaways and excluded crewmen. 

d. The present practice of the Department of State in generally 

retaliating, on a reciprocal basis, against Soviet bloc restrictions on 
the number of U.S. diplomatic representatives, should be contin- 

ued. | ) 

e. The following elements in the program of countermeasures re- 

quire further consideration before action by the Council: 

(1) Additional protective measures at selected industrial and gov- 
ernmental facilities of a highly critical nature. (Action deferred 
pending development by ODM of a program, with cost estimates.) 

(2) Additional selective counterintelligence coverage by the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation of Soviet bloc diplomatic representa- 
tives in the United States (including personnel attached to interna- 
tional public organizations), whose activities are suspected to 

| extend beyond the scope of their normal diplomatic assignments. 
(Action deferred pending development by the Department of Jus- 
tice of a program, with cost estimates.) | 

f. Without awaiting the development of an active detection 

device, all incoming unaccompanied baggage, effects and shipments 
of Soviet bloc personnel, exclusive of the diplomatic pouch, should 

be subject to overt inspection and manual search. _ ° | 

Port Security 33 | a m | 

21. a. The Coast Guard will continue (1) to screen seamen; (2) to 

screen longshoremen; (3) to supervise loading of explosives and (4) 

11 A typed notation on the source text indicates that this section on Port Security 
is a second revision dated Jan. 29, 1954.
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at the ten major port areas (Boston, New York, Philadelphia, 
Hampton Roads, New Orleans, Galveston-Houston, Los Angeles, —s_ 
San Francisco, Portland and Seattle), will continue (a) to supervise 
and restrict piers handling U.S. military and MDAP shipments; (b) | 
to board and make special search of suspect vessels. At the ten 
major port areas, the Coast Guard will provide a program of 24- - 
hour surveillance and denial of entry to Soviet and satellite flag 

| vessels, redeploying presently authorized port security personnel 

and facilities (including some from port security activities other 
than the denial program) to carry out this program. _ | 

b. At the intermediate port areas of New London, Charleston, Sa- 

vannah, Sabine Pass, St. Johns’ River and San Diego, the Coast 
Guard will initiate a program of surveillance and denial of entry to 
Soviet and satellite flag vessels comparable to that under a above. 

Part of this program will be put into operation by diversion of 

some personnel and facilities from the activities listed in a (8), (4a) | 
and (4b) above. wee SE  , 

Note: It is the present practice of the Coast Guard that vessels _ 
_ known or suspected to be owned or controlled by Soviet bloc states 

(but not registered under the flag of such states) are boarded, ex- | 

amined and searched before reaching a congested port area. 
_ Present instructions to the Coast Guard are that if suspicious cir- 

cumstances come to light in such examination (such as a crew de- 

termined to be from the Soviet bloc) these ships should be denied 

| entry. | : 

| _ Civil Defense | oe 
22. The following elements of the Civil Defense Program, modi- 

| fied in the light of the Soviet thermonuclear threat, should be em- 

phasized during the next two years; | | 

-- a, Civil defense research should be brought up to date in order to 
provide proper knowledge of civil defense problems and their solu- | 

| tion. es fae | 

b. Public civil defense education and training program must be 
accelerated so as to inform the public and provide trained civil de- 
fense workers. | | | a 

c. Attack warning and communications systems at state and local | 
levels should be completed under the contributions program. | 

d. Plans should be developed for the emergency dispersal of the © 
population from congested urban areas consistent with the im- 
provement of an early warning system. | | 

The civil defense stockpiling program should be continued and 
phased with the developing nature of the Soviet threat. |
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Continuity of Industry oe | 

23. Current efforts to provide for the continuity of industry 
should be kept in phase with the other elements of continental de- 
fense system and with mobilization plans as affected by the devel- | 
opment of a Soviet thermonuclear capability. In particular, the fol- 
lowing programs for the continuity of industry should be promptly | 
developed: | FE | 

a. Review of mobilization base planning, including consideration 
i 0) ms - en | 

(1) Maximum industrial dispersion. fee | 
(2) Production logistics. | | a | 

_ (8) Assistance for relocation or transfer of production from | 
overconcentrated or “sole” producers. a | : 

_ (4) Possible stand-by facilities. , ; | 
(5) Provision for stockpiles of inventories of finished prod- | 

| (6) Reserve stocks of long lead time tools for rehabilitating : 
_  orrebuilding, . ae i 

, b. A system for damage assessment and reporting. __ : | - ae - 
c. Provision of secure transportation control centers with neces- | 

sary operating records. — us ee 
d. Post-attack industrial rehabilitation, = _—© = | 

Reduction of Urban Vulnerability | | . 

_ 24. Changing the metropolitan pattern of America so that it pre- | 

sents fewer concentrated targets for attack may be essential in the | 
| age of inter-continental ballistic missiles. Industrial leadership and : 

actions by State and local governments to this end will be possible | 

if energetic Federal leadership and the use of strong governmental . 

incentives are employed. | a | 

| S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 162 | | ih eS | | 

Report to the National Security Council by the National Security | | 

| | Council Planning Board } | a | 

TOP SECRET _ WASHINGTON, September 30, 1953. } 

NSC 162 | | | | | 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY : 
CoUNCIL ON REvIEw oF Basic NATIONAL SEcuRITY PoLicy | 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Directors of | 
the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence; the Chairmen of the Council of 
Economic Advisers, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 
and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. ,
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References: —_ | | | a 
A. NSC Action Nos. 858, 868 and 886 2 - 

B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “Project 
Solarium’, dated July 22, 1953 3 | 

C. NSC 1538/1 4 | | 

The enclosed draft statement of policy on the subject, prepared a 

by the NSC Planning Board with the assistance of representatives 
of the Department of Justice, the Council of Economic Advisors, 

the Atomic Energy Commission and the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 
ministration, pursuant to NSC Action No. 868-b, is submitted here- 
with for consideration by the National Security Council at its meet- 
ing on Wednesday, October 7, 1953. | 

Attention is invited to the divergent views with respect to par- 
ticular paragraphs in the enclosure, which are presented for resolu- 

tion by the Council. 

It is recommended that the enclosed statement of policy, as 
adopted by the Council, be submitted to the President with the rec. 
ommendation that he approve it as a general guide to all appropri- 

ate executive departments and agencies, pending the preparation 

by the NSC Planning Board of more definitive policy recommenda- 
tions based thereon which would supersede NSC 153/1.. | 

It is requested that special security precautions be observed in the 
handling of the enclosure and that access to it be very strictly limit- 
ed on an absolute need-to-know basis. . | | 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 

2 For NSC Action No. 853, see footnote 2, p. 396; for NSC Action No. 868, see foot- 

note 6, p. 440. NSC Action No. 886, taken during the course of the 159th meeting of 
the NSC on Aug. 13, noted that the Council had received an oral report by C.D. 

: Jackson with reference to several proposed specific actions under Project Solarium | 
and that the Council had directed that the Psychological Strategy Board be author- 
ized to assume responsibility for those specific actions. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) 
files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) os 

3 For text, see p. 399. | | 
# Dated June 10, p. 378. |
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| [Enclosure] | oo oe 

Draft Statement of Policy Proposed by the National Security 
| , Council a . 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] September 30, 1953. 

, REVIEW oF Basic NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY | | 

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS* , | 

The Soviet Threat to the United States | : 

1. The primary threat to the security, free institutions, and fun- ) 

damental values of the United States is posed by the combination 
of: © wa — : 

a. Basic Soviet hostility to the non-communist world, particularly | 
to the United States. | | 

b. Great Soviet military power. 
c. Soviet control of the international communist apparatus and : 

other means of subversion or division of the free world. ; 

2. a. The authority of the Soviet regime does not appear to have ! 

| been impaired by the events since Stalin’s death, or to be likely to | 

be appreciably weakened during the next few years. The transfer . 

of power may cause some uncertainty in Soviet and satellite tactics ) 

for some time, but will probably not impair the basic economic and : 

military strength of the Soviet bloc. The Soviet rulers can be ex- | 
pected to continue to base their policy on the conviction of irrecon- : 

cilable hostility between the bloc and the non-communist world. | 
This conviction is the compound product of Marxist belief in their | 
historically determined conflict with, and inevitable triumph over, | 
“world capitalism” led by the United States, of fear for the security ) 

* Treasury and Budget propose the following as a paragraph of “General Consid- 
erations” to be inserted before the section ‘The Soviet Threat to the United States,” 
with subsequent paragraphs renumbered accordingly: | en 

1. The principal threats to the survival of the fundamental values and institutions | 

of the United States are: | : : 
a. The formidable power and aggressive policy of the communist world led by the | 

USSR; from which may result either (1) a prolonged stalemate, during which each | 
side increases its armaments and reaches atomic plenty, and the balance of relative 
power positions may radically alter; or (2) a general war possibly initiated by a sur- | 
prise attack by the USSR upon the United States. | 

b. Either (1) the serious weakening of our economy as a result of spending for de- | 
fense over a sustained period largely in excess of our revenues, or (2) the change in | 
our way of life through increasing our fiscal and manpower burdens for defense | 
over a sustained period. 2 | 

The United States must strike a proper balance between the risks arising from 

these threats. [Footnote in the source text. An earlier draft of this “General Consid- 

erations” portion of NSC 162, dated Sept. 28, is in S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “So- | 
larium’’.] .
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of the regime and the USSR, especially in the face of a hostile coa- 
lition, of distrust of U.S. aims and intentions, and of long-estab- ss 
lished reliance on techniques of conspiracy and subversion. Accord- — 
ingly, the basic Soviet objectives continue to be consolidation and | 
expansion of their own sphere of power and the eventual domina- | 
adn of the non-communist world. : 

b. Soviet strategy has been flexible and will probably continue so, 
allowing for retreats and delays as well as advances. The various 

, “peace gestures” so far have cost the Soviets very little in actual 
concessions and could be merely designed to divide the West by 
raising false hopes and seeking to make the United States appear 
unyielding. It is possible, however, that the USSR, for internal and 
other reasons, may desire a settlement of specific issues or a relax- 
ation of tensions and military preparations for a substantial period. , 
Thus far, there are no convincing signs of readiness to make impor- _ 
tant concessions to this end. oe eS | 

3. a.° The capability of the USSR to attack the United States 
with atomic weapons has been continuously growing and will be 
materially enhanced by hydrogen weapons. The USSR has [or | 
shortly will have] f sufficient bombs and aircraft, using one-way | 
missions, to inflict serious damage on the United States, especially 

by surprise attack. The USSR soon may have the capability of deal- 
ing a crippling blow to our industrial base and our continued abili- 
ty to prosecute a war. Effective defense could reduce the likelihood 
and intensity of a hostile attack but not eliminate the possibility of . 

a crippling blow. : | 

b. The USSR now devotes about one-sixth of its gross national 
product to military outlays and is expected to continue this level. It 

has and will continue to have large conventional military forces ca- 

pable of aggression against countries of the free world. Within the 

next two years, the Soviet bloc is not expected to increase the size 
of its forces, but will strengthen them with improved equipment | | 

and training and the larger atomic stockpile. 
c. The Soviet bloc now has the capability of strong defense | 

against air attack on critical targets within the USSR under favor- 

able weather conditions, and is likely to continue to strengthen its 

all-weather air defenses. 

4 a. The recent uprisings in East Germany and the unrest in 
other European satellites evidence the failure of the Soviets fully - | 
to subjugate these peoples or to destroy their desire for freedom;  —~ 

_ > A typewritten notation on the margin of the source text reads: “Paragraph 3a— 
The phrase in brackets could well be deleted in view of current intelligence esti- 

me Deletion proposed by the ODM Member and the FCDA Observer. [Footnote and 
brackets in the source text.]



| _- NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 493 : 

the dependence of these satellite governments on Soviet armed _ 
forces; and the relative unreliability of satellite armed forces (espe- 
cially if popular resistance in the satellites should increase). These 
events necessarily have placed internal and psychological strains _ 
upon the Soviet leadership. Nevertheless, the ability of the USSR | 
to exercise effective control over and to exploit the resources of the | 
European satellites remains intact, so long as it maintains military , 
forces in the area. ES CEG | 

-- -b. The detachment of any major European satellite from the , 
Soviet bloc does not now appear feasible except by Soviet acquies- : 
cence or by war. Such a detachment would not decisively affect the | 
Soviet military capability either in delivery of weapons of mass de- | 
struction or in conventional forces but would be a considerable | 
blow to Soviet prestige and might impair in some degree Soviet | 
conventional military capabilities in Europe. ae 
__c. The Chinese Communist regime is firmly in control and is un- | 
likely to be shaken in the foreseeable future by domestic forces or 
rival regimes, short of the occurrence of a major war. The alliance | 
between the regimes of Communist China and the USSR is based | | 
on common ideology and current community of interests. With the | 
death of Stalin and the Korean truce, Communist China may tend | 

more to emphasize its own interests, though limited by its present | 

economic and military dependence on the USSR, and, in the long ) 

run, basic differences may strain or break the alliance. At present, : 
however, it appears to be firmly established and adds strategic ter- : 
ritory and vast reserves of military manpower to the Soviet bloc. i 

5. a. The USSR does not seem likely deliberately to launch a gen- | 
eral war against the United States during the period covered by | 
current estimates (through mid-1955). The uncertain prospects for =| 

Soviet victory in a general war, the change in leadership, satellite _ 
| _ unrest, and the U.S. capability to retaliate massively, make sucha : 

course improbable. Similarly, an attack on NATO countries or © | 
| other areas would be almost certain to bring on general war, and 

in view of U.S. commitments or intentions, would be unlikely. The ss 
Soviets will not, however, be deterred by fear of general war from : 
taking the measures they consider necessary to counter Western | 
actions which they view as a serious threat to their security. | | 

a b. When both the USSR and the U.S. reach a stage of atomic : 
plenty and ample means of delivery, each will have the probable : 
capacity to inflict critical damage on the other, but is not likely to | 
be able to prevent major atomic retaliations. This could create a | 
stalemate, with both sides reluctant to initiate general warfare; al- _ : 
though if the Soviets believed that initial surprise held the pros- | 
pect of destroying the capacity for retaliation, they might be tempt- | 
ed into attacking. |



494 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | | 

c. Although Soviet fear of atomic reaction should still inhibit 

local aggression, increasing Soviet atomic capability may tend to 
diminish the deterrent effect of U.S. atomic power against periph- 

eral Soviet aggression. It may also sharpen the reaction of the | 

USSR to what it considers provocative acts of the United States. If 
either side should miscalculate the strength of the other’s reaction, 

such local conflicts could grow into general war, even though nei- | 
ther seeks or desires it. To avoid this, it will in general be desirable 
for the United States to make clear to the USSR the kind of ac- 

| tions which will be almost certain to lead to this result, recogniz- 
ing, however, that as general war becomes more devastating for 
both sides the threat to resort to it becomes less available as a 
sanction against local aggression. | | 

6. The USSR will continue to rely heavily on tactics of division 
and subversion to weaken the free world alliances and will to resist 
the Soviet power. Using both the fear of atomic warfare and the 
hope of peace, such political warfare will seek to exploit differences 

among members of the free world, neutralist attitudes, and anti-co- 

lonial and nationalist sentiments in underdeveloped areas. For | 

these purposes communist parties and other cooperating elements 

will be used to manipulate opinion and control governments wher- 

| ever possible. This aspect of the Soviet threat is likely to continue 
indefinitely and to grow in intensity. 

7. Over time, changes in the outlook and policies of the leader- 

ship of the USSR may result from such factors as the slackening of —s_—© 
revolutionary zeal, the growth of vested managerial and bureau- 

cratic interests, and popular pressures for consumption goods. Such 

changes, combined with the growing strength of the free world and 

the failure to break its cohesion, and possible aggravation of weak- 

nesses within the Soviet bloc through U.S. or allied action or other- 
wise, might induce a willingness to negotiate. The Soviet leadership | 

might find it desirable and even essential to reach agreements ac- : 
ceptable to the United States and its allies, without necessarily 
abandoning its basic hostility to the non-Soviet world. 

Defense Against the Soviet Threat a | 

8. In the face of the Soviet threat, the security of the United 

_ States requires: — . | 

a. Development and maintenance of the necessary capability: | 

(1) To inflict massive retaliatory damage by offensive strate- 
| gic striking power; 

| (2) To provide U.S. and allied forces in readiness to move 
rapidly to counter local aggression by Soviet bloc forces or to 

, hold vital areas and lines of communication in case of general 
| war; an
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| (3) To provide a mobilization base, and its protection against | 
crippling damage, adequate to insure victory in the event of , 
general war. ee * | 

b. Maintenance of a sound, strong and growing economy, capable 
of supporting through the operation of free institutions such capa- 
bility over the long pull and of rapidly and effectively changing to ) 
full mobilization. a ! 

c. Maintenance of morale and free institutions and the willing- | 
ness of the U.S. people to support the measures necessary for na- 
tional security. | | 

9. Within the free world, only the United States can provide and | 
maintain, for a period of years to come, the atomic capability to | 
counterbalance Soviet. atomic power. Thus, sufficient atomic weap- | 

ons and effective means of delivery are indispensable for U.S. secu- i 
rity. Moreover, in the face of Soviet atomic power, defense of the | 

continental United States becomes vital to effective security: to | 
protect our striking force, our mobilization base, and our people. | 
Such atomic capability is also a major contribution to the security ! 
of our allies, as well as of this country. | | | : 

10. The United States cannot, however, meet its defense needs, | 

even at exorbitant cost, without the support of allies. : 

a. The effective use of U.S. strategic air power against the USSR | 
will require overseas bases on foreign territory for some years to | | 

come. Such bases will continue indefinitely to be an important ad- ) 
ditional element of U.S. strategic air capability and to be essential | 
to the conduct of the military operations on the Eurasian continent 
in case of general war. The availability of such bases and their use : 

by the United States in case of need will depend, in most cases, on | 
the consent and cooperation of the nations where they are located. | 
Such nations will assume the risks entailed only if convinced that | 
their own security will thereby be best served. . | : 

b. The United States needs to have aligned on its side in the | 

world struggle, in peace and in war, the armed forces and economic | 

resources of the major highly-industrialized non-communist states. | 
Progressive loss to the Soviet bloc of these states would so isolate | 

the United States and alter the world balance as to endanger the | 

capacity of the United States to win in the event of general war or | 
to maintain an adequate defense without undermining its funda- | 

mental institutions. | o ; : 

c. © U.S. strategy including the use of atomic weapons, therefore, | 
can be successfully carried out only if our essential allies are con- 

6 A typewritten notation in the margin reads: “Paragraph 1 Oc—The second sen- | 
tence of the paragraph tends to obscure the basic point of the first, that our funda- |
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vinced that it is conceived and will be implemented for the purpose 
of mutual security and defense against the Soviet threat. U.S. lead- 
ership in this regard, however, does not imply the necessity to meet | 
all desires of our allies {particularly in matters where their nation- _ 
al interests may be divergent from the basic requirements for the _ 
security of the free world.] + | 

d. Our allies are, in turn, dependent on the United States for | 
their security: (1) they lack that atomic capability which is the 

| major deterrent to Soviet aggression; (2) most lack political and 
economic stability sufficient to support their military forces. The 
United States should be able for the foreseeable future to provide 
military aid, in more limited amounts than heretofore, to our es- 
sential allies. It should be possible in the near future, however, 
generally to eliminate most grant economic’ aid if coupled with ap- 
propriate U.S. economic and trade policies. | 

| 11. a. Under existing treaties or policies, an attack on the NATO 
countries, Western Germany, Berlin, Japan, the Philippines, Aus- 
tralia, New Zealand, and the American Republics or on the Repub- 
lic of Korea, would involve the United States in war with the 
USSR, or at least with Communist China if the aggression were 
Chinese alone. | Be | | a 

b. Certain other countries, such as Indochina or Formosa are of 
such strategic importance to the United States that an attack on 
them probably would compel the United States to react with mili- | 
tary force either locally at the point of attack or generally against 

. the military power of the aggressor. Moreover, the principle of col- | 
lective security through the United Nations, if it is to continue to | 
survive as a deterrent to continued piecemeal aggression and a 
promise of an eventual effective world security system, should be 
upheld even in areas not of vital strategic importance. _ : 
_c. The assumption by the United States, as the leader of the free | 

world, of a substantial degree of responsibility for the freedom and 
security of the free nations is a direct and essential contribution to 
the maintenance of its own freedom and security. — | 

_. 12. a.7 The United States should keep open the possibility of set- 
tlements with the USSR, compatible with basic U.S. security inter- 

mental strategy must be for common defense, if it is to be successful. This involves 
no question of meeting all desires of our allies. _ | a 

| “The simplest solution would be deletion of the entire second sentence, or at least oe 
deletion of the bracketed clause.” © BS 7 oo - oe 

+ The State Member and the CIA Adviser wish to delete this clause. [Footnote and | 
, brackets in the source text.] CO | OO 

’ A typewritten notation in the margin reads: “Paragraph 12a—Negotiated settle- | 
ments which would remove specific sources of conflict are clearly desirable if ‘Com- 
patible with basic U.S. security interests’.’” Another typewritten notation reads: 
“Paragraph 12a—The sentence in brackets is correct and consistent with the rest of 

| the paper. It is largely, but not entirely, covered in the next sentence.”
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ests, which would reduce specific sources of conflict,§ or the magni- 
tude of the Soviet threat. [Moreover, to maintain the continued —s | 
support of its allies, the United States must constantly seek to con- , 
vince them of its desire to reach such settlements.] || But, in seek- | 

_ ing to convince our allies that we are anxious to reach acceptable — 
| settlements, we must not allow the possibility of such settlements 

to delay or reduce efforts to develop and maintain adequate free 
world strength, or to afford breathing-space to the Soviets better to 
prepare for aggression. | < es ; | ! 

-b. It must be recognized, however, that the prospects for accepta- ; 
ble negotiated settlements are not encouraging. There is no evi- ; 
dence that the Soviet leadership is prepared to modify its basic at- | 
titudes and accept any permanent settlement with the United | 

States, although it may be prepared for a modus vivendi on certain | 
issues. Atomic and other major weapons can be controlled only by 
adequate and enforceable safeguards which would involve some | 

_ form of international inspection and supervision. Acceptance of 
such serious restrictions by either side would be extremely difficult | 
under existing conditions of suspicion and distrust. The chances for 
such disarmament would perhaps be improved by agreements on 
other conflicts either beforehand or at the same time, or by possi- 
ble realization by the Soviets, in time, that armament limitation : 
will serve their own interests and security. oe es | 

c. The United States should promptly determine what it would : 
accept as an adequate system of armament control which would ef- : 
fectively remove or reduce the Soviet atomic and military threat, | 
and what concession it would be prepared to offer to obtain it. ' 

Present State of the Coalition] : OE 

18. a. The effort of the United States, especially since 1950, to — ! 
| build up the strength, cohesion and common determination of the _ 

_. free world has succeeded in increasing its relative strength and 
may well have prevented overt military aggression since Korea. _ 

| b. In Western Europe the build-up of military strength and the _ 
progress of economic recovery has at least partially remedied a sit- 
uation of glaring weakness in a vital area. NATO and associated — 
forces are now sufficient to make aggressive action in Europe 

a _ §The Defense, Treasury and ODM Members and the JCS Adviser favor deletion 
of the phrase “‘specific sources of conflict, or’ if it conveys the same meaning as the 
word “tension’’. [Footnote in the source text.] | - a 

| _ ||The Defense Member proposes deletion of this sentence. [Footnote and brackets : 
in the source text.) OPN: EE Beg” 2 
_ J The term “coalition” refers to those States which are parties to the network of 
security treaties and regional alliances of which the U.S. is a member (NATO, OAS, 
ANZUS, Japan, etc.), or are otherwise actively associated in the defense of the free © 

world. [Footnote in the source text.} | ees co!
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| costly for the USSR and to create a greater feeling of confidence 
and security among the Western European peoples. But the mili- 
tary strength in Western Europe is not sufficient to carry out its 
role of preventing a full-scale Soviet attack from overrunning | 
Western Europe. Nor will this goal be fully achieved by continuing 
present rates of defense spending in Europe and present rates of 
U.S. military assistance, even with the inclusion of German forces 
in the presently-planned EDC. It is essential that the Western Eu- 
ropean states build and maintain maximum feasible defensive 
strength. The major deterrent to aggression against Western 

Europe is the manifest determination of the United States to use 
its atomic capability and massive retaliatory striking power if the 
area is attacked. However, the presence of U.S. forces in Western 
Europe makes a contribution other than military to the strength 
and cohesion of the free world coalition. . 

c. In the Far East, military strength of the coalition now rests 
largely on U.S. military power plus that of France in Indochina, 
the UK in Malaya and Hong Kong, and the indigenous forces of 
the Republic of Korea, Vietnam, and Nationalist China. Any mate- 

rial increase will require the revival of the economic and military 
strength of Japan. 

_ d. The strength and cohesion of the coalition depends, and will 

continue to depend, on the continuing strength and will of the 
United States as its leader, and upon the assumption by each coali- 
tion member of a proper share of responsibility. 

14. While the coalition is founded on common interest and re- 
mains basically sound, certain factors tend to weaken its cohesion 

__ and to slow down the necessary buildup of strength. 

a. Some of these factors are inherent in the nature of a coalition 
led by one strong power. The economic and military recovery by 

our NATO allies from their low point of a few years ago, and the | 
revival of Germany and Japan has given them a greater sense of | 

independence from U.S. guidance and direction. Specific sources of 
irritation are trade with the Soviet bloc, the level of the defense 

effort, use of bases and other facilities, and the prospect of the dis- 

continuance of U.S. economic aid without a corresponding change 

in U.S. trade policies. | oe 
b. The coalition also suffers from certain other weaknesses and a 

dilemmas. The colonial issue in Asia and Africa, for example, has 

not only weakened our European allies but has left those areas in a 
state of ferment which weakens the whole free world. Efforts by 
the United States to encourage orderly settlements tend to leave 
both sides dissatisfied and to create friction within the alliance. 

Age-old issues such as divide France and Germany, or Italy and
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Yugoslavia, still impede creation of a solid basis of cooperation 

against the Soviet threat. | es | 
c. Moreover, allied opinion, especially in Europe, has become less | 

willing to follow U.S. leadership. Many Europeans fear that Ameri- : 
can policies, particularly in the Far East, may involve Europe in | 
general war, or will indefinitely prolong cold-war tensions. Many : 

consider U.S. attitudes toward the Soviets as too rigid and unyield- | 

ing and, at the same time, as unstable, holding risks ranging from ! 
preventive war and “liberation” to withdrawal into isolation. Many | 
consider that these policies fail to reflect the perspective and confi- | 

dence expected in the leadership of a great nation, and reflect too | 
great a preoccupation with anti-communism. Important sectors of 

allied opinion are also concerned over developments within the . 
United States which seem to them inconsistent with our assumed —Ssi 
role of leader in the cause of freedom. These attitudes materially 

impair cooperation with our allies and, if not overcome, could im- 

peril the coalition. | - | 
d. Fear of what a general war will mean for them is deeply — 

rooted and widespread among our allies. They tend to see the 
actual danger of Soviet_aggression as less imminent than the USS. | 

does, and some have a fatalistic feeling that if it is coming they 
will not be able to do much about it. In the NATO countries, many | 

have serious doubts whether the defense requirements can be met | 
without intolerable political and economic strains. Certain of our : 
allies fear the rearmament of Germany and Japan on any large | 
scale, and in Germany and Japan themselves strong currents of 
opinion oppose it as unnecessary or dangerous. Moreover, in cer- : 

| tain countries, particularly France and Italy, grave domestic prob- 

lems have called into question not only the authority of the govern- 
ments but also the basic foreign policies and alignments which 
they have followed. All these factors lead to allied pressure in favor 
of new major efforts to negotiate with the USSR as the only hope 
of ending the present tension, fear and frustration. This pressure 
has increased with recent “peace gestures” of the new Soviet lead- 
ership, which has made every endeavor to exploit it. Whether these 
hopes are illusory or well-founded, they must be taken into consid- 
eration by the United States. _ - | Os 

The Uncommitted Areas of the World | 
15. Despite the Soviet threat, many nations and societies outside 

the Soviet bloc, mostly in the under-developed areas, are so unsure si 
of their national interests, or so preoccupied with other pressing 
problems, that they are presently unwilling to align themselves ac- 
tively with the United States and its allies. Although largely unde- : 
veloped, their vast manpower, their essential raw materials and



500 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 

their potentiai for growth are such that their absorption within the — 
Soviet system would greatly, perhaps decisively, alter the world | 
balance of power to our detriment. Conversely, their orderly devel-  —s_—> 

_ opment. into more stable and responsible nations, able and willing 
to participate in defense of the free world, can increasingly add to 
its strength. Cee | a | 

16. In many of these uncommitted areas, forces of unrest and of 
__- resentment against the West are strong. Among their sources are 

racial feelings, — anti-colonialism, rising nationalism, popular 
demand for rapid social and economic progress, over-population, 
the breakdown of static social patterns, and, in many cases, the 
conflict of local religious and social philosophies with those of the 

| West. The task of building firm ties with these nations, counteract- 
| ing neutralism, and solving their problems is complicated by the 

general unreliability of their governments and volatility of their 
political life. Outside economic assistance alone cannot be counted Tj 
on either to solve their basic problems or to win their cooperation 
and support. In addition, constructive political and other measures 
will be required to create a sense of mutuality of interest with the 
free world and to counter the communist appeals. 

U.S. Ability to Support Security Expenditures | 
17. 8 The United States must maintain a sound economy based 

on free private enterprise as a basis both for high defense produc- | 
tivity and for the maintenance of its living standards and free in- 
stitutions. Not only the world position of the United States but the | 
security of the whole free world is dependent on the avoidance of 

_ recession and on the long-term expansion of the U.S. economy. 
Threats to its stability or growth, therefore, constitute a danger to 

the security of the United States and of the coalition which it 
leads. Expenditures for national security, in fact all federal, state 
and local governmental expenditures, must be carefully scrutinized =— 
with a view to measuring their impact on the national economy. — 

18. The economy of the country has a potential for long-term > 
economic growth. Over the years an expanding national income 
can provide the basis for higher standards of living and for a sub- 

stantial military program. But economic growth is not automatic | 
and requires fiscal and other policies which will foster and not —s_—> 

8 A typewritten notation on the source text reads: “Paragraphs 17-27—These 
paragraphs on the national economy were drafted by Treasury and Budget with the 

| help of the Council of Economic Advisers. The bracketed sentences in paragraphs 20 
and 23 contribute to the general impression that the defense effort is about to wreck | 

| the economy and destroy our liberties. The revisions are intended to give a fairer 7 
picture, in line with paragraph 39 as proposed by the agencies other than Treasury — 

| and Budget.” | | | ae |
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hamper the potential for long-term growth and which will operate 
to reduce cyclical fluctuations. OE te Se 

19. Excessive government spending leads to inflationary deficits 
or to repressive taxation, or to both. Persistent inflation is a bar- 

rier to long-term growth because it undermines confidence in the 
currency, reduces savings, and makes restrictive economic controls 
necessary. Repressive taxation weakens the incentives for efficien- | 
cy, effort, and investment on which economic growth depends. a 

20. Under normal [peacetime] ** boom conditions the Federal 
Government should have a budget surplus. At present, it has a def- : 
icit. [At the same time, tax rates are so high and the structure of 
the tax system so bad that normal economic incentives for long- 
term growth are seriously restricted.] tt can | 

- 21. In spite of the reimposition of tax rates at approximately the 
peak levels of World War II, expenditures have risen faster than 
tax receipts, with a resulting deficit of $9.4 billion in fiscal year 

| 1953. Despite anticipated larger receipts, without the imposition of 
new taxes, and assuming substantially unchanged world conditions, 
a deficit of $3.8 billion is estimated for fiscal year 1954. = 
22. a. Under existing law, tax reductions of $5 billion a year will — 

become effective next January. A proposal to impose substitute 
taxes therefor would be a reversal of policy. egg 1 in 

b. Additional revenue losses of $3 billion a year are due to occur — : 
on April 1, 1954. Congress has not acted on the President’s recom- : 
mendation that these reductions be rescinded. Even if the $3 billion 

- reduction is rescinded, or offset by revenue from new sources, large 
deficits would occur in FY 1955 and FY 1956 at present levels of : 
expenditures. __ er ee | eee | 

23. The economic problem is made more difficult by the need to | 
reform the tax system in the interests of long-term economic : 
growth. Inevitably, many of the changes necessary to reduce the : 
barriers to growth will lead to a loss of revenue in the years imme- 
diately following their adoption. [Because income tax rates are al- : 
ready repressive, and at the upper levels have reached the point of —=s_ 
diminishing returns,] 4 any additional revenue would have to be : 
secured by new taxation on a broad base. | os 
24. The present high level of the Government debt further com- : 

plicates the financial and economic problems of the country. Sub- 

| ** Proposed by the State, Defense ‘and FOA Members, and the JCS, CIA and OCB 2 
_ Advisers. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.] _ : | EE 

| tt The State, FOA and ODM Members and the OCB Adviser propose “At the 
same time, the rates and structure of the present tax system tend to restrict normal 
economic incentives for long-term growth.” [Footnote and brackets in the source 
text] | OES os | 

oe ti The State Member and the CIA Adviser propose deletion. [Footnote and | 
brackets in the source text.] | OB |
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stantial additional borrowing could come only from sources which 
would be inflationary. | 

25. There is no precise level or duration of Government expendi- __ 
tures which can be predetermined in advance, at which an econom- 
ic system will be seriously damaged from inflationary borrowing on 
the one hand or from destructive taxation on the other. The higher 
the level of expenditures, the greater is the need for sound policies 
and the greater are the dangers of miscalculations and mischance. 
These dangers now are substantial. — 

26. The requirements for funds to maintain our national security 
must thus be considered in the light of these dangers to our eco- 

| nomic system, including the danger to industrial productivity nec- 
essary to support military programs, arising from excessive levels 

of total Government spending, taxing and borrowing. | | 
27. Modifications of the foregoing fiscal policies to promote long- 

term growth may be necessitated for a limited period: (1) to deal 

with short-term cyclical problems or (2) to achieve overriding na- 

tional objectives that justify departure from sound fiscal policies. 

The Situation as to U.S. Manpower | | 

28. a. The national security programs of the United States rest 
upon the manpower to operate them, the economy to produce the 

material for them, and the financial resources to pay for them. 

b. In order to carry on our existing military programs we must 

utilize substantially all the qualified manpower annually coming of | 

military age. Any considerable increase in the military demand for 

manpower would have to be met through enlarged compulsion on 
citizens of maturer age, through increased expenditures for enlist- 

ment and reenlistment incentives, and through longer enlistments. 

| c. The continuing development of more complicated weapons, ma- 
chines, and devices used by the military greatly increases the need = 
for military manpower possessed of higher skills, and emphasizes 
the need for expanded technical training and retention of techni- 
cally trained personnel. ee 

d.* The manpower factors mentioned in b and c above present 
limitations upon our national capacity to operate our present mili- 
tary programs, or to extend their size: or technological require- 
ments, unless we are prepared to move towards further restrictions 

upon the freedom of individual citizens. Significant moves in that 
direction would tend to alter the character of the free institutions 
and values which our security programs are designed to preserve. | 

9 A typewritten notation on the margin reads: “Paragraph 28d—The final sen- 
tence overstates the case already adequately made and might seem to bar additional 
use of manpower resources for the national security. It is recommended that you | 
propose deletion of this sentence.” __ |
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Morale OS ms ? 

29. Support for the necessary security programs, based upon a ; 

sound productive system, is ultimately dependent also upon the : 
soundness of the national morale and the political willingness of | 
the country to support a government which it feels is holding the | : 

proper balance between the necessary sacrifices and the necessary | 

defense. a | | a 

| POLICY CONCLUSIONS - | 

, Basic Problems of National Security Policy '° | : 

30. a. To meet the Soviet threat to U.S. security. | | 
_ b. In doing so, to avoid seriously weakening the U.S. economy or : 

undermining our fundamental values and institutions. : 

10 Typewritten notations on the margin at this point read as follows: : 

“Paragraphs 31 and 32—The main issue here is paragraph 32, as proposed by 
Treasury and Budget. Their idea is that the statement on the Soviet threat should 
be matched by one on the internal threat. The threat to the economy, however, is 

adequately treated in paragraph 39. The inclusion of paragraph 32 is repetitious and 

distorts the balance of the paper. : 
“The two versions of paragraph 31 are the same, except for omission of the intro- 

| ductory sentence in the Treasury version to conform to its insertion of paragraph 32 | 
as part of the Soviet threat. | —_ : 

“Paragraph 31a—The words ‘and possibly crippling’ are justified here and make 
the sentence consistent with paragraph 38a. | : 

“Paragraph 21b—The main point of the paragraph is the effect of growing Soviet 
- atomic capability on our allies. The phrase in brackets (ODM) obscures this.” 7 | a |
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Nature of the Soviet Threat ; oe 

| §§31. The Soviet threat to Wf 31. a. With increasing 
United States security has two |atomic power, the Soviets have  — 
aspects: os _ |a mounting capability of inflict- => 

a. With increasing atomic |ing very serious [and possibly | 
power, the Soviets have a |crippling]|||| damage on the 
mounting capability of inflicting | United States. The USSR will 
very serious [and possibly crip- | also continue to have large mili- 

| pling]|||| damage on the United | tary forces capable of aggressive 
| States. The USSR will also con- | action against countries of the 

tinue to have large military | free world. Present estimates 
forces capable of aggressive | are, however, that the USSR 

| action against countries of the | will not deliberately initiate 
free world. Present estimates | general war during the next sev- 
are, however, that the USSR | eral years, although general war 

will not deliberately initiate | might result from miscalculae 
general war during the next sev- | tion. 

' eral years, although general war ae | 
might result from miscalcula- | oe 
tion. | | 

_b. The Soviets will continue to b. The Soviets will continue to 
-seek to divide and weaken the | seek to divide and weaken the 
free world, and to isolate the | free world, and to isolate the 
United States, using cold war | United States, using cold war ~ 
tactics and the communist appa- | tactics and the communist appa- | 

ratus. Their capacity for politi- | ratus. Their capacity for politi- 
cal warfare against the United | cal warfare against the United 

States as well as its allies * will | States as well as its allies * will 
be enhanced by their increased | be enhanced by their increased 
atomic capability. atomic capability. 

§§ Proposed by Members other than Treasury and Budget. [Footnote in the source a 
text. 

| |Proposed by the State and ODM Members and the CIA Adviser. [Footnote and _ 

brackets in the source text.] | | | 
{] Proposed by the Treasury Member and the Budget Adviser. [Footnote in the 

source text.] 7 
* Proposed by the ODM Member. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.] |
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(The members other than ft 32. a. A sound, strong, and 
_ Treasury and Budget consider| growing U.S. economy is neces- 

that the points in para. 32 oppo-| sary to support over the long 
site are adequately covered in| pull a satisfactory posture of de- 
para. 39 below.) — fense in the free world and a — 

| En U.S. capability rapidly and effec- 
7 os tively to change to full mobiliza- 

WE ape Blactsieti tion. The United States can dan- 
see OP) gerously weaken its economy, its 
ee ‘| capacity for high productivity _ 

oe _. | for defense, its free institutions, 

and the incentives on which its 
IM eS | Jong-term economic growth de-— 
a 3 : pends, either: = © 
Bee go see He TE et yg ee (1) By spending for defense | 

| | OO against the Soviet threat, overa _ | 
oy, ns gustained period, largely in | 

SP wg Be ~. | excess of its annual revenues; or 
ee ee Pook | (2) By adding substantial new | 

peg Ugh | or higher taxes to its high tax | 
7 | rates and bad tax system, over a : 

| sustained period, in an attempt | 
to avoid inflationary deficits. : 

b. A recession in the level of ) 
oa | Sp whesegs U.S. economic activity could se-_ | 

ek ten ate anete ee riously prejudice the security of | 
ee the free world. | | 

fea Ey ys cc. Our existing military pro- | 
cal Bis | | grams utilize substantially all | 

co, es See _| our qualified manpower annual- | 
| ) | ly coming of military age and | 

| Oe Chesil | call for increasingly higher tech- | 
ee ee ee | nological skills. Significant in- — ! 

Oak he : | creases in military manpower 
might tend to alter the charac- | 

Be el | ter of the free institutions and — 
eT values which our security pro-— 

| grams are designed to preserve. 
Defense Against Soviet Powerand Action =—— : ee 

_ 83. In the face of these threats, the United States must develop 
and maintain, at the lowest feasible cost, requisite military and | 

- nonmilitary strength to deter and, if necessary, to counter Soviet 

| + Proposed by the Treasury Member and the Budget Adviser. [Footnote in the 
source text. ] | a Say a
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military aggression against the United States or other areas vital 
to its security. 2 

a. The risk of Soviet aggression will be minimized by maintain- | 
ing adequate offensive retaliatory strength and defensive strength. 
This must be based on massive atomic capability, including neces- 

sary bases; an integrated continental defense system; ready forces | 
| of the United States and its allies suitably deployed and adequate 

to deter or counter local aggression; and an adequate mobilization 
base; all supported by the determined spirit of the U.S. people. 

| b. Such strength is essential to counter the Soviet divisive tactics 
and hold together the coalition. If our allies were uncertain about 
our ability or will to counter Soviet aggression, they would be 
strongly tempted to adopt a neutralist position, especially in the | 
face of the atomic threat. | | | 

34. In the interest of its own security, the United States must 

have the support of allies. _ 
a. The military striking power necessary to retaliate depends for | 

the foreseeable future on having bases in allied countries. Further- 

more, the forces required to counter local aggressions must be sup- 

plied largely by our allies and cannot be furnished by the United 
States. nr | | 

b. The loss of major allies by subversion, divisive tactics, or the 

growth of neutralist attitudes, would seriously affect the security of 

the United States. oo ee 
85. United States policies must, therefore, be designed to obtain | 

the cooperation of our allies and strengthen the cohesion of the 

free world. - | 

a. Our allies must be genuinely convinced that our strategy is | 

one of collective security. The alliance must be rooted in a strong 

feeling of a community of interest and firm confidence in the stead- 
iness and wisdom of U.S. leadership. _- a 

b. Cooperative efforts, including equitable contributions by our 

allies, will continue to be necessary to build the military, economic 

and political strength of the coalition and the stability of the free 

world. | a | —_ | 

c. Constructive U.S. policies, not related solely to anti-commu- 
nism, are needed to persuade uncommitted countries that their 

best interests lie in greater cooperation and stronger affiliations _ 

within the rest of the free world.  —s_ _ a a 

d. To enhance the capacity of free world nations for self-support 

and defense, and to reduce progressively their need for U.S. aid, 

+The ODM Member calls attention to the fact that “continental defense” is not 

treated in detail in this paper because it has been the subject of a separate and 

recent NSC Report (NSC 159/4). [Footnote in the source text. For text of NSC 159/ | 

4, Sept. 25, see p. 475.]
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the United States should assist in stimulating international trade, 
freer access to markets and raw materials, and the healthy growth 
of underdeveloped areas. In this connection, it should consider a 
modification of its tariff and trade policies. _ Oo 

[e. 11 In subsequent fiscal years the United States should further 

curtail economic grant aid and loans to other nations of the free 
world. |§ | - 

36. a. In Western Europe, a position of strength must be based 
mainly on British, French and German cooperation in the defense 

of the continent. To achieve a stronger Europe, the United States 

should support, as long as there is hope of early success, the build- 
ing of an integrated European Community (including West Germa- 
ny and if possible a united Germany), linked to the United States 
through NATO. In Western Europe the United States should press 
for a strong, united stable Germany, oriented to the free world and | 

| militarily capable of overcoming internal subversion and disorder 
and also of taking a major part in the collective defense of the free 
world against aggression. | - 

The United States must con- Progressively lessened mili- 
tinue to assist in creating and | tary aid should be given to the 
maintaining agreed European | regional grouping in Western 
forces, but should reduce such | Europe.] | a 
assistance as rapidly as_ the | 
United States concludes that the | | 
European economies can assume 

| this burden.|| oe 

b. In the Far East, strength must be built on existing bilateral 

and multilateral security arrangements until a more comprehen- 

sive regional collective security becomes feasible. The United 
States should stress assistance in developing Japan as a major ele- 
ment of strength. The United States should maintain the security 

_of the off-shore island chain and continue to develop the defensive 
capacity of Korea and Southeast Asia in accordance with existing 

commitments. _— | ee | 

11 A typewritten notation on the source text at this point reads: “Paragraphs doe 
and 36a—The objection to the proposals of Treasury and Budget is that they require 
curtailment of aid without reference to the situation in the receiving countries and 

to economic policies which will serve as a substitute for aid. These points are more 
adequately covered in the present agreed text of paragraph 35d and the proposed 
last sentence of 36a (left-hand column).” | | — | 

__. § Proposed by the Treasury Member and the Budget Adviser. [Footnote and brack- 
etsinthe source text] =. | 

__ || Proposed by Members other than Treasury and Budget. [Footnote in the source 

+ Proposed by the Treasury Member and the Budget Adviser. [Footnote in the 
source text.] a |
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c.12 In the Middle East, a strong regional grouping is not now oe 
feasible. In order to assure during peace time for the United States sy 
and its allies the resources (especially oil) and the strategic posi- ) 
tions of the area and their denial to the Soviet bloc, the United 
States should build on Turkey, Pakistan and, if possible, Iran, and | 
assist in achieving stability in the Middle East by political actions . 
and token military and limited economic and technical assistance 
to other countries in the area. _ , os | 

d. In other areas of the free world the United States should fur- 
nish token military aid, and limited technical and economic assist- 
ance, to other free nations, according to the calculated advantage 

of such aid to the U.S. world position. 
37.'° a. A partial redeployment| 37. a. As presently deployed 

| of U.S. forces from Europe and] in support of our commitments, 
. the Far East might contribute to| the armed forces of the United | 

| continental defense, increase mo-| States are overextended, thereby 
bile reserves, and lead to a better | depriving us of mobility and ini- 
division of defense burdens] tiative for future military action __ 
among the allies. in defense of the free world. 

b. Under present conditions,| b. Our diplomacy must con- | 
however, any major withdrawal | centrate upon clarifying to our 
of U.S. forces from Europe or | allies in parts of the world not 
the Far East would be interpret- | gripped by war conditions that 
ed as a diminution of U.S. inter-| the best defense of the free 
est in the defense of these areas | world rests upon the mobility of 

| and would seriously undermine | U.S. forces, centrally based; oe 

the strength and cohesion of the | upon our political commitment _ 

coalition. to strike back hard directly 
| | against any aggressor who at- 

| tacks such allies; and upon such 
| | | | allies’ own indigenous security — 

| | Oo efforts. - | 

_ 12 A typewritten notation in the margin reads: “Paragraph “36c—NEA has pro- | 

posed a redraft of the second part of the second sentence as follows: ‘... The U.S. a 
should continue to build on Turkey as the strongest security element in the region, 
and should try to add Pakistan as another element of strength. Between these two 
cornerstones, it should try to develop stability and further elements of strength 
wherever conditions make it possible (with special attention to Egypt and Iran) by 
political actions and limited military, economic and technical assistance’ ”” | | 

13 A typewritten notation in the margin at this point reads: “Paragraph 37—.The > 
version on the left was accepted by all members of the Planning Board, including — 
the JCS representative, as being in line with the present policy considerations, The 
version on the right was put forward by Mr. Cutler, on the basis of Admiral Rad- > 
ford’s report to the President and the Council. The point made in subparagraph b in 

| the left column would make it unwise to proceed now with such specific steps as are . 
proposed in subparagraphs b and c of the right-hand version.” Admiral Radford’s 
reference report was presumably the same as that made to the NSC at its 160th | 
meeting on Aug. 27; for the memorandum of discussion, see p. 443. _
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_ ¢. Continued study of our stra- | c. A determination should be | 
_ tegic concepts will determine | made whether, with the under- : 

_ the most effective deployment of | standing of our allies, it would | 
our military forces. better promote the national se- | 

| : curity reasonably soon to initi- = | 
| oo ate, and during the next few — : 

| So years to carry out, the redeploy- : 
OB ment toward the United States | 

ee of the bulk of our land forces | 
a | - and other forces not required to | 

/ OS guard overseas bases. Such rede- | 
ployment cannot be instituted : 

a | oe from the Far East, until an ac- | 
- ee a ceptable settlement is there ob- | 
Ee Oo tained of existing war condi- 

ee ee I tions, ae : 
88. a. In specific situations where a warning appears desirable 

and feasible as an added deterrent, the United States should make 
clear to the USSR and Communist China, in general terms or with 
reference to specific areas as the situation requires, its intention to 
react with military force against any aggression by Soviet bloc 
armed forces. | | BA 

b.14 The United States should use special weapons whenever 
they are required by the national security; it should make known 
this intent at an appropriate time, and secure as far as possible the 

| understanding and approval of this decision by friendly govern- 
ments and peoples. | a 

14 A typewritten notation on the margin at this point reads: “Paragraph 38b—_ 
This paragraph, which raises the issue of the use of special weapons, is a particular- 
ly important one for the Council to discuss. If adopted, it should be revised to begin. 
‘In the event of hostilities resulting from aggression...’”. _ Bs Sep) lee: |
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Protection of U.S. Economic Defense Against the Threat to 
System ** | the U.S. Economy and 

. | Institutions{7 

39. 15 a. A strong healthy and 39. a. Barring basic changes 
expanding U.S. economy is es-| in the world situation, the Fed- 

, sential to the security and sta-| eral Government should bring 
| bility of the free world. In the] its total annual expenditures 

interest of both the United | into balance, or into substantial 

States and its allies, it is vital | balance, with its total annual 
that the support of defense ex-| revenues and should maintain 
penditures should not seriously | over-all credit and fiscal policies 
impair the basic soundness of | designed to assist in stabilizing 

| the U.S. economy by undermin- | the economy. 
ing incentives or by inflation. | 

b. The United States must,| b. The form of Federal tax- 
however, meet the necessary| ation should be changed to en- 
costs of the policies essential for | courage long-term economic 

its security. The actual level of | growth; but the over-all level of 

such costs cannot be estimated | Federal taxation should remain 

until further study, but should | sufficient to achieve a substan- 

be kept to the minimum consist- | tially balanced federal budget. 
ent with the carrying out of 
these policies. _ | 

** y ToPosed by members other than Treasury and Budget. [Footnote in the source 
text. 

tt Proposed by the Treasury Member and the Budget Adviser. [Footnote in the 
source text.] . 

15 A typewritten notation in the margin reads: “Paragraph 39—The two versions 
embody the basic difference between Treasury-Budget position and that of the other 

_ agencies. The left-hand version states the need to meet the necessary costs of policies 
essential for security, and the belief that the American public will support such ex- 
penditures if the security needs are fully explained and understood (subparagraphs 

: b and c). The Treasury version (the right-hand column) omits these points and puts 
its whole emphasis on a balanced budget and the maintenance of credit and fiscal 
policies, with the implication that these must be the controlling factors.”
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c. If defense costs do not mate- | 
rially exceed current levels, it is 
believed that they can be met 
without serious damage to the | | | 
free economic system of the oe 
United States if they are fi- | 
nanced by appropriate tax and vo 
fiscal measures. Without mini- a 
mizing the strong opposition to | . 
high taxation, it is believed that | | 
the United States public can be oe 
expected to support the requisite | — | 
measures and expenditures if | - | 
our security needs are fully un- i 
derstood. | 

- d. [c.] 16 Every effort should be made to eliminate waste, duplica- 

tion, and unnecessary overhead in the Federal Government, and to 
minimize Federal expenditures for programs that are not essential 

to the national security. | 
e. [d.] The economic potential of private enterprise should be 

maximized by minimizing governmental controls and regulations, - 

| and by encouraging private enterprise to develop natural and tech- 

nological resources (e.g. nuclear power). 
| f. [e.] The United States should seek to maintain a larger and ex- 

-panding rate of economic activity at relatively stable price levels. 

Morale 

40. To support the necessarily heavy burdens for national securi- 
ty, the morale of the citizens of the United States must be based 
both on responsibility and freedom for the individual. The dangers 
from Soviet subversion and espionage require strong and effective 

security measures. Eternal vigilance, however, is needed in their | 

exercise to prevent degeneration which might involve the intimida- 

tion of free criticism. It is essential that necessary measures of pro- 

tection should not be so used as to destroy the national unity based 
on the lasting values of freedom, not on fear. _ 

16 Brackets in the remaining paragraphs of Section 39 are in the source text.
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Reduction of the Soviet Threat 17 - / : _ 

41. While the United States} 41. Short of initiating general = 
must seek to improve its rela-| war, substantial reduction of the 

tive power position and may suc-| Soviet threat over a_ longer 
ceed in doing so, the Soviet | period can be accomplished only 
threat can be substantially re-| by actions designed to bring 
duced only through settlements | about a negotiating attitude in 

which both the United States |} the USSR and its resulting acco- 
and the USSR find it in their in- | modation to the security of the 
terest to accept. Obviously, any | United States and that of the | 
acceptable settlements must not | free world.§§ | | 
compromise the basic security of | | 
the United States.t¢ _ | | | 

a. The United States should, therefore, keep open the possibility 
of negotiating with the USSR and Communist China acceptable 
and enforceable agreements, whether limited to individual issues 

| now outstanding or involving a general settlement of major issues, 
including control of armaments. OP alga) eu Page 

b. The willingness of the Soviet leadership to negotiate accepta-— 
ble settlements, without necessarily abandoning hostility to the 
non-Soviet world, may tend to increase over time, [if Soviet stabili- 
ty and influence are reduced and]|| || if the United States and its 
allies develop and increase their own strength, determination and 
cohesion, maintain retaliatory power sufficient to insure the de- 
struction of the Soviet system should the USSR resort to general . 
war, and prove that the free world can prosper despite Soviet pres- | 
sures. | 

17 Typewritten notations in the source text at this point read: oe 
| “Paragraph 41—It is recommended that you support the left-hand version which 

merely states the proposition that settlements are the only way, short of war, in 
which the Soviet threat can be substantially reduced, and stipulates that such set- 
tlements must not compromise the security of the U.S. The version on the right (De- 

| fense, JCS and ODM) implies that we can expect a completely one sided accommoda- 
tion by the USSR to our views. | - 

“Paragraph 4la—FE questions the reference to Communist China. 7 | 
“Paragraph 41b—The phrase in brackets implies that we can undermine Soviet 

stability which is inconsistent with other parts of this paper.” . 
+t Proposed by the State Member and the CIA Adviser. [Footnote in the source 

text. | : | : | - 

§§ Proposed by the Defense and ODM Members and the JCS Adviser. [Footnote in 
the source text.] _ a , 

||||Proposed by the Defense and FOA Members and the JCS and OCB Advisers. 
[Footnote and brackets in the source text.] /
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c.1®8 To maximize the chances of settlement, the United States _ | 
and its allies should make clear to the leaders and people of the : 

_ USSR that they are prepared to accept a settlement recognizing | 
the territorial integrity and internal political and economic organi- | 
zation of the USSR, provided that the USSR foregoes external ex- ; 
pansion and domination of other peoples and joins in an effective 
program of arms limitation under proper safeguards. oe : 

| _ 42. As a means of reducing Soviet capabilities for extending con- | 
trol and influence in the free world, the United States should: | 

| a. Take overt and covert measures to discredit Soviet prestige | 
and ideology as effective instruments of Soviet power, and to | 
reduce the strength of communist parties and other pro-Soviet ele- | 
ments. | fo 7 a 

b. Take all feasible diplomatic, political, economic and covert | 
measures to counter any threat of a party or individuals directly or 

| indirectly responsive to Soviet control to achieve dominant power | 
in a free world country. Senge os | 

| c. Undertake selective, positive actions to eliminate Soviet-Com- | 
_ munist control over any areas of the free world. | ese! | 

_ 43. a. Measures to impose pressures on the Soviet bloc should be 
designed primarily to create [should take into account the desir- 
ability of creating] {| conditions which will induce the Soviet lead- 

ership to be more receptive to acceptable negotiated settlements. 

b. Accordingly, the United States should take feasible political, 

economic, propaganda and covert measures designed to create and | 

exploit troublesome problems for the USSR, impair Soviet relations 

with Communist China, complicate control in the satellites, and 

retard the growth of the military and economic potential of the 

Soviet bloc. “ | 
[c. The United States should not, however, initiate aggressive ac- 

tions involving force against Soviet bloc territory. Limited actions | 

within our capabilities would not materially reduce the Soviet — 

18 A typewritten notation in the margin at this point reads: ‘Paragraph 41c— | 
The drafting of this paragraph is not altogether happy: It now seems to make arms 

limitation a condition precedent to any political settlement, and also to threaten the 
destruction of the USSR’s territorial integrity and political system if it does not free 
all the peoples now under domination and join an effective program of arms limita- 
tion. EUR also questions the desirability of stating the U.S. position on the territori- 
al integrity of the USSR, even though it is a sound position, in view of the possible 
impact on the minority peoples of the USSR. pS ee : 

| » “The main point of the paragraph is that the U.S. should make clear that its secu- 
rity policies are aimed not at the destruction of the USSR or at dictating its politi- 
cal and economic organization, but at preventing aggression and achieving a secure 

peace.” a ee oO a 
| 1] Proposed by the Defense, ODM, and FOA Members and the JCS Adviser. [Foot- 

note and brackets in the source text.]
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threat even if successful. Moreover, they are likely materially to 
increase the risk of general war, would place serious strains on the 

coalition, and might well destroy the chances of agreement with 
the USSR on the more fundamental aspects of the Soviet threat.] * 

44, In the face of the developing Soviet threat, the broad aim of 
U.S. security policies must be to create, prior to the achievement of 
mutual atomic plenty, conditions under which the United States 
and the free world coalition are prepared to meet the Soviet-Com- 
munist threat with resolution and to negotiate for its alleviation 

under proper safeguards. The United States and its allies must 
always seek to create and sustain the hope and confidence of the 

free world in the ability of its basic ideas and institutions not 
merely to oppose the communist threat, but to provide a way of life 
superior to Communism. | 

45. The foregoing conclusions are valid only so long as the 

United States maintains a retaliatory capability that cannot be 
neutralized by a surprise Soviet attack. Whenever there is substan- 

7 tial evidence that the USSR is likely to develop the capability to | 
knock out our atomic striking power, the entire policy of the 
United States toward the USSR will have to be radically re-exam- 
ined. 

* The Defense, ODM and FOA Members, and the JCS Adviser propose deletion of 

this paragraph. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.] | 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 165th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Wednesday, October 7, 1953 } 

| [Extract] | oe | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | 

Present at the 165th Council meeting were the following: The 
President of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; 
the Secretary of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations Admin- 

istration; the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present | 

| were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Di- 
rector, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Com- 
mission; the Federal Civil Defense Administrator; the Secretary of 
the Army; the Secretary of the Navy; the Secretary of the Air 
Force; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Chief of Staff of the 
Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; the Chief of Staff of the Air 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Oct. 8.
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Force; the Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps; the Chairman, Council 

of Economic Advisers; Robert R. Bowie, Department of State; the 
Director of Central Intelligence; Robert Amory, Jr., Central Intelli- 
gence Agency; Sherman Adams, the Assistant to the President; — 
Maj. Gen. Wilton B. Persons, Deputy Assistant to the President; 
Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; C.D. Jackson, 

Special Assistant to the President; Brig. Gen. Paul T. Carroll, 
Acting White House Staff Secretary; the Executive Secretary, NSC; 
and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. | 

Following is a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 

chief points taken.  —— ) , | 

3. Review of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 162) 2 

Mr. Cutler first briefed the Council on the historical background 
of NSC 162. He then explained the manner in which the present 
report had been drafted, the important differences which NSC 162 
contained, and expressed the hope that the Council would be able 
in the course of its consideration to resolve these differences of 
Opinion and arrive at an agreed statement of policy. In order to 
assist in this process, Mr. Cutler said that he had attempted to 
reduce the statement of these differences in each case to a para- 
graph and suggested that the Council discuss each of these para- 

graphs and come to an agreement to resolve the differences. | 

- The first of these differences concerned the nature of the Soviet 
threat. Side “A”, Mr. Cutler pointed out, sees the threat to the 
United States as the basic Soviet hostility to the United States and 
the Soviet’s formidable military power. While acknowledging a 
sound U.S. economy is essential, Side “A” believes the United 
States must first meet necessary security costs. 

Side “‘B’’, on the other hand, sees the threat to the United States 

as a dual threat—the external threat of Soviet power; the internal 
| threat of weakening our economy and changing our way of life. | 

Side “B” believes the U.S. must strike a proper balance between 
the risks arising from these two threats. : | 
When Mr. Cutler finished his exposition of this difference, the 

| President inquired whether Side “A” would sustain its position 
even if it proved necessary to go to the lengths of general mobiliza- | 

tion and the imposition of tight controls on the economy. The 

President readily agreed that you could get the American people 

steamed up to do whatever you told them was necessary for a cer- 
tain length of time. If, however, this process was to go on indefi- 
nitely, it would be necessary to resort to compulsory controls. If 
Side ‘A’, said the President, backs up its position to the ultimate 

?Dated Sept. 30, p. 489. . a | 

. 
| -



516 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 

limit it would lead to both general mobilization and out-and-out ; 
regimentation. | SSE USE ee 

In reply to the President’s question, Mr. Cutler stated that, by 
implication at least, Side ‘“‘A’s’” answer was to be found on page 27 / 
of the report, which contained the statement in paragraph 39-b 7 
“The United States must, however, meet the necessary costs of the 

| policies essential for its security.” — | 
Although the President observed that he thought that this 

amounted to hedging and that the statement contained contradic- 
_ tions, Mr. Cutler answered that by implication at least Side ‘‘A” 

was prepared to go to full mobilization and controls if this were 
necessary to safeguard the national security. | | 

The Director of the Budget explained that the basic objection of 
the Budget and the Treasury to Side ‘‘A’s” statement as to the 
nature of the threat was that it ignored the economic threat at the 

very outset of the report. It chose to do this even though all of us. 

know that it is an objective of Soviet strategy to destroy our capi- 
talist economy by means of economic warfare. Mr. Dodge gave it as 

his opinion that this was a very successful element of the Soviet 

strategy although it was not so dangerous as the H-bomb. In sum, | 

Mr. Dodge argued that as the threat to the economy was part and 
parcel of the Soviet threat, it should be mentioned at the beginning 
and not relegated to later pages in the report. | 

The President digressed for a moment to discuss statements by 
Government officials with regard to the H-bomb (see previous item) | 

and then went back to comment on the view just expressed by Mr. 
Dodge. He expressed agreement with Mr. Dodge that if you ignored _ 
this economic threat, you are simply refusing to be realistic. If Side 
“A” was really prepared to envisage expenditures to a point which 
would produce compulsory controls or general mobilization it 

should say so and the President would understand. | 
Secretary Wilson stated that he could not agree with Mr. Dodge’s  __ 

position. While the threat to the economy was real, it was not | 
clearly set forth by the Treasury and the Bureau of the Budget in 
the language of Side “B”’. Incidentally, said Secretary Wilson, he 
would like to know who was on side ‘‘A” and who on Side “B”. The 
President replied that he would prefer not to know who was on 
what side and that the Council could accomplish its task more ef- 

fectively if the identity of the members of the two sides was not an 

issue. | | a 
Secretary Humphrey said that it was essential to get beyond dis- 

agreements in language to divergences of thought which were obvi- 
ously very deep. Actually the issue of the nature of the threat was. 

the number one problem facing the Administration. It must, there- 

fore, be thoroughly talked out among friends whose only interest
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was to save their country. The issue, continued Secretary Hum- | 

phrey, was even more clearly posed on the first page of the com- | 
| ments of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on NSC 162.2 On this page the | 

: Joint Chiefs had argued against including a reference to the eco- | 
nomic threat as more than an incidental threat. Moreover, the _—|| 
Joint Chiefs’ paper had argued that we must take measures to | 

_ defeat the external Soviet threat even if in the process we changed ) 
our way of life. At least, said Secretary Humphrey, these state- — : 
ments clearly posed the real issue. The great difficulty, of course, : 
was that we don’t really have all the facts we need either on the : 
nature of the Soviet threat or on the nature of the economic threat. 
On top of this problem was the question of timing. There were | 
plenty of things that you could stand for one year that you might | 
not be able to stand for ten years. Are we going to meet this threat, 
asked Secretary Humphrey, in the same way that the previous Ad- : 

3 -ministration had tried to meet it. To decide on some future D-day | 
and then try desperately and in the shortest possible time to re- | 
arm the country to a point which might enable it to meet this = 

_ threat; or do we propose to consider ways and means of meeting a | 

threat which will be with us over a very long time. It was impor- 
tant to decide this, thought Secretary Humphrey, because over the | 
long haul we could easily be destroyed by either of the two threats, | 
external or internal. If we mean to face this Soviet threat over a 

_ long time we must spend less than we are now spending and do 
less than we are now doing. If, on the other hand, we believe that 
we must anticipate a Soviet attack in a year’s time or that we | 
might be compelled to attack the Soviet Union, then obviously we 
ought to do and spend more than we are doing and spending now. 
This, said Secretary Humphrey, seemed to him the essence of the | 

| issue. ee ee ee ee ce 
__ The Secretary of State commented that it was not wholly clear to’ 
him what adoption of the. present report would really decide. If — 
adoption of the paper meant that the United States was going 
ahead to balance its budget and cut its taxes and that everything 
else must give way to this objective, he was strongly against it. 

_ This would be a decision reached in the dark. With obvious emo- 
tion, Secretary Dulles pointed out that as yet the National Security 
Council had been presented with no precise estimates of the costs 
to maintain the defense system of the free world coalition. No one 
knew as yet what this would cost but we certainly couldn’t throw | 
the common defense system out the window because we had to bal- 
ance the budget. Furthermore, continued Secretary Dulles, it — 

3 A copy of the 10-page detailed comments of the JCS on NSC 162, dated Oct. 6, 
1953, is in S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, NSC 162. : es



518 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

seemed significant to him that there was never any talk of making | 
any drastic cuts except in defense expenditures. What about cut- 
ting in other areas. Why do we continue spending $2 billion annu- — 
ally for price supports of agriculture. I believe, concluded Secretary | 
Dulles, that we might quite possibly accomplish all the security ob- 
jectives we have in mind and at the same time succeed in bringing 
the budget substantially into balance. I don’t know for sure and we 
can’t know until we have more information. 

Both the President and Secretary Humphrey questioned the jus- 
~ tice of Secretary Dulles’ contention that Side “B” was arguing that 

the budget must be balanced at whatever cost to the national secu- 
rity programs. They also pointed out that cuts and reductions had 

, been made in other areas than the national security programs. Di- 
rector Dodge added figures to show that there was no hope of bal- 

ancing the budget unless cuts were made in appropriations for the 
national security. | | 

Secretary Dulles remained unconvinced by these arguments and 
insisted that paragraph 39-a proposed by the Treasury and the 

Budget seemed to him to call for balancing the budget at whatever 
cost, “barring basic change in the world situation.” This seemed to 

| Secretary Dulles an absolute. But Secretary Humphrey responded 
in defense of this paragraph by insisting that you could reach a 

balanced budget by increasing taxes. All this paragraph argued 

was that you must approach a balanced budget at some level—a 

higher if not a lower level. | | 

Secretary Dulles said that in any case he could not accept the 
argument that a completely balanced budget was essential under 
existing conditions. This was the argument of a doctrinaire and | 
indeed it was adherence to this view which had caused the Hoover 

| Administration to blow up. The facts simply did not justify the con- 
clusion that you have got to balance the budget. There was still 

leeway. | | | | 
Secretary Humphrey repeated his insistence that he was not 

saying that the budget must be balanced come what may. Rather, 

we were talking of a trend—the direction in which we propose to 

go. Treasury and Budget were indeed seeking a suitable posture of 

defense that would square with what the country could afford to 
pay for. Secretary Dulles answered that if this was the view of the 
Budget and the Treasury it was all he could ask. Mr. Dodge point- 
ed out that the discussion was beginning to be confused. We were 
supposed to be directing our thought to the first difference of opin- 
ion, namely, the nature of the threat to the United States and ac- 
tually the discussion had moved on to the third issue, namely, how 
to finance United States security programs. |
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The President expressed agreement and said that the issue | 
_ before the Council at this point was the long-term capacity of the | 

United States to survive. All of us, said the President, admit that | 

we can endure anything for a year or two and he added that this : 
Administration had never issued any promise to balance the — | 

budget in any specific year such as 1953 or 1954. Nevertheless, in — | 
the long run this country must have a sound dollar. Moreover, this _ | 
sound dollar lies at the very basis of a sound capability for defense. 

_ Governor Stassen then proposed a formula which he said might : 
| produce agreement between the two sides. This formula would run : 

along the lines that we must do the maximum to meet the external } 
threat, which is possible to do without changing our way of life. 

Secretary Wilson expressed agreement with Governor Stassen’s | 
statement. Secretary Humphrey did not. Governor Stassen went on | 
to point out to the President that he had “freed up” the economy of | 
this country in the last eight months. The standard of living in | 

large parts of Europe was on the upgrade. This was also the case in | 

Japan. At the very same time that we are thus strengthening and | 
expanding these economies, we are building our defenses. The way | 
in which we now move to maximize our defense posture is substan- | 

tially the same way we would move if later on we have to force an | 
issue with the Soviet Union. This, said Governor Stassen, was in : 

response to the President’s concern with the threat posed by Soviet 

possession of the H-bomb. | | 

Mr. Flemming explained that he found himself in agreement 

with Secretary Dulles that it was very difficult to decide on this 
issue in the absence of specific and concrete information as to the 

costs of an adequate defense and security program. If, however, 

Side “A” was maintaining that we need more taxes and controls in | 
order to meet the threat posed by the Soviet Union, he, Mr. Flem- 
ming, favored Side “A’s’” position, more taxes and controls. | | 

The President, however, reverted to his earlier argument that 

Side “A” seemed to assume that everything that was necessary for 
national defense could be accomplished without grave damage to | 

the economy. The Joint Chiefs had gone even further and said that 

| we should do what was necessary even if the result was to change 
| the American way of life. We could lick the whole world, said the 

President, if we were willing to adopt the system of Adolph Hitler. 
He wished, said the President, that some of the other members of 

the Council could see the daily beating which he was taking from | 
exponents of the balanced budget and greater economy. I feel sure, | 

said the President, that I can get what we need for a period of time 

but if these necessities are to continue over a long period, I am in- 
clined to go along with Secretary Humphrey. The real issue is how
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long can we afford to do all that Side “A” feels we must do to meet sy 
the threat. | Se ee a. 

Mr. Cutler expressed concern that the meeting of the National 
| Security Council was degenerating into a debating society. He 

pointed out that the economic issues had been broken down into 
three parts and invited the Council to return to consideration of 

_ the first issue which was the statement of the nature of the threat 
— facing the United States. | | , , 

Mr. C.D. Jackson then inquired if he might have the floor for a 

moment. He expressed the opinion that both sides had actually 

: “fudged” because it was apparent that the mood of those who had 
prepared NSC 162 was that equal weight should be assigned to ade- 
quate defense and to a balanced budget. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
Mr. Jackson contended, had done better in recognizing clearly that 

our way of life may have to be upset. As he saw it, concluded Mr. | 

Jackson, the National Security Council must decide that the de- 
fense of this nation is much more important than balancing budg- 
ets or lowering taxes. | | | ge fe 

| Mr. Cutler observed that while the Joint Chiefs’ paper may have —s_—=&® 
taken a bolder approach to the issue, their paper had not done 

complete justice to Side ‘“B’s’” evaluation of the external threat. 
After all, Side “B” did agree that the Soviet threat was primary. 

The President observed that he didn’t think anyone present here 
thought that the cost of winning a global war against the Soviet — 

Union was a cost too high to pay. He, too, however, preferred the | 

Joint Chiefs’ statement since he doubted if we could get this so- 
called adequate defense over a sustained period without drastically 
changing our whole way of life. - 
Secretary Wilson, speaking with strong conviction, said he 

wanted to point out that if we ever go to the American people and 

tell them that we are putting a balanced budget ahead of national 
defense it would be a terrible day. What we are really trying todo 
is to ascertain and reach a reasonable posture of defense over a 
long period. If we can do this within a balanced budget, fine. If not, 
we will simply have to postpone balancing the budget. We can’t 

| balance the budget over night in any case in view of what we have 
inherited from the previous Administration, but at least we have | 
been doing better in the last few months and we can’t throw all | 

these gains away in order to save a couple of billion dollars. | 

The President said it was more than a couple of billion dollars. 
_ NSC 141 4 which had been left on our doorstep by the outgoing Ad- 

ministration had called for additional expenditures in the neigh- — | 
borhood of $20 billions in order to provide adequately for the na- 

4 Dated Jan. 19, p. 209. : |
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tional security. I think, said the President, that the American =i 
people ought to know when and how the law of diminishing re 
turns sets in so heavy as to prove fatal. | | a | 

Secretary Wilson replied that, of course, he was not advocating 
an additional $20 billions nor defending NSC 141. Secretary Hum- , 

| phrey added that likewise no one wanted to balance the budget at | | 
the sacrifice of the national security. Secretary Wilson interrupted ; 
to say that he wished Secretary Humphrey would make this last , 
statement publicly. Secretary Humphrey went on to add that while | 
we did not propose to balance the budget by sacrificing our securi- | 

ty, we are, nevertheless, making every effort to revise and perfect | 
our defense establishment and to get it within the limits of the | 
means available to us. If all of us set out to reach this objective we : 

can achieve it. Secretary Humphrey then referred to Admiral Rad- | 

| ford’s comments on this subject at a previous meeting of the Na- | 

tional Security Council in which Secretary Humphrey said he had | 
_ detected a genuine meeting of minds. Returning to the point at 

issue Secretary Humphrey said that he could not believe that it | 
was right that there should be no reference to the internal threat 
in a basic statement of policy before page 17. The military ought to 

be so damned dollar conscious that it hurts. i a 
The President commented that after all we were engaged in de- 

fending a way of life as well as a territory, a population, or our 

dollar. This being the case, a recognition of this fact should com- 
prise the first statement in the policy paper. If so, all subsequent 
statements in the paper would reflect this fundamental fact. If 
such a statement were included, it would be a satisfactory solution 

of this first issue. Secretary Humphrey said that such a statement 
as the President suggested would certainly satisfy him, but Secreta- 
ry Wilson argued that it was perfectly possible for the United 
States to spend more money on defense than it was now spending 
without radically changing the American way of life and provided 
people realize that the added expenditure is vital. In view of the 

fact that the American standard of living had never been higher © 
than it was at the present time it was foolish to insist that we can | 
spend nomore. _ fe | 

| The President again pointed out to Mr. Wilson the importance of 

oe the time element. You could get the American people to make 
_ these sacrifices voluntarily for a year or for two or for three years 

but no eloquence would sell this proposition to the American 

people for the indefinite future. | | a 
Secretary Humphrey agreed with the President and added that 

; you could mulct the country for five years but not for twenty. Gov- 

ernor Stassen, addressing himself to Secretary Humphrey, asked | 

whether we had been mulcting the country or building it.
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Governor Peterson said he believed that Side “B’s” proposal 
should be inserted in paragraph 1. Mr. Flemming expressed vigor- | 
ous preference for the wording that the President had just suggest- 
ed as a solution. He warned that if the language of Side “B” were 
admitted into the policy statement, it would presently become cur- 
rent throughout all the departments and agencies and could have 
very dangerous repercussions. Secretary Dulles supported Mr. 
Flemming’s contention and pointed out that every word in these 
NSC policy statements is taken very literally by the staffs of the 
departments and agencies. While we at the National Security 
Council level may not differ fundamentally, dangerous differences 
could develop at the staff level to the point of actually wrecking 
our whole security program. 

The Attorney General expressed the opinion that in trying to 
reconcile Side ‘‘A” and Side “B” on this issue the Council was actu- 

ally rendering a disservice to the President and to the country. The 
_ President should have both the statements before him and take 

them into consideration in making decisions on concrete programs 

and budget problems as these were presented to him for decision. 

In response to this suggestion from Mr. Brownell, Mr. Cutler 
pointed out that it was essential to have an agreed written state- 
ment as a guide to the departments and agencies. If we are unable 

to resolve differences at the NSC level we can be certain they won’t 
be resolved at any other level, nor will we have any real economies 
in the conduct of this Government. | a 

The President then referred to paragraph 30-a and b of NSC 162 | 
which pointed out that the basic problem of national security 
policy was to “meet the Soviet threat to United States security” | 
and “in doing so to avoid seriously weakening the United States 
economy or undermining our fundamental values and institutions.” 
Do both sides, asked the President, agree with that statement of 

the basic problem. If they do, why not substitute similar language 
for what now appears on page 1 of the present paper. 

Mr. Cutler posed this question and the Council agreed with the 

President’s suggestion. Mr. Cutler pointed out that this solved the 
_ problem as it was set forth on page 1 but that the Council must 

now deal with the same problem as it was set forth on page 19. In | 

~ ghort, the Council should decide whether the Soviet threat had one 

or two aspects—external and internal. wo 

After thinking a moment, in response to Mr. Cutler’s posing of 

the question, the President said he felt that he had little to quarrel | 

with in the text on the right hand side of page 20 (paragraph 32-a 
and b). 

Mr. Dodge pointed out that the members of the Council should 
realize that this basic statement of policy would constitute a guide —
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to all departments and agencies of the Executive Branch. Accord- : 

ingly, it was necessary for the report to contain adequate recogni- ) 
tion of the economic threat to the nation. | 

With a smile, the President turned to Mr. Dodge and said, “Joe, , 

fundamentally you think all soldiers are spendthrifts.” Mr. Cutler , 
then asked whether members of the Council who supported Side | 
“A” were willing to agree to accept paragraphs 32-a and 32-b on | | 
the necessity for a sound and growing economy as set forth by Side 
“B”’. Secretary Dulles replied that while he had no particular oppo- : 
sition to this proposal, he questioned whether the National Securi- : 
ty Council was the appropriate body to pass judgments on problems | 

of taxation. There was general agreement, however, to the inser- | 

tion of a modified version of Side “B’s’” paragraph 32. | : 
Mr. Cutler then said that the Council was ready to consider the | 

second major divergence in the paper, namely, as to the effect on | 
the economy of existing United States tax reates and tax structure. , 
He pointed out that Side “A” believed that the rates and structure | 
of the tax system tend to restrict normal incentives for long-term | 

growth. Side “B”’ believed that tax rates are so high and the struc- | 
ture of the tax system so bad that normal incentives for long-term | 

economic growth are already seriously restricted. : 

_ At the conclusion of Mr. Cutler’s explanation of this second | 
issue, the President expressed doubt as to whether the National Se- | 

curity Council was the appropriate body to deal with this issue. 

When, however, Mr. Cutler pressed for a solution of this issue, the | 

President went on to say that he would not be inclined to quarrel 
with the view of Side “B” since, after all, the Treasury and Budget | 

were the experts in this field. Secretary Wilson said that in so far 
as this issue was posed in paragraph 20, he favored leaving out the 
paragraph altogether. He felt that the paragraph had no point 

since we cannot be said to have at the present time “normal peace- 
time boom conditions.” | | Oo 

Secretary Humphrey and the other members of the Council 
agreed to the elimination of this paragraph and subsequently also 
agreed to the elimination of the bracketed portion of paragraph 23, 

which posed the same issue. The President commented that there 

seemed to be some evidence that the present report had been pre- 

pared for a wider audience than he hoped a Top Secret report 
would get. This occasioned laughter, and the President went on to 

say that some of the exposition of this problem in the paper con- 

tained redundancies. | 

Mr. Cutler then raised the third major issue in the present 

report, namely, how to finance United States security programs. 
He pointed out that Side “A” believed that in meeting necessary 
U.S. security costs and maintaining a sound U.S. economy, we
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must be prepared to maintain or increase present tax levels; and | 
the American people can be persuaded to support such measures. | 
Side “B’, consisting of the Treasury and the Bureau of the Budget, 
believed that barring basic changes in the world situation, the 
Budget should be brought into substantial balance by reducing ex- | 

penditures while not increasing taxes above the January 1954 
levels. This issue appeared in paragraphs 39-a-b and c on page 27. 

| After Mr. Dodge had explained the reasons why Budget and 
Treasury believed their view more correct, the President asked if 
anyone wanted to take on Representative Reed > in the matter of 
arguing for tax increases. After the laughter had subsided, Secreta- 
ry Humphrey posed the question: What is the real objective of the 

| Administration. Was it to live within our means or not. Over the 

long haul, said Secretary Humphrey, he was convinced that we 

must live within our means. | 

Secretary Dulles said he feared that the language proposed by 
Side “B” would be interpreted as an absolute commitment to bal- 

ance the budget and he felt such a commitment at this time to be | 
very dangerous. a 7 | a 

The President observed that in view of the vital importance of a 
sound U.S. economy, it was necessary every time an expenditure 
was proposed to consider the effect of this expenditure on the econ- 

omy. Wasn’t this, he inquired, the essence of the problem. If we 

give this view as a clear-cut directive to all the staffs of Govern- 

ment agencies, we need not bother with philosophic dissertations 

on the problem. With a chuckle, the President said that he now 

seemed to be with Side “A”. | Oo 
Secretary Humphrey suggested that he would buy Side “A’s” 

version of paragraph 39 if it could be revised to include the phrase 

“over a long period of time.” It was agreed, after further discus- 
sion, to accept the version of paragraphs 39-a and b as set forth in 

| Side ‘“‘A’s” version but to strike subparagraph c in Side “A’s” ver- 

sion and to put in its place as 39-c the paragraph 39-a proposed by 
Side “B”’. a | a | | 

Mr. Cutler then explained the fourth area of disagreement, 
namely, foreign economic assistance, pointing out that Side ‘‘A”’ be- 
lieved that U.S. economic grant aid and loans to other nations of 
the free world should be progressively reduced only if modification 

of U.S. trade and tariff policies permits these nations to substitute 
| trade for aid. Side “B” believed that in subsequent fiscal years the — 

United States should further curtail economic grant aid and loans 
to other nations without conditioning such curtailment upon a 

5 Representative Daniel A. Reed (R., N.Y.), Chairman of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, 83d-84th Congresses. |
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modification of U.S. trade and tariff policies. The President’s first : 
comment was to point out the difficulty of generalizing on this kind © ) 

_of a problem. The real criterion was what our true interests dictat- | 
| ed. The President went on to say that he was very weary of hear- — , 

ing our efforts to assist other nations described as the real cause of , 
our unbalanced budget. Much of the money we had spent abroad, | 

said the President, had been very well spent indeed. | | 

Mr. Dodge pointed out that Side “B” simply did not wish to pred- , 
icate any reduction of foreign economic assistance on a reduction of | 

U.S. tariffs. A mere reduction of these tariffs, he insisted, would | ) 

: not really answer in its entirety the problem of stable economies in | 
foreign countries. Secretary Wilson supported the view of Side “A” : 
and suggested the omission of paragraph 35-e which Side ‘‘B” de- 
sired to include. The President then invited Secretary Dulles to ) 

o speak to this issue. Bae BAS 7 gS | 
| _ Secretary Dulles pointed out that we might well find a number 
| of foreign areas where an immediate increase in American econom- | 

ic assistance would not only confer great advantage from the point 
of view of security but would later on permit actual savings. As in- 

stances, Secretary Dulles cited Japan and Germany. Appropriate 

assistance to these nations now might well enable us soon to bring | 
back U.S. divisions stationed in these countries with the saving of 

money which would naturally follow. o 7 a 
Though the prevailing view seemed to favor Side “A”, Secretary 

Humphrey pointed out how much he disliked to leave the state- 
ments with regard to U.S. economic assistance without any qualifi- 
cation whatsoever on the degree of this assistance. He cited the 
loans to Brazil as an example of the danger. After further discus- 
sion, in the course of which the President and the Secretary of 

State cited the example of India and pointed out that if India col- | 

lapsed, the whole of Asia would unquestionably go down the drain, 
the Council accepted a revision of paragraph 35-a which placed a 

| limitation on further economic grant aid and loans “based on the | 

best interests of the United States” 
Mr. Cutler then raised the next difference of view which con- 

cerned foreign military assistance as opposed to foreign economic 

assistance. On this issue Mr. Cutler pointed out Side “A” believes 
that military aid to Europe should be reduced only as rapidly as 

_ the European economies can assume the burden of maintaining 
agreed adequate forces. Side ““B” believed that the progressive re- 

_ duction of U.S. military aid to Europe should not be primarily de- 
- pendent upon the capability of the European economies to assume | 

this burden. The President commented with some warmth that he 
would never agree to the progressive reduction suggested by Side 

“B” as long as we were still desperately trying to add twelve
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German divisions to the defense forces of Western Europe. He said 
he wanted General Ridgway to make a statement as to the impor- 
tance of these divisions. | 

General Ridgway replied that in his view these twelve divisions 
were absolutely indispensable to the accomplishment of our mis- 
sion in Europe. | 

Mr. Dodge replied that if the Council adopted the view of Side 
“A” as set forth in paragraph 36-a, it would amount to stating that 
we cannot reduce our military aid until these nations state that 

they are able to carry the load. After further discussion it was 
agreed to accept the version of paragraph 36-a proposed by Side 

“A”, dropping out the last phrase which read “as rapidly as the 
United States concludes that the European economies can assume 
this burden” and to substitute therefor the phrase “as rapidly as 
the United States security interests permit.” | 

The next issue, said General Cutler, concerned the redeployment ~ 

of U.S. forces overseas. Side ‘‘A’’, said Mr. Cutler, maintained that | 

a major redeployment of U.S. forces from Europe and the Far East 
at the present time would seriously undermine the strength of the 

coalition. While partial redeployment might improve the United 

States and Allied military posture, only further study can deter- 

mine our most effective deployment. Side ‘““B” maintained that, be- 
cause the United States and Allied military posture is weakened by 

the present over-extended deployment of U.S. forces, an early de- 
termination should be made whether, with the understanding of 

our Allies, the redeployment toward the United States of the bulk 
of our land and other forces should soon be initiated and carried 
during the next few years. 

As Mr. Cutler called on Admiral Radford for his views on this 
issue, the President observed that the critical phrase in this state- 

ment was the phrase “with the understanding of our Allies.” 
Before Admiral Radford could make his statement, Secretary 

Wilson pointed out that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had reached an 

agreed position on this issue and that it was set forth on page 8 of 

their written memorandum in the language which, in substance, 
adopted the position of Side “B” as contained in the righthand text 
of paragraph 37-a-b and c of NSC 162. Admiral Radford confirmed 

Secretary Wilson’s remark by stating that the Joint Chiefs were 
prepared to accept Side “B’s” language for paragraph 37-a with 
only two changes. He wished to strike out the phrase “reasonably 
soon” in subparagraph c. a 

Secretary Dulles said that on the basis of his “embryonic mili-  —_ 
tary knowledge” the position taken by the Joint Chiefs of Staff | 
seemed sound. He felt obliged to say, however, that unless this re- 

deployment were handled with the greatest delicacy and under the
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cover of another and larger operation, the redeployment could 
bring about the complete collapse of our coalition in Europe. He re- | 
peated that the redeployment simply could not be done as a sepa- 
rate and distinct move. He hoped and believed that it could be 

done, however, as part of an “over-all operation” in Europe in 
which the redeployment would stand out as a constructive and not : 
a destructive step. In concluding his remarks, Secretary Dulles in- : 

dicated that this whole matter was so delicate that he was fearful ; 
of even having it set forth as it was in paragraph 37-c for fear that , 

the report might leak out with terrible repercussions abroad. | | 
The President commented philosophically that we seemed to be : 

hoist on our own petard. On the one hand we wanted our policy set | 

forth clearly in the present report. On the other we couldn’t afford | 

to let such matters get into the hands of the columnists. On the 
whole, continued the President, he thought paragraph 37 constitut- ) 

ed a good statement of military policy. On the other hand it was : 
vitally important that no inkling of the proposed redeployment | 

| should be made public until our Allies had also been brought to re- | 

alize that such a redeployment was really good military policy. The | 
President went on to point out that properly speaking the station- | 

ing of U.S. divisions in Europe had been at the outset an emergen- | 
cy measure not intended to last indefinitely. Unhappily, however, 
the European nations have been slow in building up their own | 

military forces and had now come to expect our forces to remain in 
Europe indefinitely. | 

The discussion then centered on the fact that while everybody 

agreed with the sense of paragraph c, for reasons of prudence and 

to avoid a leak, it was thought best to omit subparagraph c. Secre- 

tary Dulles also said that he felt that subparagraph b on the left- 
hand or Side “A” column of page 25 should be left in since this 
called attention to the fact that under present conditions a major 

withdrawal of U.S. forces from Europe could be very dangerous to 
the coalition. | moe 

Secretary Humphrey said that this position of the Secretary of 

State really went to the heart of the question and to the reality of 
our basic intention. Secretary Humphrey contended that the 

present overextended deployment of our forces represented a situa- 

tion which we did not wish to perpetuate. Instead, we wished to re- 

deploy these forces and if we had to fight, to fight a new and not 

| an old type of war. This particular issue, said Secretary Humphrey, 

was the guts of our whole military program. The President cau- 
tioned Secretary Humphrey by pointing out that the caveman’s 
rock could kill his enemy if the enemy had no defense against it. 

Going on, the President observed that if the Communists succeeded 
in gaining control of Europe the world balance of power would be
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hopelessly upset against us. It would be necessary to spend many | 
more billions than we are now spending to redress this balance of | 
power. In short, said the President, that Western Europe not fall to 
the Communists was a sine qua non. Therefore, anxious as he was | 
to see European nations do more to provide for the common de- - 
fense, we simply could not abandon what we had begun in Europe. 
On the contrary, what we must do is to improve the morale of 
Western Europe. Bringing back our divisions in any abrupt way 

_ would not improve European morale but completely destroy it. 
_ Speaking with great emphasis, the President pointed out that the 
United States divisions in Europe had done marvels in restoring 

_ Europe’s faith in itself. He asked Admiral Radford to comment on 
the points he had made. | | | 

Admiral Radford replied that the Joint Chiefs were certainly in 
agreement on the vital importance of Western Europe. On the 

other hand, the Joint Chiefs in considering NSC 162 had thought of 
the report as a guidance for a limited period of time. Obviously — 
they thought that some of the issues raised in NSC 162 were not 
short-term but could be resolved only over a long period of time. 7 
That was true, said Admiral Radford, for instance, of the issues 
with regard to the economy and the Chiefs contended that the 

| threat to the health of the U.S. economy was part and parcel of the 
Soviet threat. Nevertheless, he failed to see how anyone could say 
at the present time that we are going to continue to do what we 

have been doing to meet the Soviet threat over an indefinite 

future. It may be essential to find some other solution to meet the 
threat. : oo 

The President admitted the relevance of Admiral Radford’s com- 
ment on the time issue but pointed out that even as you dealt with 

day-to-day problems you needed some kind of a philosophy as a 

general guide to action. Certainly, said the President, we cannot 
continue deficit financing indefinitely and, accordingly, we could | 
not eliminate mention of the serious threat to our economy. 

Secretary Wilson expressed a belief that the argument in the | 
Council on the present report had been from the outset confused 
over long-term versus short-term measures. The President said that 
was quite possible but that the objective in the short-term was to 

get the United States into the posture of defense which it desired — 

to maintain overa longterm. — | FL: 
After further discussion the Council agreed to Mr. Cutler’s solu- 

tion to the redeployment issue by accepting paragraph 37-a on the 

righthand of page 25, followed by 37-b on the lefthand, and fol- 

lowed by a new 37-c which consisted of the old 37-b on the right- 
hand side as revised. It was also agreed to leave out the old 37-c 

for security reasons though it was to be understood that the Na-
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tional Security Council was sympathetic to the contents of the | 
omitted paragraph c calling for redeployment over the next few | 

| years of U.S. forces under certain limitations. Ba tet ook y : 
The Council then moved on to consider the seventh issue dealing 

with the reduction of the Soviet threat. Mr. Cutler pointed out that | 
on this issue there was a measure of agreement on both sides. Both | | 

agreed that short of general war acceptable negotiated settlements _ , 

with the USSR are the only means of substantially reducing the | 
Soviet threat. (Side “B’” believes that the possibility of such settle- | 
ments is more remote.) Beyond this point differences occur, said | 

General Cutler. Side ‘“‘A” believed that the best way to induce the | 
Soviets to accept such settlements is for the United States to forego | 
pressures at least against the USSR itself; to attempt to reduce ten- : 

| sions on secondary issues; and to try to convince the Soviet leaders | 
that, if they renounce aggression and domination of other peoples, : 
the United States has no intention of interfering with the internal 7 
organization or the territorial integrity of the USSR. ss , 

On the other hand, Side ‘‘B” believed that the best way of bring- : 
ing the Soviets to agree to such settlements is to. maintain pres- ) 
sures against the USSR which do not involve grave risk of general | 

war. Settlements which reduce tensions without a concurrent re- : 

duction of the Soviet threat could lead the free world dangerously | 

to relax its defense. oe 7 | 
| The President immediately inquired whether, under the policy : 

advocated by side “A”, .... Mr. C.D. Jackson contended that if | 
Side “‘A’s” view had prevailed we could not have gone through with | 
the food program in East Germany. Mr. Dodge said that the view | 
of Side “A” suggested to him continuous concessions to the USSR | 
which the record of the past had shown to be very unsuccessful. | 

The President pointed out that he did not mean to be too critical _ 

of any honest position. If there was anyone willing to speak to | 

paragraph 41 according to the version of side “A”, he would be | 
very pleased to listen. i Ce 2 

Secretary Dulles turned around to Mr. Bowie and asked him if | | 
the Side ‘‘A”’ version of paragraph 41 was the position taken by the ) 
Department of State. Mr. Bowie answered in the affirmative, and | 

the President commented, with a smile, that this was not the way | 

that the Secretary of State usually talked to him about this prob-  _ | 
lem. . a | | ye | 

- Secretary Dulles then pointed out that it might be possible to | 
reach general agreements with the Soviets, for example, on reduc- : 

tion of armaments, but that we were certainly not in a position to | | 

- impose such settlements on them. Such settlements would have to — | 
be mutually acceptable. If we are prepared to grant a quid pro quo ; 
we are in a position to settle Korea and possibly even East Germa- |
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ny. Of course, said Secretary Dulles, his interpretation of this issue 
by no means excluded unilateral efforts by the United States to in- 
crease its relative power position vis-a-vis the USSR. Nor did his 
view exclude efforts, together with our allies, to push our power po- 
sition forward against the USSR. . 

Mr. Cutler pointed out the relevance of this issue to the bracket- 
ed phrase in paragraph 43-a, where one side said that “measures 
to impose pressures on the Soviet bloc should be designed primarily 
to create conditions which would induce the Soviet leadership to be 
more receptive to acceptable negotiated settlements’’, whereas the 
other side wanted to say “should take into account the desirability 
of creating’ such conditions. 

The Director of Central Intelligence, Secretary Wilson, the Joint 
Chiefs, and Mr. Stassen, all expressed the view that the bracketed 
subparagraph 43-c on page 31, which stated that the U.S. should 
not initiate aggressive actions involving force against Soviet bloc 
territory, should be omitted. 

The President said that he personally would prefer to see this 
paragraph removed, pointing out that any proposal involving the 
use of force against such territory, whether overt or covert, would 
require a prior Council decision. | | 

After further discussion of the content of paragraph 41, the 
President suggested that the Council take the first sentence of 
paragraph 41 on the left-hand side of the page, and then go on and 
add the subparagraphs as revised. 

Secretary Dulles warned again that in his view we could not 
reduce tensions with the USSR if in each case we expected to gain 

all the advantage and the Soviets none. Such settlements, he re- 

peated, must be mutually acceptable, and what was being proposed 

appeared to be reversing this Administration’s whole policy—a fact 

that was all the more dangerous in view of Soviet possession of the 
H-bomb. 

Secretary Humphrey asked whether the suggestion the President 
had just made did not meet Secretary Dulles’ point. But Secretary | 
Dulles continued to insist that if you subordinate the achievement , 
of mutually acceptable settlements to improving the power position 

of the United States as against the USSR, you will eliminate all 
| hope of settlements in Korea, Austria, Germany, etc. 

After further discussion, satisfactory revisions were agreed upon 
in the wording of paragraph 41, and it was also agreed to strike 

paragraph 43-c. Se 
Mr. Cutler then introduced the next major issue, namely, the 

character of measures to impose pressures on the Soviets. He point- 

ed out that Side “A” believed that measures to impose pressures on 
the Soviet bloc should be designed primarily to create conditions |
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which would induce the Soviets to be more receptive to acceptable | 
negotiated settlements. Side “B”, on the other hand believed that 
measures to impose such pressures should take into account the de- | 
sirability of creating such conditions, but should not be confined | 
thereto. | : 

The President at once stated his preference for the view ex- | 

pressed by Side “B” on this issue, and there was no further discus- : 
sion on it. — oe 

Mr. Cutler then stated that this concluded the major areas of dis- | 

agreement on NSC 162. There were, however, other points which , 
needed to be decided, and he wished the Council would agree to ; 
taking them up seriatim. | | 
Turning to page 8 of the report, Mr. Cutler said that there had : 

been a difference in emphasis as to the degree that the United | 
States should, in the interests of its leadership, meet the desires of | 

its allies. After a brief discussion the Council agreed to strike the | 
bracketed portion of subparagraph c page 8. : 

The next point, said Mr. Cutler, was paragraph 3-a, on page 3, in | 
which the issue was whether the USSR now has the capability to — 

attack the U.S. with atomic weapons, or whether the USSR shortly 
will have this capability. . | | | 

The President observed that Council action on this point in- 
volved the confidence which the intelligence community in this 
Government had in the reliability of its information. In short, this 

was a question of fact. | 

Responding to the President, Mr. Allen Dulles stated the belief of 
the intelligence community that the Russians could launch an 
atomic attack on the United States tomorrow if they were willing 
to throw into this attack everything they had and take the attend- 

ant risk. He did suggest, however, the removal of the adverb 

“very” in front of “serious damage’. | | 

The President and Admiral Strauss argued for the removal of 

the phrase “shortly will have”. Secretary Wilson thought that the 
phrase should remain in. The President thought that this issue was 

- getting down to a quibble, and the Council agreed to remove the 

phrase in question. | | 

In the related statement of the problem in paragraph 31-a, page 

19, the Council agreed to leave the bracketed phrase, ‘“‘and possibly 
crippling”’, in the text. | 

- The next point, said Mr. Cutler, concerned the statement of the 

manpower problem as set forth on page 17. This statement, said 

| Mr. Cutler, had the approval of Assistant Secretary of Defense
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Hannah,® but Mr. Flemming had raised the questions as to its va- 

Mr. Flemming then commented that he thought the existing | 
statement too pessimistic and defeatist in tone. He pointed out that 

by Council directive the ODM was making a new study of the 
_ whole manpower situation and would report to the Council on it 

about December 1. While he did not wish to prejudge the findings 
of this new study, he had prepared a revision of the manpower 
statement in NSC 162 which he wished at this time to pass around 

to the members of the Council and to comment thereon. 
Mr. Cutler then asked Admiral Radford to comment on the revi- 

sion proposed by Mr. Flemming. 

Admiral Radford felt, he said, that while the present paragraph 
might be somewhat too pessimistic, Mr. Flemming’s substitute 
went to the opposite extreme of being too optimistic. 

Secretary Humphrey added that he felt that Mr. Flemming’s 
_ statement dodged the clear issue of the need or likelihood of con- _ 

trols over manpower. | a Bo 
Secretary Wilson stated that the situation in the Services was __ 

_ pretty tight right now with regard to the right kind of people. 
Mr. Flemming said that he by no means denied that there were 

very tough manpower problems facing us, but he did wish to em- 

phasize that they were not insurmountable. He therefore suggested 

that his language be taken as an interim statement and that the | 

Council take a new look at page 17 after the receipt of ODM’s full 
report on manpower. : 

After further discussion it was agreed to omit any statement on 

manpower at this time, and to refer the problem to the Director of 
Defense Mobilization and the Secretary of Defense, with the assist- 
ance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. : OS 

The next point, said Mr. Cutler, related to our policy with regard | 

to the use of special weapons as set forth in paragraph 38-b, with 

particular respect to securing the understanding and approval of 

the use of special weapons by our allies. —_ | | 
The President suggested that securing this approval and under- 

standing of our allies should precede the use of these special weap- __ 
ons, which was not the case in the present text of paragraph 38-b. 

Mr. Cutler, however, pointed out that in their written comments 

the Joint Chiefs had been even firmer in their insistence on the __ 
use of these weapons. BS. | 

The President commented that however that might be, nothing 
would so upset the whole world as an announcement at this time 

by the United States of a decision to use these weapons. 

6 John A. Hannah, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Personnel.
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| Secretary Wilson said he saw the President’s point, but that nev- | 
ertheless the Defense Department must know whether or not to —s || 
plan for the use of these weapons. Do we intend to use weapons on _ : 
which we are spending such great sums, or do we not? es : 

The President replied that after all, he had to make the ultimate 
decision as to the use of these weapons, and if the use of them was | 

dictated by the interests of U.S. security, he would certainly decide | 
to use them. | oe | - | : | 

Admiral Radford said that he was nevertheless still very worried 
about this problem. Can we, he inquired, use these weapons from 
bases where the permission of no foreign government is required? | 
Admiral Radford thought it vital that we should be able to make | 
this decision. a | | a | 
The President reiterated his belief that we should issue no state- ) 

| ments on this point until we have given our Government officials a 
chance to convince our friends as to the desirability of using these | 
weapons. So far, however, as war plans were concerned, continued 

the President, he thought that the JCS should count on making use , 
of special weapons in the event of general war. They should not, ! 
however, plan to make use of these weapons in minor affairs. | ee | 

Secretary Dulles repeated his often-expressed view that somehow | 
or other we must manage to remove the taboo from the use of 
these weapons. | | | | 

| Mr. Cutler then suggested a revision of paragraph 38-b which 7 

- the President said seemed suitable to him. The President pointed : 

out that there were certain places where you would not be able to | 
use these weapons because if you did it would look as though the ) 
U.S. were initiating global war. If, however, we actually got into a : 
global war, we would certainly use the weapons. The President | 
then said for a second time that he was anxious to find out just | 

| what were the views of our allies with respect to the use of these | 
weapons. Would the Departments of State and Defense undertake = 
to advise him on this question? Ss Mae a | 

Secretary Dulles indicated that he would comply with the Presi- 
dent’s desire, but pointed out that in making inquiries of our allies —ss 
we must be careful to avoid framing our inquiries in such language 

as would invite refusals or further limitations on the use of these 

weapons. _ coe Oo an 7 : 
To this the President replied that of course he expected these in- | 

_ quiries to be handled with finesse. We needed, however, to be able 
to hit the Soviets, if necessary, from any point on the compass. _ 

_ General Ridgway then stated that Prime Minister Churchill and 
Chancellor Adenauer” had recently told him in great confidence 

7 Konrad Adenauer, Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany. — a



Do4 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 

that they would approve the use of the bases from which these | 
weapons would be launched in their territories in the event of 
war. ® The French position, however, had not yet been clarified. | 

The President then remarked that it was very undesirable to 
knock the coalition over the head by precipitate action on this 
issue. | 

| The National Security Council: ® | 

a. Noted the comments of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on NSC 162, 
as distributed at the meeting. | 

b. Discussed the statement of policy in NSC 162, with particular 
reference to the divergent views contained therein; and agreed 
upon amendments thereto, including the resolution of the diver- 
gent views. | | 

c. Referred NSC 162 to the NSC Planning Board to prepare for 
Council consideration a revised statement of basic national security 
policy, incorporating the agreed amendments to NSC 162, which 
with the addition of appropriate courses of action would supersede 
NSC 153/1. | | | 

_ §. Everett GLEASON 

® Documentation on discussions with the United Kingdom and Canada concerning | 
the possible provision of overseas bases for use in the event of war, is scheduled for 
publication in volume VI. . 

® Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 926. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) | 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file . 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 166th Meeting of the National 

Security Council, Tuesday, October 13, 19531 

[Extract] ae | | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | OO 

Present at the 166th meeting of the Council were: The President 

of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secreta- 
ry of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations Administration; the 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury; the Attorney General (for Item 3); the Di- 
rector, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Com- 
mission (for Item 3); the Secretaries of the Navy and the Air Force | 
(for Item 3); the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Assistant Secretary 

of Defense McNeil, and Francis J. McCarthy, of the Atomic Energy 
Commission (for Item 3); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; Gen- 

eral Ridgway, Admiral Carney, General Twining, and Lt. Gen. 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Oct. 14.



NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 30 : 

Thomas, USMC (for Item 3); the Director of Central Intelligence; i 
the Assistant to the President (for Item 3); the Deputy Assistant to : 
the President; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; 

James C. Hagerty, Secretary to the President (for Item 3); Brig. | 
- Gen. Paul T. Carroll, Acting White House Staff Secretary; the Ex- 

ecutive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

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

1. Concept of the National Security Council and its Advisory and 
Subordinate Groups| be | ) 

The President announced at the opening of the Council meeting 
that he wished to go over with the members of the Council his own : 

conception of the National Security Council. Two conceptions of the | 
functions of this body, he said, were prevalent. One is that each | 
member represents his department or agency and is present pri- | 
marily to defend the position of that department or agency. The | 
other conception is that while you members have the staff support : 

of your agency, you come to this table as an individual in your own ) 
right, not merely to represent a department. Your background | 

helps us all to reach a corporate decision and not merely a compro- 
mise of varying departmental positions. What we are seeking is the ? 

best solution of our problems by the corporate mind represented , 
here. | | 

This second conception, said the President, must apply if the Na- ! 

tional Security Council is really going to work. This concept applies | 
also to advisory and supporting bodies such as the NSC Planning | 
Board and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. To my mind, said the Presi-. | 

dent, there are in each of the three military services at least six | 
individuals who would be competent to direct that service as a | 

chief of staff. But the job of the Joint Chiefs of Staffs is both dis- 
tinct and much more difficult. It is the task of the Joint Chiefs not | 
merely to support the three services, but to bring their consolidat- | 

ed wisdom and their corporate experience as statesmen to solve the | 
problems of the national security. Hence, said the President, I hope 
that all who come here will give the best they’ve got. I am con- ) 
vinced that a great many meetings in Washington are nothing but : 

meetings designed to achieve acceptable compromises. I don’t want ) 

that view to prevail here. “We want your brains and hearts, with ) 
your background.” | | | | 

_ The National Security Council: 2 - | 

- 2 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 928. (S/S-NSC (Miscellane- 
ous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) It was circulated by the Executive 
Secretary of the NSC, Lay, to the NSC by memorandum action on Oct. 15 lor the |
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Noted a statement by the President of his conception of the NSC © 
as being a corporate body composed of individuals advising the 
President in their own right, rather than as representatives of _ 
their respective departments and agencies. Their function should 
be to seek, with their background of experience, the most states- 
manlike solution to the problems of national security, rather than 
to reach solutions which represent merely a compromise of depart- 
mental positions. The same concept is equally applicable to adviso- 
ry and subordinate groups, such as the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the NSC Planning Board. 

3. FY 1955 Budget Considerations (NSC 161, No. 11) 3 a 

After Mr. Cutler had explained the purpose of scheduling this 

item, the President said he wished to read to the Council a state- 

ment which might be issued by Mr. Hagerty, with the objective of 
forestalling premature and misleading publicity regarding the deci- 

sions to be taken on this subject at today’s Council meeting. After 

he had read the statement the President inquired whether those _ 
present believed that its issuance would be useful, and if they had 
any objections to the statement. | | | a 

Secretary Dulles inquired whether the statement would be issued 

in a formal way, and when the President said that it would, Secre- 

tary Dulles inquired whether this would create an undesirable 
precedent with respect to advance statements on future Council 

| meetings. Perhaps the statement could be issued more informally | 
by word of mouth from Mr. Hagerty to the press. | 

Secretary Wilson and Mr. Flemming remarked that they thought 

the statement perhaps too defensive in tone. The President said 

that there was something in this criticism, and that was one reason 

he had brought it up. Mr. Dodge said, however, that he thought the 

statement would prove useful, and Secretary Wilson said that the | 
position to take in the statement was that we were all working 
very hard on a very difficult problem. mas vs | 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that he and Mr. Jackson had worked on 

this statement most of Saturday, and both had decided that it 
would be much better for the President to act to forestall false 
statements and gossip about splits in the Administration, in ad- 

vance. oe oe | 

information and guidance of the Council and its advisory and subordinate groups.” — | 
Copies were also sent to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the a 
Directors of the Bureau of the Budget, the United States Information Agency, and 
Central Intelligence; the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission; the Federal 

Civil Defense Administrator; the Operations Coordinating Board; the Interdepart- 
mental Intelligence Conference; and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal | 
Security. _ 

*Regarding NSC 161, see the editorial note, p.448. = 

| 
cue
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Secretary Humphrey expressed the view. that a statement should 
certainly be issued, but that it should be divorced from any rela- 
tionship to the NSC meeting. Above all, said Secretary Humphrey, 
we must not let ourselves be put into a position where any subse- 

- quent revision of the budget figures which we are now considering 

would be interpreted by the press and the public as involving a 

- blow to the national security. — - So | 
Secretary Wilson commented that this problem did not greatly 

| concern him; there would be criticism in any case, and the Council 
would have to take it. The thing to do, therefore, was to decide on 
the best figure and stand firm against the criticism. Preliminary . 
figures, he added, were always too high. | 

The President pointed out that no one was arguing yet about fig- : 

ures, but that we were really concerned about the effect on the | 
_ public of issuing such a statement as this. es - | 

Mr. Cutler said that the most important sentence in the state- | 
ment was that which referred to the preliminary character of the : 

_ NSC consideration, since the Press was already stating that the | 
National Security Council was going to decide the whole matter at : 
today’s meeting. After some slight revision of the statement, the | 

President handed it to Mr. Hagerty. eo ee oo , 
_ Mr. Cutler then called on Mr. Dodge for his oral presentation. : 
Before doing so, Mr. Dodge said that he desired to remind every- 

one present of a poll that had been taken in the month of July on , 
the issues of greatest concern to the American public. These had | 
proved, in order of importance, to be as follows: (1) Korea; (2) tax | 
reduction; (3) economy in government; and (4) a balanced budget. | 

- After this introduction, and with the use of what he described as : 

an “economy-sized” chart, Mr. Dodge made his presentation (copy | 
of statement in Minutes of 166th meeting).* — ek ong 

Mr. Dodge’s conclusions were that, with prospective tax adjust- | 
ments and on the most optimistic basis for estimating revenues for | 

Fiscal 1955, the Administration faced a cash deficit of $5.4 billion 
and a budgetary deficit of $8.7 billion for FY 1955. oe | 

After a preliminary discussion of Mr. Dodge’s figures, the Presi- 
dent digressed to discuss briefly the differing attitudes toward the | 
reduction in force of Government personnel. He had had a recent 
call from a Congressman whose nearby district included a large | 

number of Government workers. This Congressman had expressed | 

great distress over the number of workers who had thus been dis- 
charged, and particularly over the manner in which they had been | 
discharged. On the other hand, two members of Congress from 
more remote areas had reported to him that the marked cut in the | 

4 For information on the minutes of NSC meetings, see footnote 1, p. 394.
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number of Federal workers was extremely popular in their part of 

the country. It goes to show, said the President, how different the 

verdict is when one got away from Washington. Personally, howev- 
er, the President expressed his concern over mass dismissals of 

loyal and competent Government workers of the career sort. He 
felt that the non-career people should be discharged first. 

Mr. Dodge suggested that the most painless way to meet this 
problem was by the method of attrition—not replacing workers 
who left the Government. Mr. Dodge continued that there was 

rather too much of a furor over the fate of the so-called career em- 
ployees. Actually some of the new appointees were of much higher 
quality. | | 

The President said he could not deny Mr. Dodge’s assertion, but 
he felt it was a great pity that decent individuals who had passed 

creditable Civil Service examinations and were in the midst of a 

career, should suddenly find themselves tossed out. To his way of 
thinking, said the President, this was definitely not in keeping 
with the best concept of the Civil Service. | | 

Secretary Wilson pointed out that for many of these people the 
jobs they held were the best that they could get at the time. He 
furthermore saw no real difference between the treatment meted 
out to Civil Service employees and to the employees of private in- 
dustry. In both cases it was necessary to maintain standards. 

The President, however, insisted that he wished justice to be 

done, and while he did not advocate keeping incompetent career 

workers, he wanted justice to be done to the competent ones. 
Mr. Cutler then called on the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 

Commission to give the AEC’s program for FY 1955 (copy of the 
statement filed in the Minutes of the 166th meeting). 

Admiral Strauss pointed out that this program was now largely 
geared to filling military requirements. All non-essentials have 
been cut back. Total expenditures would peak in FY 1955 at a | 
figure of $2.5 billion. Unless military requirements increased 
sharply, no extensive expansion of AEC facilities was contemplated 

after FY 1955. Emphasis would be on improvements in existing 

plant capacity. | 

- At the conclusion of Admiral Strauss’ presentation, Mr. Dodge 
| said that if one assumed that existing and planned production ca- 

pacity was necessary, the fundamental question was whether it was | 
necessary to use all this capacity at its maximum. 7 

Admiral Strauss replied that he doubted if significant savings 
could be made along this line. It was essential to complete the re- 
quired plant, and it did not seem sensible to him to leave part of it | 
idle prior to the time that we reached the stated weapons require- 

ments. |
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The President inquired what the AEC planned to do with this 
enormous and costly plant when weapons requirements had finally : 
been reached. Admiral Strauss replied that presumably AEC would 
have to shut it down unless you plan to use some part of it for pro- 

duction of nuclear power. Oo | 
The President responded that this certainly raised a serious 

question. 

Secretary Humphrey inquired, if the plant were shut down 
would it deteriorate? | . if 

Admiral Strauss replied that of course on this point he had no 
criteria by which to judge, but very little of the plant seemed, off- 
hand, to be subject to depreciation. But what really dictated the 
size and the rate of expenditures in prior years had, of course, been 

_ the availability of raw materials. He also pointed out that the re- 

quirements of the Joint Chiefs of Staff for weapons had risen stead- 
ily since he had been connected with the AEC. The existing stock- 
pile of weapons was many times larger than the requirements set 

forth by the Joint Chiefs in 1947. | : 
Secretary Wilson expressed the view that whether you ran the 

AEC plant or not the material doesn’t depreciate. Certainly there 
were vast new possibilities in the world for this material, and it 
was just as useful to close down such a plant and maintain it on a 

_ stand-by basis as it was to procure gold from a gold mine and store : 

it in Ft. Knox. oe 

Admiral Strauss pointed out one other relevant factor in the in- 
crease in weapons requirements. This was the proliferation of types 
of weapons. The original A-bomb had now been developed into a | 

multipurpose weapon. | 

Secretary Dulles reminded Admiral Strauss that in the course of | 
his presentation he had referred to the fact that he was “starving | 
research”, a statement which greatly disturbed Secretary Dulles. | 

Admiral Strauss said that he had used this phrase in order to | 
avoid undergoing further cuts in this important field. In point of ; 
fact, he meant, in starving research, that he had held the funds de- | 

voted to research to the previous figure despite much enlarged fa- | 
cilities and some very promising developments in certain research | 

areas which might produce significant technological break- | 

throughs. | | 
Secretary Dulles replied that from the standpoint of the prestige | 

of the United States perhaps our greatest single asset was ability ) 
to keep ahead of the Soviet Union in the scientific and technologi- : 
cal field. If we were to lose this advantage, it would be a grave 2 
blow to the security and to the leadership of the United States. He ) 

would much prefer, continued Secretary Dulles, to see research and |
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development pushed to the limit, as against adding to an already 

large stockpile of weapons. i ee | 
On the other hand, Secretary Wilson was of the opinion that we 

had about all the good scientists who were available at work on 
these various AEC and Defense projects. He doubted whether the 
expenditure of more money would produce a significantly larger 

number of good scientists. | 
On these issues Admiral Strauss said he may have given a false 

impression with the phrase “starving research’. He did not mean 
that he was proposing to fire scientists or to fail to do the things in 

this field which we ought to do. He did propose, however, to cut 
down on equipment. 

Secretary Humphrey expressed the view that whether in private 
industry or in the Government, there was no way that you could 
spend money faster than on research, and unless this research was 

very carefully scrutinized, the results were often not worth the ex- _ 
penditure. | a | | | 

The President inquired as to the relative costs of research and of 

development in this field, and Mr. Cutler replied that $150 million 
was allotted to basic research in FY 1953. 

Secretary Wilson pointed out, in answer to the President’s query, 
that research and development involved, first, basic research, then 

applied research, whereas development pertained to the construc- 

tion of devices of which it was uncertain whether or not they would | 
actually work until tested. That, said Secretary Wilson, was the | 
definition of research and development. | | 

Turning to Mr. Allen Dulles, Secretary Dulles asked whether In- 
telligence could give us any idea of what the Soviets were spending 
in this field. a an 

Mr. Allen Dulles replied that this was not an easy question to 

answer, but that Intelligence estimated that the curve of the Soviet 
figure would cross ours in about two years’ time. At the very least, 

we knew that a terrific effort was being made by the USSR in this __ 
field. - | CR ; 

The President commented that it seemed inexplicable to him 

| that with their comparatively few institutions the Soviets were 
able to turn out such large numbers of scientists and technicians, 
while we were scarcely able to increase our own output. 7 

Mr. Allen Dulles pointed out that in a totalitarian state it was _ 
always possible to compel people to become scientists if they had 
aptitude. | | - Oo 

Mr. Dodge pointed out that furthermore in the Soviet Union sci- 

entific research experienced no competition from private enter- | 

prise. The President still seemed unconvinced by these explana- 

tions. | :
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Secretary Dulles then asked Mr. Allen Dulles whether the latter ! 
had not reported at an earlier Council meeting that there are now | 
actually more scientific students in the USSR than in the United 
States. Mr. Allen Dulles replied that he had not said that this situ- : 
ation existed now, but it soon would, and the President reiterated 7 

his incomprehension of how the Soviets could accomplish such | 
things while we insist that we cannot. _ Soe a 

Mr. Cutler then called on Governor Stassen to give his presenta- | 
tion of the mutual security program. | — | | 

Before speaking, Governor Stassen passed out memoranda of his 
oral remarks (copy filed in the Minutes of the 166th meeting). : 

After a discussion of Governor Stassen’s figures, particularly by | 

| Mr. Dodge and Secretary Humphrey, the President inquired wheth- 
er deliveries of matériel to NATO would now be stepped up since | 
hostilies in Korea had been concluded. Governor Stassen answered | 
that of course it was possible to do this, but it would depend now , 

. chiefly on the ability of these countries to absorb and use this addi- | 
tional matériel. — : 

The President then asked General Ridgway to give him a memo- , 
randum on the ammunition situation in the NATO countries. ) 
When he was last there, said the President, the ammunition supply | 
‘was very precarious and constituted one of the weak points in our | 
armor. | | | 

Governor Stassen said he had the figures available, and would | 
get them to the President at once. The President said that accord- | 
ing to his recollection we figured on ninety days’ supply of ammu- | 

| nition for our forces. The figure was much less for the NATO coun- | 
tries. | | ) 

Mr. Cutler then called on the Secretary of Defense for his oral | 
presentation of the Defense Department program. = BS. | 

Secretary Wilson pointed out that the biggest proportion of ex- | 

_ penditure for the national security fell in the Department of De- | 
fense. He therefore wanted to go back and review the problem as it | 
had developed since last spring. At that time, he pointed out, the | 
Council had laid great emphasis on the formulation of a new stra- | 

! tegic concept. To illustrate this point Secretary Wilson then read | 

the memorandum sent to him by the President in July, requesting | 

the new Joint Chiefs to report, independently of their staffs, as to | 
the possibility of a new concept and real savings in military ex- | 
penditure. Secretary Wilson then referred to the reply which the | 
Joint Chiefs had made to the President’s request, which they had | 
sent to him on August 8, > and read the conclusions and recommen- | 

| dations of this report. hy 

° 5 Not found. | | | |
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Thereafter, said Secretary Wilson, on September 16 he had writ- | 

ten a memorandum to the Joint Chiefs of Staff as to their part in 
the preparation of the FY 1955 Defense budget.* This memoran- 

dum, which Secretary Wilson read, called. for preliminary returns 
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to assist in the preparation of the 

detailed budget of the Department of Defense. On October 2, con- 

tinued Secretary Wilson, the Joint Chiefs had presented their re- 

sponse to his own memorandum of September 16.° They had pre- 

sented the force levels for the major combat forces. They had not 
had time, however, to pass judgement on the composition of the 

support forces. Furthermore, they had also pointed out that in view 
of the fact that there had been no significant change in basic na- 
tional security policy, no change in the seriousness of the Soviet 
threat, and no clear decision on the use of atomic weapons, they 
had not felt it possible to make significant changes in the level of 

the combat forces. | 

The President interrupted to inquire whether it was felt neces- 

sary to state the final Air Force goal now (137 wings) in order to 
plan for FY 1956 and 1957. 

Secretary Wilson then said his next item was his own letter to | 
Assistant Secretary McNeil, summarizing the findings of the Joint 
Chiefs’ report to him. For planning purposes, said Secretary 
Wilson, he had approved using the force levels with regard to the 
supporting elements, the Reserve, and the National Guard units, as 

set forth by the individual military services, despite the fact that 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff had not approved these levels for the sup- 

port forces. | 

: With this introduction, said Secretary Wilson, he would now call 

upon Assistant Secretary McNeil to comment on the preliminary 

cost estimates for the Defense Department budget. 

Mr. McNeil again emphasized that his figures constituted only a 
rough order of magnitude, since the JCS had approved only the 
levels for the major combat forces but not the support elements, 
which constituted approximately half the total cost of the armed 

forces. Despite this, he had attempted to price out the cost of the 

total forces to be maintained in the Defense Department budget. 

After indicating the major assumptions on which he had done his 

costing, Mr. McNeil came up with a total cost of approximately $43 
billion for FY 1955. Since, he added, there would be some overlap 

between the FOA and the Defense military assistance figures, say 
approximately $1 billion, this amount could be deducted from the 

total figure. | 

®Not found. :
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Mr. Dodge complained that the Defense estimates had not taken 
; into consideration savings which might be realized from the termi- 
2 nation of the Korean war, but Secretary Wilson replied that the 

manner in which the war had terminated had not permitted as 
great reductions as had been hoped for. | cs | 

Secretary Humphrey said that when all was said and done, the 
| Defense Department was going to spend $48 billion in the present 

fiscal year and $47 billion in the next fiscal year, with all the sav- 
a ings coming out of Governor Stassen. As far as the Defense Depart- 

ment itself was concerned, the figures presented by Mr. McNeil of- 
fered no cut at all. | | 

i Mr. Cutler pointed out again that Mr. McNeil’s figure included 
3 unilateral service estimates on the size and cost of the support 
: forces. Since they amounted to approximately half the total cost, 
2 the figure of approximately $43 billion had as of now no real validi- 

ty. 7 | - Te 
! Secretary Wilson took exception to Mr. Cutler’s comment, and 
| said that Mr. McNeil’s report was better guidance than that. He 
| again stated that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had strongly emphasized 

: that there had been no change in United States commitments and 
no change with respect to our policy on the use of atomic weapons. 
The Council must therefore attempt to clarify promptly its views 
on the use of atomic weapons. The next thing was to try to see 
what could be done to initiate changes in the deployment of our 
forces overseas. Such changes could be forecast in the Defense De- | 
partment’s budget picture. / | 

Secretary Wilson then read a memorandum which he had writ- , 
ten on this point to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and to the Service Sec- _ ) 
retaries. This memorandum suggested a complete new survey de- | 
signed to provide the United States with a defense posture which | 
would give us reasonable security (1) without causing financial and _ | 
economic unrest at home, (2) without raising fear abroad that we 
were proposing to unleash global war, and (3) without raising ap- 
prehensions among our allies that we were withdrawing from the 
arena. The memorandum instructed the Joint Chiefs to do this on 
the basis of the JCS report of August 8 and of NSC 162.7 | | | 

Turning to Admiral Radford, the President inquired, can I sum 
up your position in this way: You believe that there should be a | 
readjustment of U.S. military strength which would maximize our 
striking and retaliatory power, but you have encountered obstacles 
in trying to accomplish this readjustment. The State Department is 
worried about the effects of any large-scale redeployment. Accord- 
ingly, you feel that you must take a more cautious approach to a 

7 Dated Sept. 30, p. 489. . ;
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major redeployment program. If, continued the President; this is 

an accurate summary of your position, I think you should do the 

following things. First, take another hard look at the major combat 

forces, with particular respect to the time factor. If we could take _ 

the same approach to military production that we do to public — 

works, roads, schools, etc., it would be very helpful. In other words, | 

you put the heat on this production when we face an economic de- | | 

pression and you take off the heat when the economy is going at 

full tilt. oo , 

Second, continued the President, and dealing with the military 

situation alone, the utmost that we can hope to achieve is, in 

Washington’s words, a respectable posture of defense. We cannot 

hope for a perfect defense. Accordingly, can we not stretch out 

more? Do we need everything for our armed forces right now? The 

thing to do is constantly to bear in mind a defense posture related 

to the long pull. oe a 

| _ Thirdly and finally, said the President, I am afraid that the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff are just going to have to work their heads off to | 

produce estimates of the size of the support forces. You are not 

| going to get away, as my military advisers, with confining your rec- 

ommendations to. major combat forces only, and you should look 

hard as to the possibility of cuts in these support forces. Let’s not 

calculate, when we are trying to think of our defense over the long 

term, that we need to maintain everything—all the ships at sea— 

at a hundred percent of their complements. What I’d like to see is. 

a complete and thorough re-examination by the Joint Chiefs of — 

Staff of this whole problem, in which they would really take a cor- 

porate view, and see how far they could get. After all, said the 

President, we must depend on you people to provide us with your 

estimate of what can be done on a truly austere basis all the way 

down the line. Can we put off this or that desirable expenditure for 

a year, or two years, or longer? _ — Seo | _ | 

| Admiral Radford replied to the President by pointing out that 

‘they were now talking about an interim budget pending a more de- 

tailed review later on. He said that the Joint Chiefs were confident 

that considerable reductions could be made in the military services’ 

estimates of the size and cost of the support elements. It had not | 

been possible to review these levels and costs because it had been 

necessary to meet today’s deadline. Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs | 

had had to carry on along the lines of budgeting programs which 

had gone into effect last spring. a on 

- The President commented that what disturbed him most in this | 

exposition was the estimate of an increase in the total force level 

| for the armed services up to 3.5 million. Not only was this an in- 

crease over present levels, said the President, but we ought rather
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to be trying to reduce present levels to 3 million. The President 
: emphasized that he did not wish to see this cut made in combat — 

units but everywhere else in the military establishment, once again 
on the basis of a respectable as opposed to a perfect posture of de- 
fense. | | | a ee : ) 

: When the President had concluded, Secretary Dulles asked Ad- 
miral Radford whether the Joint Chiefs of Staff estimates of force 
levels reflected recent Council discussions with respect to the avail- 
ability and use of new weapons. _ an 

Admiral Radford replied that they did not, and the President 
2 pointed out that such weapons could certainly be used by the 

United States if it were attacked. Otherwise it was necessary to get 
the understanding and approval of our allies for the use of these 
weapons. es | : ee | 

: _ Mr. Cutler then read to the Council the statement with regard to 
_ the use of atomic weapons set forth in NSC 162 as revised, and the 

President expressed approval of thislanguage. 
: | Secretary Dulles again turned to Admiral Radford and explained 

what he had meant by his first question. The President, said Secre- | 
tary Dulles, had made it clear in his memorandum to Secretary 
Wilson last July® that he wanted the new Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
conduct a basic review of U.S. military strategy. Had such a review 

: been made, inquired Secretary Dulles, and was it or was it not re- 
flected in the present recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff? | 

; To this question Admiral Radford replied that the Joint Chiefs of 
_ Staff did not feel that they had been given sufficiently clear defini- 

tions of policy to enable them in consequence to outline a really 
| significant change in the existing composition of our military 

forces, | | 
Secretary Wilson said that there were at least two basic ques- _ 

tions which the Council must answer before the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff could come up with a “new look” at our military strategy. 
First, to what degree do we start to change our basic national secu- | 
rity policy? Secondly, to what degree can we shift emphasis from ) 
conventional to atomic weapons? If no answers are provided to : 
these questions, and if we can’t as a result considerably reduce our | 
levels of military personnel, Secretary Wilson predicted it would be | | 

_ very tough to make any real progress toward achieving lower de- : 
____ fense costs. It was going to be very hard to get down from a level of : 

_ 3.5 million to 3 million men and still maintain reasonable security | 
_ for our country. Nevertheless, we would try, st” | 

Mr. Cutler then informed the Council that Admiral Radford had | 
just advised him that the statement in NSC 162 on the use of 

8 Not found. — | aes |
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atomic weapons was regarded by the Joint Chiefs as insufficient 
guidance to enable them to effect any real change. | | 

The President replied that he disagreed with the Joint Chiefs, ) 

and stated again that the only war that the United States was 
really scared of was a war initiated by the enemy against us. In 
this contingency we could always use atomic weapons from our 
own bases, but there was question about their use from bases in 

foreign countries. 
Turning to the President, Admiral Radford immediately asked 

whether the Joint Chiefs could plan on the use of atomic weapons 
in Korea in case of a resumption of hostilities. He insisted that the 

language in NSC 162 did not give a clear answer to this question. 

Secretary Dulles pointed out to Admiral Radford that, after all, 

we are the UN Command in Korea, and of course we could use 
these weapons if military considerations dictated their use. 

Though, he added, it would be useful if he could have a little time 

to prepare our sixteen allies in the Korean war for the use of these 

weapons. 

The President raised the question whether the use of atomic 
weapons in this contingency in Korea would cause a dangerous 

breach in allied solidarity. He believed, he added, that we should 

use the bomb in Korea if the aggression is renewed, but he would 

like a check on any agreements into which we might have entered 

with our allies respecting the use of these weapons. 

Secretary Dulles said that his people ought to get together with 

Admiral Radford and carefully define the areas in which you could 
count on being able to use atomic weapons, and thereafter calcu- 

| late the resultant cut in defense costs. He remarked that he was 

going to be in London this next week and would be having conver- 

sations with Mr. Eden and Prime Minister Churchill. Wouldn’t it, | 

he inquired, be useful to try to get the decks cleared on this atomic 

matter during these conversations? | 

Admiral Radford said that he would be glad to supply the Secre- 

tary of State with a memorandum on this subject from the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff. ° 

© This proposed memorandum cannot be identified with certainty. However, both 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the National Security Council were engaged at this 

time in reviewing NSC 151, “Armaments and American Policy’, of May 8, 1953, and | | 

this review culminated in NSC 151/1 of Nov. 23, 1953 entitled “Disclosure of Atomic 

Information to Allied Countries”. NSC 151/2 of Dec. 4, carrying the same title as 

| NSC 151/2, became the official statement of policy on this subject. For text of NSC | 

151 and NSC 151/2, see. pp. 1149 and 1256. Further documentation on the NSC 151 | 

Series may be found in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 151 Series and in S/P-NSC 

files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 151.



: NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY D47 

: Mr. Cutler suggested that Admiral Radford also provide a clear 
text for the statement on atomic weapons presently contained in 

, NSC 162. | . | 
The President, however, said no, that we could not hope to do 

better than the presently agreed language on this point. 
Secretary Humphrey said that he thought.it absolutely essential 

to settle this issue of the use of atomic weapons. Only their use on _ 
: a broad scale could really change the program of the Defense De- 

partment and cut the costs of the military budget. | 
Expressing agreement with the Secretary of the Treasury, Admi- 

: ral Radford commented that unless we could use these weapons in 
a blanket way, no possibility existed of significantly changing the 
present composition of our armed forces. 

With some heat, Secretary Humphrey pointed out to the Council 
; that FY 1955 was the critical year. We are, of course, all dealing 

with imponderables, but we must preserve public confidence in the 
soundness of the economy and in the leadership of the President. If 

: people begin to think that this Administration is conducting its 
business in the same old way as the last, the American economy 
will go to hell and the Republican Party will lose the next election. 

: If Ike’s budget for FY 1955 doesn’t go to Congress with at least a 
cash balance, there will be terrific repercussions in the Congress 

: and among the people. He thought, therefore, that this FY 1955 _ 
: budget was the key to the whole situation. 

Supporting Secretary Humphrey, Mr. Dodge pointed out that 
: this figure of $48 billion for FY 1955 amounted to a reduction of 
: only $2.5 billion from what President Truman had forecast for this 
2 year in his last budget. | 
| In reply, Secretary Wilson pointed out that of course costs had 

increased because of inflation. Furthermore, it was vital and costly 
to improve continental defense. We also now knew that. the Rus- 
sians could make H-bombs. Whatever Secretary Humphrey | 
thought, we have got to be able to tell the American people that we 
are doing something to confront the threat posed by these develop- | 
ments to their security. | 

Secretary Dulles, referring to Secretary Humphrey’s plea for a | 
balanced budget, pointed out with great emphasis that if you do | 
proceed with a balanced budget in FY 1955, the cuts which would | 
enable the achieving of the balance would all be made in the area ) 
of foreign assistance in Governor Stassen’s province. This, said Sec- | 

| retary Dulles, would constitute the worst kind of false economy. | 
The President said that he agreed with this judgment of Secreta- 

ry Dulles, and said that if he could be convinced that we need all , 
: this money he was prepared to fight for it everywhere and with all | | 

the energy he could summon up, although he said he did not want |
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to scare the people to death and did want our military posture to _ 
be calculated on a long-term basis. We ought to realize, he said, | 

that our military people could not possibly redeploy the forces that | 
we are talking about in a single year. What we could do was to 
think and plan for such a redeployment, and meanwhile calculate | 
everything else on the most austere basis possible. | 

Discussion then shifted to the desirability of the Defense Depart- | 
ment producing firmer estimates with respect to force levels and | 

| costs at the meeting of the National Security Council scheduled for | 

October 29. Secretary Wilson pointed out the difficulty of dealing 
7 with the levels and costs of the support forces in so short a time, 

while Mr. Cutler insisted that compliance with the October 29 date 
was almost essential if the budget was to be got ready in time for 

presentation to the Congress. 

Secretary Wilson then stated that when we finally put the De- | 

fense Department budget in, we should be content with an over-all | 

figure and not try to break this figure down until next spring, | 

when we would be obliged to. He again insisted that the Defense __ 
Department was not ready yet to produce a detailed breakdown of 
its figure. Oe Oy he ae 

The President suggested that this matter be taken up by Secreta- 
ry Wilson with Mr. Dodge. The latter observed that Secretary Wil- 
son’s proposed procedure might be OK if you had a lower total 

figure, but it would never do with a figure of $48 billion. 

In view of Secretary Wilson’s dilemma, the President asked him 
whether he could do part of the job by October 29 and present the 

Council with what would amount to another interim report of 
progress on October 29. 

Secretary Humphrey asked why the Defense Department could 
not now begin to proceed on the assumption that they could make 

use of atomic weapons. | re a 

The President turned on Secretary Humphrey and said, let me 

ask you a question. Just how many troops do you think it possible 
for us to get out of Europe in 1955? The presence of our troops 

there is the greatest single morale factor in Europe. You cannot 

therefore make a radical change so quickly. Besides, the physical 

cost of bringing back these troops will be so high as to effect very 

little savings in the course of next year, even if considerable num- 
bers were to be redeployed. | CO RS 

Secretary Wilson added that the Joint Chiefs of Staff estimated 
that it would take two years to effect a major redeployment of our _ 

| forces overseas, that the operation would be very expensive, and 

that no savings could be contemplated until the men were actually 

at home. | | | | ,
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- The President said that Secretary Wilson was right, but that 
nevertheless the Joint Chiefs could start right now on computing 

: force levels on a genuine austerity basis, pointing out that he did | 
1 not want cuts in combat strength, but rather in the support forces 

_ and other such personnel. | Oo Sof - 

i, The National Security Council:!®9 rag os hege ” 

: _ a. Discussed the subject on the basis of oral presentations by: 

| - () The Director, Bureau of the Budget, on the fiscal and 
_ budgetary outlook. | OO - a 

(2) The Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, of prelimi- 
i nary budgetary estimates on the Atomic Energy Commission | 

program for FY 1955. eat eh ey 
: (3) The Director, Foreign Operations Administration, of pre- 

liminary budgetary estimates on the mutual security program | 
q for FY 1955. REPRE | 7 

(4) The Secretary of Defense and Assistant Secretary of De- 
: fense McNeil, of preliminary budgetary estimates on the mili- | 

tary program for FY 1955 based on the major combat forces 
proposed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and supporting and re- 

: serve elements unilaterally proposed by the military staffs of | 
: the armed services. = | | a 

b. Requested the Secretary of Defense, the Director, Foreign Op- 
erations Administration, and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, to submit to the Council at its meeting on October 29, 
1953, interim reports of estimated FY 1955 expenditures for their 

| respective programs, to the extent that they have then been re- 
: viewed and coordinated within each agency in the light of the 

above discussion. | a 

Note: The action in b above subsequently transmitted to the Sec- 
retary of Defense, the Director, Foreign Operations Administration, 

: and the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, for implementa- 

tion. | | | , ; | - 

. oe SS. Everett GLEASON | 

10Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 930. (S/ S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
: lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”) - A 

: 740.5/10-2158 a | | 

oe Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the President | 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, | October 21, 1953. 

: Subject: Withdrawal of U.S. Troops from Europe |
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On my return from the London Conference,! I found that there 

was a general impression among the press that plans were under 
way to withdraw some of our U.S. troops now in Europe. I was 

asked about this at my press conference last Tuesday.” — | 

This matter is, of course, one of the greatest delicacy and I had 

understood, in accordance with NSC Decision of August 27, 1953,° 

that the handling of it was entrusted to me. In the exercise of this 

responsibility, I had come to the conclusion, with Admiral Radford, 

that nothing of this sort could be done at this time without great 
injury to NATO and the prospects of EDC, and that ultimate action 
along this line would be effective only after an educational cam- 
paign, and probably as part of some new general program for Euro- 
pean defense. Oo | 

This conclusion is in substance embodied in NSC 162-1, para- — 
graph 38b, and was left, by subparagraph c, to “our diplomacy” to 

develop the matter further.* a | | 

| The French at our urging have maintained and increased their 

forces in Indochina and are very fearful that the rearmament of 
Germany under EDC will leave them dominated by Germans 
unless the British and ourselves keep troops in Europe substantial- 

ly as at present. . | | 

_ Even the idea that we are considering at this time a curtailment 
of these forces would be effectively used by the opponents of EDC 

to block it. : | | 
I strongly urge that the great delicacy of this matter should be 

realized and that no impression should be allowed to get about that 
we may be thinking of pulling troops out of Europe. | | 

If any rumors to that effect come to the attention of any respon- 

sible officials, I hope they will be denied. 
JOHN FostER DULLES 

1 Regarding the tripartite Foreign Ministers meetings at London in October 1953, 
see the editorial note, vol. v, Part 2, p. 1709. | 

2 Presumably Oct. 13. 
3 For the memorandum of discussion at the 160th meeting of the National Securi- 

ty Council, Aug. 27, see p. 443. 
4NSC 162/1 is not printed; however, NSC 162/2 of Oct. 30, p. 577, contains the 

| reference paragraphs and passages.
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INR-NIE files | | | 

| | National Intelligence Estimate 1 | | 7 

SECRET | | | WASHINGTON, October 23, 1953. 

: NIE-99 | 

d _ ESTIMATE OF THE WORLD SITUATION THROUGH 1955 2 

; an SCOPE ———t™~s | | 

j This estimate is concerned with the major international trends 
1 which will affect the world situation through 1955 rather than with 

| the specific events and conditions which will characterize that situ- 
: ation. The estimate must assume a continuation of present US poli- 

+ cies and thus cannot consider the effects which a change in these 
| policies would have on the world situation. _ | 

| | ESTIMATE | a 

The Over-All Situation Through 1955 | | | 

1. Despite the change in regime in the USSR and the shifts in 
| Soviet foreign and domestic tactics, there has been no change in 
3 the USSR’s basic hostility to all non-Soviet power. The USSR will 
1 continue its cold war against the Free World, largely through a vig- 
4 orous political warfare campaign. While East-West negotiations are 

possible, there is little likelihood of any major Soviet concessions. 

1 2. On the other hand, we believe that deliberate initiation of gen- 
eral war by the USSR is unlikely during this period,* and, to the 
extent that the USSR pursues a more cautious policy, the chance 
of war by miscalculation will also probably be less. However, there 
will be continuing danger that it may occur from a series of actions 

| * National Intelligence Estimates (NIE’s) were high-level interdepartmental re- 
: ports presenting authoritative appraisals of vital foreign policy problems. NIE’s 
: were drafted by officers from those agencies represented on the Intelligence Adviso- — 

ry Committee (IAC), discussed and revised by interdepartmental working groups co- 
d ordinated by the Office of National Estimates of the Central Intelligence Agency 

(CIA), approved by the IAC, and circulated under the aegis of the CIA to the Presi- 
dent, appropriate officers of cabinet level, and the National Security Council. The 

_ Department of State provided all political and some economic sections of NIE’s. 
2 According to a note on the cover sheet, “The following member organizations of 

the Intelligence Advisory Committee participated with the Central Intelligence 
_ Agency in the preparation of this estimate: The intelligence organizations of the De- 
partments of State, the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the Joint Staff. The 
Intelligence Advisory Committee concurred in this estimate on 20 October 1953. The 
FBI abstained, the subject being outside of its jurisdiction.” 

* The Deputy Director for Intelligence, The Joint Staff, considers that the intelli- 
gence available is insufficient to permit a judgment, of Soviet capabilities or inten- 
tions, sufficiently accurate to justify the conclusion that: | 

“Deliberate initiation of general war by the USSR is unlikely during this period.” 
[Footnote in the source text.]
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and counteractions initiated by either side, but not intended by | 
either side to have that result. In particular it might arise from ac- _ 

tions by one side that were regarded by the other as an imminent | 
threat to its security. There will also be a continued danger of new | 
or intensified East-West clashes, particularly in Indochina, and 

Korea, and of incidents in Germany. | 
3. In the absence of such East-West clashes, and unless the USSR 

abandons its ostensibly conciliatory tactics, the next two years will | 
probably be a period of reduced Free World apprehensions of gen- 
eral war. So long as this period lasts it will present a new chal- 

| lenge to the Free World. While over the longer run the very diver- 

sity of the Free World may lend it a flexibility and potential for 
growth which will constitute a source of strength, over the: next 
two years this diversity may prove a source of weakness. The totali- , 
tarian nature and centralized controls of the Soviet Bloc might give 

it advantages in this phase of the cold war, even though the totali- 
tarian rigidities of the Bloc system might over the longer run 
impair its stability and cohesion. Continued stresses and strains 

within the Soviet Bloc are likely, but the monolithic unity and Le 

forced cohesion of the Bloc will probably be much less affected by a 7 
situation of reduced apprehensions than the more divided Free 
World. Moreover, the build-up of Bloc strength will almost certain- 

| ly continue, even if at a somewhat reduced rate, while the Free 

: World may be inclined to relax its guard. We believe that in a situ- _ 
ation of reduced international apprehensions and Bloc emphasis on 

divisive tactics, there is danger of a weakening in the unity of the 
Free World. | | | | 

4. The progress being made by the USSR in the development of 
nuclear weapons is also a factor of prime military and psychologi- 
cal importance in the world situation. As this Soviet capability in- 

creases, Western superiority in numbers of nuclear weapons will be 
of relatively less significance so far as the psychological factor is. 

~ concerned. As the USSR increases its capabilities for delivering a 

seriously damaging attack on the US, the US is losing the unique 
position it has held in the East-West struggle. The full impact of 

this development is not yet clear, but even now we perceive two 

new elements: _ BO 

a. One is the danger that the USSR may use threats of atomic _ 
bombardment against certain Free World countries in an attempt 
to force their compliance with its demands. There is a chance that 
some US allies, if they feared that the threat of US retaliation 
would not deter Soviet action, would be forced by the prospect of 
atomic devastation to adopt more neutral positions in a cold, or es- 
pecially in a hot, war. | | 

b. In an age where initial air assault can be so destructive, the 
US is losing, if it has not already lost, the immense advantages of
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being able to conduct a deliberate and extensive post D-day mobili- 
co zation with relative freedom from enemy attack. Bo 

: Probable Trends in Soviet Bloc Cohesion, Strength, and Policies | 

5. Cohesion of the Bloc. Despite the possibility of a disruptive 
4 struggle for power within the new Kremlin leadership and the evi- 
4 dence of popular disaffection within the Satellites, we believe the 
1 Bloc will preserve its cohesion through the period of this estimate, 
3 and that the Kremlin will continue to play the dominant role in 

: the formulation of Bloc policies. We believe that the USSR and 
] Communist China will remain closely allied during the period of 
: thisestimate. — ao | SRS OS, 

6. Bloc Capabilities. The build-up of Bloc basic industry and mili- 
tary capabilities will continue even though increased attention will 

_be devoted to the correction of certain economic deficiencies in ag- 
| riculture and consumer industries which recently have been spe- 
3 cially emphasized. There are indications that the Soviet authorities 

intend to proceed along the lines laid out in the announced plans 
‘ for these sectors of the economy. This would require an allocation 

of greater resources to agricultural and consumer goods production _ 
and, at least for the short run, would lead to a reduction in the 

: rate of expansion of other sectors of the economy. - a 

| 7. The most significant increase in Bloc military capabilities 

q during the period of this estimate will arise from enlargement of 
4 _ the Bloc stockpile of nuclear weapons (and the addition of a ther- 

7 monuclear component), and from an increase in the number of its 
; jet aircraft and its submarines. The Bloc may by mid-1955 have 
t,o available a sufficient number of heavy bombers to increase greatly 

its long-range air offensive capabilities. The Bloc will probably in- 
crease its air defense capabilities, and may have a limited number 

: of all-weather jet interceptors in operational units. We do not be- — 

lieve that marked changes in Bloc military strength and capabili- | 
ties are likely to occur in other respects; however, there will be a 

, general improvement in training and equipment of Bloc armed 

forces. oe . pe eee 
_ 8. Bloc political warfare capabilities, through exploitation of | 

: Western political and economic vulnerabilities, encouragement of 
2 anti-Westernism and nationalism in underdeveloped countries, and 
: utilization of the world-wide network of Communist parties, will 

, remain great. — | — | oe 
: _ 9. Probable Bloc Policies.t We believe that the Communist rulers 
| remain profoundly convinced that permanent hostility exists be- 

| + The material in paragraphs 9-14 is taken from NIE-95, “Probable Soviet Bloc | 
Courses of Action Through Mid-1955,” 25 September 1953. [Footnote in the source 
text. For documentation on various U.S. assessments of Soviet capabilities and 
courses of action, see volume vitt.| | | | oe
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tween the Communist and the free worlds. Their basic objectives, 
therefore, continue to be an expansion of their own sphere of 
power and the eventual domination of the non-Communist world. | 

10. We believe that during the period of this estimate Bloc lead- 
ers will try to avoid courses of action which in their judgment 
might involve substantial risk of general war. We also believe it 

unlikely that the Bloc will initiate new local aggressions with iden- 
tifiable Bloc forces during the period of this estimate, since the 
Communist leaders probably estimate that virtually any new local 
military aggression would now entail substantial risk of general 

war or political consequences adverse to Bloc interests. | 
11. It is always possible, of course, that the Kremlin will deem 

some act of local armed aggression sufficiently advantageous to 

make the risk worth while. Moreover, despite its reluctance to run 
substantial risks of general war, the Kremlin might through mis- 

calculation adopt some course of action involving such a risk. We 

also believe that the Kremlin would not be deterred by the risk of 
general war from taking counteraction against a Western action 
which it considered to present an imminent threat to Bloc security. 

12. During the period of this estimate the Communist leaders 

| will conduct a vigorous political warfare campaign to undermine 
the Western power position. At present the Kremlin seems to be 

trying to give the impression that it has adopted a more conciliato- 
ry policy than that followed in Stalin’s later years. The Kremlin — 
may hope by such tactics to relax the vigilance of some Western 

states, to encourage dissension between the US and its allies, and 

to delay the progress of Western rearmament. We cannot predict 

how long such comparatively conciliatory tactics will continue; we 
believe that harsh courses of action similar to those pursued by the 
Kremlin in the past will reappear whenever the Kremlin decins 

them advantageous. 

13. We believe that Bloc leaders during the period of this esti- 
mate will probably be prepared to reach an accommodation on 
some minor questions, and may make plausible but unacceptable 
proposals on major matters. However, they will almost certainly be 
unwilling to settle any East-West differences at the cost of major 

concessions. We believe, moreover, that the Bloc leaders will be ex- 

tremely cautious in pursuing conciliatory tactics, and may revert 

from time to time to demonstrations of toughness, especially when 

they consider that their vital interests are involved, or that their 

tactics are being construed abroad as a sign of weakness. Offers to 

negotiate may be accompanied by reminders that the USSR now 
has improved capabilities in the nuclear weapons field, and as 
these capabilities further increase, the Kremlin may become bolder 
in its dealings with the West. |
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14. There are recent indications that the Bloc intends to increase 
its trade with non-Communist states. The Bloc’s volume of trade 

4 with the Free World will probably increase somewhat during the 
period of this estimate, but this trade will continue to be very 
small in proportion to intra-Bloc trade. New trade agreements will 
probably be intended not only to obtain desired imports but also to 
weaken the economic ties of non-Communist states with the US, 
and to make strategic trade controls a bone of contention between 
these states and the US. While the Bloc will not be able to bring 

j about a major shift in present trade patterns, the Communists 
1 probably estimate that political dividends can be earned from even 
: small increases in their current volumes of trade with individual 
| non-Communist states. | | | 

j Probable Developments in the Free World _ | Oo 
’ 15. During the next two years the Free World will have difficul- 
: ty in maintaining its strength in the face of Soviet divisive tactics 

and probable reduced apprehensions of East-West conflict. In con- 
trast to the Kremlin’s ability to control or influence the close-knit , 
Soviet Bloc, the US, as leader of the anti-Soviet powers, faces the 

] complex problems of dealing with the loose anti-Soviet coalition 
and the agglomeration of other nations of varying neutral tenden- 
cies which together make up the Free World. To many of this 

: latter group, particularly the Middle and Far Eastern countries, 
the East-West struggle seems less important than the solution of 

_ their internal problems and the assertion of their independence of 
the chief Western Powers. 

3 16. Differing views also exist between the US and its allies over ! 
: the imminence of the Communist threat. The very fact of Commu- ) 
: nist aggression in Korea increased fears of general war and was a 
2 prime factor in stimulating Western rearmament. Now that many | 
) Free World countries believe that the threat of war has been re- | 

duced by a Korean armistice and by an ostensibly more conciliato- 
ry Soviet policy, the US will have greater difficulty holding togeth- : 

| er an anti-Soviet coalition and in securing increased Free World | 
armed strength. The levelling off of the US’s own rearmament 
effort and the decline in many of its foreign aid programs also les- 
sens the sense of urgency abroad. | ! 
(17. The apparent decline of Free World confidence in US leader- | 

ship is another problem facing the US. Influential groups in many 
Free World countries, including several US allies, doubt the stabili- 
ty, moderation, and maturity of US policy. On the one hand, there 
is fear the US will shift to a “go-it-alone” policy or even retreat to 
isolationism, on the other that the US will involve the Free World 
in war. These doubts and fears offer a fertile field for Soviet divi- : 

|
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sive tactics, and the new Soviet regime may be more successful 
than Stalin in exploiting them. © | 

18. In a situation in which many Free World countries believe _ 
that the threat of war has been reduced, economic problems will 
also assume greater prominence and will test the strength and co- 
hesion of the Free World. This reduced apprehension will weaken 
what has been a powerful incentive to cooperation and sacrifice. | 
Moreover, some readjustment to a reduced rate of rearmament and 
declining US aid will be necessary. Much will depend on US eco- 
nomic policies and the US economic situation. Not only would US 
economic setbacks have a serious impact on the Free World, but 

US trade policy will directly affect the economic health of Free 
World countries, and US aid will remain in many cases an impor- 
tant element in their military build-up, economic stability and de- 
velopment, and political orientation. The problem of East-West 

trade is also likely to become more troublesome. 
19. Therefore, we believe that in the absence of renewed Soviet 

provocation, there may develop further serious rifts between the 
Free World nations which will weaken the Western position in the 
cold war. Such rifts may develop in any case as a result of econom- | 
ic developments or local nationalist pressures but reduced appre- 

~ hensions of war, combined with skillful Soviet divisive efforts, 

| would make them even more serious. The most troublesome differ- 
ences may arise over policies to be pursued in the Far East. It is | 

possible, therefore, that the next few years might see an increasing 

isolation of the US, not by its own desire but because of increasing _ 
policy differences between it and other countries of the Free World. 

20. Even assuming the continuation of the Soviet courses of 

action projected in paragraphs 9-14 above, there remains a serious : 

danger of new or widening East-West clashes in such critical areas 

as Indochina, Korea, and Germany, which would again increase 

Free World apprehensions. Whether, if such clashes took place, the 

Free World would then rally to the support of the US and of ex- 

panded rearmament programs, as after the Korean aggression, 

would probably depend at least in part on the circumstances under 

which the clashes developed. = = | a | | 

Probable Developments within the NATO Coalition ® 

21. Although we foresee no developments which will undermine 
| the basic solidarity of the NATO alliance, we believe that, in view | 

of reduced European apprehensions of East-West conflict, rifts may 

develop between the NATO partners, particularly between the Eu- 
ropean NATO countries and the US. The USSR will attempt to un- 7 

3 For documentation on U.S. relations with the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 

tion, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 1 ff. | ; |
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{- dermine popular support for the NATO alliance and for rearma- 
: ment, in particular the program to rearm West Germany. These ef- 

forts, together with increased Soviet nuclear capabilities, continued 
: intra-European differences, and European disagreements with the 
| ‘US over cold war policies, may lead to more nationalist and neu- 
. tralist attitudes in Western Europe. Je OEE ey 

| 22. So long as apprehensions remain reduced there also will 
| almost certainly be a further loss of momentum in the NATO 
| build-up. The general feeling that the immediate Soviet threat has 

receded has already led most NATO countries to reduce their mili- 
tary outlays. While a further slow increase in NATO strength over 

| the next two years is probable, only in event of renewed Soviet ag- 
_ gressiveness will it be as rapid as in 1950-1953. On the other hand 

4 _ this might allow many NATO countries to concentrate on domestic 
| : needs and to devote more resources to meeting their own social and 
| economic problems. Such a trend might strengthen countries such 
1 ~ as the UK, which remain highly vulnerable to adverse internation- _ 
| aleconomic developments. 8 ——sses—‘“—sSs—s—s—S 

23. Significant increases in European NATO military strength 
: over the coming period will probably depend upon the extent to 

: which Spain, Yugoslavia, and above all West Germany can be di- 
: rectly or indirectly associated with NATO. The Trieste issue will 
i remain an irritant in Italo-Yugoslav relations which will render 
| the association of Yugoslavia with NATO difficult. Until a settle- 
| ment of the Trieste issue is generally accepted, the usefulness to 

q NATO of the Greek-Turkish-Yugoslav entente will be impaired. 
24. But above all, the prospects for greater European NATO 

strength and cohesion will revolve increasingly around the inter- 
locking problems of Germany’s future and the attitude of France. © 
As a result of Soviet failure to come forward with any acceptable 
reunification scheme and of Adenauer’s overwhelming victory, the _ 

_ chances for integrating West Germany with the Western Powers _ 

and for initiating its rearmament have increased. + The Kremlin 
; may seek to avert or postpone these developments by renewed talk 
| of German reunification, but it is unlikely to offer any terms which 

: would jeopardize its control over East Germany. Adenauer’s posi- 
| tion is so strong and German disillusionment with Soviet unifica- 
: tion offers is so great that any Soviet offers not involving abandon- 
| ment of Soviet control over East Germany would be unlikely to 
| have much impact on German opinion. The importance attached | 

! by the Soviet rulers to West German rearmament is such, however, 

| that they might react to it by measures which would enhance the | 

4 For documentation on efforts to obtain the adherence of the Federal Republic of 

Germany to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1114 ff.
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risk of an East-West clash in this area. A likely pressure point / 
would be West Berlin. | 

_ 25. Other difficulties will be created by the weakness and hesita- 
tions of France. A strong West Germany and a strong France are 
both necessary for the creation of a strong and stable Western 
Europe; French weaknesses and indecision are blocking the | 
achievement of this objective. France is over-extended internation- 
ally, hampered by outmoded political and economic institutions, 
and still torn by domestic, economic, and social difficulties. France 

fears a strong West Germany which might dominate it or drag it 
| into war. Moreover, there are indications that the USSR, in its ef- 

forts to forestall West German rearmament, may concentrate on 
France as the most vulnerable point in the Western coalition. 

26. Though many in France are aware of the need for strong 
government, there is no evidence that this awareness will lead to a | 
stronger French political system. The social cleavages, economic 

problems, and political weaknesses of France will remain as serious 

obstacles to the building of a strong and stable Europe. A success- 

ful resolution of the Saar issue, now made more likely by reason of 
the Adenauer victory in West Germany, may well prove the barom- 

_ eter of French willingness to accept EDC. > Even if France should 

ratify the EDC, it will remain weak and divided during the period 

of this estimate and will seek to limit and delay West German re- 
armament. 

Probable Trends in the Far East | | | | 

27. In the last two years the most active theater in the East- 

West struggle has been in the Far East. There the Western powers 
have kept the Communists from overrunning South Korea and 

Indochina while attempting to build up anti-Communist strength 7 

through US support of the non-Communist countries in this area. 

We believe it unlikely that the Communists will undertake new 
local aggression in the Far East with identifiable Bloc forces. The 

emphasis in Communist China over the next two years will prob- 

ably be on building up industrial and military strength. However, 
we believe that the Communists would take counteraction against 

Western actions which they felt presented an imminent threat to 

their security, even at the risk of widening hostilities in the Far 

East. | 

28. It will be difficult to increase the strength, cohesion, and 

anti-Communist orientation of the non-Communist states of the | 

Far East. The cessation of hostilities in Korea, together with Com- 

munist efforts to promote rifts among the anti-Communist powers, : 

5 For documentation on the interest of the United States in a European Defense 

Community, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 571 ff. | :
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will add to this difficulty. During the next two years there is un- 
1 likely to be any significant improvement in the Western position in 
; this area; moreover, there are possibilities of serious deterioration, | 

particularly in Indochina, Indonesia, and Korea. 

29. Korea.® A Korean political conference, if it takes place, is 
unlikely to result in any agreement which would alter the status 
quo. The Communists are unlikely to break the armistice by renew- 

| ing hostilities, but they almost certainly will not agree to Korean 
| reunification on terms which would endanger their control of 

North Korea. On the other hand, if President Rhee remains con- 
vinced that the US could neither prevent an ROK armed attack 

: against the Communists nor disassociate itself from military sup- | 
1 port of such action, once undertaken, we believe that he will prob- 
4 ably at some time seek to disrupt the armistice by such an attack. 
4 If hostilities are renewed, the Communists will probably take, at a 
; minimum, the military measures they consider necessary to main- 

tain their position in Korea. Unless the ROK renews hostilities, we 
believe that there will be a continued armed truce in this area, 

=: with both the US and USSR engaged in reconstruction and in | 
strengthening their respective Korean partners. . : 

30. Taiwan. Any major change in the status of Taiwan is unlike- | 
ly. The Communists probably will not attempt invasion so long as | 
the US defends Taiwan; and unless the US decides to support ; 

, Chiang’s forces directly, he in turn will be unable to undertake : 
more than minor harassment of the mainland. _ | 

: 31. Indochina. 7 We believe that there will almost certainly be | 
3 important developments in the Indochina situation during the 
7 period of this estimate. The steady deterioration of France’s will to | 
| continue the struggle has been at least temporarily checked by : 

French resumption of the initiative under the Laniel-Navarre 
plan. We do not believe, however, that the French will achieve a 
complete military victory. The French objective is to reduce the : 
drain of the Indochina war on France, while maintaining a position 

| for France in the Far East. The outcome will depend on whether, : 
by a combination of military victories and political concessions, the 
French can strengthen the Associated States to the point where i 
these states will be able to maintain themselves against Commu- : 
nist pressures with greatly reduced French support. The French 
would hope in this way to create a situation which could serve as a 

| _ basis for successful negotiations with the Communists. The Laniel- | 
Navarre plan may be the last French effort in Indochina. Should it 
fail to achieve its objectives we believe that, unless the US proves 

6 For documentation on the Korean war, see volume xv. 
7 For documentation on Indochina, see volume xu. 

| 

|
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willing to contribute forces, the French will in time seek to negoti- . 
ate directly with the Communists for the best possible terms. = 

32. For their part, the Chinese Communists will almost certainly | 
continue their present type of support for Viet Minh. They are un- 

likely to intervene with organized units, at least in the absence of 
_ Western moves which in their opinion threatened the security of 

| Communist China. At the same time, the Communists will prob- 
oO ably talk of peace negotiations as part of their propaganda cam- 

paign and might raise the Indochina issue in high level political 
conferences. They are unlikely, however, to agree to any political 

| settlement which they believe would lessen their chances of even- 
| tually gaining control of Indochina. | 

33. Other Countries of Southeast Asia. Problems facing the other 
Southeast Asian countries are those of attaining political stability, 
coping with local insurrections, and meeting their own serious eco- 

nomic problems. The outlook in the Philippines, and in the absence 

of serious deterioration in the Indochina situation, in Burma, Thai- 

land, and Malaya, is for some improvement in stability, though 
these countries will by no means resolve their numerous internal 

| problems. In Indonesia, however, the leftist character of the _ 
present government offers increased opportunities for Communist 

penetration. | 

34. Japan. Accumulating economic difficulties and the reluc- 
tance or inability of the Japanese Government to adopt energetic 
economic and rearmament policies are prolonging Japanese de- 

pendence on the US and delaying Japan’s development as a coun- 
terweight to Communist power in the Far East. At the same time 

there is growing anti-American sentiment in Japan. Unless Japan 

can find the necessary foreign markets and take the necessary in- 

ternal economic measures, the development of a sound defense 
structure as well as a sound economy will be endangered, the 

present dominance of the moderate conservatives will be weakened, _ | 

and the whole pattern of US-Japanese cooperation will be threat- 

ened. We foresee no basic change in Japan’s pro-Western orienta- _ 

| tion, but economic difficulties and growing nationalism will create 

increased US-Japanese frictions and postpone the development of a 

strong anti-Communist Japan. | | | 

Prospective Trends in the Middle East, Africa, and South Asia 

35. In the underdeveloped areas of Asia and Africa the Western | 

position has deteriorated since World War II. Local nationalism 

has proved a force against the West and the deep-seated revolution- 
| ary forces at work in these areas have created political instability. 

It is difficult to overcome the anti-Western sentiments of the newly 

independent Asian and African countries and convince them that
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: Communist policies threaten their independence. Except in Iran, 
however, the internal Communist threat is small and is unlikely to 
grow greatly in the next two years. a se ee 

36. The Middle East and North Africa. Conflicts between native 
| nationalists and the “colonial’’ powers will continue, but we believe 

: that in certain areas there are prospects for improvement in the 

West’s position. The fall of Mossadegh in Iran has at least tempo- 
rarily increased the opportunities for strengthening Iran’s internal 
stability and settling the Anglo-Iranian oil disputes. § Chances for 
settlement of the Anglo-Egyptian base controversy ® have im- 
proved, and if a settlement is reached it will probably have a favor- 

4 able effect on both the stability of the Egyptian regime and on the 
| Western position throughout the Arab World. On the other hand, 
| an Anglo-Egyptian settlement may set the pattern for similar de- 
| -mands from Iraq. The Arab-Israeli dispute will continue, but a re- 

_ newal of large-scale hostilities remains unlikely in view of the near 
military equilibrium of the two parties, and the restraining influ- 
ence of the US, the UK, and France. The more favorable policy _ 

to that the US has adopted toward the Arab States may contribute to — 

better relations with them. However, there remain possibilities of 
3 markedly adverse developments in this volatile area. Although the 

deposition of the Sultan of Morocco has temporarily bolstered 
yo French control, it is likely to drive the nationals to more extreme _ 
1 positions since France seems unlikely to implement very far-reach- 

{ ing reforms. 

i | 387. South Asia. India and Pakistan will probably remain preoc- | 

4 cupied with their own serious economic and social problems; they 
will also remain concerned with their dispute over Kashmir. 1° 

_ India is unlikely to abandon its neutralist position in the cold war, 

but Pakistan, motivated largely by its desire to improve its position 
1, vis-a-vis India, will continue its efforts to secure some pact with the 

| Western Powers, in return for extensive US aid. Some further im- 

i provement in the relations of this area with the West may occur 
: over the next two years, but they will remain acutely sensitive 

: both to anti-colonial disputes in other areas and to any indications 
that the West is pursuing aggressive cold war policies, particularly 
against Communist China. ae | 

| Probable Trends in Latin America — ot 

: _ 38. There will probably be a continued trend in Latin America 
| _ toward extremely nationalistic regimes based on demagogic appeals 

| 8 For documentation on Iran, see volume x. | Be on, . 
° For documentation on Egypt, see volume Ix. oe | 
10 For documentation on the Indo-Pakistani dispute over Kashmir, see vol. x1, 

Part 2, pp. 1162 ff. _
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to sectors of new political importance—organized labor, white- 
collar workers, and the lower middle class. This trend will be most 

evident in countries where rapid social and economic change is 
taking place. This change results from forced industrialization at 
the expense of agriculture, which is generally accompanied by 
severe inflation. Right or left extremism which poses potential 
threats to US security interests will probably be strongest in Ar- 

gentina, Bolivia, Chile, Guatemala, and possibly Brazil. In these 

countries there will continue to be substantial Communist and 
demagogic nationalist influences, which will attempt to channel 
the resentment of the dislocated groups against the US. In Guate- 

mala Communist influence over the government, already strong, 
may increase. Communist penetration of British Guiana has posed 
a new problem in the Caribbean area.  —s_—© 

39. Most Latin American countries will probably continue to co- | 
operate with the US in the UN on basic East-West issues, although 
they will tend increasingly to pursue an independent course on 

issues affecting underdeveloped countries. Latin America will be — 

increasingly concerned about US trade and especially tariff poli- 

cies. Regardless of the degree of Latin American cooperation with 
the US, there will probably be an increasing tendency to expand 

commercial and possibly diplomatic relations with the Soviet 
Bloc.?1 a | 

11 Qn Oct. 26, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for Intelligence W. Park 
Armstrong submitted to Dulles a one-page summary of NIE-99. A copy of this sum- 
mary is in file 102.21 NIS/10-2653. - 

PPS files, lot 64 D 568, “NSC 153-162, Sept-Dec, 1953” . 

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of | 
Defense (Wilson) * 

TOP SECRET _ WasuinerTon, October 27, 1953. 

Subject: Review of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 162/1) 2 

| 1 The source text is accompanied by a covering memorandum from Lay to the Na- 
tional Security Council dated Oct. 28 with copies sent also to the Secretary of the 
Treasury; the Attorney General; the Directors of the Bureau of the Budget and Cen- | 
tral Intelligence; the Chairmen of the Council of Economic Advisers, the Atomic 

Energy Commission, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 

ministrator. In this memorandum Lay indicated, inter alia, that the memorandum | 

was being circulated in connection with consideration of NSC 162/1 by the Council 
at its meeting on Oct. 29, 1953. For the memorandum of discussion at the 168th 
meeting of the NSC on Oct. 29, see p. 567. NSC 162/1 is not. printed. For text of NSC 
162/2, Oct. 30, see p. 577. - 

2 Not printed. | 

! |
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1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff submit herewith their views regard- 
3 ing the amended draft statement of policy proposed by the Nation- 
] al Security Council Planning Board entitled “Review of Basic Na- 

tional Security Policy” (NSC 162/1). _ ne 
2. In their memorandum for you, dated October 6, 1953, subject 

as above,* the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted their comments and 
recommendations regarding the preceding draft statement of policy 

| on this subject, NSC 162. They note that NSC 162/1 incorporates 
the amendments agreed to by the Council after consideration of the 
various proposed revisions to NSC 162, except for that one pertain- 
ing to subparagraph 8-a (1) of NSC 162 (subparagraph 9-a (1) of 

: NSC 162/1). The Joint Chiefs of Staff assume that, in general, it _ 
d would not be appropriate to reiterate those revisions recommended 
: by them in their memorandum dated October 6, 1953, which have | 
1 not been incorporated in substance in the amended draft policy 
q statement. However, they do recommend that subparagraph 9-a (1) 

of NSC 162/1, which now reads, | 

: _-“A strong military posture, with emphasis on the capability of 
inflicting massive retaliatory damage by offensive striking power;” 

: be changed to read, | ae . | 

“A strong military posture to include the capability of inflicting : 
massive retaliatory damage by offensive striking power;”’ 

fo The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended this wording in their memo- | 
: randum for you dated October 6, 1953. j 

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff also recommend that: | 

a. In the third line of subparagraph 9-a (2) of NSC 162/1, the , 
word “or” be changed to read “and’’. It is essential that the US. 
have forces adequate to accomplish both functions, not one or the 
other. 7 a | a. | 

b. In the last sentence of subparagraph 35-a of NSC 162/1; the 7 
last eight words which read “and cannot be furnished by the : 
United States” be deleted. As written, the sentence is illogical be- : 
cause the word “largely” is not entirely consistent with the last. : 
clause. Furthermore, the statement is inexact since the U.S. can 
and may have to furnish ground forces despite our desire to avoid 
doing so (i.e., as in Korea). | | 

4. With respect to subparagraph 15-b of NSC 162/1, part of the : 
revision recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff has been accept- : 
ed and a part rejected, with the result that, while the sense of the 
subparagraph as now drafted is not entirely clear, it appears to : 
lead to the conclusion that current NATO objectives with respect 
to the defense of Western Europe in the event of general war 

3 See footnote 8, p. 517. |
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cannot be achieved, a conclusion which the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
consider not to be justified at this time. The impact of this conclu- 

sion upon our European NATO partners, should it become known, 

will be readily obvious. In order to remove the possibility of such 

an interpretation, and in the interest of arriving at phraseology 

which would reflect the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and at 

the same time be acceptable to the NSC, the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

recommend that subparagraph 15-b of NSC 162/1 be deleted and 

the following subparagraph substituted. (For convenience, that part 

of the subparagraph which has been changed is indicated by under- 

scoring. *): | | 

‘“b. In Western Europe the build-up of military strength and the 
progress of economic recovery has, at least partially, remedied a 

situation of glaring weakness in a vital area. NATO and associated 

forces are now sufficient to make aggressive action in Europe 

costly for the USSR and to create a greater feeling of confidence 
| and security among the Western European peoples. However, even 

though significant progress has been made in building up these 
forces, the military strength in Western Europe is presently not suf-— 
ficient to prevent a full-scale Soviet attack from _overrunning West- | 

ern Europe. Even with the availability of those German forces pres- | 

ently planned within the framework of EDC, present rates of de- 

| fense spending by European nations and present rates of U.S. mili- 

tary assistance certainly could not be expected to produce forces ade- 

| quate to prevent the initial loss of a considerable portion of the ter- 

ritory of Western Europe in the event of a full-scale Soviet attack. 
Therefore, since U.S. military assistance must eventually be reduced, 

it is essential that the Western European states, including West Ger- 
many, build and maintain maximum feasible defensive strength. 
The major deterrent to aggression against Western Europe is the 

manifest determination of the United States to use its atomic capa- 
bility and massive retaliatory striking power if the area is at- 

tacked. However, the presence of U.S. forces in Western Europe 

makes a contribution other than military to the strength and cohe- 

sion of the free world coalition.” ED Eg ea 

5. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed and are in general | 
agreement with the policy considerations and conclusions which 

have been added to the draft statement of policy. | 

6. Subject to the revisions recommended in paragraph 2, 3 and 4 | 

above, the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that NSC 162/1 is accepta- 

ble as a statement of policy to supersede NSC 153/1. ° 

| | _ For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: - 
= Epwin H.J. CARNS 

| _ Brigadier General, USA , 

| | | Secretary 

4 Printed here as italics. | ; oo | 

5 Dated June 10, p. 378. mS - : : . .
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: S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 162 | [ON es , 

_ Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Bowie). 
oe to the Secretary of State ss 

| TOP SECRET -WasuINcTON, October 28, 1953. 

| Subject: NSC 162/1, Review of Basic National Security Policy.1 _ 

| ~ NSC 162/1 is the Planning Board’s revision of NSC 162 incorpo- 
rating the compromises and agreements made at the NSC meeting — 

. of October 7.2 The changes involve principally (a) some acceptance 
_ of the Treasury-Budget view on equating the internal threat to the _ 

: U.S. economy with the external Soviet threat, on the basis of the 
: Council’s discussion and the views expressed by the President, and 
| (b) compromise versions of certain paragraphs on. reduction of the 

. ‘Soviet threat previously unagreed (principally as between State 
-and Defense). The new paper also contains some additions to in- 

J clude points previously intended for inclusion in a section on 
i “Courses of Action”, which it has now been decided to eliminate. 
| Although some of the basic issues discussed at the October 7 

meeting are glossed over rather than clearly decided in the paper, 
nevertheless it is a generally satisfactory guide for U.S. policy. Pre- 
sumably later NSC papers on more specific issues and particular 
areas will clarify application of the general policies laid down in 

3 _ thisdocument. | | | | 
‘ Your attention is called to a number of paragraphs which have 
3 been redrafted in the light of the October 7 discussion and deci- 
to sions, and to certain new paragraphs previously intended for inclu- 

4 sion under “Courses of Action”. These are included in the listing 
1 below. Except for the paragraphs marked by an asterisk (*), there 

is no particular reason to raise any of them at the meeting.? _ | 
In the course of final consultation within the Department certain 

other points were brought out. In the listing by order below, the 
| pertinent paragraphs are marked by an asterisk (*). You may wish _ 

: to raise these points inthe NSC. si : z= 
: _ Paragraph 1. New paragraph, identical with 31, included to mol- 

lify Treasury, as agreed at the October 7 meeting. = 
| Paragraphs 10 and 346. New paragraphs on intelligence, man- 

: power, research and development, economic mobilization, and in- 
: _ ternal security, added so that the paper will provide basic guidance 
: in those fields. | 3 pe TY es | 

2 -1NSC 162/ 1 is not printed; for text of NSC 162/2, Oct. 30, see p. 577. | 
| ror the memorandum of discussion at the 165th meeting of the NSC, Oct. 7, see 

7: 8 Reference is presumably to the forthcoming 168th meeting of the NSC on Oct. 
29; for the memorandum of discussion, see infra. | Co
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Paragraphs 12d, 36d, and e, 37. These references, in their present 
form, satisfactorily cover the subject of future policy on foreign aid. | 
The language of subparagraph 36e, which is the President’s, is 
broad enough to cover any contingencies which may arise necessi- 

tating economic aid; at the same time the idea of reduction of aid is 

set forth in subparagraph 12d. | , 

Paragraph 38. The compromise version of the paragraph on rede- 
ployment contains in subparagraph b the essential point in regard | 
to the dangers of any immediate withdrawal of U.S. forces. Pre- 
sumably the task of our diplomacy set forth in subparagraph c will | 

| not require any early campaign of persuasion which might frighten 

our allies with the prospect of U.S. withdrawals. oo 

*Paragraph 39b. Revised paragraph on the use of nuclear weap- 

ons. Subparagraph 39b (1) provides that for planning purposes the 

U.S., in the event of hostilities, will consider nuclear weapons to be 

as available for use as other munitions. The question has been 

raised whether, in order to avoid an implication of change, refer- 

ence should not be made to the established procedure that nuclear 
weapons should be used only by decision of the President, on the 
advice of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the 

Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
Paragraph 40. Acceptable combination of previously unagreed ap- 

proaches to the problem of meeting the costs of security policies 

and protecting the economy. Subparagraph b contains the main 

point considered essential by State and Defense. 
Paragraph 42. Redrafted to reconcile divergencies of view, princi- 

- pally between State and Defense, over the relationship between 
taking actions against the Soviet bloc and inducing possibilities for 

reduction of the Soviet threat through negotiation. Subparagraph 
42d consists of the following new text agreed in the Planning 
Board: 

“d. The United States should make clear to the leaders and peo- 
ples of the U.S.S.R. that its policy is to prevent Soviet aggression 
and continuing domination of other nations, and to establish effec- 
tive control of armaments under proper safeguards; but is not to 
dictate the internal political and economic organization of the 
U.S.S.R.” fon 

| *Paragraph 44. EUR feels strongly that the following paragraph, 
which was dropped when the Council last considered the paper on — 

October 7, should be reinserted as paragraph 44c: | 

“The United States should not, however, initiate aggressive ac- 
tions involving force against Soviet bloc territory. Limited actions 
within our capabilities would not materially reduce the Soviet 
threat even if successful. Moreover, they are likely materially to 
increase the risk of general war, would place serious strains on the >
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| coalition, and might well destroy the chances of agreement with 
3 the U.S.S.R. on the more fundamental aspects of the Soviet 

threat.” ob — 

: EUR emphasizes that this paragraph contains an important 
| warning against U.S. actions against Soviet bloc territory, none of. 

| which would materially reduce the Soviet threat even if successful. 
On the contrary such aggressive actions might seriously strain our 

| relations with our allies and endanger all chances of agreement 
: with the U.S.S.R. on more fundamental aspects of the Soviet 

threat. - | ae | 
| a, R. R. Bowie 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | 

| Memorandum of Discussion at the 168th Meeting of the National 
- Security Council, Thursday, October 29, 1953 3 | 

| | | [Extract] : | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | Oo - 
: Present at the 168th meeting of the Council were the President : 

of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secreta- , 
| ry of Defense; the Acting Director, Foreign Operations Administra- , 
| tion; the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. The Vice Presi- 
| dent did not attend the meeting because of his absence from the : 

_ country. Also present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the At- 
torney General (for Items 2 and 3); the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (for Items 2 and 
3); the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers (for Item 2). The . | 
following were present for Items 2, 3 and 7: the Secretary of the | 
Army; the Secretary of the Navy; the Acting Secretary of the Air 
Force; the Acting Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Op- 
erations; the Acting Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; and the Acting [ 
Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps. Others also present were the Di- 
rector of Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the President; : 
Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President: C.D. Jackson, 
Special Assistant to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the 
President; Robert Bowie, of the Department of State; the Acting 7 
White House Staff Secretary; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and 
the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. | : 

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

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Oct. 30.
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2. Review of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 162/1) ? ee | 

Mr. Cutler gave the members of the Council a very careful brief- | 

ing on previous action with respect to this report, and on the struc- 

| ture and content of NSC 162/1. He insisted that despite the feeling | 

in certain quarters that the policy was lacking in sharpness and in | 

new content, it did actually provide adequate guidance on a 

number of important points, including emphasis on the internal _ 

threat to the U.S. economy, subsequent redeployment of U.S. forces 

abroad, emphasis on massive retaliatory offensive capability, nor- 

malization of atomic weapons, the build-up of German and Japa- 

nese defensive strength, and continued pressure on the Soviets but | 

hospitality towards any genuine possibility of negotiating settle- 

ments with the USSR. | 

Secretary Dulles also pointed out that the rules and regulations — 

governing the exchange of atomic energy information had been de- | 

veloped at a period when the United States had a monopoly in the 

field and wished to retain it. The monopoly was now gone, and ac- | 

cordingly it was time to review the prohibitions. _ | | oe 

Secretary Dulles said that he had another question to raise with . 

respect to paragraph 39-b. Was the policy statement in this para- 

graph in accordance with the law of the land as set forth in the 

Atomic Energy Act of 1946? It seemed to be our policy that the 

President would, in certain contingencies, allow our allies to have _ 

and use atomic weapons. Oo | 

Mr. Cutler said that the matter of custody of weapons was not at 

issue in the present paper, but Admiral Strauss thought that, indi- 

rectly at least, the custody issue was raised. He observed that the 

President could turn over these weapons for immediate use if he 

‘deemed it in the interest of the national security. Accordingly the 

custody problem was involved. Mr. Cutler agreed with Admiral _ 

Strauss, and noted that the existing policy paper on custody would 

‘have to be revised if the President approved paragraph 39-b. — 

Mr. Cutler then read to the Council a proposed amendment to 

paragraph 42-d which had been agreed by the Planning Board. The 

objective of the revision was to indicate that. the decision of the 

United States, to make clear to the leaders and people of the USSR | 

that if the USSR forgoes external expansion, relinquishes domina- — : 

tion of other peoples, etc., the United States would be prepared to 

accept continuance of the internal political and economic organiza- 

tion of the USSR, was a directive in the diplomatic field and was 

not intended to constitute guidance for our information and propa- > 

2 NSC 162/1 is not printed; for text of NSC 162/2, see p. 577.
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2 ganda agencies. The directive to the latter was set forth in para- 
; graph 44-b. 7 Cette Gs eis ee a 

_ Mr. C.D. Jackson expressed emphatic approval of Mr. Cutler’s 
i suggested revision, and said that if the present language of para- 
: graph 42-d remained, it could be interpreted as an endorsement of 

fo the Soviet system as it now existed. ee ee 
The President likewise expressed approval of the new language, 

as did the Director of Central Intelligence and the Secretary of | 
: _ State. On the other hand, Secretary Wilson thought that the sub- 

ject deserved further study. 8 la DME 
|. Secretary Dulles then stated that he wished to raise a point with 

regard to pressures on the Soviet Union as set forth on page 25 of 
| NSC 162/1. Certain of his people in the State Department had ex- 

_ pressed concern at the absence of any specific inhibition against ag- 
po gressive action vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc. They had in mind such 

_ projects as the detachment of Albania or an assault on Hainan | 
2 Island, which had been discussed earlier. As long, said Secretary 

3 Dulles, as it is quite clear that no such actions as these would be 
_ undertaken without consideration by the National Security Coun- 

3 cil, he was willing to let the present language on page 25 stand. 
| ‘Mr. Cutler then called the Council’s attention to the revision of , 

paragraph 15-b with regard to the build-up of strength in Western 
Europe, adding that he thought the revision suggested by the Joint ) 
Chiefs constituted an improvement on the present version of the 
paragraph. - _ eR ae 

_ Secretary Humphrey expressed strong dislike of the content of 
. this paragraph, since, he said, to him it indicated that we were tell- 
: ing our allies in Western Europe to spend more money on their 
fo military defense than they are doing at the moment, whereas in : 
| fact present expenditures were causing these allies to go broke. _ | 
| _ Secretary Wilson challenged the statement of the Secretary of 

the Treasury, who, in turn, cited France as an illustration of his 
point. a PEE a i me | 
The President observed that whatever the situation of the econo- _ 

mies of the Western European powers, 1953 had been the best year | 
inalongtime forthem. = : ae | 
Secretary Humphrey continued to argue, however, that it was 

| unwise to ask our allies to undertake what we cannot ourselves ac- 
complish. Their defense expenditures should be calculated in rela- | 

_ tion to their economic capabilities. If they overspend, we would ul- ~ | 
_ timately have to foot the bill. co oe 

After further discussion, the President expressed approval of the 
JCS revision, and Mr. Cutler went on to call attention to the next 

3 See the memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Oct. 27, p. 562.
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important point raised by the Joint Chiefs’ comments, namely, | 

their suggestion with regard to paragraph 9-a-(1), which in its 

present form called for a “strong military posture’, with emphasis 

on the capability of inflicting massive retaliatory damage, and 

which the Joint Chiefs wished to change to read “a strong military 
posture to include emphasis on the capability”, etc. 

After Mr. Cutler explained that the Planning Board had not 

viewed this proposed change favorably, the President observed that — 

this seemed to him to be a highly academic argument. A strong 

‘military posture, said the President, pre-supposes a basis of general 

strength, but it does not exclude emphasis on certain aspects of 
such strength. He liked the word ‘emphasize’, he continued, be- 

cause it provided some sense of priority for our military planning. 

Certainly we do not want to build up equally all types and varieties 

of military strength. 

Admiral Carney pointed out to the President that the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff were at present feeling the pinch of trimming their _ 

sails. Our national policy commitments had, of course, not changed. 

If, therefore, we set priorities as this paragraph recommended, this : 

was bound to affect the character and composition of our forces, 

and Admiral Carney insisted that the time had not yet come to 

effect such changes and could not come as long as our present mili- 

tary commitments remained unchanged. | : 

Secretary Humphrey inquired, with some heat, if the time had 

not come to make such changes, when did Admiral Carney imagine 

it would come? Admiral Carney replied, when you change our com- 

mitments. _ 7 

Secretary Dulles manifested some impatience with the talk about 

commitments. He insisted that we are not committed to the main- | 

tenance of any specified number of ground forces in Europe. We 

were committed to go to war there if there were an attack on a . 

NATO country. Certainly, however, if the Soviets attacked Norway, 

we were not committed to reply by fighting a war in Norway. We 

would be much more likely to retaliate somewhere else where the 

military advantages would be clear. Lo 

In reply, Admiral Carney insisted that, nevertheless, we do have 

large numbers of military forces situated in Europe and committed 

there as of the present time, to which point Secretary Wilson | 

added that ‘quite a wind” blew on this subject this last week. 

| Secretary Dulles pointed out that the reason the wind blew was 

not because of the possibility that withdrawing some of our ground 

forces from Europe had led the Europeans to fear that they would 

be unable to defend Western Europe against Soviet aggression. The | 

~ real reason for the alarm in Europe about such a redeployment 

had arisen because the American forces presently stationed there
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: are the chief means by which the Europeans hope to see a welding 

together of French and German military resources. This was pri- 
marily a political rather than a military matter. What was at stake 

: in the present discussion in the Council was how best to assure the 
. defense of Europe. oe | a 

Secretary Humphrey commented that as he understood it the 
: National Security Council was supposed to be considering at 
: present the redeployment of large numbers of U.S. troops overseas 
| and a thorough-going revision of our whole military strategy. If we 

did not propose to do either of these things, the whole purpose and 
objective of our deliberations was lost. | 

| The President answered Secretary Humphrey by saying that the 
real issue was not. the pros and cons of redeployment, but rather 

: how fast such a redeployment could be carried out. He again re- 
= minded Secretary Humphrey that no matter what we now decided : 
: as to the size and character of our military establishment, we could | 

not effect changes in its present composition very rapidly. The 
: whole structure was too immense and complicated, and all we : 

could do now was to set up new goals and initiate action to reach | 
! them. Furthermore, said the President, we must not lose sight of 
| the political and morale problems which would be involved in any 
2 abrupt change and redeployment of our forces. N evertheless, con- 

tinued the President, he did emphatically believe that we must 
begin to look forward to the day when we could realize the new 

| concept which we had been discussing. | 
_ Secretary Wilson, speaking in defense of the views of the Joint 
Chiefs with regard to paragraph 9-a, repeated the conviction of the 
Joint Chiefs that they could not remove our troops from Europe in 
view of the present commitments there. He pointed out in addition 
that we were contemplating increased expenditures on other as- 
pects of our military posture; for example, on continental defense. | 
In short, there were other things to be emphasized besides the re- : 
taliatory striking power, and for this reason Secretary Wilson pre- ; 
ferred the JCS version. > | | ce 

Secretary Humphrey replied that if we accepted the version pro- : 
posed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, we would be abandoning all our 
attempts to secure a radically new and different military policy. 
Admiral Carney answered that of course the Joint Chiefs of Staff : 

_ believed that apart from our offensive missions the armed forces | 
had very important defensive Jobs to do. It was unwise, he insisted, 
to put all our eggs in one basket of striking power, and that the ; 
Joint Chiefs preferred a version of this paragraph which expressed : 
a reasonable balance of military capabilities. | : 

Unconvinced, Secretary Humphrey insisted that to emphasize : 
one mission certainly didn’t mean the exclusion of other important
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missions. However, if we ever proposed to make a real change in 

our military posture, we’ve got to begin some time to do it. 

Mr. C. D. Jackson, addressing the President said, “You set some 

very excellent ground rules when this problem of redeployment | 

first came to the attention of the National Security Council. You 

said in the first instance that no one was to talk about the problem 

| except with his advisers while the Secretary of State explored the 

‘how’ and the ‘how soon’ of accomplishing the redeployment. After 

the Secretary of State reported his findings you would make the 

decision as to redeployment. These were good ground rules when 

you first gave them out, and they continue to be at the present 

time.”’ oe | : 

Mr. Cutler commented that there were three elements of our de- 

fense posture specified in paragraph 9-a. While the Planning 

Board was deliberately emphasizing retaliatory striking power, it 

was obvious that there was no intention of excluding other impor- 

tant elements. oO he 

The President stated that he still preferred the Planning Board | 

| version of the statement on our military posture. After all, deter- 

ring war was even more important than winning a war. No deter- 

rent to war could compare in importance with this retaliatory 

| striking power. Why don’t we therefore say what we mean to em- 

phasize? : cS | | 

In reply to this point, Admiral Carney said that the use of the 

term “emphasize” as presently stated meant in effect giving first 

priority to this attack force. He could discern many undesirable im- 

balances if the word “emphasize” were used. | | 

Addressing himself to Admiral Carney, Secretary Humphrey in- | 

quired, “But are you not planning ultimately to change your strat- 

egy and the composition of your forces?” a 

Admiral Carney asked to be permitted to summarize the history 

of the Joint Chiefs’ thinking on this whole problem. He reminded 

the Council that before the new Chiefs had formally taken office — | 

the objective of reducing the cost of the military establishment had | 

been handed to them with a request to study and report on how 

such reduction could be accomplished. After such study the Chiefs 

reported that a real reduction in cost could be achieved only by the 

redeployment of American forces stationed overseas. They did not, | 

however, make an immediate recommendation that such redeploy- 

| ment be initiated. oe Es 

Secretary Humphrey stated with emphasis that Admiral Car- 

ney’s remarks outlined our basic difficulties. Secretary Humphrey 

said that he thought that the Chiefs meant to begin such redeploy- 

ment at once, and that the State Department was to prepare the 

way for the initiation. Now Admiral Carney says that the Chiefs
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q never made any such proposal and recommendation. There ensued _ 
: a discussion between Secretary Humphrey and Admiral Carney, 
: which was concluded by a statement by Admiral Carney to the 
| effect that if, in the course of JCS analysis of the redeployment — 
= problem, the conclusions turned out to be different from those > 

originally hoped for, the Chiefs had no option but to change their | 
, views. After all, it was their responsibility to provide the best mili- 

tary advice they could to the President and to the National Securi- 
| ty Council. | - | 

Secretary Wilson added the comment that the President has al- 
: ready said that we could not change our military posture over- : 
, night. Furthermore, the State Department cannot change at once _ 

the political situation overseas in order to make possible a change : 
1 in military posture. This left the Defense Department in a very | 
] _ delicate position. While it recognized the need for economic stabili- | 
: __ ty at home, it was also responsible for the maintenance of our mili- | 

tary strength abroad. This was the crux of the problem. In their 
_ study of the problem the Chiefs had come up with proposals which 

| recommended themselves to him. Meanwhile, the budget has got to 
be prepared, and the great problem facing the Defense Department | 
was how to get the budget ready for presentation to Congress. To 3 

2 _ be sure, the Chiefs had, on October 2, come back with much the 
: same answers to military problems that had been given before, but 
, that was because the necessary preliminary changes in commit- 
| ments had not been made. Furthermore, it was found necessary to 
7 add something to the military budget to take care of increased con- 

tinental defense. Secretary Wilson then paused to read from a 
memorandum designed to indicate where the Defense Department | 
found itself now in the process of preparing a budget. (A copy of | 
this statement is filed in the Minutes of the 168th NSC meeting.) 4 

_ At the conclusion of Secretary Wilson’s remarks, the President 2 
expressed some doubt as to whether he had followed the direction 
of the argument and the points which Secretary Wilson was 
making, but said that in any case, with regard to paragraph 9-a, 
we should certainly adopt the Planning Board version with its em- 
phasis on retaliatory offensive striking power. In effect, we should 
state what we propose to do, namely, to keep the minimum respect- 
able posture of defense while emphasizing this particular offensive 

| capability. Nobody could possibly reduce from such a statement 
| that we propose to abandon the defense of New York City. | j 

Mr. Cutler inquired whether it would be appropriate for the 
record of action to note the dissent of the Defense Department with : 

~ 4The memorandum has not been found. For information on the minutes of NSC 
meetings, see footnote 1, p. 394. . , |
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respect to this paragraph, but the President replied, with consider- 

able warmth, that he would tolerate no notice of a JCS dissent in | 

the record of action. The Joint Chiefs of Staff were, after all, his 

military advisers; he made the decisions. If the Joint Chiefs or the © 

Defense Department, after a suitable interval, felt that the agreed 

statement on our military posture did not serve the best interests 

of the nation’s defense, the President said he fully expected them 

to come to him and tell him so. He would then reconsider the prob- 

lem. 

Secretary Dulles commented that he fully realized how delicate 

was the operation to redeploy American forces from overseas sta- 

tions. Indeed, it might prove too delicate an operation to under- 

take. In any event, it will take time to accomplish, and the decision 

to try it must first be made at the very highest levels of govern- 

ment. This matter of emphasizing the retaliatory capability may 

consume two or even three years, but if we do not decide now on 

this change, no change will ever occur. Secretary Dulles said that 

he himself was against immediate change, and furthermore pointed 

out that there are safeguards written in NSC 162/1 which would 

prevent accomplishing this change too hastily. — 

- The President replied that Secretary Dulles had stated, with 

greater clarity than he himself had been able to, the President’s 

own position, and Secretary Wilson agreed that, as a result of the 

discussion, this issue had now been sufficiently clarified. 

| Mr. Dodge then inquired whether the statement on page 7 im- 

plied that the Government would undertake the expense of the dis- 

persal of production plant capacity. Mr. Flemming replied in the 

negative, and pointed out that there would be no cost to the Gov- 

ernment except indirectly through tax amortization. 

Mr. Dodge went on to say that he had also another more general 

question. He had detected nothing in this paper with regard to any 

theoretical date for D-Day readiness. As this date had figured in 

prior statements of policy, he wished assurance that it was not im- 

plied anywhere in NSC 162/1. Mr. Dodge received the desired as- 

surance that no such date was contemplated. | 

Admiral Strauss said that he was much worried by the final sen- 

tence of paragraph 46, which read, “whenever there is substantial 

evidence that the USSR is likely to develop the capability to knock 

out our atomic striking power, the entire policy of the United 

States toward the Soviet Union will have to be radically re-exam- | 

ined.” Will we ever, inquired Admiral Strauss, be sure that we 

have substantial evidence of such a capability on the part of the 

USSR? Would we have time, in this contingency, to re-examine our 

entire policy? The answer to both these questions seemed to Admi-
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i ral Strauss to be no, and he suggested therefore that the sentence 

be either omitted or radically revised. cog re 
The President said that of course we all recognize that Soviet — 

: military capabilities are constantly growing, and that these capa- | 
bilities must be kept under continuous examination. == | 

: After further discussion, it was agreed to revise the sentence ! 
: along the lines of the President’s suggestion. _ SO . 

At this point, Dr. Burns suggested three revisions of paragraphs | 
dealing with the internal threat to our security, and the para- | 3 

2 graphs in question were modified in the light of the discussion. | 
Secretary Wilson offered an amendment to subparagraph c on | 

: page 10, with regard to what concessions the United States would | 
| be prepared to offer to obtain an adequate system of armament | 

control. | 
: ‘The National Security Council: 5 _ ee | , | 

a. Adopted the statement of policy contained in NSC 162/1, sub- | ject to the following changes: oo | 8 

: (1) Page 4, subparagraph 9-a-(2): In the 3rd line, change the , - word “or” to “and”’. os cs | : 
(2) Page 10, subparagraph 14-c: Delete the words “what con- 

: cessions it would be prepared to offer’: and substitute therefor | 3 the words ‘“‘on what basis the United States would be prepared 
_ to negotiate’’. | : | 

| (3) Page 11, subparagraph 15-b: Delete the 3rd, 4th and 5th 
sentences and substitute therefor the following: ‘‘however, even 
though significant progress has been made in building up these | 
forces, the military strength in Western Europe is presently : not sufficient to prevent a full-scale Soviet attack from over- : running Western Europe. Even with the availability of those F 
German forces presently planned within the framework of : _ EDC, present rates of defense spending by European nations ; _ and present rates of U.S. Military Assistance certainly could 
not be expected to produce forces adequate to prevent the ini- ; tial loss of a considerable portion of the territory of Western : 
Europe in the event of a full-scale Soviet Attack. Therefore, 
since U.S. Military Assistance must eventually be reduced, it is : 
essential that the Western European states, including West F Germany, build and maintain maximum feasible defensive | strength.” a 

(4) Page 16, paragraph 26: Change the word “pre-deter- : mined” in the 2nd line to read “determined”, and change the word “destructive” in the 5th line to read “repressive”. ; 
(5) Page 18, subparagraph 33-a; Change the beginning of the ; 2nd sentence to read, “the United States should not weaken its - capacity for high productivity for defense, its free institutions,” E etc. | : 

° Paragraphs a-e constitute NSC Action No. 944. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”)
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(6) Page 20, subparagraph 35-a: Delete from the 2nd sen- | 

tence the concluding words “and cannot be furnished by the — ) 

United States” | _ 

| (1) Page 23, subparagraph 40-c: Re-word the first portion of : 

the subparagraph to read as follows: “barring basic change in _ 

the world situation, the Federal Government should continue 

to make a determined effort to bring its total annual expendi- | 

tures into balance’’, etc. - 

: (8) Page 24, subparagraph 42-d: Delete the subparagraph 

and substitute therefor the following text and footnote: “The 

| policy of the United States is to prevent Soviet aggression and 

| continuing domination of other nations, and to establish an ef- 

fective control of armaments under proper safeguards; but it is 

not to dictate the internal political and economic organization 

of the USSR.*” | | 

: _“*This paragraph does not establish policy guidance for our 

propaganda or informational activities.’ oe oe 

| (9) Page 25, paragraph 46: Delete the 2nd sentence and sub-  _ 

stitute therefor the following: “therefore, there must be con- 

- tinuing examination and periodic report to the National Secu- | 

rity Council in regard to the likelihood of such neutralization 

of U.S. retaliatory capability.” oo 

-.b. Noted the President’s statement that if the Department of De- 

7 fense hereafter finds that the provisions of subparagraph 9-a-(1), 

when read in the context of the total policy statement, operate to 

the disadvantage of the national security, the Secretary of Defense 

should bring this finding before the Council for reconsideration. 

c. Noted that action should be promptly taken to conform exist- 

ing arrangements regarding atomic weapons to subparagraph 39-b. 

d. Noted that the policy in NSC 162/1 does not contemplate any 

fixed date for D-Day readiness. - ; ae 

e. Noted that the Planning Board would submit for Council con- 

sideration a revision of “U.S. Objectives vis-a-vis the USSR in the 

Event of War”, as presently stated in the Annex, in the light of the 

provisions of NSC 1162/1. | | : 

Note: NSC 162/1 as amended and approved by the President, sub- 

sequently issued as NSC 162/2. As basic policy, this paper was not 

referred for special coordination. ee 7 

| | - S. EVERETT GLEASON
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; S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 851, NSC 162 - a 

| Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 

| TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 30, 1953. 
NSC 162/2. emcee ee 7 ne 

. NoTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY | 
| _ COUNCIL on Basic Nationa. Security Pouicy | 

References; woe ee | 
: A. NSC 162 and NSC 162/1 2 | : 
| _ B. NSC Action Nos. 853, 868, 886, 926 and 944 3 | 

C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “Review | 
of Basic National Security Policy”, dated October 28, 1953 4 | 

__ E. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject, “Project | 
j Solarium”, dated July 23, 1953 © : Me a : 

The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, ! 
| the Attorney General, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the 

Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers, and the Chairman, 
Atomic Energy Commission, at the 168th Council meeting on Octo- 

fo ber 29, 1953, adopted the statement of policy contained in NSC 
162/1 subject to the changes which are set forth in NSC Action No. 
944-a. 

| 
In connection with this action the Council also noted: 

| a. The President’s statement that if the Department of Defense 
2 hereafter finds that the provisions of subparagraph 9-a-(1), when | ) read in the context of the total policy statement, operate to the dis- 
| advantage of the national security, the Secretary of Defense should : 

bring this finding before the Council for reconsideration. 

* Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Directors of | the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence; the Chairmen of the Council of | 
Economic Advisers, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff; i and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. | Bele, , : 

? For text of NSC 162, Sept. 30, see p. 489. NSC 162/ 1, Oct. 19, is not printed. (S/ j 
S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 162). | F ° For NSC Action No. 853, see footnote 2, p. 396; for NSC Action No. 868, see foot- 
note 6, p. 440. NSC Action No. 886, taken during the course of the 159th meeting of : the NSC on Aug. 18, noted that the Council had received an oral report by C.D. [ Jackson with reference to several proposed specific actions under Project Solarium ] and that the Council had directed that the Psychological Strategy Board be author- F ized to assume responsibility for those specific actions. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) F files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”) For NSC Action No. 926, see footnote 9, | p. 584; for NSC Action No. 944, see footnote 8, supra. a | : of 

* See footnote 1, p. 562. | : 
> Dated June 10, p. 378. | - oe 7 
* Reference is to Lay’s memorandum of July 22 on Project Solarium, p. 399.
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| b. That action should be promptly taken to conform existing ar- 

rangements regarding atomic weapons to subparagraph 39-b. 

c. That the policy in NSC 162/1 does not contemplate any fixed 

date for D-Day readiness. 
d. That the Planning Board would submit for Council consider- | 

ation a revision of “U.S. Objectives vis-a-vis the USSR in the Event 

of War”, as presently stated in the Annex, in the light of the provi- 
sions of NSC 162/1, as amended. | 

The President has this date approved the statement of policy 

contained in NSC 162/1, as amended and adopted by the Council 

and enclosed herewith, and directs its implementation by all appro- 

priate executive departments and agencies of the U.S. Government. 

As basic policy, this paper has not been referred to any single de- 

partment or agency for special coordination. 

Accordingly, NSC 153/1 is hereby superseded. 

It is requested that special security precautions be observed in the 

| handling of the enclosure and that access to it be very strictly limit- 

ed on an absolute need-to-know basis. | 

| JAMES S. LAY, JR. 

[Here follows a one-page table of contents.) 

[Enclosure] 

Statement of Policy by the National Security Council 

TOP SECRET _ [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

Basic NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS | 

Basic Problems of National Security Policy | 

1. a. To meet the Soviet threat to U.S. security. 

b. In doing so, to avoid seriously weakening the U.S. economy or 

undermining our fundamental values and institutions. 

The Soviet Threat to the United States - 

2. The primary threat to the security, free institutions, and fun- , 

damental values of the United States is posed by the combination 

of: | | 

a. Basic Soviet hostility to the non-communist world, particularly 

to the United States. 
b. Great Soviet military power. 
c. Soviet control of the international communist apparatus and 

other means of subversion or division of the free world.
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1 _ 38. a. The authority of the Soviet regime does not appear to have 
4 been impaired by the events since Stalin’s death, or to be likely to 
: be appreciably weakened during the next few years. The transfer 

of power may cause some uncertainty in Soviet and satellite tactics | 
for some time, but. will probably not impair the basic economic and : 

: military strength of the Soviet bloc. The Soviet rulers can be ex- | 
=. pected to continue to base their policy on the conviction of irrecon- 
| cilable hostility between the bloc and the non-communist world. , 

. This conviction is the compound product of Marxist belief in their | 
historically determined conflict with, and inevitable triumph over, 
“world capitalism” led by the United States, of fear for the security 

4 of the regime and the USSR, especially in the face of a hostile coa- 
lition, of distrust of U.S. aims and intentions, and of long-estab- : 
lished reliance on techniques of conspiracy and subversion. Accord- | 

: ingly, the basic Soviet objectives continue to be consolidation and 
: expansion of their own sphere of power and the eventual domina- 

tion of the non-communist world. : 
b. Soviet strategy has been flexible and will probably continue so, 

allowing for retreats and delays as well as advances. The various L 
| “peace gestures” so far have cost the Soviets very little in actual | 
: concessions and could be merely designed to divide the West by _ 
| raising false hopes and seeking to make the United States appear 
1 unyielding. It is possible, however, that the USSR, for internal and 

other reasons, may desire a settlement of specific issues or a relax- 
ation of tensions and military preparations for a substantial period. 
Thus far, there are no convincing signs of readiness to make impor- 
tant concessions to this end. | 

4. a. The capability of the USSR to attack the United States with 
atomic weapons has been continuously growing and will be materi- [ 
ally enhanced by hydrogen weapons. The USSR has sufficient 
bombs and aircraft, using one-way missions, to inflict serious 
damage on the United States, especially by surprise attack. The 
USSR soon may have the capability of dealing a crippling blow to 
our industrial base and our continued ability to prosecute a war. 
Effective defense could reduce the likelihood and intensity of a hos- 
tile attack but not eliminate the chance of a crippling blow. 

b. The USSR now devotes about one-sixth of its gross national | 
product to military outlays and is expected to continue this level. It 
has and will continue to have large conventional military forces ca- : 
pable of aggression against countries of the free world. Within the 
next two years, the Soviet bloc is not expected to increase the size : 
of its forces, but will strengthen them with improved equipment : 
and training and the larger atomic stockpile. 

c. The Soviet bloc now has the capability of strong defense ; 
against air attack on critical targets within the USSR under favor- :
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able weather conditions, and is likely to continue to strengthen its 

all-weather airdefenses. = == ee i : 

5. a. The recent uprisings in East Germany 7 and the unrest in 

other European satellites evidence the failure of the Soviets fully 

to subjugate these peoples or to destroy their desire for freedom; 

the dependence of these satellite governments on Soviet armed 

forces; and the relative unreliability of satellite armed forces (espe- 

cially if popular resistance in the satellites should increase). These 

events necessarily have placed internal and psychological strains 

upon the Soviet leadership. Nevertheless, the ability of the USSR 

to exercise effective control over, and to exploit the resources of, 

the European satellites has not been appreciably reduced and is 

not likely to be so long as the USSR maintains adequate military 

forces in the area. OO 

b. The detachment of any major European satellite from the 

Soviet bloc does not now appear feasible except by Soviet acquies-— 

cence or by war. Such a detachment would not decisively affect the 

Soviet military capability either in delivery of weapons of mass de- 

struction or in conventional forces, but would be a considerable 

blow to Soviet prestige and would impair in some degree Soviet 

conventional military capabilities in Europe. — 

c. The Chinese Communist regime is firmly in control and is un- 

likely to be shaken in the foreseeable future by domestic forces or 

| rival regimes, short of the occurrence of a major war. The alliance — 

between the regimes of Communist China and the USSR is based — 

on common ideology and current community of interests. With the 

death of Stalin and the Korean truce, Communist China may tend 

more to emphasize its own interests, though limited by its present 

economic and military dependence on the USSR, and, in the long 

run, basic differences may strain or break the alliance. At present, 

however, it appears to be firmly established and adds strategic ter- 

ritory and vast reserves of military manpower to the Soviet bloc. 

| 6. a. The USSR does not seem likely deliberately to launch a gen- 

eral war against the United States during the period covered by 

current estimates (through mid-1955). The uncertain prospects for 

Soviet victory in a general war, the change in leadership, satellite 

unrest, and the U.S. capability to retaliate massively, make sucha | 

course improbable. Similarly, an attack on NATO countries or | 

other areas which would be almost certain to bring on general war | 

in view of U.S. commitments or intentions would be unlikely. The — 

Soviets will not, however, be deterred by fear of general war from 

7 For documentation on the June 1953 disturbances in the German Democratic 

Republic, see volume VII. ore gay :
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taking the measures they consider necessary to counter Western _ ) 
_ actions which they view as a serious threat to their security. __ : 

| b. When both the USSR and the United States reach a stage of _ | 
| atomic plenty and ample means of delivery, each will have the | 
: probable capacity to inflict critical damage on the other, but is not _ | 
. likely to be able to prevent major atomic retaliations. This could : 

: create a stalemate, with both sides reluctant to initiate general , 
; warfare; although if the Soviets believed that initial surprise held | 

the prospect of destroying the capacity for retaliation, they might | 
be tempted into attacking. ss “edd : 

¢. Although Soviet fear of atomic reaction should still inhibit 
local aggression, increasing Soviet atomic capability may tend to : 

: diminish the deterrent effect of U.S. atomic power against periph- , 
eral Soviet aggression. It may also sharpen the reaction of the 
USSR to what it considers provocative acts of the United States. If | 

4 either side should miscalculate the strength of the other’s reaction, _ : 
; _ such local conflicts could grow into general war, even though nei- : 

_ ther seeks nor desires it. To avoid this, it will in general be desira- : 
ble for the United States to make clear to the USSR the kind of 
actions which will be almost certain to lead to this result, recogniz- I 
ing, however, that as general war becomes more devastating for : 
both sides the threat to resort to it becomes less available as a 

3 sanction against local aggression. _ 
_. 7, The USSR will continue to rely heavily on tactics of division 

| and subversion to weaken the free world alliances and will to resist 
) the Soviet power. Using both the fear of atomic warfare and the 
| hope of peace, such political warfare will seek to exploit differences . 

7 among members of the free world, neutralist attitudes, and anti-co- 
: lonial and nationalist sentiments in underdeveloped areas. For 

these purposes, communist parties and other cooperating elements I 
will be used to manipulate opinion and control governments wher- F 
ever possible. This aspect of the Soviet threat is likely to continue ; 
indefinitely and to grow in intensity. | | 

8. Over time, changes in the outlook and policies of the leader- 
ship of the USSR may result from such factors as the slackening of ' 
revolutionary zeal, the growth of vested managerial and bureau- | 

_* . ¢ratic interests, and popular pressures for consumption goods. Such F 
changes, combined with the growing strength of the free world and | 
the failure to break its cohesion, and possible aggravation of weak- 
nesses within the Soviet bloc through U.S. or allied action or other- ' 
wise, might induce a willingness to negotiate. The Soviet leadership | I 

| might find it desirable and even essential to reach agreements ac- 
ceptable to the United States and its allies, without necessarily _ 
abandoning its basic hostility to the non-Soviet world. = 3 3=—>
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Defense Against the Soviet Threat See | 

9. In the face of the Soviet threat, the security of the United 

States requires: we ERS s 

a. Development and maintenance of: 

(1) A strong military posture, with emphasis on the capabil- 

ity of inflicting massive retaliatory damage by offensive strik- 
ing power; | 

(2) U.S. and allied forces in readiness to move rapidly initial- 

ly to counter aggression by Soviet bloc forces and to hold vital 

: areas and lines of communication; and _ | | - 

(3) A mobilization base, and its protection against crippling 

damage, adequate to insure victory in the event of general 

war. 

b. Maintenance of a sound, strong and growing economy, capable 

of providing through the operation of free institutions, the strength 

described in a above over the long pull and of rapidly and effective- 

ly changing to full mobilization. _ - —— 
c. Maintenance of morale and free institutions and the willing- 

ness of the U.S. people to support the measures necessary for na- 

tional security. | , 

10. In support of these basic security requirements, it is neces- 

sary that the United States: 

a. Develop and maintain an intelligence system capable of: 

(1) Collecting and analyzing indications of hostile intentions 

that would give maximum prior warning of possible aggression 

or subversion in any area of the world. | 
(2) Accurately evaluating the capabilities of foreign coun- 

tries, friendly and neutral as well as enemy, to undertake mili- 

tary, political, economic, and subversive courses of action af- 

fecting U.S. security. 
(3) Forecasting potential foreign developments having a 

bearing on U.S. national security. - 

b. Develop an adequate manpower program designed to: 

(1) Expand scientific and technical training. | 

| (2) Provide an equitable military training system. 

(3) Strike a feasible balance between the needs of an expand- 

ing peacetime economy and defense requirements. 

(4) Provide for an appropriate distribution of services and 

skills in the event of national emergency. | 

c. Conduct and foster scientific research and development so as | 

to insure superiority in quantity and quality of weapons systems, 

with attendant continuing review of the level and composition of 

forces and of the industrial base required for adequate defense and 

for successful prosecution of general war. | 

d. Continue, for as long as necessary, a state of limited defense 

mobilization to develop military readiness by:
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(1) Developing and maintaining production plant capacity, | 
dispersed with a view to minimizing destruction by enemy _ | 

] attack and capable of rapid expansion or prompt conversion to | 
essential wartime output. : | 

| (2) Creating and maintaining minimum essential reserve - 
stocks of selected end-items, so located as to support promptly 
and effectively the war effort in areas of probable commitment 
until war production and shipping capacity reaches the re- 
quired wartime levels. | De : 

(3) Maintaining stockpiling programs, and providing addi- 
| tional production facilities, for those materials the shortage of 

which would affect critically essential defense programs; mean- 
=: while reducing the rates of other stockpile materials. : 

e. Provide reasonable internal security against covert attack, sab- 
i. otage, subversion, and espionage, particularly against the clandes- | 

tine introduction and detonation of atomic weapons. | 

11. Within the free world, only the United States can provide | 
and maintain, for a period of years to come, the atomic capability 

3 to counterbalance Soviet atomic power. Thus, sufficient atomic 
: weapons and effective means of delivery are indispensable for U.S. , 

security. Moreover, in the face of Soviet atomic power, defense of : 
3 the continental United States becomes vital to effective security: to F 
3 protect our striking force, our mobilization base, and our people. 

Such atomic capability is also a major contribution to the security 
; of our allies, as well as of this country. | : 

12. The United States cannot, however, meet its defense needs, : 
even at exorbitant cost, without the support of allies. : 

a. The effective use of U.S. strategic air power against the USSR ; 
will require overseas bases on foreign territory for some years to 
come. Such bases will continue indefinitely to be an important ad- 
ditional element of U.S. strategic air capability and to be essential F 
to the conduct of the military operations on the Eurasian continent | 
in case of general war. The availability of such bases and their use : 
by the United States in case of need will depend, in most cases, on 
the consent and cooperation of the nations where they are located. 
Such nations will assume the risks entailed only if convinced that } 
their own security will thereby be best served. i 

b. The United States needs to have aligned on its side in the 
world struggle, in peace and in war, the armed forces and economic 
resources and materials of the major highly-industrialized non-com- 
munist states. Progressive loss to the Soviet bloc of these states 
would so isolate the United States and alter the world balance as : 
to endanger the capacity of the United States to win in the event : 
of general war or to maintain an adequate defense without under- : 
mining its fundamental institutions. | i 

c. U.S. strategy including the use of atomic weapons, therefore, : 
can be successfully carried out only if our essential allies are con- | 
vinced that it is conceived and will be implemented for the purpose : 
of mutual security and defense against the Soviet threat. U.S. lead-
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ership in this regard, however, does not imply the necessity to meet 

all desires of our allies. Op ale ve 

d. Our allies are, in turn, dependent on the United States for | 

their security: (1) they lack that atomic capability which is the | 

major deterrent to Soviet aggression; (2) most lack political and 

economic stability sufficient to support their military forces. The 

United States should be able for the foreseeable future to provide | 

military aid, in more limited amounts than heretofore, to our es- 

sential allies. It should be possible in the near future, however, | 

| generally to eliminate most grant economic aid, if coupled with ap- 

_ propriate U.S. economic and trade policies. 

13. a. Under existing treaties or policies, an attack on the NATO 

countries, Western Germany, Berlin, Japan, the Philippines, Aus- 

tralia, New Zealand, and the American Republics, or on the Repub- | 

| lic of Korea, would involve the United States in war with the 

USSR, or at least with Communist China if the aggression were 

Chinese alone. | : 

b. Certain other countries, such as Indo-China or Formosa, are of 

| such strategic importance to the United States that an attack on 

them probably would compel the United States to react with mili- | 

ao tary force either locally at the point of attack or generally against 

the military power of the aggressor. Moreover, the principle of col- 

lective security through the United Nations, if it is to continue to 

survive as a deterrent to continued piecemeal aggression and a 

promise of an eventual effective world security system, should be 

upheld even in areas not of vital strategic importance. | 

c. The assumption by the United States, as the leader of the free 

world, of a substantial degree of responsibility for the freedom and 

security of the free nations is a direct and essential contribution to 

the maintenance of its own freedom and security. _ | 

14. a. The United States should keep open the possibility of set- 

tlements with the USSR, compatible with basic U.S. security inter- 

ests, which would resolve specific conflicts or reduce the magnitude | 

of the Soviet threat. Moreover, to maintain the continued support 

of its allies, the United States must seek to convince them of its 

desire to reach such settlements. But, in doing so, we must not 

allow the possibility of such settlements to delay or reduce efforts 

to develop and maintain adequate free world strength, and thus 

enable the Soviets to increase their relative strength. 

b. It must be recognized, however, that the prospects for accepta- > 

ble negotiated settlements are not encouraging. There is no evi- 

dence that the Soviet leadership is prepared to modify its basic at- | 

titudes and accept any permanent settlement. with the United 

States, although it may be prepared for a modus vivendi on certain 

issues. Atomic and other major weapons can be controlled only by 

adequate and enforceable safeguards which would involve some
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form of international inspection and Supervision. Acceptance of | 
4 such serious restrictions by either side would be extremely difficult | 
| under existing conditions of suspicion and distrust. The chances for 

such disarmament would perhaps be improved by agreements on | 
= other conflicts either beforehand or at the same time, or by possi- ) 
: ble realization by the Soviets, in time, that armament limitation | 

will serve their own interests and security, | a | 
4 c. The United States should promptly determine what it would 

accept as an adequate system of armament control which would ef- © 
fectively remove or reduce the Soviet atomic and military threat, 

j and on what basis the United States would be prepared to negoti- 
| ate to obtain it. sree | ye : 
q Present State of the Coalition*® | : — 7 

15. a. The effort of the United States, especially since 1950, to 
j _ build up the strength, cohesion and common determination of the 
: free world has succeeded in increasing its relative strength and 
| may well have prevented overt military aggression since Korea. 

-b. In Western Europe the build-up of military strength and the | 
progress of economic recovery has, at least partially, remedied a F 
situation of glaring weakness in a vital area. NATO and associated _ | 
forces are now sufficient to make aggressive action in Europe I 
costly for the USSR and to create a greater feeling of confidence 
and security among the Western European peoples. However, even 

: though significant progress has been made in building up these 
| forces, the military strength in Western Europe is presently not 

sufficient to prevent a full-scale Soviet attack from overrunning 
Western Europe. Even with the availability of those German forces 
presently planned within the framework of EDC, present rates of | 
defense spending by European Nations and present rates of U.S. en 
Military Assistance certainly could not be expected to produce | 
forces adequate to prevent the initial loss of a considerable portion : 
of the territory of Western Europe in the event of a full-scale 
Soviet attack. Therefore, since U.S. Military Assistance must even- ; 
tually be reduced, it is essential that the Western European states, | 
including West Germany, build and maintain maximum feasible 
defensive strength. The major deterrent to aggression against 
Western Europe is the manifest determination of the United States 
to use its atomic capability and massive retaliatory striking power 
if the area is attacked. However, the presence of U.S. forces in. 

_“The term “coalition” refers to those states which are parties to the network of 
security treaties and regional alliances of which the United States is a member. 
(NATO, OAS, ANZUS, Japan, etc.), or are otherwise actively associated in the de- | 
fense of the free world. [Footnote in the source text.] . 7 j
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Western Europe makes a contribution other than military to the 

strength and cohesion of the free world coalition. 

c. In the Far East, the military strength of the coalition now 

rests largely on U.S. military power plus that of France in Indo- 

china, the UK in Malaya and Hong Kong, and the indigenous 

forces of the Republic of Korea, Vietnam, and Nationalist China. 

Any material increase will require the revival of the economic and 

military strength of Japan. 

d. The strength and cohesion of the coalition depends, and will 

continue to depend, on the continuing strength and will of the 

United States as its leader, and upon the assumption by each coali- 

tion member of a proper share of responsibility. 

16. While the coalition is founded on common interest and re- 

mains basically sound, certain factors tend to weaken its cohesion 

and to slow down the necessary build-up of strength. 

a. Some of these factors are inherent in the nature of a coalition 

led by one strong power. The economic and military recovery by | 
our NATO allies from their low point of a few years ago, and the 

revival of Germany and Japan, has given them a greater sense of 

_ independence from U.S. guidance and direction. Specific sources of 

irritation are trade with the Soviet bloc, the level of the defense 

effort, use of bases and other facilities, and the prospect of discon- 

tinuance of U.S. economic aid without a corresponding change in 
U.S. trade policies. 

b. The coalition also suffers from certain other weaknesses and 

dilemmas. A major weakness is the instability of the governments 

of certain NATO partners, such as Italy and France. The colonial 

issue in Asia and Africa, for example, has not only weakened our 

European allies but has left those areas in a state of ferment which 

weakens the whole free world. Efforts by the United States to en- 

courage orderly settlements tend to leave both sides dissatisfied 

and to create friction within the alliance. Age-old issues such as 

divide France and Germany, or Italy and Yugoslavia, still impede 

creation of a solid basis of cooperation against the Soviet threat. 

c. Moreover, allied opinion, especially in Europe, has become less 

willing to follow U.S. leadership. Many Europeans fear that Amer1- | 

can policies, particularly in the Far East, may involve Europe in 

general war, or will indefinitely prolong cold-war tensions. Many 

consider U.S. attitudes toward the Soviets as too rigid and unyield- 

ing and, at the same time, as unstable, holding risks ranging from 

preventive war and “liberation” to withdrawal into isolation. Many 
consider that these policies fail to reflect the perspective and confi- 

dence expected in the leadership of a great nation, and reflect too 

great a preoccupation with anti-communism. Important sectors of 

allied opinion are also concerned over developments within the 

United States which seem to them inconsistent with our assumed 

role of leader in the cause of freedom. These allied attitudes mate- | 

rially impair cooperation and, if not overcome, could imperil the 

coalition. : - |
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1 d. Fear of what a general war will mean for them is deeply , 
1 rooted and widespread among our allies. They tend to see the | 
; actual danger of Soviet aggression as less imminent than the , 
: United States does, and some have a fatalistic feeling that if it is | 
: coming they will not be able to do much about it. In the NATO | 

countries, many have serious doubts whether the defense require- 
ments can be met without intolerable political and economic 
strains. Certain of our allies fear the rearmament of Germany and | 
Japan on any large scale, and in Germany and Japan themselves 
strong currents of opinion oppose it as unnecessary or dangerous. 
Moreover, in certain countries, particularly France and Italy, grave 
domestic problems have called into question not only the authority 

4 of the governments, but also the basic foreign policies and align- 4 
] ments which they have followed. All these factors lead to allied 
| pressure in favor of new major efforts to negotiate with the USSR, 
: as the only hope of ending the present tension, fear and frustra- 
: tion. This pressure has increased with recent “peace gestures” of [ 

the new Soviet leadership, which has made every endeavor to ex- I 
ploit it. Whether these hopes are illusory or well-founded, they | 

7 must be taken into consideration by the United States. | | 
: The Uncommitted Areas of the World — | 
. 17. Despite the Soviet threat, many nations and societies outside 
, the Soviet bloc, mostly in the underdeveloped areas, are so unsure | 
| of their national interests, or so preoccupied with other pressing / 

problems, that they are presently unwilling to align themselves ac- ; 
tively with the United States and its allies. Although largely unde- : 
veloped, their vast manpower, their essential raw materials and j 

_ their potential for growth ‘are such that their absorption within the | 
Soviet system would greatly, perhaps decisively, alter the world 
balance of power to our detriment. Conversely, their orderly devel- 
opment into more stable and responsible nations, able and willing 
to participate in defense of the free world, can increasingly add to : 
its strength. | 

18. In many of these uncommitted areas, forces of unrest and of © 
resentment against the West are strong. Among these sources are ; 
racial feelings, anti-colonialism, rising nationalism, popular : 
demand for rapid social and economic progress, over-population, 
the breakdown of static social patterns, and, in many cases, the 

_ conflict of local religious and social philosophies with those of the 
West. The general unreliability of the governments of these states F 
and the volatility of their political life complicate the task of build- : 
ing firm ties with them, of counteracting neutralism and, where } 

| appropriate and feasible, of responding to requests for assistance in — q 
solving their problems. Outside economic assistance alone cannot 
be counted on either to solve their basic problems or to win their 
cooperation and support. Constructive political and other measures :
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will be required to create a sense of mutuality of interest with the 

free world and to counter the communist appeals. — 

U.S. Ability to Support Security Expenditures , | 

| 19. The United States must maintain a sound economy based on 

- free private enterprise as a basis both for high defense productivity 

and for the maintenance of its living standards and free institu- | 

tions. Not only the world position of the United States, but the se- 

curity of the whole free world, is dependent on the avoidance of re- 

cession and on the long-term expansion of the U.S. economy. 

Threats to its stability or growth, therefore, constitute a danger to 

the security of the United States and of the coalition which it 

leads. Expenditures for national security, in fact all federal, state 

and local governmental expenditures, must be carefully scrutinized 

with a view to measuring their impact on the national economy. 

20. The economy of the country has a potential for long-term 

economic growth. Over the years an expanding national income 

can provide the basis for higher standards of living and for a sub- 

stantial military program. But economic growth is not automatic 

and requires fiscal and other policies which will foster and not 

| hamper the potential for long-term growth and which will operate 

to reduce cyclical fluctuations. __ ao - 
21. Excessive government spending leads to inflationary deficits 

or to repressive taxation, or to both. Persistent inflation is a bar- 

rier to long-term growth because it undermines confidence in the 

currency, reduces savings, and makes restrictive economic controls 

necessary. Repressive taxation weakens the incentives for efficien- 

cy, effort, and investment on which economic growth depends. 

22. In spite of the reimposition of tax rates at approximately the 

peak levels of World War II, expenditures have risen faster than 

tax receipts, with a resulting deficit of $9.4 billion in fiscal year 

1953. Despite anticipated larger receipts, without the imposition of 

new taxes, and assuming substantially unchanged world conditions, 

a deficit of $3.8 billion is estimated for fiscal year 1954. | 

93. a. Under existing law, tax reductions of $5 billion a year will 

become effective next January. A proposal to impose substitute 

taxes therefor would be a reversal of policy. = 

b. Additional revenue losses of $3 billion a year are due to occur | 

on April 1, 1954. Congress has not acted on the President's recom- | 

mendation that these reductions be rescinded. Even if the $3 billion | | 

reduction is rescinded, or offset by revenue from new sources, large __ 

| deficits would occur in FY 1955 and FY 1956 at present levels of 

expenditures. | 7 oe | | 

c. The economic problem is made more difficult by the need to 

reform the tax system in the interests of long-term economic
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: _ growth. Inevitably, many of the changes necessary to reduce the | 
j barriers to growth will lead to a loss of revenue in the years imme- | 
| diately following their adoption. ORES ye ahs Ee ) 
j 24. Any additional revenue will have to be secured by new tax- | 

ation on a broad base. - Mg ae 
= _ 25. The present high level of the Government debt further com- __ 

plicates the financial and economic problems of the country. Sub- | 
| stantial additional borrowing could come only from sources which 
| would be inflationary. | - oe | 
‘ 26. There is no precise level or duration of government expendi- 

| tures which can be determined in advance, at which an economic 
system will be seriously damaged from inflationary borrowing on 

: the one hand or from repressive taxation on the other. The higher 
; _ the level of expenditures, the greater is the need for sound policies : 
|. and the greater are the dangers of miscalculations and mischance. 
|. These dangers are now substantial. oe | : 

_ 27. The requirements for funds to maintain our national security _ | 
: must thus be considered in the light of these dangers to our eco- | 
: nomic system, including the danger to industrial productivity nec- ; 

essary to support military programs, arising from excessive levels f 
7 of total Government spending, taxing and borrowing. — | 

28. Modification of the foregoing fiscal policies to promote long- 
! term growth may be necessitated for a limited period: (1) to deal 
po with short-term cyclical problems or (2) to achieve overriding na- 

_ tional objectives that justify departure from sound fiscal policies. 

The Situation as to U.S. Manpower — | | | 
29. a. The national security programs of the United States rest 

upon the manpower to operate them, the economy to produce the | 
material for them, and the financial resources to pay for them. ; 

b. The qualified manpower annually coming of military age is | 
adequate to carry out our existing military programs. However, the f 
continuing development of more complicated weapons, machines, — L 

| and devices used by the military greatly increases the need for +f 
military manpower possessed of higher skills, and for their better | 
utilization, and emphasizes the need for expanded technical train- i 
ing and retention of technically trained personnel. — - | 
_¢. Any considerable increase in the need for military manpower _ 

| would require consideration of: ; oe Oo 

7 (1) Broadening the present criteria governing draft eligibility. : 
(2) Broadening the physical requirements for enlistment, par-  &- 

ticularly to secure technicians. , 
(3) Extension of the average length of military service, including ; 

‘Increased incentives for re-enlistment. | : | | : 
(4) Increased recruitment of long-term volunteers and of women. F 
(5) Greater use of civilians for technical maintenance work. _
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(6) Leadership to develop a national response to increased needs, 
including steps to make military service a matter of patriotic pride | 

and to increase the attractiveness of a military career. | 

d. Any decisions on these matters should be made in the light of | 

a comprehensive study, to be submitted to the President by the 

Office of Defense Mobilization by December 1, on manpower avail- 

ability under varying assumptions as to the degree and nature of 

mobilization requirements. | 

Morale , Be 

30. Support for the necessary security programs, based upon a 

- sound productive system, is ultimately dependent also upon the 

~ goundness of the national morale and the political willingness of 

the country to support a government which it feels is holding the 

proper balance between the necessary sacrifices and the necessary 

defense. Accordingly, the American people must be informed of the 

nature of the Soviet-Communist threat, in particular the danger in- 

herent in the increasing Soviet atomic capability; of the basic com- 

| munity of interest among the nations of the free world; and of the | 

need for mobilizing the spiritual and material resources necessary | 

to meet the Soviet threat. | 

| POLICY CONCLUSIONS 

Basic Problems of National Security Policy | | 

31. a. To meet the Soviet threat to U.S. security. Oo 

b. In doing so, to avoid seriously weakening the U.S. economy or 

undermining our fundamental values and institutions. 

Nature of the Soviet Threat 

32. a. With increasing atomic power, the Soviets have a mount- 

ing capability of inflicting very serious and possibly crippling a 

damage on the United States. The USSR will also continue to have 

large military forces capable of aggressive action against countries 

of the free world. Present estimates are, however, that the USSR 

will not deliberately initiate general war during the next several 

years, although general war might result from miscalculation. In 

the absence of general war, a prolonged period of tension may 

ensue, during which each side increases its armaments, reaches 

atomic plenty and seeks to improve its relative power position. | 

b. In any case, the Soviets will continue to seek to divide and 

weaken the free world coalition, to absorb or win the allegiance of __ 

the presently uncommitted areas of the world, and to isolate the 

United States, using cold war tactics and the communist apparatus. 

Their capacity for political warfare against the United States as
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2 well as its allies will be enhanced by their increased atomic capa- ) 
J bility. | , | | 

| 33. a. A sound, strong, and growing U.S. economy is necessary to | 
: support over the long pull a satisfactory posture of defense in the 

free world and a U‘S. capability rapidly and effectively to change ; 
: to full mobilization. The United States should not weaken its ca- 

! pacity for high productivity for defense, its free institutions, and 
the incentives on which its long-term economic growth depends. 

b. A recession in the level of U.S. economic activity could serious- 
; ly prejudice the security of the free world. | | 

; Defense Against Soviet Power and Action OO 
: 34. In the face of these threats, the United States must develop : 
] and maintain, at the lowest feasible cost, requisite military and | 
: nonmilitary strength to deter and, if necessary, to counter Soviet | 

military aggression against the United States or other areas vital ' 
, to its security. | | a ' 

: a. The risk of Soviet aggression will be minimized by maintain- 
| ing a strong security posture, with emphasis on adequate offensive 

retaliatory strength and defensive strength. This must be based on 
: massive atomic capability, including necessary bases; an integrated : 
i and effective continental defense system; ready forces of the United ; 
| States and its allies suitably deployed and adequate to deter or ini- : 

tially to counter aggression, and to discharge required initial tasks F 
in the event of general war; and an adequate mobilization base; all I 

_ supported by the determined spirit of the U.S. people. 
b. This strong security posture must also be supported by an ef- 

fective U.S. intelligence system, an adequate manpower program, oF 
superior scientific research and development, a program of limited j 
defense mobilization, reasonable internal security, and an informed 
American people. | | i 

c. Such a strong security posture is essential to counter the 4 
Soviet divisive tactics and hold together the coalition. If our allies ; 
were uncertain about our ability or will to counter Soviet aggres- 
sion, they would be strongly tempted to adopt a neutralist position, 
especially in the face of the atomic threat. | : 

30. In the interest of its own security, the United States must 
have the support of allies: : 

a. The military striking power necessary to retaliate depends for 
the foreseeable future on having bases in allied countries. Further- E 
more, the ground forces required to counter local aggressions must ; 
be supplied largely by our allies. 

b. The loss of major allies by subversion, divisive tactics, or the F 
growth of neutralist attitudes, would seriously affect the security of F 
the United States. | | 

36. United States policies must, therefore, be designed to retain 
the cooperation of our allies, to seek to win the friendship and co- I
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operation of the presently uncommitted areas of the world, and _ 

thereby to strengthen the cohesion of the free world. | | 

a. Our allies must be genuinely convinced that our strategy is 
one of collective security. The alliance must be rooted in a strong 
feeling of a community of interest and firm confidence in the stead- 
iness and wisdom of U.S. leadership. , 

| b. Cooperative efforts, including equitable contributions by our 

allies, will continue to be necessary to build the military, economic | 
and, political strength of the coalition and the stability of the free 
world. 

c. Constructive U.S. policies, not related solely to anti-commu- 
nism, are needed to persuade uncommitted countries that their 
best interests lie in greater cooperation and stronger affiliations | 
with the rest of the free world. | 

d. To enhance the capacity of free world nations for self-support 
and defense, and to reduce progressively their need for U.S. aid, 
the United States should assist in stimulating international trade, 

freer access to markets and raw materials, and the healthy growth 
of underdeveloped areas. In this connection, it should consider a _ 

_ modification of its tariff and trade policies. _ : 
e. In subsequent fiscal years economic grant aid and loans by the 

United States to other nations of the free world should be based on 
the best interests of the United States. — 

37. a. In Western Europe, a position of strength must be based 

mainly on British, French, and German cooperation in the defense 

of the continent. To achieve a stronger Europe, the United States 

should support, as long as there is hope of early success, the build- _ 

ing of an integrated European Community (including West Germa- 

ny and if possible a united Germany), linked to the United States 

through NATO. The United States should press for a strong, united 

stable Germany, oriented to the free world and militarily capable 

of overcoming internal subversion and disorder and also of taking a 

major part in the collective defense of the free world against ag- 

gression. The United States must continue to assist in creating and 

maintaining mutually agreed European forces, but should reduce 

such assistance as rapidly as United States interests permit. 

b. In the Far East, strength must be built on existing bilateral 

and multilateral security arrangements until more comprehensive 

regional arrangements become feasible. The United States should 

stress assistance in developing Japan as a major element of 

strength. The United States should maintain the security of the off- 

shore island chain and continue to develop the defensive capacity 

of Korea and Southeast Asia in accordance with existing commit- | 

ments. | | | | | 

c. In the Middle East, a strong regional grouping is not now fea- 

_ sible. In order to assure during peace time for the United States 

and its allies the resources (especially oil) and the strategic posi-
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: tions of the area and their denial to the Soviet bloc, the United 
States should build on Turkey, Pakistan and, if possible, Iran, and 
assist in achieving stability in the Middle East by political actions 

2 and limited military and economic assistance, and technical assist- | 
ance, to other countries in the area. Do ES gas | 

d. In other areas of the free world the United States should fur- | 
! nish limited military aid, and limited technical and economic as- : 

| sistance, to other free nations, according to the calculated advan- : 
tage of such aid to the U.S. world position; ; | | 

_ 38. a. As presently deployed in support of our commitments, the 
armed forces of the United States are over-extended, thereby de- 
priving us of mobility and initiative for future military action in 
defense of the free world. _ es 

: b. Under present conditions, however, any major withdrawal of 
2 U.S. forces from Europe or the Far East would be interpreted as a ! 

_ diminution of U.S. interest in the defense of these areas and would : 
i seriously undermine the strength and cohesion of the coalition.  —> | 
4 _ ¢. Our diplomacy must concentrate upon clarifying to our allies 

in parts of the world not gripped by war conditions that the best 3 
defense of the free world rests upon a deployment of U.S. forces 
which permits initiative, flexibility and support; upon our political _ | 
commitment to strike back hard directly against any aggressor who | 

2 attacks such allies; and upon such allies’ own indigenous security 
: efforts. | 
: 39. a. In specific situations where a warning appears desirable 
: and feasible as an added deterrent, the United States should make : 
po clear to the USSR and Communist China, in general terms or with 

| reference to specific areas as the situation requires, its intention to 
react with military force against any aggression by Soviet bloc 
armed forces. _ | oe : 

b. (1) In the event of hostilities, the United States will consider 
nuclear weapons to be as available for use as other munitions. | 

_ Where the consent of an ally is required for the use of these weap-. | 
ons from U.S. bases on the territory of such ally, the United States 
should promptly obtain the advance consent of such ally for such | 
use. The United States should also seek, as and when feasible, the | ; 
understanding and approval of this policy by free nations. 

| (2) This policy should not be made public without further consid- 
| eration by the National Security Council. | oo 

Defense Against the Threat to the U.S. Economy and Institutions : 
40. a. A strong, healthy and expanding U.S. economy is essential 

to the security and stability of the free world. In the interest of. 
both the United States and its allies, it is vital that the support of : 
defense expenditures should not seriously impair the basic sound- |
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ness of the U.S. economy by undermining incentives or by infla- 

tion. 7 

b. The United States must, however, meet the necessary costs of 

the policies essential for its security. The actual level of such costs 

| cannot be estimated until further study, but should be kept to the 

minimum consistent with the carrying out of these policies. 

c. Barring basic change in the world situation, the Federal Gov- 

ernment should continue to make a determined effort to bring its 

total annual expenditures into balance, or into substantial balance 

with its total annual revenues and should maintain over-all credit 

and fiscal policies designed to assist in stabilizing the economy. 

d. Every effort should be made to eliminate waste, duplication, 

and unnecessary overhead in the Federal Government, and to min- 

imize Federal expenditures for programs that are not essential to 

the national security. 

e. The United States should seek to maintain a higher and ex- 

panding rate of economic activity at relatively stable price levels. 

f. The economic potential of private enterprise should be maxi- 

mized by minimizing governmental controls and regulations, and 

by encouraging private enterprise to develop natural and techno- 

logical resources (e.g. nuclear power). 

41. To support the necessarily heavy burdens for national securi- 

ty, the morale of the citizens of the United States must be based 

both on responsibility and freedom for the individual. The dangers 

from Soviet subversion and espionage require strong and effective 

security measures. Eternal vigilance, however, is needed in their 

exercise to prevent the intimidation of free criticism. It is essential 

that necessary measures of protection should not be so used as to 

destroy the national unity based on freedom, not on fear. 

Reduction of the Soviet Threat . 

42. a. The United States must seek to improve the power posi- 

tion of itself and the rest of the free world in relation to the Soviet 

bloc. 
b. The United States must also keep open the possibility of nego- 

tiating with the USSR and Communist China acceptable and en- 

forceable agreements, whether limited to individual issues now out- 

standing or involving a general settlement of major issues, includ- 

ing control of armaments. | - | 

c. The willingness of the Soviet leadership to negotiate accepta- 

| ble settlements, without necessarily abandoning hostility to the 

non-Soviet world, may tend to increase over time, if the United 

States and its allies develop and increase their own strength, deter- 

mination and cohesion, maintain retaliatory power sufficient to 

insure unacceptable damage to the Soviet system should the USSR
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resort to general war, and prove that the free world can prosper 
despite Soviet pressures, or if for any reason Soviet stability and 

2 influence are reduced. | 
d. The policy of the United States is to prevent Soviet aggression | 

: and continuing domination of other nations, and to establish an ef- | 
| fective control of armaments under proper safeguards; but is not to , 
4 dictate the internal political and economic organization of the | 

USSR.+ | | 
43. As a means of reducing Soviet capabilities for extending con- | 

: trol and influence in the free world, the United States should: 

: a. Take overt and covert measures to discredit Soviet prestige . 
yo and ideology as effective instruments of Soviet power, and to : 

reduce the strength of communist parties and other pro-Soviet ele- | 
| ments. | 
| b. Take all feasible diplomatic, political, economic and covert 
i measures to counter any threat of a party or individuals directly or | 
i indirectly responsive to Soviet control to achieve dominant power 
d in a free world country. | 
| c. Undertake selective, positive actions to eliminate Soviet-Com- 
. munist control over any areas of the free world. 

44. a. Measures to impose pressures on the Soviet bloc should } 
take into account the desirability of creating conditions which will : 
induce the Soviet leadership to be more receptive to acceptable ne- | 
gotiated settlements. _ 

: b. Accordingly, the United States should take feasible political, 
7 economic, propaganda and covert measures designed to create and 
; exploit troublesome problems for the USSR, impair Soviet relations 

with Communist China, complicate control in the satellites, and : 
retard the growth of the military and economic potential of the 
Soviet bloc. 

45. In the face of the developing Soviet threat, the broad aim of | 
U.S. security policies must be to create, prior to the achievement of i 
mutual atomic plenty, conditions under which the United States : 
and the free world coalition are prepared to meet the Soviet-Com- 
munist threat with resolution and to negotiate for its alleviation | 
under proper safeguards. The United States and its allies must 
always seek to create and sustain the hope and confidence of the 
free world in the ability of its basic ideas and institutions not q 
merely to oppose the communist threat, but to provide a way of life E 
superior to Communism. _ : 

46. The foregoing conclusions are valid only so long as the : 
United States maintains a retaliatory capability that cannot be : 
neutralized by a surprise Soviet attack. Therefore, there must be 

t This paragraph does not establish policy guidance for our propaganda or infor- F 
mational activities. [Footnote in the source text.] F



596 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II | 

continuing examination and periodic report to the National Securi- 

ty Council in regard to the likelihood of such neutralization of U.S. 

retaliatory capability. ae . 

he. Annex > | 

U.S. OBsEcTIVEs Vis-A-vis THE USSR IN THE EVENT OF WAR 

(The following paragraphs are taken verbatim from NSC 20/4, 

approved in November, 1948. ® They also formed an annex to 

NSC 153/1, approved in June, 1953. This subject is currently 

under review by the NSC Planning Board.) | 

1. In the event of war with the USSR we should endeavor by suc- 
cessful military and other operations to create conditions which 

would permit satisfactory accomplishment of U.S. objectives with- 

out a predetermined requirement for unconditional surrender. War 

aims supplemental to our peace-time aims should include: 

a. Eliminating Soviet Russian domination in areas outside the 
borders of any Russian state allowed to exist after the war. _ 

b. Destroying the structure of relationships by which leaders of 
the All-Union Communist Party have been able to exert moral and 
disciplinary authority over individual citizens, or groups of citizens, 
in countries not under communist control. | 

c. Assuring that any regime or regimes which may exist on tradi- 

tional Russian territory in the aftermath of a war: - | 

(1) Do not have sufficient military power to wage aggressive 
war. mo 

(2) Impose nothing resembling the present iron curtain over 

contacts with the outside world. oie 

| d. In addition, if any Bolshevik regime is left in any part of the | 

Soviet Union, insuring that it does not control enough of the mili- 3 

tary-industrial potential of the Soviet Union to enable it to wage © 

war on comparable terms with any other regime or regimes which 
may exist on traditional Russian territory. | | 

e. Seeking to create postwar conditions which will: | 

(1) Prevent the development of power relationships danger- 
ous to the security of the United States and international 
peace. oo | 

(2) Be conducive to the successful development of an effec- 

tive world organization based upon the purposes and principles 

of the United Nations. | | 

8 For the text of NSC 20/4, “U.S. Objectives With Respect to the USSR To 

Counter Soviet Threats to U.S. Security,” Nov. 23, 1948, see Foreign Relations, 1948, 

vol. 1, Part 2, p. 662. . eae |
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| (3) Permit the earliest practicable discontinuance within the 
| United States of wartime controls. a 

, 2. In pursuing the above war aims, we should avoid making ir- 
revocable or premature decisions or commitments respecting 
border rearrangements, administration of government within 
enemy territory, independence for national minorities, or post-war 
responsibility for the readjustment of the inevitable political, eco- : 
nomic, and social dislocations resulting from the war. 9 | 

®In a memorandum to the Secretary of State on Dec. 14, Lay noted that the | 
i President had directed that the departments and agencies responsible for the sever- _ | 
4 al national security programs prepare semiannual reports on the status of those | 

programs pursuant to NSC 162/2, and Lay accordingly requested that the Depart- 
; ment of State in consultation with other departments and agencies submit such a 

report by Feb. 1, 1954, along lines suggested in NSC 161. A copy of Lay’s Dec. 14 : 
memorandum is in file 103.1/12-1453. cng 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file an | . 

Memorandum for the Record by the President _ 

2 TOP SECRET ee _ [WasuinctTon,] November 11, 1953. 

I have just had a meeting (4:00 to 6:00 p. m.) with Secretary 
Dulles, Secretary Humphrey, and Secretary Wilson. Problem: How | 
to provide necessary security and still reduce the Defense budget 
for 55. tis | | 

; Statement by Secretary Dulles: | , 

: He believes that we should begin to withdraw ground troops from 
1 Korea. This for the reason that we should show confidence in our 

air and naval strength; and should avoid ground deployments in 
, Asia. (If this were done, we could afford substantial reduction in E 

Army active strength.) Dulles stated that a week or more ago Gen- 4 
eral Hull recommended that we initiate, now, the withdrawal of | 
American ground troops from Korea. (No one else at the confer- __ 

_ ence knew anything about this recommendation.) ce | 

It was agreed that: a Sones | 

_ a. In view of the above and the conviction that some of our serv- 
ice and support units in Europe could be somewhat skeletonized, 3 
the Army’s recommendation for 1,500,000 individuals in ’55 would 7 
not, in the absence of some marked change in the international sit- 
uation, be approved. - a 

__ b. It was agreed that the dependence that we are placing on new | 
weapons would justify completely some reduction in conventional [ 

_ forces—that is, both ground troops and certain parts of the Navy. : 

In any event, the conclusion -of the conference was that we 
should move towards a reduction in personnel in the armed serv-
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ices, especially Army and possibly Navy. This may mean, very 
soon, some reduction of the actual numbers of divisions in Korea. 

In Europe and in the United States it was felt that we should, in 
all services, effect some savings in number of individuals, especially 

in overhead and supporting units. The reduction of divisions in 
Europe should be constantly studied; but the State Department is 
to explore matter with Allies. 

D.D.E. 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, ‘““NSC 153-162, Sept-Dec, 1953” 

Memorandum by W. Barton Leach of the Office of the Chief of 
Staff, United States Air Force, to the Director of the Policy Plan- 
ning Staff (Bowie) 3 | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, November 18, 1953. 

Some question has been raised as to the interpretation of certain 

paragraphs of NSC 162/2 2 dealing with our capabilities in Western 

Europe, the function of our forces there, and future developments 

as to U.S. forces in that area. The questions arise in paragraphs 15 

and 34. 
The first interpretation is this: Neither the forces we now have 

nor any forces we are likely to put there, together with NATO 
forces, can be expected to defend successfully the land areas of the | 
NATO allies if the Soviet Union makes an all-out invasion of West- 
ern Europe. The function of U.S. forces in Western Europe is the 

same as that of the US. forces in Berlin—a political function, as- 
suring both friend and enemy that any attack on that area auto- 
matically produces a war to the death with the U.S. Our present 
deployment in Europe is excessive and should be reduced, since the 

forces necessary to provide requisite assurance to friend and enemy 

are less than those now deployed. U.S. ability to sustain the Free 

World is strengthened by withdrawing forces from exposed salients 

on the periphery and retaining them in positions from which flexi- 

bility of use can be assured. It is the job of the State Department to 

make palatable to NATO the withdrawal of some U.S. forces now 

in Europe, even though it is recognized that at the present time | 

such withdrawal would be very unpalatable indeed. - 

The second interpretation is this: The mission of U.S. forces in 

Europe is to assist in giving to Europe the capability of defending 

1This memorandum was transmitted to Bowie by Leach with the following note 

of Nov. 18: “Dear Bob: I enclose a memorandum on the subject about which I spoke 

to you this morning.” 
2 Dated Oct. 30, p. 577. |
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the land area of the NATO allies. U.S. forces in Europe are not } 
: now capable of performing that mission. Therefore U.S. forces not 
7 only should not be withdrawn from Europe, but should be strength- | 

ened. Western Europe is a critical area which the U.S. must | 
defend. Any reference to withdrawal of peripheral forces does not | 

; include U.S. contributions to NATO in Western Europe. | | 
1 This conflict of interpretation exists. It is desirable that it should | 
= be resolved if effective planning is to take place in the Department 
2 of Defense. There is a real possibility that forces and strategy will 

be determined by compromising the concept—i.e. “agreeing” upon 
: forces that are half-way between those that are necessary under : 

the first interpretation and those that are necessary under the 
2 second. | | | | 

: Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

4 Memorandum of Discussion at the 171st Meeting of the National 
: | Security Council, Thursday, November 19, 1953 } 

| [Extracts] 

3 TOP SECRET | EYES ONLY | | 
Present at the 171st meeting of the Council were the President of 

; the United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secretary 
4 of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations Administration; the 
] Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. The Vice President did not 

attend because of his absence from the country. Also present at the 
: meeting were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Acting Director, 

Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Di- | 
: rector of Central Intelligence; Huntington Sheldon, Central Intelli- I 
2 gence Agency (for Item 1); The Assistant to the President; the | 
: Deputy Assistant to the President; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant | 
| to the President; the Acting White House Staff Secretary; the Exec- 
| utive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and : 
the chief points taken. | | 

3. Interim Defense Mobilization Planning Assumptions (NSC 172) 2 
In introducing this report, Mr. Cutler outlined the reasons why 

Mr. Flemming had desired the National Security Council to \en- 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Nov. 20. — | 
2 NSC 172, Report to the National Security Council on Interim Defense Mobiliza- : 

tion Planning Assumptions, Nov. 13, is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D dol, E 
NSC 172 Series) NSC 172 was based upon two earlier draft papers on interim de- |
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dorse the assumptions, and the considerable difficulties which the 

Planning Board had encountered in framing them. Specifically, he 
| pointed out that it had been impossible to agree in the Planning 

Board on the wording of the third assumption, dealing with the 
probable length of a future global war. He also pointed out the 

Planning Board’s view that if the Council adopted these assump- 

tions as a basis for detailed ODM mobilization plans, such detailed 
plans would themselves be subject to subsequent review. Lastly, 

Mr. Cutler pointed out the view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that 
final action on the present report should not be taken at this meet- 
ing. On the other hand, if no action were taken, Mr. Flemming > 

would have to fall back on prior sets of assumptions which presum- 
ably had even less validity than those now set forth. 

Mr. Flemming then expressed appreciation for the contribution 

made by the Planning Board in its formulation of these assump- 
tions. He also indicated awareness of the difficulty of fixing now on | 

long-term assumptions, and agreed that the assumptions set forth — 

in the present report should be considered as interim in character. 

Nevertheless, since some kind of guidance was now essential for 

the ODM, he expressed the hope that the Council would adopt the 

present assumptions as guidance to the ODM in the formulation of 

its plans and programs. | | 

Secretary Wilson pointed out that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were 

at the moment engaged in a reappraisal of U.S. military strategy. — 

Accordingly, the mobilization assumptions could hardly be valid | 

until this reappraisal was completed. For that reason he wished to 
go on record as supporting the suggestion of the JCS that the Coun- 

cil postpone action on the present report. a 

While Secretary Humphrey expressed agreement with Secretary 
Wilson, Mr. Flemming, although quite prepared to revise these as- 
sumptions when the Joint Chiefs had completed their new strategic 
plan, insisted that in the meantime he must have reasonable as- 
sumptions which would enable him to get his programs in shape to 

take before the Congress when it met in January. _ 
The President suggested that greater progress might be made if 

the Council addressed itself to the specific assumptions in the 

| report and particularly those which appeared to involve a disagree- 

ment. | a | 

fense mobilization assumptions. The first, prepared by the NSC Planning Board As- 
sistants on the basis of an Office of Defense Mobilization initial draft of Sept. 24 is 
dated Nov. 2. The second, dated Nov. 4, is a revision of the Nov. 2 draft by the NSC 

Planning Board. (S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, “Defense Mobilization Planning’) No 

record of the Sept. 24 draft has been found in Department of State files. NSC 172/1 
is printed infra. a
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4 _ Mr. Cutler reiterated that the chief disagreement related to | 

: paragraph 3, which assumed that if global war broke out it would } 
j last four years or a period up to four years. - | | | 

; The President agreed that it was of course very difficult to make | 

| even an educated guess as to how long such a war would last, and _ | 
that it was also desirable to look at this question again after the | 

| Joint Chiefs had completed their job. Meanwhile, however, he could | 

1 perceive no particular objection to the assumption that such a | 
| global war would last “up to four years’. | ) | | 

j Secretary Humphrey replied that the trouble lay in the length of 
| time, since the longer we assume the war will last the more we will ! 
q be inclined to spend in order to prepare for its prosecution. : 
| The President took issue on this point with Secretary Humphrey, 

_and said that it was quite possible that the most expensive war to | 
prepare for was the one which would last only a few months, be- | 

4 - cause in that case you would have to have everything in readiness ! 
in advance of the war to assure its successful prosecution. He cer- 

' tainly didn’t want Arthur Flemming to spend $300 million on | 
_ stockpiling some material or other if $50 million would do the job. , 

1 _ Mr. Flemming illustrated the President’s generalization by refer- | 

| ence to the stockpiling program, and also pointed out that prior : 

2 acts of assumptions with regard to the length and character of a | 

| global war involving the United States had never taken account | 
: adequately of the massive damage which this country might suffer | 

- from an enemy atomic attack. For this reason if for no other, it 
was desirable to have the Council act on the present assumptions | 

: rather than to compel him by default to fall back on earlier and © | 
; more unrealistic assumptions. _ | 

_. While the President took no issue on this point, he did indicate | 
4 his hope that the Council, in dealing with the problem of the char- | 

7 acter and duration of the war, would take into consideration the 

1 blow which our own atomic capability could deliver against the | 
| enemy. As he had pointed out before, said the President, our esti- 

mates of the enemy’s capabilities always tend to overlook what the 
United States was capable of doing to the enemy. From this point | 

the President launched into a discussion of the stake of the civilian 

in the economy of the United States in the event of another global 

war. He expressed himself as convinced that American civilians | 
; would undergo a regime of austerity unprecedented in their histo- : 
| ry. He was certain, for example, that in order to solve our manpow- 

er problems it would be necessary to conscript women. That was a 
subject about which many people had views, but very few were 

willing to express them publicly, owing to the political repercus- 
sions. | |
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With respect to paragraph 3, Secretary Dulles offered the opinion 
that as drafted the language suggested that it was possible to make 

a scientific estimate with regard to the length of the war. Of 

course, no such scientific estimate was possible, and Secretary — 
Dulles thought the difficulty could be overcome if paragraph 3 
were introduced by a statement indicating that you were merely 
suggesting four years of war as a means of planning for stockpiles. 

Indeed, continued Secretary Dulles, he was not at all sure that a 
future war, in which we were ranged against both the USSR and 
Communist China, would not last for even ten years. It could end 
up with such complete political disintegration of the world as to 

make a stable peace impossible. 

Secretary Humphrey expressed the view that paragraph 3 did 
not actually constitute an attempt to estimate how long a future 

global war would last. It was, rather, an estimate as to how long a 

war we should be prepared to plan. Could anyone, he asked, guess © 

what we would be in a position to do at the conclusion of two years 
of global war in the future? In short, a two-year period was prob- 
ably the utmost that you could realistically plan for, and it was his | 

recommendation that Mr. Flemming formulate his programs on a 

two-year basis. 
Expressing agreement with Secretary Humphrey, Secretary 

Wilson stated that if we had on hand all the materials we needed 
to prosecute a war for a period of two years, we would be able to 

turn in a very good performance. If a longer period were envisaged, 
Secretary Wilson was afraid that we would now spend our money 

for the wrong things. ) 

The President did not, however, agree with Secretaries Wilson _ 

and Humphrey. As it seemed to him, the problem boiled down to 

telling the Office of Defense Mobilization to rely to the greatest 
possible extent on measures that we could take after the war had — 

started, as well as on measures and materials which would be | 

needed prior to the outbreak of the war. For these reasons, he still 

believed that the phraseology ‘up to four years” was as reasonable 
as one could expect. | 

Mr. Cutler then called the Council’s attention to the concern of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the statement in paragraph 4, which 
suggested that war could be initiated without warning. On the con- 

trary, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that if the Soviets deliber- 

ately initiated global war, they would have to undertake measures 
to prepare for this event which they could not disguise from us. Ac- | 

cordingly, we would have some kind of warning of their plans. 

Mr. Allen Dulles, however, said that he had been unable to agree 

with the position taken by the Joint Chiefs if it ruled out the possi-
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: bility of a Soviet sneak attack which would have no advance warn- : 
| ing. a | 

| Mr. Cutler then outlined the comment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
i with respect to paragraph 5, as to the character and destruction to 

_ be anticipated from a nuclear attack in a global war. The Joint 
: Chiefs believed that the language in the present paragraph 5 made 

the worst possible case and was too pessimistic an assumption for _ 
; planning purposes. : | 
q Mr. Flemming commented that at least the paragraph should 

make some reference to the damage which the United States would 
be able to inflict on the Soviet Union in order to present a reasona- : 

4 ble case. | | 
| Secretary Wilson, however, stated that this strengthened his al- 
: ready-expressed view of the inadequacy of the present set of as- : 

sumptions. He felt that a new group of individuals, like those origi- 

: nally called together for the Solarium project, ? should now be con- | 
: stituted “to give this thing a whole new look”. | of 
‘ The President, however, pointed out to Secretary Wilson that the 

authors of this paragraph had had all the advantages of the find- 
ings of the Bull Committee with respect to the very problem in 
paragraph 5. | : 

_ Secretary Humphrey also thought that the present language was 

: much too pessimistic and black-and-white. If one really believed 
the statement in paragraph 5, it would be his duty to advocate the 

: immediate dispersion of our entire industrial plant. 
Mr. Cutler pointed out that of course if it was taken out of con- | 

text paragraph 5 did create an unduly alarming picture, but he in- : 

: sisted that pararaph 5 was expected to be read in the context of the : 

other paragraphs in the paper, and particularly in relation to para- , 

: graph 14. | , 

Governor Stassen supported Mr. Cutler’s position by pointing out | 

; that according to the basic estimate in NSC 162/24 which the | 
{ Council had recently approved, the Soviets were unlikely to initiate 

: global war unless they estimated that they could do just about ev- | 
erything to the United States in an initial attack that had been set 
forth in this paragraph. 

7 The National Security Council: ® | | 

| _ Adopted, subject to review by the Council early in 1954, the 
2 report contained in NSC 172, as interim defense mobilization plan- ; 

8 For information on Project Solarium which culminated in NSC 153/1 of June 10, : 
_ 1958, see the memorandum by Cutler, May 9, p. 323 and subsequent documents. For 

text of NSC 153/1, see p. 378. 
+ Dated Oct. 30, p. 577. | | 

| 5 The following paragraphs constitute NSC Action No. 963. (S/S-NSC (Miscellane- 

ous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) . 7
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ning assumptions, to provide a basis for the Director of the Office 
of Defense Mobilization, in consultation as appropriate with the _ 
Secretary of Defense and other departments and agencies, to devel- _ 
op more specific guidance which will insure adequate and uniform. 
planning by all departments and agencies having mobilization re- 
sponsibilities, with the understanding that the plans so made are | 
subject to review and appropriate revision in the light of their cost, 
timing, and feasibility; subject to the following changes: 

a. Paragraph 1: In line 1, insert “a” before “long”’. | 
b. Paragraph 1: In line 6, strike out the parenthetical word 

“prospects” and the footnote. 
c. Paragraph 3: Strike out the material appearing in paren- 

theses, and substitute therefor the following: “While global 
war may last for an extended period up to four years, planning 
for its duration should be based upon all the assumptions 
herein stated, with particular emphasis on paragraph 14.” 

d. Paragraph 4: In the second line, delete “a’’. 
-e. Paragraph 5: Add at the conclusion of the paragraph the 

following sentence: “In evaluating the effect of the damage to 
the free world, described in the three preceding sentences, ap- 
propriate weight will be given to the damage which will be 

_ done by the free world to the enemy and its resources.” | 
f. Page 2, footnote: In the second line, insert “the” before 

“military’’. | — 

Note: NSC 172, as amended, and approved by the President, sub- 

sequently circulated as NSC 172/1, and referred to the Director, 
ODM. & eT 

_ §. EVERETT GLEASON 

6 NSC 172/1 is printed infra. - | | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 172 | ; | | 

Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary : 
| | (Lay* a 

TOP SECRET ae ‘WASHINGTON, November 20, 1953. 

NSC 172/1 | | | 

NoTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO HE NATIONAL SECURITY 

CouNCIL ON INTERIM DEFENSE MOBILIZATION PLANNING ASSUMP- 

TIONS | So 

References: a a a 

A. NSC 172 2 | | res 

"1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Directors of the Bureau of the - | 

Budget and Central Intelligence, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. | 

2 Not printed. Ce on | |
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__B. NSC Action No. 963 ° Be ae WEES | 
The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury 

| and the Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget, at the 171st Council 

4 - meeting on November 19, 1953, amended and adopted, subject to 

review by the Council early in 1954, the report contained in NSC 
172, as interim defense mobilization planning assumptions, to pro- 

vide a basis for the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization, _ 

in consultation as appropriate with the Secretary of Defense and : 
other departments and agencies, to develop more specific guidance : 
which will insure adequate and uniform planning by all depart- : 

ments and agencies having mobilization responsibilities, with the | 

understanding that the plans so made are subject to review and ap- | | 
propriate revision in the light of their cost, timing, and feasibility. 

= The report, as amended by NSC Action No. 968, is enclosed here- 2 

. The President has this date approved, in accordance with the 
|. above Council action, the interim defense mobilization assumptions 
| _ enclosed herewith. Accordingly, the enclosure is being referred to 

the Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization, 
| 6 Se Se - James S. Lay, JR. : 

! Oo | | [Enclosure] | | | 

: — - : Report by the National Security Council 

: TOP SECRET oe [WaASHINGTON, undated. ] 

INTERIM DEFENSE MosinizaTIon PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 

ae (Subject to review by the National Security Council earlyin 1954) | 

: In fulfilling their defense mobilization responsibilities, agencies 
: will plan on the following interim assumptions: | foie | 

_ 1. There will continue to be a long period of tension with possible 
local aggressions not involving full scale U.S. military action. | 

- Global war is possible at any time, but its occurrence on Soviet ini- | 
7 tiative is considered to be unlikely in FY 1954 and FY 1955 (the 

! period covered by current estimates). Estimates for the subsequent | 
i period are more uncertain. _ ee 
: 2. In the event of global war, the enemy will include the USSR, } 

the Soviet Satellites and Communist China. — | . ; 

8 For NSC Action No. 963, see footnote 5, supra. | | | :
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3. While global war may last for an extended period up to four 
years, planning for its duration should be based upon all assump- 
tions herein stated, with particular emphasis on paragraph 14. 

4. Global war may be initiated without warning, or may be pre- 
ceded by local hostilities or other events requiring stepped-up mobi- 
lization. | 

5. Global war will involve nuclear attack on and massive destruc- 
tion to selected major urban areas of the United States wherein 

our principal Government centers and a large portion of our pro- 
ductive capacity and population are located. Global war will also 
involve substantial damage by nuclear attack on or sabotage to 

- military and key industrial facilities not located in major urban 
areas. Large scale attacks and sabotage will take place on selected 
important European and other free world critical industrial areas, 

and on U.S. and allied overseas bases. In evaluating the effect of 

the damage to the free world, described in the three preceding sen- 

tences, appropriate weight will be given to the damage which will 

be done by the free world to the enemy and its resources. | 

6. Total wartime demand on the economy will be larger than can 
be supported in terms of production (including transportation and 
power) and manpower. Under full mobilization, manpower (the 

total labor force) will be one of the seriously limiting resources 
| even assuming maximum utilization.* | 

7. During the war period, the United States will be a substantial 
net supplier of military and non-military material to its allies.” 

However, it will be a net importer from certain areas, notably 

South America. 
8. War will be fought by the United States as part of an alliance 

which will be more highly integrated and at least initially more ex- 
tensive than that of World War II, and the industrial capacity and 

manpower of our allies will be used to the maximum extent possi- 
ble. -_ ws 

9. War will involve initial denial of several areas of the free 
world to the United States and its allies. 

10. Shipping losses will be high in the first year of the war but 
will diminish later in the war. oe, | | 

11. Before war or a period of increased tension begins, the U.S. 

economy will be operating at high levels but with somewhat great- 

er unemployment than at present. Capacity and production will be 

at higher levels than at present. | es 

*A plan is being developed indicating the range and phasing of the military take 
of production and manpower after meeting minimum essential civilian needs. [Foot- 
note in the source text. |
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1 _ 12. When increased tension threatens to create a scramble for : 
; resources and serious inflationary pressures, production and stabili- : 

| zation controls will be imposed. a : | 
1 13. Global war will result in the reduction of civilian living 2 

standards below those in World War II, but because of the need for : 
1 post-attack restoration of minimum living standards, total civilian ; 
: requirements may be temporarily larger at times. | 
. 14. The capacity, adaptability and ingenuity of American indus- | 

try will enable it, after a period of recovery, partially to offset the 
: loss of capacity and sources of supply resulting from enemy action. 

: Because the initial shock of such action will paralyze some sections : 
4 of industry, other sections will be forced to produce for recovery 

| rather than for immediate war time needs, and deliveries of weap- ? 

ons and military equipment and supplies will be curtailed for a : 

considerable period thereafter. | | 2 
_ 16. Barring basic change in the world situation, materials and : 
facilities deficiencies will decline so that by the end of FY 1954 ex- : 

, isting controls can be dropped. | , , 
16. The present Universal Military Training and Service Act 7 

will be continued for the period short of global war. Following the : 
initiation of global war, this Act will be drastically amended in ac- : 
cordance with a plan being developed.t : 

_ A plan is being developed indicating the range and phasing of the military take : 
: of production and manpower after meeting minimum essential civilian needs. [Foot- 

note in the source text. | , 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “NSC 153-162, Sept-Dec. 1953” , 

: Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Smith) to the : 
President } : 

a TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] December 8, 1953. : 
; 1. Paragraph 39b of NSC 162/2 2 (Basic National Security Policy) 
4 provides, in part, that “in the event of hostilities, the United States 

will consider nuclear weapons to be as available for use as other 
: munitions.” In approving NSC 162/2, the Council noted that action 

should be promptly taken “to conform existing arrangements re- 

garding atomic weapons to subparagraph 39b.” (Action 944c) * In 
discussing this matter, the Special Committee, composed of State, 

| Defense, and AEC brought to light the existence of differences of 
) opinion between State and Defense as to the meaning of paragraph 

1 Drafted by Bowie and Arneson. | : 
2 Dated Oct. 30, p. 577. : 

3 For NSC Action No. 944-c, see footnote 5, p. 575.
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39b. Accordingly, the two Departments were requested to prepare — 
memoranda for the President regarding their views. | 

2. The Department of State had understood that the purpose of _ 
paragraph 39b was primarily to permit the military to make plans 
on the basis of the availability of nuclear weapons. It also agrees | 
that, as a corollary, custody of atomic weapons should in large part 
be transferred from the AEC to the Department of Defense. | | 

8. The Department of State, however, does not construe para- 

graph 39b to be a present decision that atomic weapons will, in 
fact, be used in the event of any hostilities. In its opinion, the deci- 
sion to use atomic weapons will necessarily involve the gravest po- 

litical and foreign policy aspects. For example, in cases of limited 

hostilities, it will be essential to consider whether the use of atomic 

- weapons will widen the hostilities, lose the support of Allies, or in- 
crease the danger of strategic use of atomic weapons by the enemy. 

4. In our opinion, the President should decide these issues from 
case to case in the light of the actual circumstances. Undoubtedly 
it will be possible to isolate certain cases where the use of such 
weapons would be virtually automatic. Obviously, in the event of 

| an atomic Pearl Harbor there would be no question of our use of 

atomic weapons in retaliation. With the development of tactical 

atomic weapons it may also be possible to identify in advance cer- 

tain kinds of tactical use which would be authorized in reacting to 
aggression. . | 

5. The State Department position, however, is that these issues 

have not been decided by paragraph 39b. They can and should be 
further explored to establish suitable procedures which will take 
account of the political issues in deciding upon use of atomic weap- 

ons in a particular case. | 

| WBS 

| Editorial Note | 

- Between December 4 and 8, President Eisenhower, Secretary of 
State Dulles, and other members of the administration traveled to 

Bermuda for a conference with the Heads of Government of the 
United Kingdom and France. During the course of the conference, | 
President Eisenhower and Prime Ministers Churchill and Laniel, — 
as well as their respective Foreign Ministers, discussed a wide 

range of global, regional, trilateral, and bilateral problems. The na- | 

| tional defense and security policies of the United States, the — 
United Kingdom, and France were frequently discussed in the con- 

text of more specific issues such as Korea, relations with the Soviet 

Union, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, etc. For documen-
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tation on the Bermuda Conference of the Heads of Government of 
the United States, the United Kingdom, and France, December 4-8, 

| 1953, see volume V, Part 2, pages 1710 ff. 7 | | 
In preparation for the conference, Bowie drafted a series of 

; papers entitled “Analysis of Soviet Position”. Copies of the various 
4 drafts of this paper bearing dates between November 25 and 28, in- 

cluding the final draft, which “has been revised to reflect the views | 
of the Secretary”, are in PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Record Copies.” : 

editorial Note 2 

1 In an address before the Council on Foreign Relations at New : 
- York City on January 12, 1954, Secretary Dulles expounded the 

| doctrine of ‘massive retaliation” which he had first enunciated 
; during a speech at the National Press Club at Washington on De- k 
2 -cember 22, 1953. Dulles subsequently discussed this doctrine at 

greater length in an article entitled “Policy for Security and 
Peace” in the magazine Foreign Affairs, April 1954, pages 353-364. _ 

The massive retaliation doctrine emerged as part of a larger 
evolving “New Look’’ defense strategy enunciated in the NSC 153 

: and 162 Series and also in the NSC 151 Series; for documentation, 
see pages —ff. For documentation concerning “massive retalia- 

: tion”, the evolving “New Look” defense strategy as it applied to : 
Europe, and Secretary Dulles’ statement before the Thirteenth Ses- : 
sion of the North Atlantic Council at Paris on April 23, 1954 set- 
ting forth the United States position regarding atomic and hydro- 

i gen weapons, see volume V, Part 1, pages 508 ff. : 

_ S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5408 J | : . 

: Report to the National Security Council by the National Security — 
| Council Planning Board 3 oe | | 

: TOP SECRET | _ [WasHINGTON,] February 11, 1954. 
, NSC 5408 ) ey | | : 

-1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Chairmen of 
to the Atomic Energy Commission, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Interdepartmental In- 

telligence Conference, and the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security; 
; the Directors of the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence; and the Federal 

Civil Defense Administrator. Following several revisions which were incorporated 
into this report, NSC 5408 was approved by the NSC in NSC Action No. 1041 at its 
185th meeting on Feb. 17; for NSC Action No. 1041, see footnote 8, p. 628. 7
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NOTE BY THE [ACTING] EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL 

SECURITY COUNCIL ON CONTINENTAL DEFENSE 

References: | | 

A. NSC 159/4 ? 

B. NSC Action Nos. 873-d, 915-d, 966, 984, 987-c, 1010, 1023 | 

and 1024 8 | 

The enclosed draft statement of policy on the subject prepared by 

the NSC Planning Board pursuant to NSC Action No. 1010-b is 
transmitted herewith for Council consideration at its meeting on 
Wednesday, February 17, 1954. Attention is invited to the dissent 
of the Federal Civil Defense Administration Observer to paragraph 
16-c of the enclosure. 

This statement of policy reflects the presentation of the three 
| major military programs by the Department of Defense at the 

Council meeting on January 14 (NSC Action No. 1010-a) and brings | 
up to date the statements of all programs in the light of other de- 

velopments and Council actions since the approval of NSC 159/4. 

When final review of cost estimates is completed a revised finan- 

cial appendix and a revised paragraph 8-d will be circulated. 

A “Special Annex” to this report, containing a more detailed de- 
scription of the early warning system, anti-aircraft forces and fight- 
er interceptor forces referred to in paragraphs 15-a, 16 and 18 of 
the enclosure, has been circulated separately through the members 
of the Planning Board. This ‘Special Annex’’ must be returned to 

2 Dated Sept. 25, 1953, p. 475. : 
3NSC Action No. 873 is discussed in footnote 2, p. 465. For NSC Action No. 915, 

see footnote 6, p. 474. NSC Action No. 966 was taken at the 172d meeting of the 

~ NSC on Nov. 28, 1953 and included notation of an oral presentation by the Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on progress made with respect to Defense Depart- 
ment responsibilities under subparagraphs 15-a and 15-b of NSC 159/4, further 
progress on Defense Department budget presentations, and a number of proposed 
revisions to NSC 159/4. NSC Action No. 984, taken at the 175th meeting of NSC on 
Dec. 15, 1953, simply noted discussion between the President and various members 
of the Administration on a Department of Justice memorandum transmitted on Dec. 
8. NSC Action No. 987, taken at the 176th meeting of the NSC on Dec. 16, 1953, 

noted a presentation by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff projecting person- 
nel strength and force levels in light of the fiscal year 1955 budget considerations as 
well as a report on the subject by Acting Secretary of Defense McNeil. NSC Action 
No. 1010, taken at the 180th NSC meeting on Jan. 14, 1954, included notation and 

discussion of an oral presentation by the Department of Defense concerning various 
aspects of continental defense and, in addition, agreement by the NSC that follow- 
ing completion of cost review estimates by the Defense Department, Council review 
of NSC 159/4 would be considered. NSC Actions Nos. 1023 and 1024 were taken at | 
the 182d meeting of the NSC on Jan. 28, 1954, and included the beginnings of a 

review of those portions of NSC 159/4 dealing with plans for the continuity of essen- 
tial wartime functions of the Executive Branch and for port security. Documenta- 
tion on the reference NSC Actions is in S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, 

_ “NSC Records of Action”.
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| this office for destruction after Council action on the enclosed 
1 statement of policy. : 

Attention is invited to the fact that the Financial Appendix and 
7 the “Special Annex” do not form a part of the enclosed policy 7 

_ Statement. | | : 

: The enclosure is intended, if adopted, to supersede NSC 159/4. : 

Recommendations on improving the organization of government 
with respect to the “continental defense” functions in Part VI of 
NSC 159 are being prepared by the Director of the Office of De- : 

| _ fense Mobilization pursuant to NSC Action No. 873-d and will be : 
| transmitted separately for Council consideration on February 17. | 

The substance of these recommendations, if adopted, will be substi- 
tuted for paragraph 14 of the enclosure. , 

It is intended that Council action on the enclosure will constitute : 
= final Council action on “continental defense’’ policy, subject to revi- 
| sion when and if warranted by major developments. Reports on 
: progress in the implementation of the “continental defense’ pro- 

grams and of changes therein will be made the subject of progress 
reports. | | 

It is requested that special security precautions be observed in the 
2 handling of the enclosure and that access to it be very strictly limit- 

ed on an absolute need-to-know basis. | : 
3 | S. EVERETT GLEASON 

[Here follow a table of contents and a three-page “List of [Sup- 
3 porting] Documents’. | | 

[Enclosure] 

1 Draft Statement of Policy Proposed by the National Security 

Council | 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,] February 11, 1954. ; 

| | CONTINENTAL DEFENSE | : 

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS | : 

Interrelation of Continental Defense to Other Elements Constituting | 
National Security | 

1. The survival of the free world depends upon the United States 
maintaining: (a) sufficient strength, military and non-military, to 

7 deter general war, to prevent or counter aggression, and to win a : 
general war if it is forced upon us; and (b) a sound, strong economy, : 

| capable of supporting such strength over the long pull and of rapid- & 

ly and effectively changing to full mobilization. | 

| |
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2. a. The strength of the United States which must be so main- 
tained is an integrated complex of offensive and defensive ele- 
ments. Each of these elements has its proper role in the defense of — 
the vitals of America against attack and destruction. For example, 
our existing commitments to help in creating outposts of indige- 

nous strength in NATO countries and in the Orient contribute to 

the defense of the continental United States as well as does the de- 
velopment of an early warning system in the Western Hemisphere. 
Accordingly, each element of this integrated complex should be in 

proper balance with all the other elements. We shall not have sat- | 
isfactory over-all strength if one element is allowed to develop out 

of proportion to the other elements. 

b. Just as there must be a proper balance among the several ele- 

ments comprising our strength, there must also be a proper bal- 

ance between military and non-military measures within the ele- 

ment of “continental defense’’. - 
3. In recent years we have emphasized the elements of peripheral 

defense, offensive capabilities, and mobilization base more than we _ 

have emphasized the element of “continental defense’. Yet this 
| | latter element is necessary for the protection of our vitals and for 

the survival of our population and our Government in the event of 

: attack. “Continental defense” is now clearly inadequate. 

Scope of This Report 

4. Because there are many interrelated programs which affect 
the defense of the continental United States in various ways it is 

necessary, before considering the element of “continental defense’, 
to decide which programs are to be included in and excluded from 

such consideration. As used herein the term “continental defense’’ 
is limited by the following: 

a. There are included in this report those elements contributing | 
to the defense of the continent which are of an essentially defen- | 
sive nature. Accordingly, this report does not include those ele- 
ments of offensive strength of the United States and its allies 

| which contribute materially to the defense of the continent. 
b. There are included in this report certain existing programs 

which, although contributing to the defense of the continent, are 
not undertaken primarily for that purpose and would be carried on | 
in any event by the agencies responsible for them. Examples of 
such programs are: | | 

(1) Personnel security in the Executive Branch of the Feder- 
pS al Government. | . 

(2) Physical security of government facilities. | 
(3) Coastal escorts and coastal anti-submarine patrol. 
(4) Various elements of an integrated program of counter- 

measures for the detection and prevention of clandestine intro- 
duction and detonation of atomic weapons, such as FBI investi-
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gations, border patrol, customs and immigration procedures, 
i | passport and visa control, etc. love | 

Conversely, many of the “continental defense” programs will make 
3 a valuable contribution to other programs. For example, the air 

| control system can increase civil air traffic capacity and reduce ac- 
d cidents. Some non-military programs will be very useful in han- | 
3 _ dling domestic disasters. Some military forces which would perform 
{ roles in the “continental defense” program could be deployed over- 
4 seas in the latter stages of a war. : . 

' This report is designed primarily to fix a timing and guidelines 
which should govern the various “continental defense” programs. 

; Details of the programs in this report will be determined by the 
4 responsible departments and agencies. | 

Inadequacy of Existing Continental Defense System _ 

: _ 5. a. The Report of the Continental Defense Committee (NSC 159, 
| July 22, 1953)° reviewed the significant studies and estimates 

_which have been made on continental defense in recent years. The 
latest of these was “Summary Evaluation of the Net Capability of 

| the USSR to Inflict Direct Injury on the United States up to July 1, 
1955”. (NSC 140/1, May 18, 19538)& 

b. Findings of the Report of the Continental Defense Committee 
| (NSC 159, July 22, 19538) include: | 

(1) The USSR has now a growing capability to deliver a devastat- 
ing atomic attack on the United States. (par. 9, p. 4) 

(2) Our current atomic offensive capability is a most significant 
: deterrent to Soviet atomic attack upon the continental United 

States. It will continue to be a powerful factor in deterring hostile 
military action by the USSR. In any program of national security, 
our offensive capability must be maintained not only for gaining 

/ our war objectives, but for its marked deterrent value in protecting 
: our homeland. (par. 10, p. 4) . a noe 
fo (3) The present continental defense programs are not now ade- 
} quate either to prevent, neutralize or seriously deter the military 
: or covert attacks which the USSR is capable of launching, nor are | 
tO they adequate to ensure the continuity of government, the continu- | 
1 ity of production, or the protection of the industrial mobilization 
4 base and millions of citizens in our great and exposed metropolitan | 
{ centers. This condition constitutes an unacceptable risk to our na- } 
|. tion’s survival. (par. 11, p. 4) Oo oe | | 
| | (4) The creation of a defense system approaching invulnerability 
: is probably unattainable and, as found by the Kelly Committee, is | 

_completely impractical, economically and technically, in the face of | 
expected advances in Soviet offensive capabilities. However, a rea- | 
sonably effective defense system can and must be attained. Such a | 
system must be phased to meet the changing character of the _ | 

| | 5 NSC 159 is not printed, For text of NSC 1597/4, Sept. 25, 1953, see p. 47 3. 7 : 

_ § For text of NSC 140/1, see p. 328. :
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threat, and therefore fixed programs extending over a period of 
many years are unsound. Relatively short-term programs should be 
embarked upon now to achieve as rapidly as possible an ability to 
cope with the manned aircraft and submarine-launched guided mis- 
sile tracat as it probably will exist through 1957. (Enclosure A, par. 

, p. 50. 
(5) No acceptable degree of over-all defense readiness is provided 

in programs recommended in NSC 159 until about 1956. But the 
Continental Defense Committee concluded that, during the period 
1956 to about 1960, the USSR would not have the net capability of 
destroying the war-making capacity of the United States, provided: 

(a) The over-all continental defense programs recommended 
in NSC 159 are carried out vigorously, and 

(b) In the military area, the defense system not only is kept 
modern, but the quantity of its weapons is increased consistent 
with any significant increase in the size or performance of the 
Soviet long range air force. This condition might obtain well 
into the 1960’s. Sometime after 1960, due to the possible devel- 
opment of long range air-to-ground or ground-to-ground guided 
missiles, there can be no assurance that the proposed programs 
will give the high degree of protection required. Unless our de- 
fensive system is constantly reviewed and kept thoroughly 
modern, including a defense against such possibilities as an in- 
tercontinental ballistic missile, we face the possibility of 
having our continental defense program largely nullified. How- 
ever, any doubt about the future must not prevent us from 
meeting the urgent requirements of the present. (par. 120, pp. 
44-45) | 

6. a. The Soviet demonstration of thermonuclear capabilities in 
August, 1953, subsequent to the above Reports, indicated that: (1) 
the Soviets have developed a method of substantially increasing 
the total energy yield from their available supplies of fissionable 

materials, enabling them to increase the number of bombs of 30- 

100 KT yield now estimated to be in their stockpile, or to make 
their weapons individually more destructive, or to create very high 
yield weapons (500-1000 KT) by accepting a reduction in total 

number of weapons; and (2) the Soviets may have reached an ad- 
vanced stage in the development of true thermonuclear weapons 

yielding more than a million tons of TNT energy equivalent. 
b. This Soviet demonstration has placed a premium upon: 

~ (1) Successfully deterring general war. © 
(2) Improvement of our intelligence regarding Soviet capabilities 

and intentions. | 
(3) An early warning system. | 
(4) Maximum attrition of attacking forces before reaching tar- 

gets. 
(5) A ready offensive striking force. 
(6) Non-military defense measures suited to the new threat men- 

tioned in a above.
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| 1. There has been a growing recognition in the United States of 
the situation outlined in pars. 5 and 6 above. In December 1952, 

4 the United States adopted a policy that an early warning system 
deemed capable of providing three to six hours of warning of air- 

: craft approaching the United States from any likely direction of 
: attack should be developed and made operational as a matter of 

high urgency (NSC 189).7 The over-all security policy adopted in | 
: June, 1953 (NSC 153/1) § emphasized the “development of a conti- 

nental defense system, including early warning, adequate to pre- | 
vent disaster and to make secure the mobilization base necessary | 

po to achieve U.S. victory in the event of general war’. The most : 
recent statement of basic security policy (NSC 162/2, October 30, : 
1953) ° called for the maintenance of ‘a strong security posture, 2 

; with emphasis on adequate offensive retaliatory strength and de- : 

fensive strength’, based on several elements including “an inte- : 
grated and effective continental defensive system.” | 

Financing “Continental Defense” : 
8. a. It is provided in par. 40 of NSC 162/2 that the United States | 

must meet the necessary costs of the policies essential for its secu- | 

rity; and that, barring basic change in the world situation, the Fed- | 
| eral Government should continue to make a determined effort to | 
3 bring its total annual expenditures into balance, or into substantial , 

| balance, with its total annual revenues. | 
4 b. In financing increased emphasis on “continental defense”, full | 
3 weight must be placed upon new factors which have entered on the | 

scene since the United States undertook the commitments support- | 
| ing some of the elements other than “continental defense” in our : 

integrated complex. These new factors are the rapid approach of 
: the Soviets to a stockpile of ‘atomic plenty” and the now undoubt- | 

ed possession by the Soviets of a thermonuclear device. 
c. “Continental defense” being but one element of an integrated : 

complex of national security programs, any future major changes 
in total funds available for such integrated complex, or in the re- 

: quirements of any major element thereof, will necessitate a re-ex- : 
7 amination of all U.S. security programs. | 
| d. The increased emphasis on “continental defense” in FY 1954 : 
i and FY 1955 will be accomplished in accordance with the above | 
| considerations. The FY 1955 budget, as submitted to Congress by | 

the President, includes expenditures as follows: : 

7 NSC 189 is scheduled for publication in the compilation on U.S. relations with 
Canada in volume VI. | : | : 

| 8 Dated June 10, 1953, p. 378. , : 
® For text of NSC 162/2, see p. 577. 

|
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a Expenditures in Millions 
Programs | 

a  FY1952° FY1954. = FY1955 

“Continental defense’’* . | 
Military ........ cscs 2442 2,989 = 3,198 
NOn-Military? .......ccccccccsssscccccessssrcceeeessceees 71 95 97 

| Total “continental defense”... 2,493 3,034 8,295 
All other “national security” ..................... 47,852 45,781 41,662 

Total ..cccccccscssssssssssestssesseeeeseeeeeeee 50,3845 48,815 44,957 

All other federal ..........c.ccccececcssersessteessreee 20,087 22,087 20,618 

| Total .....ceccccesscccssssccssssesessereee 18,982 70,902 65,570 

*See Financial Appendix for detailed cost estimates of “continental defense”’ 
programs. [Footnote in the source text. The Financial Appendix is not printed.] 

+Not included in “national security” category in the FY 1955 budget. [Footnote 
in the source text.| 

Intentions of the USSR | 

9. Although the USSR has a growing capability to launch an ag- 
gressive attack on the United States, we believe it unlikely that 
the Kremlin will deliberately initiate general war during the 

period covered by current estimates (through the end of 1957). 

However, it is possible that general war might result from miscal- 

culations by either side as a result of a series of actions and coun- _ 
teractions not intended by either side to have that result. More- — 
over, despite Soviet “peace offensives’” and similar moves, there is 
no substantial reason to believe that the USSR has altered its basic 
hostility to the free world and its ultimate objective of dominating 

the world. Accordingly, plans for improving at home the defense of 

our vitals should proceed in a rapid and orderly fashion. 

OBJECTIVE, > 

| 10. To achieve in a rapid and orderly manner. as a part of our 

national security, and to maintain, in collaboration with Canada, 

continental defense readiness and capability which will give rea- 

sonable assurance of: : 

a. Contributing to deterring Soviet aggression. _ 

b. Preventing devastating attack that might threaten our nation- 

al survival. | | | 

c. Minimizing the effects of any Soviet attack so as to permit our 
- successful prosecution of a major war. 

d. Guarding against Soviet-inspired subversive activities. 
e. Preventing the threat of atomic destruction from discouraging 

U.S. freedom of action or weakening national morale.
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| COURSES OF ACTION —_ 

Improved Foreign and Domestic Intelligence — a ; 
: 11. In view of the implications of nuclear weapons in the hands 
: of the Soviet Union, greater knowledge of Soviet capabilities and 

intentions is essential for military and non-military measures to 
reach maximum effectiveness. 7 

: Agreements with Canada “ - 

12. Canadian agreement and participation on an adequate scale 
is essential to an effective continental defense system. U.S. efforts 

: should be constantly directed towards maintaining with Canada a 
common appreciation of the urgency and character of the threat to 
U.S.-Canadian security, and reaching prompt agreement on the 
measures required to meet it. The United States should be pre- 
pared to agree that Canada take leadership in developing parts of 
the system and contribute to its expense. : 

, Research and Development | | | 
: 18. Adequate support for coordinated programs of basic and ap- : 
: plied research and development is essential to gain and maintain | 

: the required technological superiority over the USSR. Weapons de- } 
_ velopment by us has acquired even greater importance with the de- : 

velopment by the USSR of a thermonuclear capability. Basic and : 
3 applied research must keep abreast of the changing Soviet threat, : 
1 including intercontinental ballistic guided missiles. | ; 

Continental Defense Organization | | : 
14. Pursuant to NSC Action No. 873-d, the Director, Office of | 

Defense Mobilization, is preparing recommendations on improving 
the organization of government with respect to the “continental de- | 

: fense” functions in Part VI of NSC 159. ss | 

Specific Programs | | | 
: (There is no significance in the order of listing within subpara- 
3 graphs.) aoe ca 
: (The Financial Appendix and the “Special Annex” }° hereto do ; 
: not form part of this policy statement. The programming projected : 
: in these supplemental documents is not intended to preclude a 
| more rapid phasing or earlier completion of the early warning and 

| other programs.) 
| 15. a. The following programs should be developed to a high 

state of readiness with all practicable speed, and subsequently 
strengthened and kept effective in phase with developing Soviet ca- 
pabilities: | | | 

10 The “Special Annex” under reference cannot be further identified. | . 

| i
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Southern Canadian early warning line. (par. 16-a) 
Seaward extensions of Southern Canadian early warning line. 

(par. 16-b) 
Extension to seaward of contiguous radar coverage. (par. 17) 
Method of aircraft identification. (par. 17) 
Fighter interceptor forces. (par. 18) 

| Anti-aircraft forces. (par. 18) | 
Completion of emergency plans and preparations to insure the 

continuity of essential functions of the Executive Branch of the 
Government. (par. 19-a) 

| Development of an active technical device for the detection of fis- 
sionable material. (par. 20-a) 

b. The following programs should be developed to a high state of 
readiness over the next two years, insofar as practicable, and sub- 
sequently strengthened and kept effective in phase with developing 
Soviet capabilities: 

Northern Canadian early warning line, if proved feasible by 
project CoRRODE !! and agreed to by Canada and the United States. 
(par. 16-c) | 

Air control system, converting as rapidly as possible to semi- 
automatic control centers. (par. 17) 

Gap-filler radars for low altitude surveillance. (par. 17) 
Low frequency analysis and recording (Lofar) for distant detec- 

tion of submarines. (par. 17) 
Emergency plan for relocation of the Legislative and Judicial 

Branches of the Government. (par. 19-a) 
Integrated plan for the continuity of essential wartime functions 

of the Executive Branch of the Government. (par. 19-b) 
Certain elements in the program of countermeasures for the de- 

tection and prevention of clandestine introduction and detonation 
of atomic weapons. (par. 20-b) 

Processing cases to determine known subversives for detention in 
the event of emergency. (par. 20-c) 

Port security. (par. 21) | | 
Civil defense research. (par. 22-a) 
Civil defense education and training program. (par. 22-b) 
Federal civil defense contributions to states for attack warning 

and communications. (par. 22-c) | 
Civil defense plan for dispersal of urban populations on attack 

warning. (par. 22-d) 

c. The following programs should be strengthened and further 

developed in phase with (1) progress on the programs in para- 

graphs 15-a and -b above and (2) developing Soviet capabilities: 

Other elements in the program of countermeasures for the detec- 
tion and prevention of clandestine introduction and detonation of 
atomic weapons. (par. 20-d) 

Civil defense stockpiling program. (par. 22) — | 

11 Documentation on Project CorRopDE is scheduled for publication in the compila- 

tion on U.S. relations with Canada in volume VI.
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| Continuity of industry. (par. 23) | | 
; Reduction of urban vulnerability. (par. 24) | 
| Advice and guidance on the physical security of industrial instal- 

| lations. | oe 

d. The following programs should be continued generally along 
po present lines: _ 
4 

Harbor defense. | | | 
Federal civil defense contributions to states for other than attack : 

: warning and communications. | | | 
Coastal escorts and coastal anti-submarine patrol. | 
Physical security of government facilities. | 
Personnel security in the Executive Branch of Federal Govern- | 

ment. nd | | 

The inclusion of the latter three programs in this subparagraph | 
is based solely on their contribution to continental defense, without : 

4 regard to their importance to other national security functions. | | 
: 16. Early Warning System. The longer an effective advance | 

warning of enemy attack on the continental United States, the : 
more successfully can many military and non-military measures be | 

{ carried out. In fact, certain steps—such as emergency dispersal of 
: urban populations—would be impossible without effective advance 

: warning. | 

a. Certain important military and non-military measures require : 
prompt provision of at least two hours’ effective early warning. It | 
is urgently necessary for the United States and Canada to decide as 

1 soon as practicable upon equipment operationally capable of assur- : 
ing such early warning and as soon thereafter as possible to install 
and put in operation the Southern Canadian Early Warning Line 

7 and to complete the early warning provided by the Alaskan Com- 
mand and the U.S. Northeast Command Aircraft Control and 

: Warning systems. | | 
7 b. Seaward extensions of this line to Hawaii and the Azores, be- i 

ginning with a wing outward from Argentia, should be provided / 
primarily by picket ships and early warning aircraft operating 

7 under a patrolling schedule capable of maintaining effectiveness : 
| under sustained operating conditions. The primary functions of the j 

seaward barrier are to provide early warning of air attack to the | 
Continental United States and to detect and report the passage of | 

_submarines. Forces engaged in early warning barrier operations | 
should have a corollary use in the provision of weather informa- I 

: tion, search and rescue services, and air and surface surveillance _ I 
for protection of convoys and, if ordered, should be capable of con- E 
trolling intercepts of aircraft and conducting limited anti-subma- F 
rine warfare within the area of operations. The phasing of the pro- 
gram is designed to give initial emphasis to the provision of early : 
warning for the northeastern part of the United States, and should | 
be in consonance with progress on the Southern Canadian Early 
Warning Line and U.S. operational experience. Considering that it : 
is not feasible to establish an absolute defense against air attack,
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development of the seaward extensions should be weighed against 
the increasing Soviet capability so as to provide a reasonable early 
warning of air attack through the most probable sea approaches. 

c. A longer warning than will be afforded by installing the © 
Southern Canadian Early Warning Line is presently desirable and, 
in view of anticipated increases in speed of aircraft, will probably 
be required within the next few years. If a Northern Canadian | 
Early Warning Line is deemed feasible and agreed to by Canada 
and the United States, it should be installed as soon as practicable. 
Project CoRRODE should be carried forward with the greatest feasi- 
ble speed. 

Identification and Control Systems | 

17. a. Even with effective early warning, fighter control is im- 

practicable without accurate means of identification and contigu- 

ous radar coverage to seaward of our coastline. Therefore, an in- 

crease of identification capabilities, such as through the utilization 

of Consolan radio stations, single and multiple corridor procedures 

and the extension to seaward of contiguous radar coverage, should 
be completed with the same urgency as the provision of early 

warning. | | 

pb. As aircraft identification systems and contiguous radar cover- 

age are completed, they should be supplemented during the next 
two years, insofar as practicable, with programs such as: 

(1) An air control system, utilizing the Lincoln Transition 
System unless a better system can be developed. 

(2) Low frequency analysis and recording (Lofar) for distant de- 
tection of submarines. 

(83) Gap-filler radars for low altitude surveillance. 

Weapons Systems and Force Requirements 

18. a. The recent Soviet thermonuclear test brings home that it 

is essential with all practicable speed substantially to augment the | 

capability to destroy attacking aircraft and submarines before 
reaching their targets. All possible efforts should be made to expe- 
dite 12 the equipping of adequate forces with aircraft and missiles 

which will achieve a high “kill ratio” before the enemy attack 
reaches our borders. These forces must be built up in a phased and 

orderly manner to a level which can be maintained and continu- 
ously be kept modern with new aircraft and missiles to keep pace | 

with anticipated increases in Soviet capabilities. This process is es- 

sential to achieve the objective of this policy. Moreover, some of _ 
these forces deployed initially for continental defense could be of _ 
great value in other areas and roles in the event of a long war. To 

12 There is a notation on the source text that paragraphs 17 and 18-a have been 

revised to this point, presumably in conformity with NSC Action No. 1041, dis 
cussed in footnote 1 above. |
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: this extent they contribute materially to our over-all military 
strength. ; OF 

: b. In developing the forces and weapons required under these 
; programs, every effort should be made to achieve maximum utiliza- 

tion of existing equipment and forces based upon continuous eval- 
uation of the disposition of U.S. forces and material world-wide. 

a Continuity of Essential Wartime Functions of Federal Government 

19. a. Emergency plans and preparations to insure the continui- 
: ty of essential wartime functions of the Executive Branch should 
: be completed with the utmost urgency. Within the next two years, 
3 an emergency plan should be completed for the relocation of the 

Legislative and Judicial Branches of the Government. __ 
b. In view of the Soviet nuclear threat, plans for the continuity 

of the essential wartime functions of the Federal Government 
should provide a wider dispersal of governmental facilities with im- 

j proved communications and transportation links. 

: Internal Security | 

20. a. Efforts to develop an active technical device for the detec- | 
3 tion of fissionable material should proceed with the utmost urgen- 
; cy. When such a device has been successfully developed, its appro- | 
4 _ priate use will be the subject of further Council recommendation. 

: Without awaiting the development of such a device, all incoming : 
4 unaccompanied baggage, effects and shipments of Soviet bloc per- : 

; sonnel, exclusive of the diplomatic pouch, should be subject to overt | 

1 inspection and manual search. 
’ b. Certain elements in the program of countermeasures for the | 

detection and prevention of clandestine introduction and detona- | 

1 tion of atomic weapons should be in operation within the next two | 
years. These elements include | : 

(1) Controlled dissemination of detailed information on this sub- | 
ject to officers of the Government who are in supervisory or admin- | 
istrative positions in agencies having responsibilities for detection | 

_ of or defense against clandestine atomic weapons.{ a | 
: (2) Controlled dissemination of descriptive data concerning | 

atomic devices and their component parts to operational officers of : 
: the Government who are actively engaged in the field in detection } 

of and defense against clandestine atomic weapons. 
2 (3) Release of information on this subject on a selected basis to | 
: representatives of duly constituted law enforcement agencies, in | 

order to enable cooperation with agencies actively engaged in de- | 
? tection of and defense against clandestine atomic weapons.§ | | 
; (4) Issuance of a Presidential Statement pointing out the FBI’s 
| _ responsibility for making investigations with respect to the illegal 

Action taken prior to the date of this Report. [Footnote in the source text. ] 
| § Action taken prior to the date of this Report. [Footnote in the source text.]
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production, transfer, possession, transportation, etc., of fissionable 
material, as a military weapon, and requesting that information re- 
lating thereto be reported to the FBI.§ 

(5) Assumption of responsibility by the Department of Defense 
for disarming atomic weapons introduced into the United States.§ 

(6) Furnishing of guidance by the Federal Civil Defense Adminis- 
tration to local civil defense and other local governmental agencies 
having responsibility for protective measures to preserve life, to 
minimize damage from fire, etc. 

(7) Recommending legislation providing for the payment of re- 7 
wards as an inducement for defectors and informants to supply in- 
formation leading to the recovery or acquisition of atomic weapons 
or fissionable material illegally introduced or attempted to be so in- 
troduced into the United States. As an additional inducement, the 
right of sanctuary or asylum in the United States should apply, 
when appropriate, to such informants or defectors. 

(8) Channeling entry of Soviet bloc diplomatic personnel through 
a sae number of U.S. ports by means of individual visa designa- 
tion. —_ 

(9) ... 

c. The program of processing cases to determine known subver- 

sives for detention in the event of emergency should be developed 
to a high state of readiness over the next two years and thereafter 

kept current. 

d. Other elements in the program of countermeasures should be 
continued and strengthened in phase with developing Soviet capa- 

bilities. These elements include: | 

(1) More effective control of legal but presently uncontrolled ar- 
rivals of alien crewmen, unscreened visa applicants, and others. 

(2) More effective prevention of illegal arrivals of persons by: 

(a) Encouraging enactment of uniform State legislation to 
reduce falsification of U.S. birth certificates. | 

(b) Enforcement of penalties for illegal discharge of alien 
seamen in U.S. ports. | 

(c) Search and surveillance of vessels in U.S. ports to prevent 
landing of stowaways and excluded crewmen. 

e. The present practice of the Department of State in generally 
retaliating, on a reciprocal basis, against Soviet bloc restrictions on 

the number of U.S. diplomatic representatives, should be contin- 

ued. 
f. A program for additional protective measures at selected in- 

dustrial and governmental facilities of a highly critical nature will 

be developed by the Office of Defense Mobilization, with cost esti- 

mates. | 

|| Action taken prior to the date of this Report. [Footnote in the source text.]
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: Civil Defense — | | 
22. The following elements of the Civil Defense Program, modi- 

fied in the light of the Soviet nuclear threat should be emphasized 
| during the next two years: 

a. Civil defense research should be brought up to date in order to 
: provide proper knowledge of civil defense problems and their solu- 

tion. a | 
: b. Public civil defense education and training program must be 
{ accelerated so as to inform the public and provide trained civil de- 
| fense workers. - 

_ c. Attack warning and communications systems at state and local 
: levels should be completed under the contributions program. 

' d. Plans should be developed for the emergency dispersal of the 
population from congested urban areas consistent with the im- 

| provement of an effective early warning system. | 

The civil defense stockpiling program should be continued and | 
phased with the developing nature of the Soviet threat. a | 

; Continuity of Industry , | | 

23. Current efforts to provide for the continuity of industry | 

: should be kept in phase with the other elements of continental de- , 
fense system and with mobilization plans as affected by the devel- | 
opment of a Soviet nuclear capability. In particular, the following 

] programs for the continuity of industry should be promptly devel- | 

oped: | - | 

; a. Review of mobilization base planning, including consideration 

of: pee oe : 
(1) Maximum industrial dispersion. ) 
(2) Production logistics. | 
(3) Assistance for relocation or transfer of production from | 

: overconcentrated or “sole” producers. | 
: (4) Possible stand-by facilities. | 

(5) Provision for stockpiles of inventories of finished prod- 
: ucts. | | a 

(6) Reserve stocks of long lead time tools for rehabilitating 
: or rebuilding. | | : 

| b. A system for damage assessment and reporting. | : 
3 c. Provision of secure transportation control centers with neces- : 
| -—s« Sary operating records. 
2 d. Post-attack industrial rehabilitation. | 

: Reduction of Urban Vulnerability | 

_ 24. Changing the metropolitan pattern of America so that it pre- , 

| sents fewer concentrated targets for attack may be essential in the : 
age of inter-continental ballistic missiles. Industrial leadership and , 
actions by State and local governments to this end will be possible :



624 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

if energetic Federal leadership and the use of strong governmental 
incentives are employed. __ : | 

[Here follows an 11l-page Financial Appendix, not printed.] 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 185th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Wednesday, February 17, 1954 } 

[Extracts] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

The following were present at the 185th meeting of the Council: 

The President of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of 
the United States; the Acting Secretary of State; the Acting Secre- 

tary of Defense; the Acting Director, Foreign Operations Adminis- 
tration; the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present 

were the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General (for 
Items 1, 2 and 4); the Secretary of Commerce (for Item 4); the Di- 

rector, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Com- 

mission (for Items 1, 2 and 4); the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Research & Development); Mr. Slezak for the Secretary of the 
Army; the Acting Secretary of the Navy; the Acting Secretary of 
the Air Force; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; Gen. Bolte for 

the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; the _ 

Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; the Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps; 

the Director of Central Intelligence; Gen. John E. Hull, Depart- 

ment of Defense (for Item 7); Gen. Willard S. Paul, Office of De- 

fense Mobilization, and Mr. Shapley, Bureau of the Budget (for 

Items 1 and 2); Mr. Sullivan, Department of Defense, Mr. Ash, 

Office of Defense Mobilization, and Mr. Hurley, Office of Defense 

Mobilization (for Items 1 and 2); the Assistant to the President; | 
Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; the NSC Repre- 

sentative on Internal Security; Richard L. Hall, NSC Special Staff 
Member; Bryce Harlow, Administrative Assistant to the President; 

the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, 
NSC. 

A summary of the discussion at the meeting follows, together 

with the main points taken. es | 

1. Continental Defense (NSC 5408) 2 | | 

At the outset of the meeting, Mr. Cutler announced that he had 
prepared a detailed presentation to analyze and explain NSC 5408, 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Feb. 18. 
2 NSC 5408 is printed supra. .
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, as directed by the Council at its previous consideration of continen- 

tal defense. Mr. Cutler explained that NSC 5408 represented a com- 
: plete and up-to-date revision of NSC 159/4 3 to reflect the January 

presentation by the Department of Defense of the three major pro- 
grams and the Financial Appendix. Mr. Cutler also referred to the 
“Special Annex”, which gave details with respect to the three 

. major programs, + and informed the Council that the intelligence 

: estimates in NSC 5408 were based upon a scrutiny of the latest in- 
telligence available on Soviet capabilities and intentions. 

} Mr. Cutler then proceeded to summarize, or to read in toto, the 

early paragraphs of NSC 5408. When he reached paragraph 8, 

: which summarized the expenditures for continental defense, he dis- 
tributed a l-page statement entitled “Comparison of Final Esti- 

. mates, Feb. 12, 1954 (NSC 5408) With Previous Estimates, Sept. 24, 

' 1953, on Charts Based on Financial Appendix to NSC 159/3” (copy : 
: _ filed in the minutes of the meeting). ® Oo | 

~ When he reached paragraph 14, Mr. Cutler informed the Council 
. that the report on organization for continental defense referred to 

in this paragraph would presently be completed by Dr. Flemming, 
: would thereafter be submitted to the Planning Board, and sched- 

. uled for consideration by the Council on March 4. 

. Turning to a series of charts, Mr. Cutler explained to the Council 

the significant changes which this revision made in the three 
major programs listed as 15-a and 15-b. He explained that there 

- had been some concern expressed at the meetings of the Planning 

: ‘Board as to whether the change of title with respect to these pro- 
grams, from completion “with all possible speed” to completion 
“with all practicable speed”, indicated an intention to slow down 
the completion of these programs. Mr. Cutler did not think this 

: was the case, and pointed out that the present revised statement 
2 reflected, as the Council directed, the presentations by the Depart- 

4 ment of Defense of the three major programs. | | 

Mr. Cutler also noted with respect to these programs that the . 
policy called for developing as rapidly as practicable the operation- 

al capability of the installations required by the Southern Canadi- 
‘ an line, and once this operational capability had been established, 
i to install the line as rapidly as possible. The majority of the Plan-- 

ning Board had agreed that this constituted a reasonable proce- 

dure. | : ; 

| 8 Dated Sept. 25, 1953, p. 475. | / 
4 * The ‘Special Annex” under reference cannot be further identified. | 
q * The statement has not been found. For information on the minutes of NSC 

meetings, see footnote 1, p. 394.
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Mr. Cutler then referred to a letter which he had received from 

Dr. DuBridge, ® Chairman of the Science Advisory Committee of 
ODM (copy filed in the minutes of the meeting). He read two para- 
graphs from this letter, in which Dr. DuBridge contended that the 
present level of technological development was sufficiently ad- 
vanced to permit the installation of the Southern Canadian defense 
line and the seaward extensions of this line by the dates originally | 

: contemplated last September, and that no delay need be contem- 

plated because of the fear that rapid technological advance in the 

future would render the installations obsolete. With respect to the 

points made by Dr. DuBridge, Mr. Cutler referred to the statement 
at the top of page 12 of NSC 5408, to the effect that the program- 
ming projected in the “Special Annex” and the Financial Appendix 
to NSC 5408 “is not intended to preclude a more rapid phasing or 
earlier completion of the early warning and other programs.” Ac- 

cordingly, said Mr. Cutler, there were no fixed dates for the com- 

pletion of the programs, nor had the Department of Defense given 

any indication of a desire to slow down or that lack of funds was a 
consideration with respect to the pace at which these programs 

were to be completed. __ 

Mr. Cutler then explained that beyond paragraphs 15-a, -b, -c 

and -d, the revised report contained few changes of any signifi- 

cance. He did, however, wish to call attention to the only dissent in 

the paper, which had been presented by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration with respect to the Northern Canadian early warn- | 
ing line. He explained the complexity of the problem, and ex- 
pressed the opinion that the language proposed by FCDA in para- 

graph 16-c was rather too finite in dealing with a problem about 
which, as yet, we could know very little. 

When no questions were forthcoming after Mr. Cutler’s detailed 

analysis, he invited Dr. Flemming to comment on the revised 

report. 

Dr. Flemming stated his belief that the revision constituted an 

excellent paper on the whole, and that it helped greatly to clarify 

the issues. He had no changes to suggest in the wording of the 
report, but he wished to stress the importance of the introductory 
sentences to paragraph 16, which pointed out the urgency of ob- 

taining as soon as possible effective advance warning of enemy 

attack. Many agencies were dependent upon provision of early 
warning in carrying out their responsibilities, and the more clearly 
we recognized the importance of this objective, the better. Dr. 

Flemming went on to state his understanding that the joint com- 

6 Dr. Lee A. DuBridge, President of California Institute of Technology. The letter 
has not been found. |
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mittee, made up of officials of the Royal Canadian Air Force and 

the U.S. Air Force, would report their findings with regard to the 
; Southern Canadian line about June 1,7 and Dr. Flemming recom- 

mended that once this report was in, the Council would be well ad- 
: vised to take a fresh look at the early warning problem and not to 

regard the present dates for completion of the early warning pro- 

gram as frozen. Provided, therefore, the Council clearly understood 
that no completion dates were fixed and that the Council might 

: look at this issue again, Dr. Flemming concluded that NSC 5408 
: was “a fine document”. 

Mr. Cutler explained that the work of the joint committee re- 

ferred to by Dr. Flemming involved the development of military 

: criteria, the testing of equipment, and the surveying of the South- 

: ern Canadian line. Admiral Radford and General Twining indicat- 
ed that everything within the committee’s area of responsibility 
was moving forward as rapidly as possible. | 

The President expressed an interest in Dr. DuBridge’s letter, and 

: - inquired whether Dr. DuBridge meant that equipment for the 

Southern Canadian line now available was sufficiently effective so 
; that, even if no better equipment were to be developed in the near 

future, we could still install a practicable and effective Southern | 
: Canadian line. | | | | 

: _ The President’s question was answered by Assistant Secretary of 
Defense Quarles, who said he believed that the President’s inter- 

: pretation of Dr. DuBridge’s meaning was substantially correct, but 

4 that Dr. DuBridge did not mean that presently available equip- 

ment could not be improved upon. 

The President said that the installation of the line should cer- 
tainly not be delayed if all we contemplated was a gradual and | 

; steady improvement in the effectiveness of the equipment installed. 
; But he did not want us to find ourselves in a position of being com- 
j pelled to rip out equipment because it proved worthless or ineffec- 

tive after installation. . 
' Secretary Kyes called the Council’s attention to the study of the 

Administration’s continental defense policy and program which 

i had been made, at the behest of a Senate Committee headed by 
| Senator Saltonstall, by Mr. Sprague. The latter found himself in 
1 complete agreement with this program, and Secretary Kyes indi- 

4 cated that this was a welcome endorsement by an intelligent out- 
| sider competent to make a judgment. 

i With respect to Dr. Flemming’s earlier comments, Secretary 
i Kyes said he merely wished to state that the Department of De- 

7 Documentation on the joint U.S.-Canadian Air Force committee under reference 
4 is scheduled for publication in volume VI. 

| | | 

1
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fense was accustomed to get done as rapidly as possible any task 
which the National Security Council directed that department to 
perform. Referring again to Mr. Sprague’s report, Secretary Kyes 

: said that this report raised certain problems. It was originally in- 
tended to be used only by Senator Saltonstall’s committee, but it 
was now proposed to give wide distribution to what was called a 
“sanitized” version. Great care must be exercised in scrutinizing 
any report on this subject which reached a large number of people. 

Admiral Strauss then said he wished to raise a point with re- 
spect to paragraph 8-b on page 8 of NSC 5408, which stated that 
the Soviets now possessed a thermonuclear device “of quality indi- 
cating the use of independent technology.” Admiral Strauss said 
that he was unable “‘to buy” this last phrase. Our intelligence was 
not sufficiently sure to permit this judgment as to the manner in 
which the Soviets had developed their device. He accordingly rec- 
ommended deletion of this phrase, and the Council concurred in 
this recommendation. - 

The National Security Council: ® | | 

a. Noted a letter from the Science Advisory Committee of the 
Office of Defense Mobilization, regarding the technical situation 
with respect to the Southern Canadian early warning line and sea- 
ward extensions thereof, as read at the meeting by Mr. Cutler; and 
that this letter had been referred to the Department of Defense for 
comments. _ 

b. Adopted the statement of policy contained in NSC 5408, sub- 
ject to the following changes: 7 

(1) Paragraph 8-b, last sentence: Delete the words “of quality 
indicating the use of independent technology.” 

(2) Paragraph 16-c: Delete the FCDA proposal on page 15a. 
(3) Paragraph 17-a, second sentence: Insert, after ‘“Consolan 

radio stations’, the words “, single and multiple corridor proce- 
dures”’. | oe | 

c. Noted that the programming projected in the Financial Appen- | 
dix and the “Special Annex” to NSC 5408 is not intended to pre- 
clude a more rapid phasing or earlier completion of the early warn- 
ing and other programs; and that a review of the timing will be 
made in connection with the first Progress Report on NSC 5408 
scheduled as of June 1, 1954. | 

Note: NSC 5408 as amended subsequently approved by the Presi- 
dent. The amendments to NSC 5408 subsequently circulated for in- 
sertion in NSC 5408. | 

8 Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 1041. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, - 

lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) |
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2. Organization for Continental Defense (NSC Action No. 873-d; 
| NSC 159, Part VI; NSC 5408, para. 14)° oe he 

: Dr. Flemming stated that he and Secretary Kyes had reached 

agreement as to the character of the general set-up which would 
follow through on NSC 5408. As Mr. Cutler had indicated earlier, 

this proposal would first be submitted to the Planning Board, and 
4 come back to the Council for consideration on March 4. an 

=: The National Security Council: 1° a 

, Noted that the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, would — 
transmit his recommendations, prepared pursuant to NSC Action 

=: No. 873-d, on improving the organization of the Government with 
: respect to the continental defense functions in Part VI of NSC 159, 

to the NSC Planning Board for study and report to the Council. 

4. Plan for Continuity of Essential Wartime Functions of the Execu- ) 
1 tive Branch (Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same 
| subject, dated January 25, 1954; NSC Actions Nos. 1023 and 

2 ~ 1082)11 | 

Secretary Weeks?2 joined the Council at this point, and Mr. 
Cutler explained that since the Secretary of Commerce could be 
present for only a short time, it would be helpful if Dr. Flemming 
took up first the revised Defense Mobilization Order relative to 

new Federal construction in target areas, since this Order involved 

new responsibilities for the Secretary of Commerce. 
Dr. Flemming reported that as a result of the Council’s decision 

: of the previous week, he had revised the original draft Order in the 
= light of the discussion at that meeting. He then distributed copies 

of the revised draft (copy filed in the minutes of the meeting).1® 

| © For information on NSC Action No. 873 and on NSC 159, see footnote 2, p. 465; 
: NSC 5408 is printed supra. 7 ae | 
4 10 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1042. (S/S-NSC (Miscella- 
: neous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) | | 
4 11 A copy of Lay’s memorandum is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5408. Re- 

garding NSC Action No. 1023, see footnote 3, p. 610. NSC Action No. 1032, taken at 

: the 184th meeting of the NSC on Feb. 11, 1954, noted discussion of a draft defense 
4 mobilization order and a pilot study concerning plans for continuity of essential 
: wartime functions of the Executive Branch as well as a Presidential request for a 

4 map showing provable enemy wartime target areas and location of communication 
: facilities available to the Executive Branch in time of war. It also noted agreement 

by the Council that the Director of Defense Mobilization should proceed with the 

i selection of possible emergency relocation sites as well as for permanent “nearby 
relocation of essential wartime functions”. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 

j 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) 
| 12 Sinclair Weeks, Secretary of Commerce, Jan. 21, 1953-Nov. 10, 1958. 

18The reference draft order is presumably that referred to in NSC Action No. 
1032, discussed in footnote 11 above. No copy of the revised defense mobilization 
order has been found. For information on the minutes of NSC meetings, see footnote 
1, p. 394. ——
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Before Dr. Flemming had completed his statement, the President 
interrupted to say that he had a good many comments to make 
about this problem, since he was snowed under with complaints 

over the abandonment of various Government facilities in different 
parts of the country. While we were all sitting here around this 

table and talking about dispersing Government agencies, we never 

seemed to pay any attention to the fact that a number of the facili- 
ties which we were abandoning over such violent protests, particu- 

larly military installations, might usefully serve a dispersion pro- : 
gram. The President stated with great emphasis that we should use 

such abandoned installations for dispersion purposes unless it could 
| be proved beyond reasonable doubt that these installations were 

unusable. Furthermore, said the President, he seriously doubted 

that lack of communications was a valid argument for confining 
the relocation of Government agencies to an area within 30 miles 

of Washington. With the use of telephonic communications it 

should be perfectly possible to relocate many of these agencies a 
thousand miles away from Washington. 

Dr. Flemming explained to the President that ODM was already 

taking a look at the abandoned Government facilities, for example, 
Camp Pickett. Should we, inquired Dr. Flemming, adopt as a fixed 
procedure scrutiny of such abandoned facilities before any plans 
were made for the construction of new installations in connection 
with the relocation program? 

The President indicated approval of this suggestion, and asked 

Mr. Dodge if the Budget Bureau had a list of Government facilities 

and installations which had been abandoned. Some way must be 
found, the President repeated, to make use of these facilities. 

Secretary Humphrey said that it was his guess that if the Gov- 

ernment issued clear instructions as to the desirability of looking 
first at existing buildings and installations, we would not have to 

spend a nickel for any new construction. _ | 
The President observed that it was an American habit to expect 

too much luxury in its Government buildings. As an old Army 
man, he himself had shared in this failing, but it was now obvious 
to him that a lot more could be done on an austere basis. If we 

merely used common sense we could save a lot of money. | 
Mr. Dodge then suggested that the procedure suggested by the 

President and Dr. Flemming, as to looking first. at the possibilities 
of using existing facilities, be incorporated in the Defense Mobiliza- 

tion Order. | | 
Secretary Kyes said that he agreed with this suggestion, but be- 

lieved that after Dr. Flemming had included this point in his next 

draft, the Order be looked at by the Planning Board before coming 
to the Council for a final decision. As presently written, the Order
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3 would cause certain difficulties for the Department of Defense and 

quite possibly for other Government agencies, and Secretary Kyes 
said he wished an opportunity to have these problems aired. | 

: The President commented that Secretary Kyes’ statement moved 
| him to remind the Council of his views on its functions. He said 

3 that he wanted every member of the Council, both statutory and 
| invited, to feel absolutely free to bring up any idea they wished for 

discussion at this table. As soon as possible, however, a written 

: report on such a subject should be prepared and put through the 

Planning Board before the Council gave it final consideration. 
Freedom to discuss should not imply hasty decisions. 

Mr. Cutler then referred to the President’s desire, expressed at 

: the previous meeting, for the preparation of maps to illustrate 

4 target areas and communications facilities. General Paul then pro- 

duced three maps, which he stated he was prepared to explain to 

the President and the Council. The first one, he said, dealt with 

possible sites for the permanent relocation program. This constitut- 

2 ed what General Paul described as a “blow-up” of the Washington 
: area, and the sites were included on circles with radii of 30, 100, 
4 and 300 miles from the District of Columbia. 
| After General Paul had commented on the first map, Secretary | 

Humphrey inquired whether the sites indicated on the map called 
| for the use of old buildings or whether they involved new construc- 

tion. General Paul reassured Secretary Humphrey that it was pro- 
posed to utilize anything in the way of facilities which were avail- 
able and usable. To this, Secretary Humphrey replied that you 

: would have to go a lot further afield than 300 miles if you were to 

find suitable facilities already in existence sufficient to satisfy the 
need for permanent relocation. 

Dr. Flemming then said that he wished to make clear that the 
= indications on the map were to portray groupings of Government 

: agencies rather than actual location of sites. - 

Thereafter, General Paul produced his second map, which was to 
2 indicated sites for emergency relocation of Government agencies as 

opposed to permanent nearby relocation. With respect to this 

4 second map, General Paul indicated that four Government agencies 

: had been assigned sites for emergency relocation in the midst of 

i the critical target area. Sooner or later these sites would have to be 

4 changed. : 
- General Paul then turned to his third map, which portrayed the | 
basic communications network of the United States. | : 

1 The President inquired whether such a map did not indicate that 

any time you relocated a Government agency adjacent to one of 

: these communications lines, that agency could function just as ef- 
fectively as though it were located ten miles from Washington. In
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any case, said the President, it was perfectly plain to him that we 
could not plan to relocate all these agencies in areas close to Wash- 
ington. | 8 a eee ae 

Dr. Flemming asked the President whether his statement indi- 
cated a belief that the previous limit of 300 miles from the District 
of Columbia for permanent nearby relocation should be abandoned 
in favor of more distant relocation. The President replied that he 
certainly did mean this, provided adequate communications facili- 

ties existed. | | 

Mr. Cutler then stated that in his opinion the next step in carry- 
ing out the plan for continuity of essential wartime functions was 

for the ODM to make a general determination as to the essential 

wartime functions in all the major departments and agencies of the 
Executive Branch. | 

Dr. Flemming, however, indicated that it was not his intention to 

make such a general determination involving all the agencies, but 

to carry out the program on a case-by-case basis. He indicated that 
he would be ready presently to discuss the essential wartime func- 

tions of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, and would thereafter 

provide other cases. This seemed to him, he said, the best way to 

get at a set of ground rules. 

Mr. Cutler replied that it was his understanding that the ODM 

was to select the units and cadres which were to perform essential 
wartime functions in all the agencies, in order to determine what 

| cadre or unit in what department should be relocated outside of 

the District of Columbia. This task, said Mr. Cutler, seemed obvi- 

ously to be the first one. | 

Dr. Flemming, however, repeated his previous position, and 
noted that CAA was the “guinea pig” right now. We would then go 
on, case by case, until we could formulate a general program. 

The National Security Council: 14 , 

a. Discussed a revised draft Defense Mobilization Order, relative 
to new Federal construction in target areas, prepared by the Direc- 
tor, Office of Defense Mobilization, pursuant to NSC Action No. 
1032-a and circulated at the meeting. 

b. Agreed that this draft Order should be amended by ODM to 
state that, before undertaking new construction, existing facilities 
should be used whenever feasible. 

c. Referred the draft Order, amended by ODM in accordance 
with b above, to the NSC Planning Board for study and report to 

: the Council. - 
d. Noted and discussed a preliminary oral report by General 

Paul, pursuant to NSC Action No. 1082-d, on possible groupings of 

14 Paragraphs a-f constitute NSC Action No. 1044. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’)
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agencies for permanent nearby relocation of essential wartime 
=: functions of the Executive Branch. oe 
: e. Noted a map showing 50 probable target areas and location of | 

major communications facilities available to the Executive Branch 
for use in the event of war, prepared by the Office of Defense Mobi- : 

fo lization pursuant to NSC Action No. 1032-c. | 
| f. Noted that the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization, pursu- 

=: ant to NSC Action No. 1023-d-(1), would transmit to the NSC Plan- 
| ning Board at a later date a report on those agencies of the Execu- 

tive Branch considered to have essential wartime functions, with 
: the understanding that after determination of such agencies, per- 

manent relocation plans will be developed on an agency-by-agency 
basis. | | oe 

: Note: The action in f above subsequently transmitted to the Di- 
rector, Office of Defense Mobilization, for implementation. 

: | eos S. EVERETT GLEASON 

: | | _ Editorial Note oe 

. On February 17, 1954, James S. Lay, Jr., Executive Secretary of 

: the National Security Council, transmitted to the NSC the first two 

| parts of NSC 5407, “Status of United States Programs for National 
1 Security as of December 31, 1953” which had been called for by the 

memorandum from Lay to Secretary Dulles on December 14, 1953 
| (see footnote 9, page 597). The remaining portions of the two- 

volume report numbered NSC 5407 were submitted subsequently 

by the various responsible agencies, and NSC 5407 was the subject 

3 of discussion at the 187th, 188th, and 190th meetings of the NSC on 

| March 4, 11, and 25, 1954. For an extract from NSC 5407, see 

volume I, Part 1, page 684; a copy of the complete two-volume 
report is in S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351. Dan a 

The departments and agencies responsible for national security 

programs subsequently prepared further semiannual reports on the 

: status of those programs in conformity with Lay’s memorandum of 

December 14, 1958. Copies of NSC 5480, “Status of U.S. Programs 
for National Security as of June 30, 1954”, and NSC 5509, ‘Status 

| of National Security Programs as of December 31, 1954” are also in 
‘ S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 5430 and NSC 5509 Series, respec- 

) tively. 

! 
|
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611 .61/3-154 oo 

Memorandum by the Acting Special Assistant to the Secretary of 

State for Intelligence (Howe) to the Acting Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, March 1, 1954. 

Subject: SNIE-11-2-54: Soviet Capabilities for Attack on the US 
Through 1957 

| This special estimate was prepared at the request of the NSC 

Planning Board. It is concerned solely with Soviet gross capabilities 
for attack on the continental U.S. and does not consider how these 
capabilities might be reduced by Allied counteractions. 

The Intelligence Advisory Committee concludes that the USSR’s 
greatest capability lies in open military attack with nuclear weap- 

ons delivered by long-range aircraft. Present Soviet capabilities for 
air attack on continental U.S. are limited by dependence on the 
TU-4 bomber (B-29 equivalent), by the apparent lack of a devel- 

oped inflight refueling capability, and by the relatively undevel- 

oped character of the Chukotski and Kola base areas. Nevertheless 

it is estimated that the USSR has sufficient nuclear weapons, long- 

range bombers, and suitable bases to enable it to attack virtually 
| any target in continental U.S. on one-way missions. (You may wish 

to look over the maps at the end of the estimate which illustrate 

the range of Soviet bomber aircraft.) 

It is estimated that in 1954 the USSR, by a maximum effort, 

could launch about 300 aircraft from the Chukotski and Kola 
areas, 200 to 250 of which might reach their targets. By the end of 
1957 it could launch a maximum of about 1000 aircraft in an initial 
air operation against the U.S. This would require the employment | 

of the entire Soviet heavy and medium bomber force and might 

result in 450 to 700 mission aircraft reaching their targets. 

This special estimate will not be released to any foreign govern- 
ment. | | a 

| | FIsHER Howe
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= | Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | . 

: Memorandum of Discussion at the 187th Meeting of the National 
_ Security Council, Thursday, March 4, 1954 3 

| [Extracts] | Sr. 

, TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

The following were present at the 187th NSC meeting: The Presi- 

dent of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the 

United States; the Acting Secretary of State; the Secretary of De- 
: fense; the Director, Foreign Operations Administration; the Direc- 

tor, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary 
| of the Treasury; Mr. Morrison for the Director, Bureau of the 

Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission; the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense; Robert R. Bowie, Department of State; Com- 

| missioner Campbell, AEC; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the 

Director of Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the President; Mr. 

Cutler and Mr. Jackson, Special Assistants to the President; the 
Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, 

7 NSC. we | 7 | | 

| There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

| the main points taken. | | 

. At the outset of the meeting the President, in a humorous tone, 

3 said that if any member of the National Security Council or 
anyone who attended its meetings had talked to the Alsops for 

| more than 30 seconds in the course of the last four weeks, that in- 
| dividual was to make a date to come in and talk with him. 

3. U.S. Objectives in the Event of General War With the Soviet Bloc 

| (NSC 5410) 2 | Be 
Mr. Cutler briefed the members of the Council, and explained 

that the Planning Board believed that a policy on United States ob- 

: 1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Mar. 5. | | 
: 2 NSC 5410, Feb. 19, 1954, entitled “U.S. Objectives in the Event of General War 
: With the Soviet Bloc’, is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5410) NSC 

5410/1 of the same title, dated Mar. 29, 1954, is printed on p. 644. The origin of the 
; NSC 5410 Series is to be found in NSC Action No. 944-e taken at the 168th meeting 

of the NSC on Oct. 29, 19538, in which, during the course of approving NSC 162/2, 
the Council noted that “the Planning Board would submit for Council consideration 

A a revision of ‘U.S. Objectives vis-a-vis the USSR in the Event of War’ ”. For NSC 
| Action No. 944, see footnote 5, p. 575. For text of NSC 162/2, Oct. 30, 1953, see 

i ° The NSC Planning Board prepared its first draft report on Dec. 3, 1953, and a 
draft statement on the same subject was prepared by the Council Staff on Dec. 28, 
Nee spies of both the draft report and statement are in S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D1,
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jectives in the event of war was desirable to provide a basis for 
planning by the appropriate departments and agencies. He pointed 
out that the present statement had been unanimously approved by 

the Planning Board, but as yet the views of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff had not been received. , 

Admiral Radford explained that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had _ 
been unable to agree on their views, and he therefore requested 
that the Council postpone action on this statement for one week. 

The President pointed out that we could anticipate in the after- 

math of a third world war a tremendous swing toward isolationism 

in the United States. Moreover, the colossal job of occupying the 
territories of the defeated enemy would be far beyond the resources 

of the United States at the end of such a war. While the President 
therefore said he agreed that it was right to keep this problem of 
war objectives in mind, he believed that the chaos resulting from a 

third world war would be so great as to render it impossible for the 
National Security Council to determine in advance our precise ob- 
jectives and courses of action in the event of such a war. 

As regards the kind of government we would attempt to set up in | 

a defeated Russia, the President said it was hard to debate. A to- 

talitarian system was the only imaginable instrument by which 
Russia could be ruled for a considerable interval after the war. By 
and large, concluded the President, the main purpose served by 
this paper was to emphasize how vital it was to avoid a third world 
war. | | 

Mr. C.D. Jackson referred to paragraph 9-a of the report, calling 

for mobilization of our material, moral and human resources, as 

“wishy-washy ’. . 

Mr. Cutler explained that this statement had been inserted be- 

cause we had not fully mobilized our human resources in World 
War II and that we should certainly be aware of the necessity of _ 
doing so in any future world war. ag | | 

The President expressed the view that if a third world war were 
to begin with an enemy atomic attack on the United States, this 

country would itself be required to accept a totalitarian regime. 
There would be no way to avoid it, and this was another argument 
for doing our best to prevent sucha war. | 

The National Security Council: 3 a 

3 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1051.
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_ Deferred action on NSC 5410 until the March 18 Council meet- 
: ing, in order to permit receipt of the views of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff thereon. + : no 

a -§. Evererr GLEASON 

| * Discussion of NSC 5410 was deferred until the 190th meeting of the NSC on 
: Mar. 25; see the memorandum of discussion, infra. __ | 

Eisenhower Library; Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | 3 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 190th Meeting of the National 
| Security Council, Thursday, March 25, 1954 } | 

| : | | _ [Extracts] 

TOP SECRET EYESONLY 

_ Present at the 190th Meeting of the Council were the President 
: of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United 
: States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; the Direc- | 

tor, Foreign Operations Administration; the Acting Director, Office 

of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of the 
Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Acting Chair- 

| man, Atomic Energy Commission (for Item 5); Mr. Slezak for the 
: Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Navy, and the Acting 
2 Secretary of the Air Force (for Items 3, 4 and 5); the Chairman, 

Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, the Chief of 

Naval Operations, the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force, and the Com- 
| mandant, U.S. Marine Corps (for Items 3, 4 and 0); the Director of 

2 Central Intelligence; Mr. Cutler and Mr. Jackson, Special Assist- 

ants to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; Mr. 
: Robert R. Bowie, Department of State; Brig. Gen. Barksdale Ham- 

lett, Department of Defense; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the 
: Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. . 7 oy 

Following is a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 
chief points taken. a , | 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Mar. 26. |
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4. Continental Defense: Report on the Seaward Extensions and Con- 
tiguous Radar (NSC 5408; NSC Action No. 966-f; Memo for 

NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Continental Defense: 

Report on the Seaward Extensions’, dated March 24, 1954) 2 

The National Security Council: * | 

Noted the memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (enclosure to 
the reference memorandum) on current operational plans for the 
seaward extensions of the Southern Canadian early warning 
system and the contiguous radar coverage; and the Department of 
Defense will continue to review these programs in relation to the 
Soviet threat and the possibilities of improvements therein. 

5. United States Objectives in the Event of General War With the 

Soviet Bloc (NSC 5410; Memo for NSC from Executive Secreta- 

ry, same subject, dated March 22, 1954) 4 

Mr. Cutler reminded the Council of the problem which the Plan- 

ning Board believed its present report on war objectives would 

serve. It met the need to provide the military with a general basis 
on which to develop war plans, and it also provided guidance for 

the prosecution of the cold war by the psychological warfare plan- 

ners. Mr. Cutler pointed out that the previous statement of USS. 

war objectives had been written back in 1948 and that the many 
changes, notably in the development of atomic weapons, since that 

time required reconsideration of this policy. 

Mr. Cutler then referred to the split views of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff with respect to this paper. One position had been taken by _ 

the Chairman of the JCS, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and 

the Commandant of the Marine Corps. Mr. Cutler briefly summa- 

rized this view. A different position had been taken by the Chief of 
Naval Operations and the Chief of Staff of the Army. Mr. Cutler 
also summarized this position. He then suggested that, before hear- 

2 For text of NSC 5408, Feb. 11, see p. 609. N SC Action No. 966-f was taken at the 

close of discussion on continental defense at the 172d meeting of the NSC, Nov. 23, 
1958, and noted the ‘‘President’s. request for an estimate by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

of a reasonable patrolling program for the seaward extension of the Southern Cana- 
dian early warning system”. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC 
Records of Action”) The memorandum for the NSC from Lay, Mar. 24, is not print- 

ed. It enclosed a memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in response to the Presi- 
dent’s request of Nov. 23 and also to further requests and reports on this subject 
from both Lay (of Dec. 7, 1953) and the Joint Chiefs (Jan. 11, 1954). Copies of the 
JCS memorandum setting forth specific force goals and warning capabilities of the 
seaward extension of the Southern Canadian Early Warning System and Lay’s cov- 
ering memorandum of Mar. 24 are in S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, “Continental De- 

fense-Seaward Extension”’. 
3 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1076. (S/S-NSC (Miscella- 

neous) files, lot 66 D 95, ““NSC Records of Action’’) 
4 NSC 5410 is not printed; NSC 5410/1, Mar. 29, is printed infra. Lay’s memoran- 

dum has not been found.
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: ing the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, he understood that the 
Secretary of State wished to comment on the paper. | 

Secretary Dulles said that he had a general observation to make. 

It seemed to him a danger that the present paper, which was sup- 
: posed to develop U.S. objectives in a war against the Soviet bloc, 

was becoming confused with the question of ways and means of 

achieving such objectives. Was this paper actually designed to 
produce a review of the previous decisions of the NSC with respect 

to basic security policy and strategy? | 

Mr. Cutler said that this was not the intention of the Planning 
Board, and that the paper had no other purpose than to replace the 

old annex to NSC 162/2,5 which set forth U.S. objectives in the 
event that a war was forced upon us by the Soviet Union. In that 

: case, replied Secretary Dulles, the State Department was prepared 

to accept the paper as it stood. | 

After reading the first eight paragraphs of the draft in order to 

clarify the nature of the problem and the purpose of the paper, Mr. 

| Cutler invited Admiral Radford to comment on the split views of 
; the Joint Chiefs of Staff. | ee 

| Admiral Radford said that the Chief of Staff of the Air Force and 
he felt that the present draft provided adequate guidance with re- 

: spect to planning for the contingency envisaged. Admiral Carney 

and General Ridgway, however, believed that the paper suffered 

from two very serious deficiencies. The first of these, said Admiral 

Radford, related to paragraph 3, ® which Admiral Carney and Gen- 

eral Ridgway desired to revise in order to define more precisely the 

degree to which measures necessary to achieve victory over the 
Soviet bloc should be carried out. Quoting from the portions of the 

: memorandum which set forth the views of Admiral Carney and 
General Ridgway, Admiral Radford indicated their fear that full | 

exploitation of our nuclear capability might inflict such chaos and 

destruction and suffering in the Soviet Union as had not been 
known in Europe since the end of the Thirty Years War. Indeed, in 

: the circumstances it was impossible to visualize how the United 
States could cope with the victory it might achieve over the Sovi- 

: - ets, or how it might hope to establish a workable occupational 

4 regime. In sum, any proposed assault upon the capabilities of the 

| USSR to wage war ought to be evaluated in terms both of its possi- 

: 5 For text of NSC 162/ 2, including the two-page annex entitled “U.S. Objectives 
j Vis-a-vis the USSR in the Event of War’’, see p. 577. 
{ 6 Paragraph 3 of the draft statement on “U.S. Objectives in the Event of General 
1 War With the Soviet Bloc’, prepared by the NSC Planning Board on Feb. 19, and 

designated NSC 5410, reads: “To reduce by military and other measures the capa- 
4 bilities of the USSR to the point where it has lost its will or ability to wage war 

against the United States and its allies.” . |
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ble contribution to victory and in the light of the limiting factors 

discussed above. ee ee | 
As for himself, Admiral Radford felt that the views of Admiral 

Carney and General Ridgway should not have been directed to a 
paper dealing with U.S. objectives in the event of war with the 

Soviet Union, but instead should have been directed toward cur- 

rent basic national security policy as set forth in NSC 162/2. The 
changes proposed by Admiral Carney and General Ridgway were in 
fact introduced in order to effect a change in our basic military 
planning and strategy, and it confused the issue to criticize the war 
objectives paper. 

The second major area of disagreement by General Ridgway and 
Admiral Carney occurred in paragraph 9-f.7 As presently written, 
they believed (and Admiral Radford again quoted from the JCS 
memorandum) that political planning should not be delayed until 

the outbreak of war, but should instead be initiated as far in ad- 

vance as possible. It was further necessary to point up the necessity 

for determining in greater detail and more precisely how the 

United States and its allies intend to enforce the terms of peace 

and to exercise physical control over the Soviet bloc. After quoting 

| these views, Admiral Radford expressed his own opinion that it 
was impractical to attempt detailed advance planning with respect 

to political warfare and the post-hostilities settlement. | 

At the conclusion of Admiral Radford’s statement, the President, 

with considerable vehemence and conviction, expressed the opinion 
| that the subjects that Admiral Radford had discussed came pretty 

close to the area of prerogatives of the Commander-in-Chief. He 
said he was speaking very frankly to the Council in expressing his 
absolute conviction that in view of the development of the new 
weapons of mass destruction, with the terrible significance which 

these involved, everything in any future war with the Soviet bloc _ 

would have to be subordinated to winning that war. This was the 

one thing which must constantly be borne in mind, and there was 
little else with respect to war objectives that needed to worry 
anyone very much. The President said that ten years ago he might 

very well have subscribed to the limitations and restrictions which 

the Chief of Staff of the Army and the Chief of Naval Operations 
now recommended with regard to the exploitation of our great 

7 Paragraph 9-f of the draft statement reads: “While avoiding premature deci- 
sions or commitments, commence formulation of, and keep under continual review, 

plans arrangements, the forms or administration of government in enemy territory, 
| independence for national minorities, and the degree of post-war responsibility to be 

: assumed by the United States in readjusting the inevitable political, economic and 
social dislocations resulting from the war, and the expert U.S. influence at every 
opportunity during the war to shape political and other developments in ways favor- 
able to U.S. post-war objectives.” :
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atomic capabilities. But in the present situation it was impossible 

and impractical even to consider these suggestions. In illustration 

= of his point, the President turned to paragraph 1 of the draft 
report, which read: “To achieve a victory which will ensure the 

: survival of the United States as a free nation and the continuation 
of its free institutions in the post-war period.” This, said the Presi- 
dent, he would change by putting a period after “victory” and de- 
leting the rest of the paragraph, if not the rest of the paper. We 
can’t tell what we will do after we achieve a victory in what will be 

2 total and not in any sense limited warfare. Accordingly, he dis- 

: agreed, said the President, with the limitations and qualifications 
suggested by the Planning Board, just as he disagreed with the re- 
strictions and limitations suggested by General Ridgway and Admi- 
ral Carney in their comments on this report. | 

: _ Again to illustrate his views, the President referred to the strike 
: in the coal fields which had been called by John L. Lewis § at the 

end of 1942 or in the early part of 1943. That such a strike was 

Do possible in the midst of a terrible war was to be explained only by 
the fact that the United States was a free nation. We could never, 

however, tolerate such a development in any war we envisaged 

with the Soviet Union. Obviously we were desperately anxious to 
maintain our free institutions, and we were anxious to help our 

: friends and allies abroad, but we were in no position to count on it 
: or plan on it, in view of the catastrophic nature of the third world 

war if it should come. In such a war the United States would be 

applying a force so terrible that one simply could not be meticulous 

as to the methods by which the force was brought to bear. He could 
4 assure the Council, said the President, that with respect to any de- 

cision he might be obliged to make regarding a war plan, his deci- 

3 sion would be based on his judgment of just how much such a war | 

3 plan would hurt the enemy. For the time being, at least, no other 

considerations would be of significance. This, of course, did not 
mean that he would exclude from his judgment the question of how 

much harm or hurt the United States itself would suffer as a result 

i of the methods chosen to prosecute the war. It was quite appropri- 
4 ate to keep this consideration in mind. The President concluded by 
q admitting that his point of view might seem brutal, but in view of 
| the fact that we would never enter the war except in retaliation 
4 against a heavy Soviet atomic attack, he simply could not conceive 

1 of any other course of action than the course of action which would 
hit the Russians where and how it would hurt most. 

1 _ Mr. Cutler then raised the question as to whether the President 
q and the other members of the Council believed that there was any 

: 8 John L. Lewis, President of the United Mine Workers.
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value whatsoever in attempting to set forth U.S. objectives in the 
event of global war with the Soviet bloc. The paper was by no 
means hogwash. It had been most carefully worked over, not only 
as a basis for war planning, but as a guide to propaganda and cold 

- War programs in the near future, as was indicated by paragraphs 6 

) and 8 ® and by paragraph 9-f, which set forth the principle of non- 
predetermination with respect to terms of surrender, border and 
territorial arrangements, and the forms of administration of gov- 

ernment in enemy territory, the independence of national minori- 
ties, etc. 

With respect to the paragraph dealing with post-war organiza- 

tion, the President expressed skepticism as to whether any nations 
as we now know them would continue to exist at the conclusion of 
this war, and whether we or any other nations would be in a posi- 

tion to create the post-war organization called for in this para- 

graph. The President said that, of course, his imagination as to the 
horrors of a third world war might be overdeveloped, but he be- 
lieved that every single nation, including the United States, which 

entered into this war as a free nation would come out of it as a 
| dictatorship. This would be the price of survival. 

7 Secretary Humphrey pointed out that the present report said as 

| much as this in paragraph 9-a, which called for the full mobiliza- 
| tion of the moral, human and material resources of the United 

States. | 

Secretary Dulles expressed his agreement with the President’s 
- doubt as the practicality of any discussion of the post-war organiza- 

tion. Its character would depend on the kind of world that existed 

when the war was over. It was accordingly utterly academic to dis- 

| cuss such a subject in this paper. a 

The President then stated that in spite of his own views, the 
present report might be very useful to Mr. Jackson and to Mr. 

Streibert for propaganda and cold war purposes. That was one 
thing, but of course quite different from providing a basis for war 
plans. - 

Mr. Cutler replied that a good example of the paper’s concern 

with the cold war was provided in paragraph 9-f, which stressed 

nonpredetermination with regard to the fate of the enemy territo- 

9 Paragraphs 6 and 8 of the draft statement read: 

“6. To insure that postwar regimes in the former enemy territories will not follow 
| totalitarian and aggressive policies and practices that would threaten the security 

and freedom of other peoples.” 
“8. To facilitate postwar development of an international organization composed 

of the United States and friendly nations (and ultimately a world organization) 
which will have sufficient power and authority to enforce a just, peaceful and secure 
international order.”
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: ries as opposed to the call for unconditional surrender in the 
: second world war. Mr. Cutler then asked Admiral Radford whether 

he believed the paper would be of any use to the war planners in 

the Pentagon. , Ln 
| Admiral Radford replied in the affirmative, but Mr. C.D. Jackson 

stated that he simply wouldn’t know what to do with the paper if it 

were sent to him as guidance for the cold war. It seemed to him 
“dream stuff’, and there was no conceivable way of implementing 

| it. 

Secretary Humphrey pointed out that if paragraphs 6 and 8, 

' dealing with the post-war situation and events subsequent to a U.S. 
| victory, were deleted, the rest of the paper was self-contained and 

made good sense. The President expressed agreement with Secreta- 
ry Humphrey’s suggestion, and Governor Stassen added that of 

j course a point might come in the course of the war when victory 

for the United States and its allies would be in sight, at which time 

the objectives set forth in the paper might prove useful guidance. 

Mr. Cutler proposed that the Council adopt the suggestion made 

. by Secretary Humphrey, and the President expressed his tentative 

approval and indicated his willingness to talk to Admiral Carney 

| and General Ridgway about their views, as expressed in the JCS | 

memorandum, at any time they wished. It was pointed out that : 

General Ridgway and Admiral Carney were present and prepared 
to discuss their views, but the President replied that there were 
also too many other people present on this occasion. | 

The National Security Council: }° | 

, a. Discussed NSC 5410 in the light of the views of the Joint 
4 Chiefs of Staff contained in the reference memorandum. 
: b. Adopted the statement of policy contained in NSC 5410 subject | 

: to the following changes: _ | - 

; op Paragraph 1: Delete the words following “the United 
] ates . 

: (2) Paragraph 2: Insert the word “effective” before “allies’’. 
4 (3) Delete paragraphs 6 and 8, and renumber the remaining 

paragraphs accordingly. | 
(4) Paragraph 9-a: Insert the word “fully” after “mobilize’’. 
(5) Paragraph 9-g: Renumber as paragraph 8, and reword | 

; the beginning as follows: ‘The United States should maintain 
1 after the...” | 

| c. Noted that the President gave his tentative approval to the 
statement of policy as adopted by the Council, with the understand- _ 

| ing that he is prepared to discuss this matter further with the | 
=: Joint Chiefs of Staff if they so request. 

10 Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 1077. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) 
| files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’)
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Note: NSC 5410, as amended and approved by the President, sub- 

sequently circulated as NSC 5410/1. | 

S. Everett GLEASON 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5410 

Statement of Policy Adopted by the National Security Council } 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| March 29, 1954. 

| NSC 5410/1 

NoTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
- CounciL oN U.S. OBJECTIVES IN THE EVENT OF GENERAL WAR 

WITH THE SOVIET BLoc 

References: | | 

A. NSC 5410 2 | | , 

B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 

- dated March 22, 1954 3 
| C. NSC Action No. 1077 4 | 

D. NSC 162/2 5 

The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, 

the Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the Acting Chairman, 

Atomic Energy Commission, at the 190th Council meeting on 
March 25, 1954 adopted the statement on the subject contained in 

NSC 5410 with the changes therein which are set forth in NSC 
Action No. 1077-b. 

As noted by the Council at the Council meeting, the President 
has given his tentative approval to the statement on the subject en- 

closed herewith as a planning guide for use by all appropriate exec- 
utive departments and agencies of the U.S. Government, with the | 

understanding that he is prepared to discuss this matter further 

with the Joint Chiefs of Staff if they so request. 

. Accordingly, the Annex to NSC 162/2 is hereby superseded. 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 

7 1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Directors of the Bureau of the 
Budget and Central Intelligence, and the Chairmen of the Atomic Energy Commis- | 
sion and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

2 Not printed. 

3 Not found. | 
4 See footnote 10, supra. 
5 Dated Oct. 30, 1958, p. 577. So
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| [Enclosure] | El 

: Statement of Policy by the National Security Council 

TOP SECRET _ [WASHINGTON, undated.] _ 

; U.S. OBJECTIVES IN THE EVENT OF GENERAL WAR WITH THE SOVIET 
, - - -Broc oy | 

(Assumes that general war has been forced upori the United States, | 
directly or indirectly. Reference to territory of the Soviet 
Union means the area included within the August, 1939, bor- 

ders.) — | | | 

1. To achieve a victory which will insure the survival of the | 
| United States. | es | 

2. To preserve and retain as many of its effective allies as possi- _ 
| ble. | 

3. To reduce by military and other measures the capabilities of 
the USSR to the point where it has lost its will or ability to wage 
war against the United States and its allies. ee 

! 4. To prevent, by all means consistent with other U.S. objectives, 
the active participation of Communist China in the war on the 
USSR side. Failing this objective, to réediice by military and other | 

J measures the capabilities of Communist China to the point where 
2 it has lost its will or ability to wage war against the United States 

and its allies. 
o. To render ineffective the control structure by which the Soviet 

| and Chinese Communist regimes have been able to exert ideologi- 
. ‘ cal and disciplinary authority over individual citizens or groups of 

citizens in other countries. | 
: 6. To prevent, so far as practicable, the formation or retention, 

| after the war, of military power in potentially hostile states suffi- 
| cient to threaten the security of the United States. ~ , - 

7. In pursuing the above objectives, the United States should 
| from the outset of general war: es TE | 

a. Mobilize fully its moral, human and material resources. 
4 b. Obtain the full participation of its principal allies in the collec- 
1 tive war effort. oe | ee | an 
1 c. Seek the participation in or contribution to the collective war 
: effort by other nations, as consistent in each case with attainment 

of the above objectives. | 
3 d. Divide, as practicable, the peoples and armed forces of the 
1 Soviet Union and Communist China from their communist re- | 
| _gimes, and the peoples of the satellites from their Soviet-dominated 

regimes; and so far as possible enlist the active support of these 
peoples on the side of the United States and its allies in prosecut- 
ing the war against the Soviet regime. 

| | |
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e. Make clear that this war is not an attempt by the United 
States to impose by force of arms, a particular political or economic 

| system upon the world, but rather a defense against efforts by the 
Soviet regime to do so. 

f. While avoiding premature decisions or commitments, com- 
mence formulation of, and keep under continual review, plans with 
respect to such issues as terms of surrender, border and territorial 
rearrangements, the forms or administration of government in 

| enemy territory, independence for national minorities, and the 
degree of post-war responsibility to be assumed by the United 
States in readjusting the inevitable political, economic and social 
dislocations resulting from the war; and exert U.S. influence at 
every opportunity during the war to shape political and other de- 
velopments in ways favorable to U.S. post-war objectives. 

| 8. The United States should maintain after the cessation of hos- 
 tilities, U.S. and allied military strength adequate to achieve post- 
war objectives. ° — —— | 

6 In a memorandum to the NSC, May 3, Executive Secretary James S. Lay, Jr., 

noted that President Eisenhower had indicated at the 194th meeting of the NSC on 
Apr. 29 in NSC Action No. 1102 that he had considered the further views of the JCS 
as embodied in a memorandum of Apr. 22 and that the President had directed that 
NSC 5410/1 be used as a planning guide by all appropriate executive departments. 

| A copy of Lay’s memorandum of May 3 is in S/P-NSC files, lot 12 D 1, NSC 5410. 

611.61/4-2854 

Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for 

Intelligence (Armstrong) to the Acting Secretary of State 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 28, 1954. 

Subject: NIE-100-54: Probable Effects of Increasing Nuclear Capa- 
bilities Upon the Policies of US Allies } 

1. The Intelligence Advisory Committee adressed this estimate to 
the probable effect upon the policies of the principal US allies of a 

- general conviction that the US and the USSR each had acquired 
nuclear capabilities more than sufficient to cripple the other. 

2. Under such circumstances, the IAC concluded that US allies 

will: | 

(a) probably seek to obtain greater influence over US policy, in 
order to ensure a cautious and non-provocative attitude toward the 
Communist states; 

1 Not printed. 

| 
\ .
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(b) be even more insistent than at present that every effort be 
i made to limit the scope and area of local conflicts, and be more un- 

: willing than at present to participate in repelling local Communist 
aggression; | 

: (c) almost certainly support the position of the US in the event of 
international crisis involving grave danger of general war, as long 

1 as they believe that firm maintenance of the alliance will probably 

‘ avert war. a | 7 | 

fo 3. The IAC found itself unable to estimate the probable courses | 
| of action of US allies if an international crisis should develop to _ 

the point where general war seemed to them virtually certain and 

| no longer to be averted by firm maintenance of the alliance. The 
IAC believes that most allied governments, if confronted with cer- | 

tain national destruction as the sole alternative to an accommoda- | 
| tion with the USSR, would choose the latter. It believes it unlikely, | 

| though possible, that the major allies of the US would become con- , 

vinced that the alternatives facing them were so limited and so | 

clear-cut as those described. __ | | 

This estimate will not be released to any other governments. 2 , 

: _ | W. Park ARMSTRONG, JR. | 

2 A handwritten notation on the source text by Jeffrey C. Kitchen of the Policy | 

Planning Staff reads as follows: “S/S-R: in light para 3 not submitted as against | 
4 other demands on Acting Secy’s time.” Secretary of State Dulles was in Europe at- | 
4 tending the opening sessions of the Geneva Conference of Apr. 26-July 21, 1954; for | 

documentation on that Conference, see volume XVI. : . , | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422 

| Study Prepared by the National Security Council Planning Board * 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,]| June 14, 1954. 

4 ~ NSC 5422 | 

2 Note BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
. COUNCIL ON TENTATIVE GUIDELINES UNDER NSC 162/2 ror FY 

1 1956 ? a | | 

1 1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, the Directors of 

4 the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence, the Chairmen of the Atomic 

Energy Commission and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Federal Civil Defense Ad- 

ministrator. | 
: 2 On Mar. 22, Executive Secretary of the National Security Council James 8. Lay, 

Jr., transmitted a memorandum to the NSC which stated, in part, that “In view of 

the fact that NSC 162/2 has only recently been approved and has just reached the 

| ‘initial stages of implementation, considerable concern has been expressed at the 

idea of a substantial review of this policy at this time. On the other hand, it is desir- 

able to provide more specific guidance for the preparation during the forthcoming 

| summer of the budgets of the various departments and agencies for Fiscal Year 
| Continued
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References: PE 

A. NSC 162/22 moe 
B. NSC Action No. 1125 4 
C. NIE 11-5-54 and NIE 13-54 5 | 

The enclosed tentative study by the NSC Planning Board on the 
subject is circulated herewith to serve as the basis for discussion by 

| the National Security Council at its meeting on June 24, 1954. 

_ 1956. Therefore, with the approval of the President, the approach to this project will 
be focused, not on a reconsideration of NSC 162/2 as such, but rather on the devel- 

opment of guidelines to implement NSC 162/2, which would govern our national se- 
curity programs for Fiscal Year 1956.” A copy of Lay’s memorandum was sent to 
Secretary Dulles on Mar. 23, 1954 by Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent, who wrote, inter alia, that “I have discussed with the President the desirabil- 

ity of trying to develop guidelines under NSC 162/2 (our basic policy paper) for FY 
1956 in time to be of assistance to departments and agencies in working up their 

budgets for that year. Assuming that NSC 162/2 is to remain in effect throughout 
FY 1956, it should be helpful to each department and agency to outline to the Coun- __ 
cil late this spring guidelines under such policy.” A copy of Cutler’s memorandum of 
Mar. 23 to Secretary Dulles, enclosing Lay’s memorandum of Mar. 22 to the NSC; is 

in S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Guidelines under NSC 162/2, March-May, 1954”. 

The Department of State’s Office of Intelligence Research (OIR) and Policy Plan- _ 
ning Staff (S/P) began drafting outlines for a proposed interdepartmental study of 
the problem as early as Mar. 10 and 11. Thereafter, lengthy draft studies projecting 
and estimating international trends and policies were prepared by the staffs of both 
OIR and S/P. Papers exploring both topical and regional problems were drafted be- 
tween Mar. 26 and May i4. On June 1, Bowie transmitted a 66-page draft entitled 
“Guidelines Under NSC 162/2—Fiscal Year 1956” to the Planning Board with a cov- 
ering memorandum stressing that “this is a tentative draft which has not been 
cleared within the Department. It is made available in this form to provide a basis 
for preliminary discussion. The revised document will be submitted as promptly as 
possible.” (PPS files, lot 65 D 101, NSC 5422) | | 

On June 9, Bowie transmitted to the Secretary of State a 56-page draft study of 
the same title as that of June 1, together with four supporting studies devoted to 
“Prospects and Problems” in Western Europe, the Far East, South Asia, the Near 
East and Africa, and Latin America, respectively. These studies varied in length 

| from 10 to 44 pages. A covering memorandum indicated that this represented the | 
final Department of State contribution to the study. NSC 5422 and its annexes | | 
(infra) incorporate the previous Department of State studies projecting international 
trends and policies through 1959. wg Pog ae Ee : 

Documentation on the numerous draft papers and studies concerning projected 
problems and trends in international affairs through 1959, as a basis for guidelines 
for the fiscal year 1956 budget, is scattered throughout PPS files, lot 65 D 101, “NSC 

5422 Staff Papers”, “Basic National Security Policy’’, “NSC 162-5422”, “Chronologi- 
cal, 1954”, “Gullion Chronological”, “Stelle Chronological”. In addition, there is 

some documentation in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422 Series. 

3 Dated Oct. 30, 1953, p. 577. | | 7 
4NSC Action No. 1125 noted discussion of an oral report on the “Fiscal Outlook” 

prepared by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget at the 198th meeting of the _ 
NSC, May 20, 1954 (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of _ 
Action 1954’’). : : : 

5 NIE 11-5-54, “Soviet Capabilities and Main Lines of Policy Through Mid-1959”’, . 

June 7, 1954, is scheduled for publication in volume vim. For text of NIE 13-54, 

“Communist China’s Power Potential Through 1957”, June 3, 1954, see volume xiv.
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The enclosed study reflects the tentative conclusions reached by : 

the NSC Planning Board in its effort to develop guidelines to im- f 

plement NSC 162/2, which would govern our national security pro- | 

grams for Fiscal Year 1956, in the light of estimates of the world I 

situation and outlook through Fiscal Year 1959. Where choices of | : 

alternatives were proposed in the Planning Board’s consideration 
of this subject, these alternatives are indicated by brackets or par- ; 
allel columns in the enclosed study. | os ' 

The detailed studies of the world outlook and national security 
problems facing the United States through Fiscal Year 1959, with | 
conclusions and possible courses of action, prepared by various de- 
partments and agencies, are contained in the Annexes to this 

report which are being circulated separately. | | : 

Based upon Council discussion of the enclosed study, and follow- | 

ing further review by the respective departments and agencies, the tf 
NSC Planning Board will prepare and submit for early Council _ | 

consideration such further report or reports as the Council may _—E_sifk 

direct. [ 
| _ JAMEs S. Lay, JR. 

[Here follows a one-page table of contents.] | 

po [Enclosure] | 

| Study Prepared by the National Security Council Planning Board | , | 

: TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] June 14, 1954. 

| | TENTATIVE GUIDELINES UNDER NSC 162/2 ror FY 1956 ~ 

: I. ELEMENTS OF THE WORLD SITUATION AND OUTLOOK | | 

: The Soviet Threat Through Mid-1959 (NIE 11-5-54; NIE 13-54; and : 
! “Explanation of Table of Comparisons of Estimated Soviet | 
: _ Military Capabilities in Key Respects” in Annex 4 of NSC | 

: | 5422) 6 ne Oe | oo : 

: 1. Status of the Soviet Bloc. ae 
a, The internal stability of the Soviet Union and its control of 

| the European satellites have not diminished and-may be expected 
3 to remain intact through 1959. = wt ae a | 

| b. However, the Soviet bloc is faced with internal problems such 
as popular discontent in the satellites, agricultural shortages and 

6 Reference is to one of the agency studies prepared as annexes to NSC 5422; for 

texts of some of these, see pp. 667 ff. |
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opposition to collectivization, rivalries within the collective leader- 
ship and serious defections from-the secret services. 

_¢. Communist China has gained prestige more Yapidly than an- ticipated; its power will continue to increase. Despite potential con- 
flicts of interest, the present close Sino-Soviet collaboration will 
persist. | 

2. Soviet Bloc Military Capabilities 
Estimates of certain current and future Soviet military capabili- 

ties have been raised substantially since the adoption of NSC 162/ 
2. Key examples are shown in the following table:



Current Future 

‘53 Estimates of ’53 ‘54 Estimates of ’54 ‘33 Estimates of ’57 04 Estimates of ’59 
Situation Situation Situation Situation 

Nuclear Weapons 

| (Energy yield) 
Largest Weapon............:.s0000... 500-1000 KT 1000 KT 500-1000 KT — ~—= 10,000 KT 
Total Stockpile... eee 6 MT 25 MT 25 MT 172 MT (tested 

technology) Z 

860-4300 MT 5 
| | (possible S 

| technology) 2 
Long-Range Bombers | | | wa 

_ Prop. Medium (TU-4)................... 1000 1270 1200 400 g 
Jet Medium (“39”) ee 1 Prototype 20 50 (mid ’55) 120 (mid 755) 5 

| 600 (mid ’59) a 
_ Turbo-Prop Heavy (‘31”).............1 Prototype 10 some possible 300 3 
Jet Heavy (“87”)... cecccsesssescsssesee — 1 Prototype — 100 (possibly 300) & 

. Surface-to-Surface Guided Mis- “ 
siles - | 
450-500 mi. (V2 type)... — . — Future Obscure Operational by ’56 
Inter-Continental | | 

a pilotless bomber..................... — — Future Obscure Possible in ’59 
b ballistic... cceceeesens _— , — | — | 

po |



- | | Current - : Future On 
4 | bo 

. a ‘53 Estimates of ’53 ‘o4 Estimates of 54 | 53 Estimates of '57 ‘54 Estimates of 59 | 
| Situation _ Situation Situation Situation 

| Air Defense | | | | : | 
All-weather fighters with A-I _ | 3 | 

: Radar .........cccccccccscesessecsesccceeceseee —— A few by ’55 200 (mid 755) a — : | | 2100 (mid ’59) 5 
Submarines a a | | 4 : 

oo Improved Ocean Patrol Sub- — | rs 

© MAPINES eeeeeeseessssssseeeesseseeseeees 20 AT 100 (295 8 

Note. This table necessarily involves substantial simplification of estimates. A supporting memorandum, with full explanations and 9 
citations to National Intelligence Estimates, is included in Annex 4 of NSC 5422. © Can 

| 
en 

. oe ot | | © 
| on 

| | | | oe
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3. Soviet Bloc Capabilities for Political Warfare, Subversion and | 

Local Aggression EEN og a : 

a. Present and future Soviet Bloc capabilities for pursuing their — 

objectives by action short of general war appear at least as great — | 

as, and possibly greater than, a year ago. Throughout most of the 4 

free world the Communists have the capability through hardcore it 

_ activists to engage in a wide variety of disruptive tactics, ranging : 

from organized civil war (as in Indochina) through persistent guer- , 

rilla activities (as in Malaya) to inflammatory demonstrations,  —j 
7 propaganda, “popular fronts’, and parliamentary harassment. Pre- : 

ferring a “creeping expansion” over resort to overt aggression, they =f 

will continue to take over spontaneous“movements bred of nation- | 

alistic fervor or economic discontent and to exploit free world diss 
unity, EEE Be : ee 

pb. In the period through 1959, the Soviet rulers will almost cer- | 

tainly believe that, as Soviet nuclear capabilities increase, the aver- —Ss_ f. 

gion of the U.S. and of its allies to general war will correspondingly  — | 

_ increase, and that the Kremlin will therefore have greater freedom | 

-_ to’'take certain actions without running substantial risk of general _ | 
war. It may employ the threat of nuclear devastation as aninstru- Ss 
ment of political warfare. It may attempt to gain some of its objec- ft 

| tives by local military actions, calculating that the U.S. and its — | 

allies will be more anxious than before to keep such local conflicts I 

from éxpanding into general war. The Kremlin will, however, con-- | 

tinue to be extremely reluctant to precipitate a contest in which 

__ the USSR would be subjected to nuclear attack. At the same time, 
_ the Kremlin would probably not be deterred by the risk of general =. 

: war from taking counteraction against an action by the US. or its 
allies which the Kremlin considered an imminent threat to Soviet = 

: security. The extent to which the Kremlin uses the increased free- Sy 

_ dom of action which its increased nuclear capabilities appear to : 
: give it, and the success which it achieves, will depend primarily on... it 

the cohesion of the non-Communist world, and the determination  =—s_- 
- and strength of the major free world powers. | 

‘Trends in the Free World Through Mid-1959 BT 

oo, 4. Military (JCS study on “Estimate of the Military Posture =—s_ | 

: Throughout the Free World, FY 1956 Through FY 1959,” in Annex | 

© Sof NSC 5422) re eee eee a 
a, The U.S. will achieve atomic plenty during the early part of | 

"this period and prior to like achievement by the Soviets. The U.S. _ 

_<-, [is expected] [should be able} ” to maintain relative numerical and ~ | 

-7t qualitative superiority in nuclear-weapons and the means for their 

_ 7 All brackets in this document are in the source text. Dd |
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delivery. As the Soviets approach the absolute atomic capability of 
_ inflicting critical damage upon U.S. and other allied targets, how- | 

_ ever, there could result a condition of mutual deterrence to [the de- 
liberate initiation] [actions materially enhancing the risk] of gener- _ 
al war. ena 
eb. Free World forces will be confronted with quantitative superi- | 

- ority in ground and tactical air forces in the geographical areas 
contiguous to the Soviet Bloc. However, the Superior tactical 

Co atomic support which can be provided our Allies during this period 
will, if accepted by them, partially offset Allied deficiencies in con- 

_ ventional forces. Taken as a whole, effectiveness of European forces 
is considered fair to good. There has been no progress in forming 
West German forces and limited progress in forming Japanese 
forces. Events in Indochina have resulted in a suspension of 
planned re-deployments from the Far East. D-day NATO commit- 

_ ments of U.S. forces in Europe remain unchanged. No progress has 
been made in forming a strategic reserve based generally on U.S. 
territory, with a high degree of combat readiness and a capability 
of being moved to any threatened area. | - | . 

5. Alliances a oe | 
a. There have been serious instances of an unwillingness of im- | 

portant free world nations to take concerted action which the U.S. 
| considers necessary to oppose communist expansion, particularly as 

; regards Indochina, East-West trade, and EDC. West Germany is be- 
/ coming restive because of protracted delay in recovering its sover- 

eignty. The long-term alignment of Japan with the free world is 
| less certain. The situation with respect to Indochina has deteriorat- : 

| ed with unexpected rapidity, confronting the free world with the 
- possible loss of Southeast Asia to communism. _ 

-b. The alliances of the free nations will continue to be strained 
___ by divisive forces and conflicts of interests which will be vigorously 

exploited by the USSR. In particular, unity of action will be im- 
: paired by: oe : | | | 

° ~ » (1) Increasing fear of the effects of nuclear weapons. 
| (2) Differing estimates of the nature and imminence of the Com- 

~ munist threat. | | , 
_ (8) Distrust of U.S. national purposes and leadership. 

o ihe Political instability and economic weakness of some of our 
allies. | | 

| (5) Conflicts regarding trade policy and economic integration. 
(6) Historic hostility between certain of the allies. 
(7) Differing approaches to “colonial’’ problems. ' 

6. Underdeveloped Areas | 
The underdeveloped areas of the free world will be especially | 

vulnerable to Soviet penetration and subversion by reason of na-
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tionalism and anti-colonialism, deep-seated distrust of the West, re- ) 

- tarded economic growth, military weakness, political ferment. This’ | 

danger will be most acute in Asia, in dependent areas such as | 

- French North Africa which are still under European rule, and in 

| parts of Latin America. | | 

| Il. ISSUES POSED BY. NUCLEAR TRENDS | 

The Problem rn | : 

7. With the growth both in Soviet nuclear capabilities and in the | 

| power of nuclear weapons themselves, in the period 1956-59, a 

total war involving the strategic use by both sides of nuclear weap- 

ons would bring about such extensive destruction as ‘to threaten | 

the survival of Western civilization and the Soviet regime. | 

| 8. Under these circumstances, the freedom of either side to initi- 

ate the use of strategic nuclear bombing against the other may be 

circumscribed by: - | | 

a. The fear of the effects of retaliatory use of such strategic 

bombing; and 
| 

- . The possibility that neither side would gain a [net] [decisive] ee 

- military advantage from such an exchange of nuclear blows. 

9. This situation could create a condition of mutual deterrence in | 

which both sides would be strongly inhibited from [deliberately ini- 

tiating] [actions materially enhancing the risk of] general war. 

Prevention of Soviet Nuclear Attack | | 

10. To ensure Soviet fear that strategic nuclear attacks upon the | 

U.S. would be followed by the nuclear devastation of the USSR, the 

U.S. must maintain the striking forces necessary for such retalia- - 

tion. : | | 

11. Even if this is done, however, the deterrent to Soviet strate- | 

gic nuclear attack would be eroded if the Kremlin came to believe ‘| 

that it could, through surprise nuclear strikes, destroy U.S. retalia- | 

tory capacity. 
| | 

The U.S. must, therefore, take | _ It is, therefore, essential that 

whatever measures are neces- | the United States take all prac- 

sary to protect this retaliatory ticable measures to protect this 

. capacity against any foreseeable retaliatory capacity against any 

‘Soviet attack. The expenditures foreseeable Soviet attack. | | 

: necessary for this purpose are a ) | 

prerequisite to US. survival. 

| 12. To enhance the deterrents to, and defense against, Soviet nu- | 

clear attack, active and passive continental defense programs | 

| should be carried out to reduce [to manageable proportions] the | 

| damage and casualties likely to result from such attack. | '
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Disarmament oe 8 

| 13. The U.S. should explore 10. § a. The question of limita- 
fully the possibility of reaching | tion of armaments should not be 
a practicable arrangement for | treated in this paper because it _ the limitation of armaments | is currently being considered , with the USSR. Such an ar-| under NSC Action No. 889-c. 9 
rangement would be a more cer- b. In the light. of the Soviet 
tain and economical method of production of fissionable materi- 
meeting the threat posed by the | als which has already taken 
growing Soviet nuclear capabili- place, there is serious question 
ties than any other course of | whether any safe and enforcea- 
action discussed in this paper. | ble system for the limitation of 
The U.S. should therefore con- armaments can be achieved, so 
tinue to reexamine its position long as the Soviet regime and 
on disarmament, especially (1) objectives remain substantially | whether a system of safeguards | as they are today. 
can. be devised entailing less | a 
risk for U.S. security than no|  —_— | | 
limitation of armaments and (2) | — | 
whether the U.S. should be will- | 7 . ing to agree to effective nuclear 
disarmament in the absence of 
conventional disarmament. | 

General War 

_ 14. If general war should occur, the U.S. must be able to wage it 
with a maximum prospect of achieving U.S. objectives. At present, 
the U:S. ability to do so depends, in part, on its determination and 
ability to mount massive nuclear attacks upon the USSR. 

| 8 This paragraph is apparently misnumbered on the source text. 
®NSC Action No. 899-c, taken at the 161st meeting of the NSC, Sept. 9, 1953, noted the agreement by the NSC “to recommend to the President that the Secre- taries of State and Defense and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission be appointed a special committee to review, as a matter of urgency, the current disar- mament policy contained in NSC 112, with particular reference to the international | control of atomic energy, and to report back to the Council their findings and rec- ommendations’. (S/S-NS@ (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”) For documentation on the NSC 112 Series and the entire disarmament | policy, see pp. 845 ff. |
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In the face of possible nuclear Despite the advent of nuclear 2 

balance in 1956-59, there is seri- | balance, the U.S. must accept 

ous question whether the U.S., | the risks involved in relying 

while maintaining maximum | upon strategic nuclear capabili- | 

strategic nuclear capabilities, | ties as a means of waging gener- 

can continue to place major reli- | al war, and must employ its sci- 

| ance thereon as a means of | entific knowhow and industrial — | 

waging general war. Conse- | superiority to maintain qualita- | 

quently, the U.S. should under- | tive advantage over the Soviets. 

take to increase the forces and | The U.S. must continue to make | 

‘mobilization potential which the | clear its determination to meet 

US. and its allies would need to | Soviet attack with all available | 

wage war effectively without | weapons. Only in this way can | 

strategic use of nuclear weap- | there be a maximum deterrent 

ons. to general war, which if it comes 

. | | | | will in all probability involve 

| : the unrestricted use of nuclear | 

| weapons. oe oe 

| 15. The expected nuclear balance is unlikely to create a perma- 

| nent stalemate in the arms race. Therefore a sustained effort must | 

be made to invent and develop capabilities which will provide deci- | 

___ sive preponderance to U.S. power. | Oy 

16. There is increasing possibility that part or all of the U.S. 

overseas base complex, may become ineffective in the event of gen- | 

eral war, because of political reasons (including susceptibility of the 

local government to atomic blackmail) or military reasons (expo- | 

sure to immediate destruction by enemy action). The U.S. should, | 

while exerting continued efforts to strengthen collective defense ar- , 

rangements including the ability to use such bases for nuclear 

attack in the collective defense of the free world, also increase em- : 

phasis on developing the maximum self-sufficiency for the conduct | 

of retaliatory operations consistent with sound military concepts 

[with commensurate reduction in future overseas base construction } 

programs]. | UR , UE eS os . 

17. Because of increasing| 17. Present and planned im- | 

| Soviet nuclear capabilities and | plementation of programs under 

the increasing possibility of at-| paragraphs 9, 10, and 34 of NSC 

tempted peripheral expansion, | 162/2 are considered fully ade- | 

. which might precipitate general | quate to meet the risks of in- 

war by miscalculation, it is nec-| creasing Soviet nuclear capabili- | | 

essary for the U.S. to make | ties and the increasing possibili- 

| greater efforts than are present-| ty of attempted peripheral ex- 

ly contemplated to: pansion. a |
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a. Develop war reserves of ma- | 
tériel and develop and maintain | 
a broad mobilization base ade-| _ : 
quate to (1) support the USS. 
forces in general war and (2) | 
provide substantial support to 
allies who do not have an ade- | 
quate mobilization base. (See IV) ) 

b. Move more rapidly to devel- 
op reserve forces capable of . 
bridging the gap between M-Day 
and the creation of new units | 
from the raw manpower pool. 

c. Establish an adequate stra- 
tegic reserve in being, in addi- 
tion to the forces deployed 
abroad in support of existing 
commitments, together with sea | 
and air transportation to give 
this reserve adequate mobility. | 

Local Soviet Bloc Aggression | 
18. U.S. policy to deter or defeat overt Communist aggression 

will be accomplished, in part, by the programs described above to 
maintain and enhance the U.S. capability to wage general war. — 
This capability will continue to be a deterrent to identifiable overt | 
aggression so long as the Communists believe that such aggression 
could eventually lead to general war. | 

19. As a nuclear balance is approached, however, the wisdom 
and necessity of avoiding general war will become increasingly ap- 
parent to both sides. Under such circumstances, the Communists 
may believe that the U.S. would be unlikely to respond to certain 
local aggressions by initiating general war. Accordingly, the U.S. 
should be prepared to defeat such aggressions without necessarily 
initiating general war. To accomplish this result will require the 
use of a U.S. strategic reserve and indigenous defense forces, sup- 
plemented as required by U.S. forces and logistical support. Howev- 
er, the Communists must be convinced of U.S. determination to 
take [, unilaterally if necessary,] whatever action its security posi- 
tion requires, even to the extent of general war. | 
Communist Expansion Other Than by Overt Aggression 

20. Aided by their increasing nuclear capabilities, especially as a | 
state of atomic balance with the U.S. is approached, the Commu- 
nist powers are likely to pursue a strategy of further expansion 
through subversion, indirect aggression, and the instigation or ex- 

|
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ploitation of civil wars in free world countries, as in Indochina. The , 

advantages of such a strategy, if successful, lie in the continued ac- 

cretions to Communist strength and prestige and the progressive ) 

weakening of the free world coalition, both politically and militari- | 

ly, while the involvement of the main sources of Communist power 

is avoided. This Soviet threat of piecemeal conquest can be coun- 

tered only by an integrated and flexible combination of political, ) 

military, economic and psychological actions participated in by | 

many nations and given determined leadership by the United 

States. In view of the threatened loss of Indochina, the U.S. cannot , 

possibly accept further significant extension of Communist control; | 

it must act, both in relation to the Communist powers and to the | 

peoples of threatened areas, so as to prevent such extension of con- | 

. trol. In particular, the U.S. should: — —— 

a. Take political and economic measures to strengthen the coun- ! 

| tries exposed to such indirect aggression, as indicated in Section III 

elow. oo | 

b. Provide military aid and training to friendly governments | 

threatened with or fighting armed Communist local forces. 

c. Take all feasible political, economic and covert measures to 

counter the threat of any such groups or forces responsive to Com- | 

munist control to achieve dominant power in a free world country. : 

d. In instances of civil war, be prepared to take military action in ; 

support of friendly free world governments or forces fighting 

against elements under Communist control; [the decision to take 

such action would depend on all the circumstances existing at the | 

time, including the risk of intervention by Soviet or Chinese Com- | 

munist forces. | 

Ill. MAINTENANCE OF THE COHESION OF THE FREE WORLD : 

Relations with Our Allies | 

21. The growth of Soviet nuclear power and the increasing de- 

structiveness of nuclear weapons will make our allies more fearful | 

| of war and more cautious of action that might lead to war. In the 

imminence of general war some of them might choose a position of | 

neutrality and default on their alliance obligations. | | 

| 22. Factors of division and weakness in the alliance may make it | 

difficult to take decisive action, on a basis of full agreement, to halt 

further Soviet expansion in the Free World, particularly in Asia. | 

23. Nevertheless, major allies will continue to be essential to the 

U.S. to prevent the loss to Communist control of major free areas 

and the gradual isolation of the U.S. 

| — 24, In these circumstances the U.S. should take action to 

2 strengthen the cohesion of the alliances under U.S. leadership: | 

a. By convincing its allies, by its conduct, that:
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(1) The U.S. retaliatory capacity will continue to be main- 
tained as a deterrent to Soviet power. ee 

(2) The U.S. and its allies will be able to meet the threat of 
aggression in case of nuclear balance. | 

(3) The U.S., as a leading member of the alliances, will act 
responsibly and with due regard for their security as well as 
its own. | 

b. By continuing to build political, economic and military 
strength in Western Europe, which is a major source of free world 
power, provides our principal allies, and plays an essential role in preventing Soviet expansion, especially by: 

(1) Promoting European integration based on Franco- 
German cooperation and German association with the West | and participation in Western defense. 

(2) Strengthening NATO despite temporary setbacks such as 
a failure to achieve EDC. 

(3) Economic measures to help Europe meet its need for 
wider markets and an expanding economy. | 

(4). Consideration of closer U.S. association with Europe if 
necessary to achieve our objectives. 

_ 25. The U.S. should attempt to gain maximum support from the 
free world, particularly from allies and uncommitted countries 
most interested in the threatened area, for the measures necessary 

_ to prevent Communist expansion by direct (paras. 18-19 above) or 
indirect (par. 20) aggression. Any decision to act without our major 
allies would be made according to the factors present in the par- 
ticular situation. As a broad rule of conduct: | 

The U.S. should undertake The U.S. should exercise max- 
unilateral action only when the | imum freedom of action in pur- 
anticipated benefits thereof will | suing U.S. objectives consistent 
clearly and materially exceed | with maintaining the alliances. 
the lasting damage to the alli- | In this connection it must be re- 
ance. The U.S. cannot afford the | alized that the vital importance 
loss of major allies unless vital | of the U.S. to the security of 
security considerations leave us Western Europe makes it un- 
no alternative. | likely that our major allies will 

_ | shift allegiance lightly. 
Allied reluctance to act should not inhibit the U.S. from taking 

action, including the use of nuclear weapons, to prevent significant | 
Communist territorial gains when such action is clearly necessary 
to U.S. security. | | oe 

Relations with the Uncommitted Areas | | 
26. The underdeveloped countries of Asia and the Middle East 

have important resources, strategic positions and manpower which 
the free world cannot afford to lose to Communist control, although |
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30. U.S. stockpiling program [should] [should not] be used to help 
stabilize international markets for the exports of under-developed 
countries in order to enhance their foreign exchange position and 
assist in their internal development. 

31. Regional economic action. The U.S. should encourage region- 
al economic actions and groupings to promote increased trade, 
technical cooperation, and investment, and to concert sound devel- 
opment plans. Specifically, the U.S. should take the initiative in 
free Asia by encouraging free Asian countries to form ties of closer 
economic cooperation and to prepare a sound regional economic 
program, based upon mutual self-help and the cooperation and sup- 
port of the U.S. and other industrialized countries. The U.S. should 
assist in the carrying out of such a program and encourage such 
industrialized countries to participate in and support such pro- 
grams. In connection with such regional groupings: | 

Regional trade and payments Within certain regions, special 
arrangements should not in-| trade and payments measures, 7 
volve discrimination against the | even including some discrimina- 
U.S. and other areas of the free | tion, may be more effective in 
world. the short run than uniform 

| world-wide arrangements and 
better prepare the way for later 

participation in such arrange- 
ments. 

32. Promotion of freer trade and payments. To lead the free 
world to the reduction of restrictions on trade and payments, the 
U.S. should: 

a. Support sound moves toward convertibility, with appropriate 
action on related trade matters. 

b. Urge and bargain with other free world countries to reduce 
barriers to their imports. | 

c. Support continued effective action in OEEC on intra-European 
and dollar trade and, prior to moves to convertibility, on intra-Eu- 
ropean payments. | 

d. Reduce barriers to U.S. imports — | 

in line with the President’s | to an even greater extent than 
March 30 Message to Congress recommended in the President’s 
on the Randall Report. 1° March 30 Message to Congress 

on the Randall Report. 

1° This message is printed in Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: | 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1954, pp. 352-364. For documentation on the Randall Com- 
mission report, see vol. 1, Part 1, pp. 49 ff.
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U.S. Assistance to Military Forces of Friendly Countries | 

33. a. With regard to forces now planned by allied countries with 
U.S. concurrence, most of these countries will not be able to bear : 

the total costs (local budget and foreign exchange) of bringing such ! 

forces to, and of maintaining them at, a high degree of combat ef- : 

fectiveness. oe ! 

b. Present estimates indicate a need from the US. for: - : | 

(1) End-item aid. Certain additional programs of build-up items; ~ 
| some continuing provision of spare parts and replacement items; | 

and a limited contribution toward modernization. ON 

(2) Economic aid for military support. For some countries limited 
economic aid will also be necessary to support the planned level of 
forces; this aid can probably decline from the present level in 

Europe; the level in Asian areas, while apt to remain high, is de- | 

pendent on current developments. : | 

c. The levels of U.S. aid cannot be finally determined, however, : 

until judgments are available as to whether there are any changes : 

in the size and degree of effectiveness of allied forces which the | 

U.S. desires and in the extent to which allied countries can meet . 

their needs from their own resources. | 

IV. MOBILIZATION | | 

34. The U.S. mobilization potential to provide arms and military 

equipment consists of (a) active and inactive facilities for military 

end item production, (b) general industrial capacity, including new. 

supplies of materials, which can be put to defense and defense sup- : 

porting use and (c) military reserves of end items. The U.S. mobili- 

zation potential is stronger than ever before in peacetime. | 

35. The facilities actively producing non-nuclear military end 

items have declined in number in FY 1954. Under current plans ~ 

this decline will continue through FY 1956. Thus the time required 

to get back into large scale production will be lengthened. This 

delay may be offset in part by maintaining the production equip- I 

ment and some of the facilities in the best possible standby or read- 

iness status for future use. | | 

36. Although general industrial capacity may be expected to con- 4 | 
tinue to grow during the period ahead, immediately available ca- yy 

pacity for many secondary products used either directly or in sup- |
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port of military production may decline as specialized military 
demand declines. oo a 

37. Military reserves of end items have been built up in the past 
four years. Some items will be further added to reserves in FY 
1955-56. There will be obsolescence of some items in the reserves. 
This latter trend is accelerated in periods of rapid change in mili- 
tary plans and technology, such as the present. | 

38. The net effect of the factors outlined above appears to be 
that through FY 1956, our net matériel mobilization potential for 
meeting the rapid increase in military needs in the early stages of 
a global war will decline. 

_ 39. The capacity to produce certain types of military end items 
(e.g., aircraft and guided missiles) and certain types of general in- 
dustrial products (e.g., common components), may not be adequate 
to meet the requirements of global war. 

= 40. In view of the fact that about two-thirds of the general indus- 
; trial capacity of the country is concentrated in fifty key target 

| areas, its availability in the event of global war must be measured 
. against the increasing capability of the USSR for direct attack on 

| the USS. | | 
| 41. New weapons, in certain respects, constitute a special prob- 

| lem in relation to industrial capacity. Normally, latent changes ac- 
| cumulate between crises. Introduction of major modifications or en- 

| tirely new weapons at the onset of war may create a large new 
- demand for capacity in a relatively narrow sector of the industrial 

system. Where new major weapons are likely to render existing 
. types obsolete, the risk of critical bottlenecks and delays can be 

- minimized by developing facilities and techniques for their produc- 
tion, and by production, as rapidly as economically feasible. 

42. The advantages of mobilization capacity as opposed to re- 
oo serves of military end items are generally held to be (1) slower ob- 

solescence rate and (2) lower pre-war cost. For established weapons 
which have had, and it appears will continue to have, a low obso- 
lescence rate the first advantage is reduced. In light of the increas- 
ing Soviet capabilities for direct attack, the war risk of not having 
the items in adequate quantities must be weighed against the pre- 

war costs. In some cases pre-war procurement of a high proportion 

of war needs may be indicated. | | 
43. Finally, to be meaningful, estimates of the adequacy of the 

mobilization potential must be set against an agreed and tested set 

of requirements and factored for probable attack damage.
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44. To maintain the mobiliza- | 44. Maintenance of the mobi- : 
tion potential, the U.S. should: | lization potential should be ! 

achieved within the framework : 
| of present and planned pro- 

grams for implementation of : 
| paragraphs 9, 10, and 34 of NSC | 

162/2. | : 

a. Place increased emphasis | — oe ! 
on acquisition of reserves of se- | 
lected low-obsolescent end items | | | 
in order to offset the vulnerabil- | 
ity of our industrial base. | | 

b. Give much greater empha-| — | | 
sis to programs, over and above | : 3 
those now contemplated, de- . | 
signed to secure the safe loca- | 
tion of at least that industrial | | | 

- capacity essential to the most | 
vital weapons systems (e.g., | 7 

- guided missiles, aircraft, etc.). i | | 

c. Give increased emphasis to ; 
(1) procurement and safe storage | 
of long-lead-time tools and (2) Ss | | | 
processing of important materi- | | 

als to the most advanced possi- | | 
ble stage, to reduce the period of | 
loss of military end item produc-| _ - 
tion as well as industrial pro- 7 
duction generally. | | 

d. Rapidly establish in safe | 
areas additional capacity for a oe | 

those military and civilian prod- fa, | | 
ucts for which severe deficien- OO 
cies are known to exist. oe : - | 

e. Accelerate both the current} e. So for as practicable, en- | 
production of important new} courage the dispersion in safer | 
weapons and the establishment | areas of new building of produc- 
in safe areas of adequate capac- | tive capacity important to the 

7 ity for important weapons in| mobilization base, and, where | 

order to minimize the produc-| this is infeasible, plan on dupli- 
tion delays in time of war. cate production. | ce, 

i
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 f. Provide for adequate main- | 
tenance of existing mobilization | | | | 
capacity, including maintenance 
of production of primary hard- 
goods items at levels adequate to 

support a general war. 

V. FISCAL AND BUDGETARY - 

45. Level of future U.S. national security expenditures: 

a. The budget outlook for fiscal years 1956 and 1957 would be as 
follows, assuming projection at 1955 levels of expenditures for 
major national security programs and foreign economic aid, and 
continuation of the present policy of reducing all other expendi- 
tures to the maximum extent possible. 

1956 1957 
(In billions) _ Projec- Projec- 

| tion tion | 

Budget Receipts | 

1. Indicated Total (under President’s tax pro- | 
gram and subsequent action by Congress)........ *$59.0 *$59.2 

Budget Expenditures | 

2. Estimate for non-NSC programs: 
a. Relatively uncontrollable... 14.5 14.1. 
b. Other (goals) .......ccccccsesescstssceeeee DB 5.0 

C. Total uu... ecceccsscessssssscssscscssssssettecsteceense 19.8 19.1 
3. NSC programs at 1955 level oe 46.0 46.0 

4. Indicated total (2 plus 8)... eeeeeseeeeees = 65.8 65.1 

Indicated Gap | 
do. To balance budget (4 minus 1)... 6.8 2.9 
6. Additional desirable tax cuts..........ccceeesesseee: 2.9 6.1 

7. To balance budget with tax cuts (5 plus 6)... 9.7 12.0 

*These figures assume extension of present excise on liquor, tobacco, and 
gasoline, due for reduction on April 1, 1955, under existing law, which would 
involve tax losses of $1.2 billion in 1956 and $1.1 billion in 1957. [Footnote in the 
source text.] | | Se 

b. In the 1955 Budget Document, security expenditures for FY 54 
were programmed at $50 billion and for FY 55 at $46 billion. Con- 
tinued reduction in security expenditures, at this approximate rate, 
would result in FY 56 security expenditures of approximately $42 
billion and FY 57 security expenditures of approximately $38 bil- 
lion. This would reduce the indicated gap figures (lines 5 and 7 in 
para. (1) above) by approximately $4 billion in FY 56 and approxi- 

| mately $8 billion in FY 57.
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c. From the standpoint of total security expenditures the follow- 
ing represent alternative courses of action: .__ | | 

(1) Increase expenditures for NSC programs above FY 55 | 
level. | 

(2) Continue expenditures for NSC programs at approxi- 
mately FY 55 level. 

(3) Continue to reduce expenditures for NSC programs at 
the current rate of reduction from the preceding year. : 

(4) Reduce expenditures for NSC programs at greater than : 
current rate of reduction from the preceding year. 

46. The money which would be required above anticipated reve- 
| nues to finance expenditures in excess of receipts could be raised 

by (a) borrowing; (b) increased revenues (chiefly increased tax- | 
ation); or (c) some combination of (a) and (b). The decision on the : 

most desirable methods of financing would depend upon other cir- 

cumstances that might exist or develop. Such circumstances would 

include the state of the economy, the impact upon it of various con- | 
tingencies and of other measures which might be put into effect in- 

_ cluding controls, and the extent to which receipts from existing 

taxes might be expected to be affected. | | 

_ VI. U.S. ECONOMIC OUTLOOK a 

(For a report by the Council of Economic Advisers on the subject 

see Annex 5) 11 

11 Annex 5 is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422) : 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422 Series | | 

Agency Studies Prepared for the National Security Council 3 | 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,]| June 14, 1954. 

| Annexes to NSC 5422 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 

COUNCIL ON TENTATIVE GUIDELINES UNDER NSC 162/2 ror FY 1954 

References: 

A. NSC 162/2 ! 

B. NSC Action .No. 1125 : | 
C. NIE 11-5-54 and NIE 13-54 | 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; Attorney General; the Directors of the 
Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence; the Chairmen of the Council of Eco- ( 
nomic Advisers, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and : 
the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. | |
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The enclosed annexes containing detailed studies of the world 
outlook and national security problems facing the United States 

| through Fiscal Year 1959, with, where appropriate, conclusions and , 

possible courses of action are circulated herewith for the informa- 
tion of the National Security Council in connection with its consid- 
eration of NSC 5422. These annexes were prepared by the respec- 
tive departments and agencies as indicated. _ 

The following annexes are being circulated: | 

No. 1. Free World Political Outlook and Problems, FY 1956 
| Through FY 1959 (Prepared by the Department of State) 

No. 2. Estimate of the. Military Posture Throughout the Free 
| World, FY 1956 Through FY 1959 (Prepared by the Depart- 

ment of Defense) 
No. 8. Summary Estimate of Economic Outlook for the Free 

World Nations Through FY 1956-1959 (Prepared by FOA) ? | 
| No. 4. Soviet Capabilities and Main Lines of Policy Through 

Mid-1959 (Prepared by CIA) | | 
No. 5. Estimate of the Outlook. for the United States Economy, . 

| Fiscal Years 1956-1959 (Prepared by the Council of Economic 
Advisers)® > oe | | 

No. 6. Basic Assumptions on Alternatives for Maintaining, 
Broadening and Protecting the Mobilization Base, and for 
Building up Reserves of Military End Items or Materials 
(Prepared by ODM) | | 

Annexes 2-6 are enclosed herewith. Annex 1 will be circulated 
when it is received. Any additional comments prepared by the De- 

partment of Defense in accordance with the first paragraph of the 

transmittal memorandum from the Acting Secretary of Defense 
contained in Annex 2 will also be circulated when they are re- 

| ceived. | Ee en . 

It is requested that special security precautions be observed in 

| the handling of the enclosures that access to them be very strictly 
limited on an absolute need-to-know basis. — 7 

| ee JAMES S. LAY, JR. 

2 Annex 3, 16 pages, is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422) | 
3 Annex 5 is not printed. (S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422) -



| _ NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY = 669 

a Annex 1 | | : 

oa : Study Prepared by the Department of State+* = = 

| Le [Extracts] | : | 

TOP SECRET Pees bene [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

_ Free Wort PotiticaL OUTLOOK AND PROBLEMS THROUGH © 

| | | | oe FY 1956-59 | | 

- ' INTRODUCTION | | / 

_. This paper is designed to direct attention to those issues and | 
areas on which U.S. policy should place primary emphasis during 

_ the period 1956-59, and to indicate the main lines of action which | 
| the U.S. should pursue in regard to these issues or areas. : 

_ Any such analysis must, of course, start from the Communist : 
_ threat. Between now and 1959, the Communist bloc will markedly : 
increase its military capabilities, especially nuclear power; will I 
probably maintain its political cohesiveness and stability; and will : 
continue its steady economic growth. During this period the bloc E 
can also be expected to remain hostile toward the West, willing to 

accept whatever risks and costs seem necessary to maintain its se- : 
curity against the West, and anxious to extend its influence 
throughout Eurasia by the methods promising the greatest success | 

at the least risk. | : 
: ‘The Communist.bloc’s specific intentions will be largely shaped, | 

. however, by the policies of the free world. And its relative capabili- : 
' ties will be significantly affected by the actions which the free | 

_... world takes to improve its economic, political, and military posi- | 

The free_world’s posture, in turn, will be largely determined by 
_ its reactions to three major forces: increasing East-West nuclear ca- | | 

' pabilities, unresolved economic problems, and the force of national- 
ism in certain regions. These forces are discussed in Part I of this | 

/ paper. | | oe ne | | 
| Part II of this paper discusses four major policy problems which Ft 

_ will face the U.S. during the next five years and which arise at _ : 
least in part from general trends treated in Part I. These are: _ - 

_. 4#The source text is the first of six numbered annexes mentioned by Lay in his 
_ note of June 14, above. As Lay stated therein, the Department of State annex was. to 4 

_ be circulated separately, but it has not been determined on which day this took | 
7 place. For additional information on the extensive background of this paper and the | 
; apparent date on which it was completed, see the second footnote 2, p. 647. ee
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: a. the nuclear equation; | | 
b. U.S. economic leadership; oe | 
¢, the maintenance of independent non-Communist governments 

in Asia; | | 
d. the maintenance of the alliance in Western Europe. — 

7 These problems were selected because they seemed likely to be 
both of critical importance to U.S. security and susceptible of being 

| substantially influenced by U.S. actions which would materially 
affect budget planning. | 

_ Part IIT of this paper draws conclusions as to the main lines of 

_ U.S. action which would seem to be called for during the period 
1956-59 in the light of the foregoing analysis. | 

| ‘III. CONCLUSIONS | 

1. The Nuclear Equation. The U.S. should review its present dis- _ 
armament position to consider how to enhance the prospects for an 

| acceptable system which would reduce or remove the threat of un- 
limited nuclear warfare. | | 

In the absence of any agreed limitation of armaments, the U.S. 
military posture should be such as to minimize the likelihood of 

, Communist aggressive action and to maximize support in the free 

~ world for U.S. policies. To this end, the U.S. should maintain: 

| a. a retaliatory and defensive capacity adequate to deter Soviet _ | 
| nuclear attack; | 

b. the ability to respond forcefully to Communist aggression on a 
scale and in a manner suited to the attainment of our political ob- 
jectives; 

a c. a position which would permit waging general war effectively 
- in defense of vital U.S. interests. The U.S. should begin to consider sy 

what measures would be necessary for this purpose if the strategic | 
use of nuclear weapons should become infeasible for military or 
other reasons. | | | 

| | ~ 2. U.S. Economic Leadership. The U.S. must be prepared to. | 

| assume responsibilities for economic leadership in the free world 

on a scale commensurate with its political and military commit- 

7 ments. | 

we - a. In order to accelerate present rates of economic development 
in under-developed countries, the U.S. should: | 

(1) explore the possibilities for long-term Western European 
and Japanese financing of development projects that would 
benefit the under-developed areas and provide a sound basis 

| _. for increased trade between them and these industrialized re- 7 
| gions; | | 

(2) consider programs to help stabilize international markets 
for the under-developed countries’ exports; —
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(8) encourage U.S. private investment abroad, and maintain 
and seek to enhance the effectiveness of U.S. technical aid pro- | 
grams and existing public lending operations; elie 
-(4) insofar as the above actions do not produce accelerated 

_ rates of growth consistent with the attainment of U'S. political | 
objectives in key under-developed countries, provide public | 
funds on a grant or more flexible loan basis, to the extent that if 

_ this is warranted by conditions in the recipient countries; | 
(5) seek to induce the free Asian countries to form ties of 

closer economic cooperation and to prepare sound regional eco- 
nomic development programs for South and Southeast Asia, to | 

~whose fulfillment they could all contribute in varying ways, | 
and whose execution the U.S. could assist through the policies — 
discussed above. | 

b. In order additionally to enhance the resources and productivi- | 
ty of the free world generally, and to assist in the solution of West- 
ern Europe’s and Japan’s long-term trade problems, the U.S. | 
should press forward vigorously with policies directed toward cur-. 

- rency convertibility and the reduction of restrictions on trade and | 
payments in the free world, including the U.S. | | 

3. U.S. Policy in Asia. The U.S. should initiate and support pro- | 

_ grams to create greater strength and stability in East and South- 

east Asia, and should make clear that it would react with military | 
force to any overt Chinese Communist aggression. It should take i 

- such increased economic measures and adopt such a political pos- | 
- ture toward India and Pakistan as would enhance the possibility of | | 

South Asia’s becoming a significant counter-weight to the growing © | 
strength of Communist China. | : | 

| 4. U.S. Policy in Western Europe. The U.S. should continue poli- 

cies designed to bring about greater political, economic, and mili- | 

tary strength in all of Western Europe. To this end, it should seek : 
to promote more rapid progress toward integration by the adoption | 

of a flexible series of actions, involving possibly greater immediate : 

emphasis on political and economic than military integration, and, : 

if necessary, should consider closer U.S. association with Western | 
~ Europe. | | 

| | 

foam fyhe | 
|



| 672 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME I 

| : Annex 2 | oi | | 

Study Prepared by the Department of Defense ® | 

| - “ _ [Extract] - 

‘TOP SECRET aoe - _ [WaAsHINGTON, undated.] 

ESTIMATE OF THE Mititary PostuRE THROUGHOUT THE FREE WORLD, 
~ FY 1956 THrouau FY 1959 

This study consists of five main sections as follows: 

| 1—Anticipated Military Posture of the United States. 
2—Anticipated Military Posture of the Free World. 

| 3—Anticipated Soviet Bloc Military Posture and Intentions. 
4—Summary of Relative Capabilities During the Period FY 1956- _ 

1959. | | ce a | | 

\S—Conclusions and Recommendations. ma | 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  —se_—~=™ 

. 26. Fundamental to the attainment of an effective Free World 
' military posture, under the United States concept of collective se- 

- curity is the development and maintenance of solidarity on the 
part of our Allies to the point where they will not only unite in the 

determination of measures vital to the common security, but will 
support those measures when the need arises. Recent developments 

: indicate that the firm foundation requisite to prompt and effective 

action in implementation of the concept of collective security has 

- not yet been fully achieved. Failure to achieve the political frame- 
work which will permit collective action against Communist ag- 

gression could alter appreciably the efficacy of Free World military 

posture during this period. | | Re | | 

27. The deteriorating international situation, as evidenced in 
Indochina, and the uncertainty over the outcome of negotiations _ 
now in progress will probably occasion some changes in the 

planned U.S. military programs for FY 1956 and FY 1957, as re- 

° This is the second of six numbered annexes transmitted by Lay to the NSC in 
support of NSC 5422. The source text is accompanied by a covering memorandum to . 
Lay from Robert B. Anderson, Acting Secretary of Defense, dated May 25, 1954, 

which reads, in part: “Recognizing the comparative urgency of Planning Board work a 
| on the general problem of developing guidelines under NSC 162/2, I am forwarding 

the JCS study before there has been time for adequate discussions between the | 
Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The study may, how- 
ever, be provided members of the NSC Planning Board at this time. Any further 
factors or comments which may be brought out by the joint conversations between 
my office and the Joint Chiefs of Staff will be transmitted as soon as practicable.”’ |
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ferred to in paragraph 2 above, and in budget estimates for those 

| years. . es : 

28. Events in Indochina, which have resulted in a suspension of | 

| planned redeployments from the Far East, coupled with our con- | 

tinuing D-day NATO commitments of forces in Europe are delaying 
| the constitution of a strategic reserve, based generally on US. ter- 

ritory, with a high degree of combat readiness and a capability of | | 

being moved to any threatened area. Prolonged continuance of this | 
situation will require re-examination of the personnel and major | 
force ceilings as presently planned. ; ce | 

29. The United States should continue to maintain its over-all 

superiority in offensive striking power. In addition to. continued 
emphasis on capability for inflicting massive damage,, this will in- . 
volve carrying out programs to increase the striking power, with ot 
and without atomic weapons, of all U.S. forces " which can be . 
brought to bear on the enemy. | oe | 

80. Although the continental defense system will be improved | 
both qualitatively and in scope, a corresponding improvement can 
be expected in Soviet. offensive capabilities, and therefore the 
degree of adequacy of the continental defense system will be ques- 

tionable. Measures should be taken*to provide’a continental de- _ | 
fense structure which will insure a reasonable defense of our vital : 
mobilization base. To this end: : ye Le . 

a. Development of equipment and techniques necessary to in- | 
crease the effectiveness of the continental defense system should be ‘| 
emphasized. fe re | | 

b. Military programs.in support of the. policy guidance in NSC | 
5408 should be implemented as rapidly as.possible. | | 

c. The adequacy of these programs should be kept under continu- ! 
ous review to insure that the highest practicable degree of conti- 
nental defense is maintained. ot 

31. Free World forces will ‘retain their ability to protect essential 

air communications andthe essential sea communications in ocean sd 
| areas. In peripheral seas close to the Soviet Bloc they will be | 

unable to exercise the degree of control desirable for most effective | 

offensive action. | | | | 

32. The Free World forces will be confronted with quantitative | 

superiority in ground and tactical air forces in the geographical | 
_ areas contiguous to the Soviet Bloc. However, the superior tactical = , 

atomic support which can be provided our Allies during this period i 

will partially offset the Allied deficiencies in conventional forces. | 

33. Prompt action should be initiated to arrest the present trend | 
of limiting our war reserves and of narrowing our mobilization : 
base, in order that the mobilization base of the United States will :
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be capable of the necessary rapid expansion to meet the matériel 

requirements of a general war, including aid to our Allies. | 

34. The maintenance of qualitative superiority of our armed 
forces personnel in light of quantitative requirements will become 

increasingly difficult under existing draft policies and as the result 
of the serious decline in the attractiveness of military service as a 
career. Draft policies should be re-examined periodically. The rec- 

ommendations contained in the Womble Board Report for increas- 

ing the attractiveness of the military career should be promptly 
and effectively implemented. 

30. In order to maintain qualitative superiority in matériel, 
there should be continuing emphasis on programs for scientific re- 

search and development and for the continuous modernization and 

replacement of equipment for active and reserve forces. 

36. A satisfactory Free World military posture will be dependent 

in large measure on the continuation of military assistance to se- 

lected countries and the early establishment of German and Japa- 

| nese forces. - | | 

a. Effective military assistance on a selective basis should be con- 
tinued in order to increase the ability of indigenous forces to pro- 
vide for the security of their national territories, to contribute to 
the overall Free World capability to resist aggression, and to lessen 
the reliance of the Free World upon United States military power. 
Substantial reduction of military assistance, with its possible cumu- 
lative reduction in Free World military posture, might require re- 
examination of the planned U.S. military posture. 

b. Positive measures should be taken in order to attain at an 
early date a German military contribution to the Free World mili- 
tary posture, preferably through ratification of EDC; otherwise by 
alternative means. Similar action to insure a sizeable Japanese 
military contribution is essential. 

37. By virtue of the nature of the Soviet political system and the 

fact that the deployed Soviet forces are considered capable, without 

further mobilization, of initiating strong ground, naval, and air of- 

fensives, the USSR has the capability of achieving strategic sur- 
_ prise. This underlines the necessity of placing greatly increased 
emphasis on the development and maintenance of the intelligence 

system called for in NSC 162/2. 
38. Technological advances by both the Soviet Bloc and the Free 

World present problems of defense and opportunities for increased 

offensive capability. These considerations require that the United | 

States place emphasis on: 

a. Maintaining superiority in weapons and weapons delivery sys- 
tems, 

b. Reducing the vulnerability of critical elements of our war- 
making capacity.
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c. Developing and maintaining the intelligence system referred 
to in paragraph 35 above, and | 

d. Developing an adequate combat ready, strategic reserve with a 
high degree of mobility. 

39. The United States is faced today with the problems associat- 
ed with limited military aggression. Additional instances may arise | 
in the period 1956-1959. NSC 162/2 recognizes that such aggression | 
may compel the United States to react with military force either 
locally at the point of attack or generally against the military 

power of the aggressor. This requires a mobile strategic reserve. | 

The U.S. concept of collective security envisages that in countering ! 
such aggression our Allies should furnish the bulk of the ground | 
forces required, make available base sites, and furnish certain fa- 

cilities. The United States should continue to contribute, within its | 
capability, additional military forces and matériel toward meeting | 
requirements. | : 

40. United States reaction to limited aggression should be at- | 
tended by a degree of national mobilization commensurate with the 
increased risk of general war. __ | 

41. While both the USSR and the United States will enter the : 
era of atomic plenty during the period FY 1956-59, Allied numeri- 
cal and qualitative superiority in atomic weapons and means for ! 

their delivery will continue to be maintained. However, increasing | 
Soviet atomic capability will tend to diminish the deterrent effect ; 
of United States atomic power against peripheral aggression. With | 

respect to general war, the attainment of atomic plenty by both the : 
United States and the USSR could create a condition of mutual de- | 
terrence in which both sides would be strongly inhibited from initi- 
ating general war. Under such circumstances, the Soviets might 

well elect to pursue their ultimate objective of world domination | 
through a succession of local aggressions, either overt or covert, all | 

of which could not be successfully opposed by the Allies through ~ 

localized counteraction, without unacceptable commitment of re- _ | 

sources. The Free World would then be confronted with a situation 
in which the only alternative to acquiescence in progressive accre- 

tions of territory, manpower, and other resources by the Soviet ) 

Bloc would be a deliberate decision to react with military force : 
against the real source of the aggression. This situation serves to 

emphasize the time limitation, as recognized in paragraph 45 of 

NSC 162/2, within which conditions must be created by the United | 
States and the Free World coalition such as to permit the Soviet- | | 

Communist threat to be met with resolution, to the end that satis- : 

factory and enduring arrangements for co-existence can be estab- : 
lished. . : :
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| Annex 4 oe 

Study Prepared by the Central Intelligence Agency ® 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

SOVIET CAPABILITIES AND MAIN LINES OF PoLticy THROUGH Mip-1959 

1. Reports by the Central Intelligence Agency on “Soviet Capa- 

bilities and Main Lines of Policy Through Mid-1959” and ‘Commu- 
- nist China’s Power Potential Through 1957” have been circulated 

separately as NIE 11-5-54 and NIE 18-54 respectively.” The pur- 
pose of the following statement is to provide the back-up for the 
necessarily simplified Table of comparative 1958 and 1954 esti- 
mates of Soviet Bloc military capabilities contained on page 2 of 
NSC 5422. | | 

Explanation of Table of Comparisons of Estimated Soviet Military 
Capabilities in Key Respects , 

2. The National Intelligence Estimates of Soviet Bloc military ca- 
pabilities available to the Council at the time NSC 162/2 was 

adopted were: | 

NIE 65, “Soviet Bloc Capabilities through 1957,” published June 
16, 19538 8 
NIE-90, “Soviet Bloc Capabilities through Mid-1955,” published 

August 18, 19538 9 - | | 
Appendices to NIE-90, published October 138, 19538. Inevitably, the 

later estimates overlapped, and in a few cases shaded for compara- 
ble periods, the earlier ones. The Table was based on the later esti- 
mate in such cases. | | 

3. For the present exercise, the final approved text of NIE 11-5- 
54, “Soviet Capabilities and Main Lines of Policy through Mid- _ 
1959,” published June 7, 1954, was used throughout. This text su- 
perseded earlier drafts of this estimate, which were necessarily 
used for the CIA presentation to the Guidelines Special Committee. 

For nuclear capabilities, the most complete current estimate is NIE 
11-8A-54, “Summary: The Soviet Atomic Energy Program to Mid- 

1957,” published February 16, 1954.1° 

4. The explanations and citations in support of the Table are as 

: follows: | - 

_ § The source text is the fourth of six numbered annexes transmitted by Lay to the 

National Security Council in support of NSC 5422. Both Lay’s memorandum and the 
source text indicate that Annex 4 was prepared by the Central Intelligence Agency. 

7 See footnote 5, p. 648. 
8 NIE-65 is scheduled for publication in volume vIutu. 
9 For documentation on NIE-90, see ibid. 
10 Not printed. | | |
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_ a. Soviet Nuclear Capabilities. In 1952 it was estimated that the : 
_ Soviets were then capable of producing nuclear weapons with ) 

yields up to “approximately one million tons of TNT” and that the 
Soviets might work toward the “eventual modification” of their 
stockpile to include “very high yield weapons (e.g. 500-1,000 KT).” 
No mention was made of production of higher yield weapons, al- 
though it was estimated that the Soviets might be in an “advanced : 
stage” of a program having the production of larger weapons as its | 
objective. (Appendices to NIE-90, Appendix B, para. 3.) As to the : 
Soviet stockpile, it was estimated, with a stated margin of error, | 
that it was then 120 weapons of 30-100 KT yield, for which we 
have used a median average of 50 KT in arriving at the order of | 
magnitude of 6 megatons total. The 1957 order of magnitude was | 
derived by using the same average applied to the 500 weapons ten- wo 
tatively projected in NIE-65, which estimate contained the same | 
figures for earlier periods, as the NIE-90 Appendices. (Appendices: | 
to NIE-90, Appendix B, para. 2; NIE-65, para. 50.) For June 1954, 
the current estimate is from Stockpile Example (b), para. 13 of NIE 
11-3A-54, which gives a figure of 24.3 MT for mid-1954. The figures © | 
for mid-1959 are based on a median assumption as to Soviet expan- 7 
sion and on the same type of stockpile. (NIE 11-5-54, paras. 30-31.) 

b. Soviet Long-range Air Forces. In 1953, current estimates are 
from Appendices to NIE-90, Appendix B, para. 32 (c), except that | 
the statement of a prototype jet medium bomber being in existence 7 
is based on evidence available at that time and on the estimate (in | 
footnote 10 to para. 32 (c)) that series production would begin in | 
April 1954. For June 1954, all figures are literally from NIE-11-5- | 
o4 (paras. 32-33, and table on p. 14) except that the figure of “(pos- : 

| sibly 300)’ for jet heavies in mid-1959 is based on the contingency 
- discussed in the last sentence of para. 33 and on discussion of ex- : 

pansion capabilities of the Soviets if that sentence were the case. : 
c. Surface-to-Surface Guided Missiles. In 1953, statements on the : 

Soviet future were almost entirely in terms of theoretical capabili- 
ties, with no adequate data to estimate the priority and pace of the | , 

| Soviet effort. The strongest statement made was that a ballistic 
| missile with a range of less than 900 nautical miles “could be near ot 

the prototype stage of production by 1955.” (Appendices to NIE-90, ! 
Appendix A, para. 32 b.; see also NIE-65, para. 41 g.) For June : 
1954, it is estimated, on the basis of more concrete information, 
that a V-2 type missile with a 450-500 mile range is “likely” by 
1956. It is further estimated that in 1959 the Soviets could start 
series production of a pilotless-aircraft-type missile capable of | 
reaching the U.S. from Bloc territory. (NIE 11-5-54, paras. 34-36.) 
No prediction has been made, in either the 1953 or 1954 estimates, 
of the date by which the Soviets may have intercontinental ballis- : 
tic missiles. It should be noted that detailed examination of this _ 
whole subject is proceeding, from which it is hoped that firmer con- 
clusions will emerge in the third quarter of 1954. ve | 

| d. Air Defense. In 1953, it was estimated that a “limited number” | 
of all-weather interceptors “may be” in operation by mid-1955. : 
(NIE-90, para. 24; see also Appendices to NIE-90, Appendix B, 
para. 00 d.) For June 1954, the figures in the Table, 200 for mid-
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1955, 2100 for mid-1959, are direct from NIE-11-5-54 (table on p. 
14). | | | 

e. Submarines. The category selected for comparison is that of 
high-submerged-speed long-range types, which were singled out for 
specific attention in the 1/954 estimate (NIE-11-5-54, para. 38 and 
table on p. 16; note that the 295 figure is reached by applying the 
building rate of 46 per year to the mid -1954 figure of 65 given in 
the table, rather than to the early 1954 figure of 47 given in the 
text.) In the 1953 estimates it is not easy to arrive at a comparable 
figure. The 20 and 100 figures shown in the table are based on ONI 
current estimates of the period, with a building rate of 20 per year 
extrapolated from paras. 37 and 40 of the Appendices to NIE-90, 
Appendix B. 

Annex 6 

Study Prepared by the Office of Defense Mobilization 11 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated. | 

Basic ASSUMPTIONS ON ALTERNATIVES FOR MAINTAINING, BROADEN- 
ING AND PROTECTING THE MOBILIZATION BASE AND FOR BUILDING 
Up RESERVES OF MILITARY END ITEMS OR MATERIALS 

1. The mobilization base must be capable of fulfilling military re- 

quirements to meet these contingencies: | 

A. Involvement with forces using conventional weapons either | 
for or short of all-out war. | 

B. The maintenance of superiority in the new weapons systems, 
particularly nuclear weapons. | | 

| C. A balanced and protected base to make good the necessary 
functioning of the war economy after attack and to supplement 

| needs for new production beyond the war stocks existing at the out- | 
break of hostilities. | , 

2. The combinations of the amounts of reserves required at the 
outbreak of hostilities in relation to the base, which can be counted 

upon to continue functioning, depend upon the following assump- | 
tions: a 

A. That the use of nuclear weapons is either: 

(1) decisive—finishing off the war in a few hours, days, 
weeks, or 

(2) crippling, but not decisive, so that the recuperative power 
of the economy and tenacity of spirit will determine the out- 

| come. | 

11 The source text is the last of six numbered annexes transmitted by Lay to the 
National Security Council in support of NSC 5422. —
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partment can only be judged by the official comments in paper 
dated May 25 from the Acting Secretary of Defense, transmitting 
JCS study on military posture for guidelines consideration. 1? As- 
sumption 2-A(2) is not emphasized by JCS to the point of crippling | 
attack and assumption 2-B(2) is heavily stressed. Budget and 

Treasury tend to stress 2-A(2) and to feel that less reliance needs 
to be put upon 2-B(1) and B(2) than is suggested by JCS and by - 
ODM. Arguments by the State Department tend to raise attack 

| danger to the certainty of catastrophe, as a basis for discussing pos- 
sible moves to take nuclear disarmament more seriously or to in- 

: crease conventional forces and weapons so as not to put entire reli- 
ance on nuclear weapons. A balanced view of total power, of deter- 
rents, and of defense capabilities is the necessary prerequisite of 
mobilization preparations. a | 

6. If older weapons are stocked and production phased out, and — 

total hard goods production for FY 1957 is planned at about half of 

~ the FY 1953 (end) rate, are we keeping a mobilization base which 

employs our national resources and scientific capacity at a rate 

adequate to counter the threat from the Soviet Bloc? Should we not 
use a stabilized figure at a high level (say $18 billion) to expand 

| new weapon production to equal losses in the old weapon base, 
transferring added new production to safe areas? | | 

12 Annex 2, above. a a : / | | 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file | | 

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of 
Defense (Wilson) } | 

TOP SECRET | | WASHINGTON, 23 June 1954. 
Subject: Negotiations with the Soviet Bloc wes 

1. In their memorandum to you dated 3 May 1954, subject ‘“‘Meth- 
ods of Implementing and Enforcing the Disarmament Pro-- 

gramme,” ? the Joint Chiefs of Staff stated that “. . . with respect 
to the matter of disarmament the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider it 
most unrealistic, based on the entire pattern of past Soviet conduct 
and the present international situation, to expect that any agree- 

ment which might be obtained vis-a-vis the USSR would be other 

1 Copies to the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, Department of Defense; the Secretary 

to the Chief of Naval Operations; the Director of Plans, U.S. Air Force; and the Di- 

rector of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. A notation on the source text reads: “(JCS—Ap- | 
proved as amended 23 June 1954)’. A copy of this memorandum is also in S/S-NSC 
files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422. 

2 The memorandum under reference cannot be further identified.
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than to the serious disadvantage of the security interests of the — : 
United States.” oe 7 

2. Because of implications with respect to the vital security inter- 
ests of the United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider it ap- 
propriate that they convey to you at this time their views concern- | 
ing certain broader aspects of the situation now confronting the 
United States and its Allies, for consideration in connection with 
the future application of basic national policy. | 

3. It is the conviction of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the strug- 
gle of the Free World against the spread of Soviet-Communist | 

domination of peoples and areas has now entered a precarious if | 
not critical stage, characterized by continuing Communist expan- | 

sion and military growth on the one hand and the emergence of 
divisive strains in the Free World coalition on the other. In their 
opinion, a continuation of the present trend might well, within an 

indeterminate but relatively short span of years, place the security | 
of the United States in such jeopardy as to render it doubtful that of 
any military establishment which our country could continue to : 
support could be relied upon to defend our territory and our insti- | 
tutions in the years ahead. They feel that the threatening course of : 
the cold war, recently brought into clearer focus by events in the | 
Far East and by the Berlin and Geneva conferences, makes neces- ! 
sary a reappraisal, within the framework of current basic national 
policy, of the tactics which have been pursued by the United States | 
in seeking to achieve its objective. 

4. In the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Soviet tactics since | 

World War II reflect certain basic tenets of Soviet doctrine and | 
strategy; viz.: | | | 

a. In the struggle between Communism and the Free World there | 
can be no true neutrals—the world is divided into two blocs, the : 
Communist and their “enemies’’. 8G, - | | 

b. The “Iron Curtain” is an essential measure of self-preservation i 
of the Soviet regime and must be maintained as an impervious bar- | 
rier to “enemy” attempts to penetrate it. Po — 

c. Perversion of truth and the device of the “Big Lie” are basic | 
elements of Soviet propaganda technique. __ - | 

d. There can be no harmonious existence until Communism has } 
achieved and consolidated victory on a world scale. oo | | 

e. Once taken under control, territory will not be relinquished, | 
except by compulsion of force or threat of force (Greece, Iran). 7 | 

f. Communist influence must be all-pervasive—to this end power | 
vacuums (e.g., Korea in 1950) are to be abhorred, “enemy” weak- _ | 
nesses exploited, and the Soviet domain expanded by unrelenting 
efforts. | | a : 

g. Expansion of the Soviet domain is to be accomplished by: Lae 

(1) Subversion and local seizures of power by Communist | 
| parties (Czechoslovakia). | / |
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(2) Action by armed forces other than Soviet forces (Albania, 
China, Korea, Indochina). | 

(3) Armed action by Soviet forces (Baltic States, Poland, 
Hungary, Bulgaria, Roumania). a . 

(4) Negotiations—(a) as an instrument to capitalize upon sit- 
uations created by overt conflict (Potsdam, Panmunjom, 
Geneva), (b) as a substitute for armed struggle, to probe for di- 
visive tendencies or other enemy weaknesses and to exploit 
them to Soviet advantage, or (c) as a device to prevent con- 
structive action and to gain propaganda benefits. 

h. Until the world struggle is finally decided, a state of tension is 
conducive to advancing Communist objectives; hence, achieving 
agreements merely for the purpose of relieving world tension 
would, from the Soviet standpoint, be self-defeating. 

i. In negotiations, Soviet objectives are to be sought by: 

(1) Inflexible adherence to demands, even fantastic ones, 
coupled with resistance from the outset to counter-proposals; 

(2) Yielding to no substantive concessions; a concession by 
the “enemy’’ is to be treated merely as an indication that per- 
sistence in negotiation may extract further and perhaps great- 
er advantages; a 

(3) Disregarding any accepted code of ethics or any concep- 
tion of honor in the conduct of negotiations or in the carrying 
out of any agreements which might flow from them. | 

D. Weighed in the aggregate, results achieved since 1945 would 
tend to convince the Soviet regime of the efficacy of its methods in 
pursuing its policy of expansion. Taking advantage of every weak- a 

ness and contradiction, Soviet Communism during that period has 
amassed under its control some 800 millions of people, millions of 

square miles of territory, and vast material resources. With regard 

to negotiations, the results would tend to confirm the Soviet belief 

that rigid adherence to their demands will in the end extract 
Allied concessions—the ultimate persuasive factor being the latent 
threat of massive Soviet armed forces, which overshadows all inter- 

national discussions and negotiations. | 

6. With specific regard to negotiations in the field of disarma- 

ment, the record of the United States since 1946 is one of persist- 

ent effort to find ways of easing the burden of armaments under 
appropriate safeguards and of lessening the threat of war. The | 

USSR, on the other hand, while engaging in propaganda for the 

elimination of atomic weapons, has made only specious proposals — 

regarding limitation of conventional armaments, although it main- 

tains the largest conventional military establishment in the world. 

| In the UN Disarmament Commission, the USSR has consistently 
refused to clarify its vague and ambiguous proposals or to discuss _ 
any plan other than its own. | | |
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7. Moral prerequisites recognized as fundamental to any effective 

and comprehensive system for the balanced reduction of all arma- 
ments and the international control of atomic energy are (a) an : 
open world, and (b) good faith on the part of the participating 
powers. The continued existence of the Iron Curtain would make a 
mockery of any inspection system which might be devised and, if : 

the record of past Soviet conduct with respect to solemn interna- : 
tional agreements is a true index, Soviet bad faith, evasion, and 

outright violation would render any disarmament agreement ster- 
ile, except as a means to advance Soviet objectives. 

8. Soviet and Soviet-Satellite violations of international treaties 
and agreements are too numerous to recite here and too well : 
known to require documentation. In unbroken sequence from Yalta 

to Korea such treaties and agreements, even though achieved origi- 
nally at a cost of major concessions by the Western Powers, have 
been evaded and perverted by the Communists to suit their own de- 
signs. In the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the instability of 

peace throughout the world is due, in large measure, to deliberate | 
Soviet violations of its international pledges and treaty commit- 

ments. The Joint Chiefs of Staff find no cause for hope that, bar- ) 
ring a basic change in the attitude of the Soviet regime, any future 
international agreement would be faithfully observed by the USSR : 
or its Satellites. : 

9. A number of measures by which the Soviets could offer evi- | 
dence of their good faith have been suggested by the President and 

other allied statesmen, notably Mr. Churchill. These measures : 
need not be restated in detail here, but if the Soviets were to take | 
the following actions, or even some of them, such could be accepted : 

as a demonstration of a basic change of attitude on the part of the | 

regime, offering hope of a peaceful settlement of world issues: | | 

| a. Free the million or more German and Japanese prisoners they 
now hold; : 

b. Release the Satellite nations and allow them the free choice of : 
their own form of government; | | : 

c. Show a willingness to conclude just peace treaties with Germa- | 
ny and Austria; | | 

d. Cease fomenting and supporting civil war and armed aggres- | 
sion, as in Indochina, Malaya, and Korea; | 

e. Discontinue the campaign of subversion and hate against the 
non-Cominform world; . | 

f. Withdraw their military forces to the borders of the USSR; | 
g. Remove the Iron Curtain and permit ordinary entry and travel L 

on equal terms with other nations; I 
h. Faithfully observe and support the provisions of the United | 

Nations Charter. | | 

|



| 
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10. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that the Soviets will hold 
steadfastly to their objective of world domination and will not be 
disposed to make substantive concessions in the course of interna- 
tional negotiations, even on a quid pro quo basis, unless and until 
they have been convinced that failure to achieve lasting solutions 

of major issues will involve grave risks to the maintenance of their 
regime. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider further that until the 
United States and its Allies, by means of positive actions, confront 
the USSR with the risks which might attend such a failure, the 
Soviet regime will remain unconvinced of the possible consequenc- 
es. | 

11. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are strongly of the opinion that 
until a suitable climate for negotiations has been brought about, it 
will be not only fruitless but hazardous for the United States to 
continue its efforts to arrive at solutions to world problems through 

the normal processes of negotiation with the USSR. In the face of 
extravagant and persistent Soviet demands, our principal Allies, _ 
possibly impelled by a mounting fear of Soviet atomic capability, 
have shown an increasing disposition to seek agreements at what- | 

ever cost, apparently without adequate realization of the vital 
Western security interests at stake, or in disregard of those inter- 

ests. Further, once joint negotiations have been undertaken, the 

United States is placed under strong compulsion to join in making 
substantive and unwarranted concessions to the Soviets in the in- 
terest of showing some degree of progress toward reaching agree- | 
ment and of preserving a facade of Allied solidarity. Negotiation 

under such conditions—irresolution on the part of our Allies cou- 
pled with Soviet inflexibility—holds no promise of an outcome fa- 
vorable to United States or over-all Allied security interests. It 
should not be concluded that the Joint Chiefs of Staff would advo- 
cate that the United States undertake to attain its objectives with- 
out benefit of allies. Rather, they feel that there is a pressing ne- 

cessity that our Allies be brought to view the world situation in the 
| same light and with the same urgency as does the United States. | 

12. Basic United States policy, as set forth in NSC 162/2, recog- 
nizes the time limitation within which conditions must be created 
by the United States and the Free World coalition such as to 

permit the Soviet-Communist threat to be met with resolution, to 
the end that satisfactory and enduring arrangements for co-exist- 7 
ence can be negotiated. The engulfment of a large segment of the 

world and its people by the Soviets has been accomplished during 
| the period in which the United States first held a monopoly and 

then a significant superiority in atomic weapons and in the means 

_ for their delivery. It may properly be assumed that, unless the 

Soviet attitude is altered by outside influences, the aggressive and



NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY  _ — 685 

irresponsible tactics pursued with success by the Soviets thus far 

will be only a prelude to the proportions which such tactics will : 
attain once the present atomic superiority of the United States has 

been neutralized—a condition which is expected to be reached | 
within the latter part of the period FY 1956-59. (See Joint Chiefs of 

| Staff memorandum dated 21 May 1954, subject, “Estimate of the 1 

- Military Posture Throughout the Free World, FY 1956 Through FY | 
1959”’.) 3 The obvious conclusion, therefore, is that if the Western 

nations hope to reach timely and lasting settlements vis-a-vis the : 

USSR, they must proceed now to formulate their just demands and : 
then steadfastly to press for their consummation while the United 
States still holds atomic superiority. Basic for that purpose is the : 

development of political solidarity and staunch unity of purpose , 
among our Allies to the point where they will not only join in the 
determination of measures vital to the common security but will 
resolutely support those measures when the need arises. The alter- 

native is to compromise United States and Western security inter- : 
| ests by permitting the lowest common denominator of the coalition : 

to determine the level and scope of our actions in pursuit of our : 

objectives. Sas FEN LNs | | 
13. Based on their analysis, from the military point of view, of : 

the situation now confronting the United States and its Allies, the : 

Joint Chiefs of Staff have arrived at the following conclusions: 

| a. Until the USSR, by positive action, demonstrates a basic 
change of attitude by some such actions as those listed in para- : 
graph 9 above, the United States should refrain from further at- | 
tempts through negotiations to arrive at agreements with the : 
USSR on the subjects of disarmament, atomic energy or any other 
of the world issues, and should so inform the USSR officially and : 
repeatedly, publicly releasing each such announcement. oe 

b. The United States should recognize now, and should seek to , 
persuade its Allies, that time limitations dictate the necessity of : 
confronting the Soviets with unmistakable evidence of an unyield- 
ing determination to halt further Communist expansion, and of 
convincing them that aggression will be met with counteraction ! 
which, inherently, will hold grave risks to the maintenance of their : 
regime; | | | : 

| é. The United States should take all reasonable measures to in- 
crease political solidarity and staunch determination among its | 
Allies recognizing, however, that U.S. security interests may re- 

- quire, on occasion, United States action which not all of our Allies | 
would endorse or be willing to join. | 

14. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that: oy 

3 Annex 2 to NSC 5422, p. 672. |
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a. The foregoing views be made available to the National Securi- 
ty Council for consideration in the application of basic national 

olicy; : 
. b. These views be given consideration in the formulation of the 
Department of Defense position with respect to the interdepart- 
mental review of United States disarmament policy now in 
progress. Oo | 

a For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: | 
| | ARTHUR RADFORD 

. Chairman 
— doint Chiefs of Staff 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 204th Meeting of the National 

, Security Council, Thursday, June 24, 1954 

[Extract] 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 204th Meeting of the Council were the President 

of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United 

States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; the Direc- 

tor, Foreign Operations Administration; and the Director, Office of 

Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury; the Attorney General; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion; the Federal Civil Defense Administrator; the Chairman, Coun- 

cil of Economic Advisers (for Item 3); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 

Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the 
President; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; Robert 

R. Bowie, Department of State; Knight McMahon, Central Intelli- 

gence Agency; the White House Staff Secretary; Bryce Harlow, Ad- 
ministrative Assistant to the President; the Executive Secretary, 

NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 
Following is a summary of the discussion at the meeting and the 

| main points taken. | | 

3. Tentative Guidelines Under NSC 162/2 for FY 1956 (NSC 5422 
- and Annexes to NSC 5422; NSC 162/2; NIE 11-5-54 and NIE | 

13-54) ? | | | | 

At the outset of his briefing of the Council on the reference 

report (NSC 5422), Mr. Cutler stressed the tentative character of 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on June 24. 
2 For text of NSC 5422 and its Annexes, see pp. 647 and 667. For text of NSC 162/ 

2, see p. 577. Regarding NIE-11-5-54 and NIE 18-54, see footnote 5, p. 648.
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the guidelines submitted by the Planning Board, and noted that | 

there were many disagreements. He also expressed the hope that : 
the Council would direct the Planning Board to revise the guide- : 
lines report in the light of discussion at this Council meeting and | 
of next week’s meeting on continental defense. He then read the 
first seven pages of the report, which consisted of the intelligence 
estimate. He explained that the rest of the paper was concerned | 

| with suggested guidance on how to deal with the situation outlined 

in the intelligence estimate. The first major issue arose in para- 

graph 11 and involved the question of what measures the United 
States should take to protect its retaliatory capacity against fore- 

seeable Soviet attack. The left-hand column of the split paragraph 
called on the United States to take “whatever measures were nec- 
essary to protect this capacity”, and stated that the expenditures 
necessary for this purpose were a requisite to U.S. survival. The 

right-hand column called upon the United States “to take all prac- 
ticable measures to protect this capacity.” | : | 

After Mr. Cutler had explained the split views in paragraph 11, 

the President said that the point of view expressed in the left-hand 

column was based on the erroneous premise that you could have an 

absolute defense of our retaliatory capability, and completely over- 
looked the fact that modern warfare is a relative matter. He be- 
lieved that the right-hand column, calling simply for all practicable : 
measures, was the better and more accurate statement. For the 

moment, at least, it could be checked as the President’s choice. : 
Admiral Radford inquired whether the left-hand column meant : 

to indicate that other defense measures were to take a lower priori- 

ty than measures designed to protect this retaliatory capacity. The 

President said that of course this was the intent of the language, 

but Mr. Cutler pointed out that as an alternative to assigning : 

_ lower priority to the other elements in our military program, you : 

could, of course, agree to larger expenditures on measures to pro- 

tect the U.S. retaliatory capability. , | 
Mr. Cutler then explained the difference in view with respect to ! 

disarmament which was indicated by the split in paragraph 13. | 

The President said that this was one place in the paper where he | 

could see no antithesis between the positions set forth in the paral- | 

lel columns. He thought that paragraph 13-b (right-hand side of : 

the page), which emphasized doubts as to whether any safe and en- : 

forceable system for limiting armaments could be achieved as long : 

as the Soviet objectives and regime remained substantially as they | 
are today, was not incompatible with the position in the left-hand : 
column, which advocated that the United States continue to reex- 

amine its position on disarmament and especially to determine : 
whether safeguards could be devised entailing less risk for U.S. se-
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curity than no limitation of armaments. No one who was in his 
right mind, said the President, would disagree that we should con- _ 
tinue to examine this question. a 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that perhaps the real issue in paragraph 

13 was to be found in the last four lines of the left-hand column, 
which raised the question “whether the U.S. should be willing to 
agree to effective nuclear disarmament in the absence of conven- 
tional disarmament.” The President agreed that this put up a dif- | 
ferent question, but said that nuclear disarmament, as opposed to 

general disarmament, was open to the even greater question of en- 
forceability. He repeated the statements he had made at the Coun- 
cil meeting the day before, to the effect that he would gladly accept 
nuclear disarmament alone if he was sure that he could get the 

genuine article. | 
Mr. Cutler said that the real question that had bothered the 

Planning Board was our willingness to relax on the safeguards to 

disarmament in the hopes of obtaining Soviet agreement. The | 

President repeated his view that it would certainly be to the net _ 
advantage of the United States to agree to nuclear disarmament > 

alone if such nuclear disarmament were sure and enforceable. It 
was nevertheless impossible to see how it could be secured in the 
foreseeable future. The President added that he would gladly go 
back to the kind of warfare which was waged in 1941 if in 1945 the 

A-bomb had proved impossible to make. The net of it all was that 

, until you could be sure of achieving enforceability, the United 
States would have to maintain its present position of refusing to 

agree to atomic disarmament except as part of a general disarma- 

ment. | ee | 
Going on, Mr. Cutler pointed out that one of the major issues on 

which the Planning Board sought light from the Council occurred 
in paragraph 14, which raised the question whether, in view of the | 

possible nuclear balance in 1956-59, the United States could contin- 
ue to place major reliance on its nuclear capabilities as a means of 
waging general war. The left-hand text advocated an increase in 

the forces and mobilization potential which the U.S. and its allies 
would need to wage war effectively without strategic use of nuclear 
weapons. The right-hand text insisted that the United States must 
accept the risks involved in relying on strategic nuclear capabilities | 

as a means of waging general war, and must continue to make 

clear its determination to meet Soviet attack with all available _ 
weapons. | ne | 

The President thought that the National Security Council had | 
decided this question quite a long time ago—namely, in February | 

| 1953. Were we able to pick out a priority in the types of war we 
will wage and a priority as to the means and measures of waging |
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this war? It was simply impossible to try to play safe in all the pos- | 
sible kinds of warfare. What we required was an intelligent esti- 
mate of where to allocate this priority. | | | 

Admiral Radford pointed out that if the Council chose the left- | 
hand column, which called for a great increase in conventional | 
forces, it would have completely changed the basis of all our cur- 

rent strategic planning for war. Secretary Humphrey agreed whole- 

heartedly with Admiral Radford, but said that perhaps it was | 
wholesome to have this issue raised once again so that it could be : 
resettled thoroughly in favor of the right-hand column, which advo- | 
cated continuation of our current military posture and strategy. 
The President expressed agreement with these views, and said that | 

| if the Council came to believe what was set forth in the left-hand 
column we might just as well stop any further talk about preserv- 
ing a sound U.S. economy and proceed to transform ourselves 
forthwith into a garrison state. Admiral Radford added the warn- | 
ing that these constant references to possible changes in our agreed : 

military strategy caused serious dissension in the Department of 

Defense. Secretary Humphrey pointed out that while the National 
Security Council had long since decided this question, the decision 

had not been universally accepted in the responsible departments 
and agencies. It was high time that this decision was enforced. 

_ Dr. Flemming said he was concerned with this paragraph as it 
related to mobilization requirements. If the question of our mili- 
tary strategy wasn’t settled, at least for a considerable period, the 
Defense Department would be unable to provide ODM with a solid 
set of requirements called for by the agreed strategic plans. We 

must at least freeze our thinking long enough to make possible a 
realistic estimate of our mobilization requirements for war. 

The President, pointing out that in destruction alone there was : 
no victory, said that according to his idea of what we face, we : 
should have the capability so far as possible of warding off destruc- 
tive enemy attack and as quickly as possible ourselves to be able to 
destroy the war potential of the enemy. After these initial moves in : 

a future war, the United States might have to contemplate a 12- 
year mobilization program to achieve final victory in the war. 

Mr. Cutler explained that the reason why the Planning Board 
had raised this “hoary issue’ was the view of some of its members 
that a state of mutual deterrence, resulting from atomic plenty on 
both sides, might enable the Soviet Union to avoid atomic war and i. 
nibble the free world to death piece by piece. The President replied : 

that he disagreed wholly with this point of view, which he regarded 
as completely erroneous. The more atomic weapons each side ob- 

tains, the more anxious it will be to use these weapons. The Presi- | 
dent noted the analogous German problem with respect to the use 

| /
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of poison gases in the later stages of World War II. In view of the 

fact that the attacking allied forces had the Germans encircled, it 
was much easier for the allies to make effective use of such gases 
than for the Germans to do so. The Germans realized that the use 
of poison gas would therefore be a strategic error. From this fact 
some people would deduce that the Russians will not make use of 
nuclear weapons in a future war; but there was no true analogy 
here. | | 

Secretary Wilson said that in his own study of the problems 
facing the United States he had lately come to some very serious 
conclusions. The first of these was that the time for the “agonizing 
reappraisal” ? of U.S. basic security policy was at hand. With 
regard to our force levels, even if our Army had been twice as large 
as it was and our Navy and Air Force likewise much stronger, Sec- 
retary Wilson said we probably wouldn’t have done a darn thing 

different than we had done in the last year and a half. We ought to 

investigate why this was so and if our policies had been wrong. 

Another reason for this reappraisal, said Secretary Wilson, was 
the fact that the things that the United States had hoped for had 
not happened and, if he could safely say it in the confines of this 

room, our policies have not been successful, as witness EDC, Indo- 

china, Trieste, etc., etc. We ought, therefore, to take a whole new 

look at our problems. We were certainly not going to solve these 

problems by simply making our military forces twice as big as at 
present. Our military posture at present was good. Secretary 
Wilson also expressed himself as convinced that if World War III 

actually occurred, the results would be to push the world deeper 

into Communism and to transform the United States into a dicta- 
| torship. : 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that the Council should now get back to 

| the specific issue involved in paragraph 14, and said that he judged 

there was a preference for the exposition set forth in the right- 

hand column. ou 

Governor Stassen said that if the Council were to choose this 
view, the text should be revised to indicate that primary reliance 
upon our strategic nuclear capabilities should be qualified by a 

statement that our conventional forces should simultaneously be 

maintained in an appropriate form. With some heat, the President 

said that this whole issue had been greatly misunderstood. We had 
never proposed to strip ourselves naked of all military capabilities 
except the nuclear. It was ridiculous to imagine anything of this 

3 Reference is to a remark made by Secretary Dulles in a formal statement before 
the North Atlantic Council meeting at its Twelfth Session at Paris, Dec. 14, 1953; 

for text, see vol. v, Part 1, p. 461.
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sort, and he saw no need for any qualifications such as Governor : 
Stassen had suggested. Governor Stassen replied that of course he | 
understood the relationship between nuclear and conventional , 
forces, but still thought it best that the report say something ex- | 
plicit on maintenance of conventional forces so that the matter 
would be thoroughly understood throughout the Government agen- : 
cies concerned. | | 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that the issues raised by paragraph 17 
were very relevant to the maintenance of conventional forces and ; 
should be examined before a response was made to Governor Stas- | 
sen’s point. He then read the right-hand version of paragraph 17, 

which stated that “present and planned implementation of pro- 
grams under paragraphs 9, 10 and 34 of NSC 162/2 are considered 
fully adequate to meet the risks of increasing Soviet nuclear capa- , 

bilities, etc.”” The left-hand column, on the contrary, indicated that : 

the increasing Soviet nuclear capabilities made it necessary for the | 
United States to make greater efforts than were contemplated in 
NSC 162/2, and specified in subparagraphs a, b and c the specific | 
areas of greater effort. 

| The President said he was inclined to have a little of the content 
of both these columns. For example, he agreed with the need to de- | 
velop more rapidly U.S. reserve forces, though he assumed that : 
this was provided for in paragraphs 9, 10 and 34 of NSC 162/2. Mr. | 
Cutler said that while this might be the case for reserve forces, 

subparagraph c called for creation of a strategic reserve which does 

not now exist. The President said that in fact he was not much | 
moved by subparagraph c, but that he was interested in measures : 

to develop reserve forces in the United States capable of bridging 

the gap between M-Day and the creation of new units from the raw 
manpower pool. He still believed that the differences between the 
points of view on paragraph 17 were not as great as might appear. 

With respect to paragraph 17-a, which called for the develop- 

ment of war reserves of matériel and the development and mainte- 

nance of a broader mobilization base, Dr. Flemming said he doubt- 
ed if we were now in a position to make a decision, since we have 
not drawn up a mobilization requirements statement in terms of 

our current military strategy. Dr. Flemming warned, however, that 
if we proposed a mobilization base adequate to support our allies. : 
who do not have an adequate mobilization base, we would be : 

adding a commitment not in NSC 162/2 and one which involved a | 
| very considerable increase in costs. __ | | 

Commenting on the differences in the two versions of paragraph 
17, Mr. Cutler pointed out that the left-hand column in general 

called for greater U.S. efforts, larger U.S. forces, and keener U.S. 7 
| alertness. It represented the views of individuals who. were very
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_ greatly worried by the increasing Russian military capabilities. The 
views in the right-hand column were those of the individuals who 

believed that however serious the situation we could not do every- 
thing and must be content with making wise allocation of available __ 
resources. | : ee 

Secretary Humphrey said that as it seemed to him, unless and 
until the agonizing reappraisal had been completed, and as long as 
the present basic security policy continues to be valid, the original 
JCS strategy to carry out this policy should be accepted and main- 
tained. | | 

The President expressed some impatience with the phrase “ago- 
nizing reappraisal”, and said he thought that the Secretary of 
State shared his impatience with the phrase. In any event, as origi- 
nally used this applied to U.S. policies with respect to Europe. 

Secretary Wilson said that this was no longer enough, and he 
wanted the scope of the agonizing reappraisal expanded. He repeat- 

ed his conviction that no solution could be obtained by simply | 
going in for a larger military program. The President said that he | 
agreed to this view, but only “within reason”. He said, for example, _ 
that he was convinced that we need a more adequate reserve pro- 

gram in the United States. | 
Governor Stassen said that as he saw it, our estimate of Soviet 

| capabilities had greatly increased. We ought, therefore, to increase 
| our own military capabilities if this could be done in accordance 

with the economic principles of the Administration. Certainly the 
new Soviet capabilities called for some step-up of our own. Secre- 

taries Humphrey and Wilson expressed emphatic disagreement 

with Governor Stassen’s position. Secretary Humphrey reminded 
the Council that it had earlier decided on an adequate military pro- 

gram, and that what we must do now was to get down and imple- 

ment this program rather than discard it and adopt some new one. 

The President, addressing Secretary Humphrey, insisted that there 
was nevertheless much in Governor Stassen’s argument. Obviously 
our earlier estimates of Soviet capabilities were faulty. According- 
ly, we will need to step up our own military capabilities in certain 

specific areas, though of course not all across the board. But you 
certainly could not ignore the new estimate of Soviet capabilities at 

the beginning of the paper. - ; Oo 
Secretary Wilson reiterated his conviction that arms and arms | 

alone would not solve the problem posed by the Soviet threat. We 

must show accomplishment in other than the military areas, or 

else we shall lose all our allies. As it was, our prestige was declin- 
ing everywhere. Many things that we had hoped to accomplish had 
not been accomplished. We should try to figure out why this was 
so. He was making a plea, said Secretary Wilson, that whatever
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_ measures we decide to take about our military program, let’s also ; 
try to see that we do better in the other areas of endeavor.  —_| | 
Admiral Radford said that he had a point to make with respect 

to paragraph 17-a. Under present military programs, and also con- | 
templating the use of atomic weapons, there inevitably arose un- : 
derstandable differences of opinion as to war reserves and the mo- | 
bilization base. Some people believe we need to maintain our exist- | 

_ ing conventional forces in Europe. Others insist that we can afford | 
to place greater reliance there on nuclear power. It was hard to re- 
solve these conflicting views when the question of stockpiling arose, | 
but he did wish to point out, said Admiral Radford, that this is not | 
all “black and white”. a : 

Mr. Allen Dulles said that he believed that the statement in the 
righthand column of paragraph 17 was a dangerous statement from 

an intelligence point of view. We were really not in a position to ) 
| make a statement that our present programs were fully adequate 

to meet the risks of increasing Soviet nuclear capabilities, over a | 
_ period extending through FY 1959. The President expressed agree-  —Ss_ | 
ment with Mr. Dulles’ view. | ns | } 

After a brief exposition of paragraphs 19 and 20, where he ex- 

plained the differences in view were largely a matter of degree of | 

emphasis and approach, Mr. Cutler went on to paragraphs 23, 24 | 

and 25 which, he pointed out, embraced the wide area of problems ' 
- raised for the United States by its allies and on which the Council 

_ would be particularly anxious to have the views of the Secretary of | 
State. The significant split in the views of the Planning Board was 

set forth in the double columns on page 19. The column on the left 
emphasized the importance of preserving our alliances. The column 

on the right emphasized the importance of preserving U.S. freedom 

ofaction, : 
_ The President said that he could not understand of what possible 

value to the Planning Board would be any decision by the Council | 
between these views made in the abstract. When a specific case | 

came up the Council would meet and decide it on its merits, but — : 
the question of which emphasis to take would have to be decided 
with respect to concrete cases at the time. Mr. Cutler attempted to 

explain the value of Council guidance on this point, but did not | 

succeed in convincing the President that such guidance on this | 
| issue would be useful. Mr. Cutler then called on the Secretary of : 

State for his comments, noting that he had been silent throughout 

most of the discussion. ce | a ee 
_ Secretary Dulles said that before addressing himself to the para- : 
graphs in question, he had a few remarks to make on the guide- ! 
lines report as a whole. He believed it to be a valuable and impor- ! 
tant paper which had forced the issues up for the Council’s atten- |
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tion, although, of course, none of them could be settled in an hour’s 

time. He hoped, continued Secretary Dulles, to take a week off 
later on in the summer, after Congress had adjourned, and devote 
it entirely to these problems. Meanwhile, he expressed agreement . 
with Secretary Wilson’s position on a reappraisal of U.S. foreign 
policy. This, of course, ought to be continuously reappraised, but it 
was particularly important to do so at the present time. Certain of 

the pre-suppositions which the Administration had inherited 
seemed not to have been valid. This was particularly true of the 
pre-supposition of dependence of our allies on the United States. 
This had turned out to be not as great as had been thought at the 
end of the war. In some respects this greater independence was a 

good thing since, after all, one of our objectives had been to assist 
our allies to stand on their own feet. oo | 

Over and above these matters, Secretary Dulles said, we were 

confronting two basic problems. The first of these arose from the 

fact that the United States does not have an adequate defense 
against Communist expansion by means other than war. The Coun- 
cil should bear in mind that in almost every instance the Soviets 
have historically avoided open war in seeking to obtain their objec- 

| tives. The exceptions were the winter war against Finland and the 

assault on Poland in 1939. In general, the Soviets prefer to use the 
methods of civil war and subversion, and it was through these that 

they had extended their domination over six hundred million 
people. They were engaged in this very process in Guatemala, 

France, and elsewhere. While we have no adequate answer as yet | 

to these methods, we can at least be sure that we will never get an 

adequate answer in purely military terms. | 

The second major problem derived from the growing danger of 

atomic war. In light of this, our “tough policy’? was becoming in- 
creasingly unpopular throughout the free world; whereas the Brit- 

ish ‘soft policy” was gaining prestige and acceptance both in 
Europe and Asia. The Joint Chiefs of Staff contribution to the 
guidelines study expressed their belief that the United States 

should take full advantage of its present atomic superiority to 

exert pressure on the Soviet Union. If we do so, however, very few 

of our allies will follow us. They will follow those who say “‘let’s not 
be tough and let’s not press our issues with Russia.” The Geneva 
Conference, said Secretary Dulles, provided sufficient evidence of 

this point. The tide is clearly running against us in the channel of 

this tough policy. If we are to continue to pursue it we shall lose 
many of our allies, and this in itself compels a reappraisal of our 

basic policy. Secretary Dulles added that of course he did not mind 

standing alone if this were the right thing to do, but let us at least
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understand what is at stake. In brief, we can’t have our cake and | 
. eat it too. — | | 

These two factors—creeping Communist penetration and wide | 
_ distrust of U.S. strategy among our allies—are whittling down the | 

influence of the United States. We must recognize the fact that we 
can no longer run the free world, and accordingly review our exist- 
ing basic security policy. Secretary Dulles again stated his agree- 
ment with Secretary Wilson, and stated that he was not at all , 
happy about the way things had gone for us, but said that the rea- 

| sons for this were those he had just explained. / | 7 
Secretary Wilson denied that he was advocating a “tough 

policy”, and said that he believed that the statement of military 
policy contributed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the guidelines | 
project * was a sound and valid statement. He reiterated his posi- , 
tion by stating that he was completely satisfied, one, that an in- | 

crease of ten or twenty percent in our military programs offered no | 
solution to our problems; second, that in point of fact we were not 
getting along very well, and third, that the time had come for a 
complete new look at our basic policy. | | 

The President expressed some bewilderment over the term | 
“tough policy”. What does this label mean? For example, the 
United States had believed in taking more positive action in Indo- 

china than our allies believed desirable. We had lost the argument. 
Was this a tough policy? At any rate, Sir Winston Churchill seems | 
to have come around to the realization that it was a sounder policy 

than the British. BO | 
Secretary Dulles smilingly pointed out that this might be so, but , 

it didn’t sound likely from the tone of Mr. Eden’s speech in the 
House of Commons just before leaving for the United States. Secre- 
tary Dulles explained briefly the content of the Foreign Secretary’s 
address, and said that he was not at all impressed with the idea of 
an Asian Locarno. Among other disadvantages, such an Asian Lo- 

carno would involve United States recognition of Communist 
China. | : 

_ The President replied that he was still not convinced that our 7 
policy should be described as a tough policy. Secretary Dulles point- 
ed out, to illustrate this phrase, that a Joint Chiefs paper, dated 
June 23, 1954, > concluded that the United States should press the 
Russians hard during the few years in which it would retain : 
atomic superiority. Another illustration was the views of the Joint 
Chiefs, set forth in our recent policy paper on Italy, ® that the free 

4Reference is presumably to Annex 2 to NSC 5422, p. 672. | : 
5 Supra. 
6 For documentation on Italy, see volume v1. | 

|
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| world could not afford the loss of any further territories toCommu- 
nism and should do whatever was necessary to prevent such fur- 
ther losses. There was much to be said for both these JCS views, 

but nevertheless, none of our allies would go along with these 

| views except Rhee, Chiang, and possibly the Greeks and the Turks. 
The President added that perhaps Franco would join us. | | 

The President went on to state that if this were indeed the situa- 
tion, we should perhaps come back to the very grave question: 

| Should the United States now get ready to fight the Soviet Union? 
- The President pointed out that he had brought up this question 

more than once at prior Council meetings, and that he had never 

done so facetiously. - — 
Governor Stassen expressed the opinion that perhaps the reason 

why the situation we face is so serious is that the United States 
had failed to carry through on its policies. The President asked 

Governor Stassen to name an instance, and Governor Stassen re- 
plied, “In Indochina, for example.” The President argued that our 
policy in Indochina was to attempt to induce the interested nations 
to join with us in order to prevent the loss of Indochina. That had 
been our policy, but the other nations had been unwilling to join 
us. Governor Stassen agreed that such had been our policy in Indo- 

china, but it was also our policy to save Indochina from Commu- 
nism. Mr. Eden had believed that this objective could be secured by 
a softer course of action, and he had failed at Geneva. Our own 
more forceful policy had been frustrated. Thus neither policy had > | 
worked, and the results were to the general disadvantage of the 

whole free world. All may not be lost, however, if the British final- 
ly come to realize the failure of their own policy. | 

Secretary Dulles said that far from thinking their policy a fail- 

ure, the British believed it a glowing success. Governor Stassen 
said that it was by no means certain that we might not yet have to 
face up to the issue in Indochina, particularly if Mendes-France 
failed to get the results he had promised by July 20.7 Certainly 
this was not the time for mutual recriminations, and Governor 
Stassen said he did not believe that we should soften our policy 

toward the Soviets. It was better to let our allies put their methods 
to the test. If these methods fail, our allies may yet be won over to 
our point of view. OS Oo | 

The Vice President said that as it seemed to him, the United __ 
States watched, hesitated, and didn’t know what policy to choose; | 

whereas our enemy knew his policy and proceeded to carry it out. | 

Secretary Wilson interposed to call once again for a reappraisal — 

of our basic national security policy and position. He said he was as e 

| 7For documentation on Indochina, see volume XIII. | | |
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| confused as the President as to whether our policies were tough or — : 
soft. In any case, we ought to have a firm policy which clearly rec- : 
ognized the realities in the world situation. We must find out why _ : 

- Communism was being so widely accepted. What was the real moti- | 
vation of the nations which accepted Communism? Moreover, was 
it not possible, if we were given time and if we stopped calling the | 
Russians “dirty bastards’, to get through this difficult stage in our — 
history? | 

The President said it didn’t seem to him that you had to look 
very hard to find the motivation which led many areas of the world 
to accept Communism. In many underdeveloped areas the motiva- | 
tion was all too plain. : 
Secretary Humphrey suggested that over the next few weeks the 

members of the National Security Council should devote a great 
deal of their time to this basic reappraisal. We should take out the : 
word “agonizing” and substitute for it the word “realistic”. This re- | 

_ appraisal should examine what the United States would like to be 
_ able to maintain as a world position and what it can afford to 

maintain. Take Japan, for instance. What is it going to cost the 
United States to see that Japan remains aligned with the free 
world? There were going to be many costs beyond the military : 
costs. Germany is another example. We have found that we can’t | 
afford to support those idealistic objectives and positions which we 
had set when the Administration had first come into power. Ac- : 
cordingly, over the next sixty days let us think about what posi- 
tions we could support. In the meantime, NSC 162/2 is it. Our basic | 
policy stands and everybody must be made to hew to the line 
unless and until this basic policy were subsequently changed. 

Dr. Flemming expressed the hope that the ultimate result would : 
| consist of a revision of NSC 162/2 rather than two documents pur- | 

porting to state our basic security policy—namely, NSC 162/2 and : 
guidelines. Two documents would engender confusion. =| | 

The President, reverting again to the problem of tough policies ! 
_and soft policies, said that he was a pragmatic sort of guy and | 
these labels had meaning to him only when applied to concrete ! 
cases. On East-West trade, for example, the President said he sub- 
scribed wholly to the British point of view. The trouble in this field : 
resulted chiefly from domestic political pressures. ae 

The meeting closed with expressions of irritation and regret that 
Sir Winston Churchill and Mr. Eden should have prepared their ; 
visit to Washington by proclaiming in Mr. Eden’ s speech before the | | 

_ House of Commons the general British position. 8 If their minds 

®* For documentation on the visit of Prime Minister Churchill and Foreign Secre- | 
tary Eden to Washington, June 24-29, see volume v1. |
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were made up, said the President, why do they bother to come over 
and talk to us about what to do? | 

Governor Stassen offered the philosophical observation that we 
must expect to go through a period in the course of which the Brit- | 

ish will try to reassert their failing world leadership. 
| The National Security Council: ® 

a. Discussed the subject on the basis of the tentative study by the 
NSC Planning Board contained in NSC 5422 and the agency stud- 
ies contained in the Annexes to NSC 5422. | 

b. Agreed to discuss the subject further at the next Council meet- 
ing on July 1. | 

_ §. EVERETT GLEASON 

9 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 1165. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) 

Editorial Note | 

At its 205th meeting on July 1 the National Security Council 

considered six progress reports on continental defense, none print- 

ed, presented by Robert C. Sprague who had been appointed by 
President Eisenhower on June 18 as Consultant to the Council on 

the progress reports. In introducing Sprague, Cutler noted that on 

May 18, “the Council agreed that Progress Reports on Continental 
Defense should be rendered semi-annually with the first as of June 

| 15, 1954.” Sprague then introduced the six reports based upon the 
basic continental defense report, NSC 5408 of February 11 (page 

| 609). Following lengthy and detailed discussion of these reports, 

and of other matters, the Council turned briefly to a discussion of 
“Tentative Guidelines Under NSC 162/2 for Fiscal Year 1956’, and 

after further inconclusive discussion directed the Planning Board 

“to prepare, for early Council consideration, a statement of policy 
on the subject in the light of: (1) Council discussion of NSC 5422 
and further review thereof by the respective departments and 
agencies; and (2) The reports on continental defense referred to in 

Item 1 above.”’ (Memorandum of discussion at the 205th meeting of 
the NSC, Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file) 

For text of NSC 162/2, October 30, 1953, see page 577. The discus- | 
sion of continental defense was formally recorded as NSC Action 

No. 1166; discussion of tentative guidelines under NSC 162/2 for 

fiscal year 1956 was formally recorded as NSC Action No. 1169 (S/ 
S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’).
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S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422 | 

Memorandum by the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Bowie) 
. to the Secretary of State oe | 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, August A, 1954. 

Subject: NSC 5422/1—Guidelines under NSC 162/2 for Fiscal Year 
1956 1 

This paper represents the efforts of the Planning Board to reflect 

the discussions of the NSC on a previous draft. Attached are a | 
number of specific comments from the Bureaus 2 which I suggest 

can be discussed when we go through the paper at your briefing 

this afternoon. ? 

The primary purpose of the paper is to set forth budgetary guid- | 

ance. For this purpose, it seems to me to place proper emphasis 

upon: | 

(a) the maintenance and protection of our retaliatory striking 
force (see paragraphs 6 and 7); | | | 

(b) appropriate strength (U.S. and indigenous) to defeat local ag- 
gression (see paragraph 12); ee | 

_ (c) greater efforts in the Far East and underdeveloped countries 
(paragraphs 18 and 21); and 

(d) a more coherent economic approach to world problems (para- 
graphs 22-25). : 

I have some doubts about certain premises stated in the paper. | 

As Soviet nuclear power grows, they may not necessarily feel free 
to take increasingly positive action (see paragraph 4). Also, while | 

the U.S. should certainly seek to convince the Soviets that we are 
prepared to counter aggression by strategic atomic attack, I am not | 

sure that when nuclear balance is reached, the U.S. will indefinite- | 

ly be able to base its strategy for fighting a general war on initiat- , 

ing the strategic use of nuclear weapons (see paragraphs 3 and 9). | 

Although this paper seems to cover a number of subjects not re- : 

lated directly to budget guidance, it does not purport to set the 
rere . 

1QOn July 26, NSC Executive Secretary James S. Lay, Jr., transmitted to the 
Council a revised statement of policy concerning guidelines under NSC 162/2 for ; 
fiscal year 1956. This 19-page statement, together with two appendixes containing 
financial and budgetary supporting material comprising an additional 10 pages, was ; 
designated NSC 5422/1. NSC 5422/1 also contained copious marginalia indicating 
continued widespread disagreements both between agencies and within bureaus on I 

a number of points. A copy of NSC 5422/1 is in S/P-NSC files, lot 62 D 1, NSC 5422 
as well as in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422 Series. 

2 A copy of this memorandum is also in PPS files, lot 65 D 101, NSC 5422 and it 
contains a four-page attachment of bureau comments. These comments are iden- 

tical with those found in the margins of NSC 5422/1 in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351. 
* The briefing under reference occurred at 4:10 p.m. and was attended by Bowie, 

Murphy, Nolting, Howe, and others in addition to the Secretary. (Princeton Univer- | 

sity, Dulles papers, “Dulles Appointment Book’’)
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over-all political framework of our national strategy. With this un- 
derstanding, it seems to me that the parts directed primarily to the 
subject of relations with our allies (see paragraphs 15, 16, and 20) 
contain acceptable general principles. = = 

| eas ~ -,s Rosert R. Bowie 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 209th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, August 5, 19543. oe 

[Extract] | 

TOP SECRET — EYES ONLY | 

Present at the 209th meeting of the Council were the President 

of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United 
States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; the Direc- _ 
tor, Foreign Operations Administration; and the Director, Office of 
Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of the Treas- = 
ury; the Attorney General (for Items 1, 2 and 3); the Director, 

Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 
(for Items 1 and 2); the Federal Civil Defense Administrator (for 
Items 1 and 2); the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers (for 

Items 1 and 2); the Acting Director, U.S. Information Agency (for 

Item 5); the Acting Secretary of the Army, the Acting Secretary of 
the Navy, and the Secretary of the Air Force (for Items 1 and 2); | 

General Twining for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (for Items 
1 and 2); the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, the Chief of Naval Oper- 

ations, and the Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps (for Items 1 and 
2); Elbert P. Tuttle, Department of the Treasury; Robert R. Bowie, 

Department of State; the Director of Central Intelligence; the As- | 

sistant to the President; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the 

President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; the Executive 

Secretary, NSC; and the Coordinator, NSC Planning Board Assist- 

ants. : , | 
There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

the main points taken. | | _ 

| 1 Drafted by the Coordinator of the National Security Council Planning Board As- | 

sistants, Marion W. Boggs, on Aug. 6. |
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2. Guidelines Under NSC 162/2 for FY 1956 (NSC 5422/1; Annexes 
to NSC 5422; NSC 152[162]/2; NIE 11-5-54; NIE 18-54)? | 

Mr. Cutler presented NSC 5422/1 to the Council. He recalled 
that on June 24 and July 1 the Council had considered “Tentative 

Guidelines” (NSC 5422) and had directed the Planning Board to | 
_ prepare a revised statement of guidelines on the basis of the Coun- 

cil’s discussions, further reviews by the departments and agencies 

concerned, and the progress reports on continental defense which 

were taken up at the Council meeting on July 1. NSC 5422/1 is the : 
Planning Board’s compliance with the Council’s directive. Mr. 
Cutler noted that although the number of differing views has been — 

| greatly reduced in NSC 5422/1, there still persist a number of 
splits. When the Council has resolved these splits, and if it adopts 

_ the statement of policy, the Planning Board recommends that the 
paper be submitted to the President with the recommendation that 
he approve it as “Guidelines under NSC 162/2” for the develop- _ 

- ment of national security programs by the appropriate depart- 
ments and agencies for FY 1956, including the preparation of E 
budget requests therefor. == co a 

Mr. Cutler then called the attention of the Council to the Appen- 
dices A and B of NSC 5422/1. He summarized the high points of | 
Appendix A, “Estimate of the World Situation and Outlook | 
Through Mid-1959”, as follows: | | 

1. Soviet nuclear capability, both in weapons and delivery sys- | | 
tems, has substantially increased. _ | 

| 2. Conflicts of interests and divisive forces have threatened unity 
of action by free world allies. _ | | : 

3. There is greater likelihood that Communist powers will seek to rt 
expand control by “creeping expansion” and subversion, rather 

| than by overt attack. __ | ae ee | 

| With respect to Appendix B, Mr. Cutler noted that the budget re- : 
ceipts in the table on page 26 would be somewhat higher under cer- 2 
tain assumptions made by the Council of Economic Advisers. : 
Under these assumptions the figure of $58.5 billion for FY 1956 | 
would become $60.8 billion, and the $60 billion for FY 1957 would | 

become $62.2 billion. On a cash budget basis, which would include + 
Social Security receipts of $3 billion annually, the indicated gap in 
the table, of $2.2 billion for FY 1956, would become $+.8 billion : 
and the indicated balance for FY 1957 of $+.7 billion would ! 
become $+3.7 billion. Mr. Cutler noted also that the tabulation on : 

2 For information on NSC 5422/ 1, see footnote 1, supra. For text of NSC 5422, 
June 14, see p. 647. For text of NSC 162/2, Oct. 30, 1958, see p. 577. For information 
on NIE-11-5-54 and NIE 13-54, see footnote 5, p. 648. oA



102 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

page 26 was prepared on the basis of the President’s program sub- 
mitted to Congress rather than on the tax bill as enacted. 

Turning to the guidelines statement of policy, Mr. Cutler read 
the following as the six most basic guidelines in the paper: 

1. We should maintain and protect our massive nuclear retaliato- 
ry capacity as a deterrent to, and for use in general war. 

2. We should accelerate ‘‘continental defense’ programs (includ- 
ing air-to-air rockets) to offset increased Soviet nuclear capabilities. 

3. We should expect to cope with local aggressions (“brush fires’’) 
with indigenous forces, provided with U.S. military assistance, eco- 
nomic defense support, and logistic support, and aided by mobile 
US. forces. 

4. Communist ‘creeping expansion” and subversion is more | 
likely than Communist armed attack. We should counter it with 
cooperative programs for economic growth, especially in Asia and 
parts of Latin America. We should also counter it by providing po- 
litical support, covert operations, and military assistance for inter- 
nal stability. We should be prepared, with maximum support of | 
other nations, to give military support to friendly governments and 
forces against local Communists. 

| 5. We should seek to strengthen the cohesion and determination _ 
of the free world to oppose Communist expansion by any means; 
but we should be ready to act unilaterally, if it is to our net advan- 
tage. We should continue to help build the strength and cohesion of 
Western Europe as the major power source. But we should also in- 
crease efforts in Asia to block Communist “creeping expansion”’, 
being less influenced in the Pacific area by our European allies. 

6. We should continue to operate under the basic policies in NSC 
162/2, relating to defense against Soviet power and action and to 
the threat to U.S. economy and institutions; but we should be 
ready to increase certain military and mobilization programs as re- 
quired to support our policies and to meet anticipated increases in 
Soviet capabilities. | 

The Council then considered the statement of policy in NSC 

5422/1 paragraph by paragraph. With reference to paragraph 4, ° 

the President said he thought the speculation as to whether the So- 
viets will or will not become bolder was largely an academic exer- 
cise. In this paper we were only trying to establish the broadest 

8 Paragraph 4 of NSC 5422/1 reads: 7 
“This situation could create a condition of mutual deterrence, in which each side 

would be strongly inhibited from deliberately initiating general war or taking ac- 
tions which it regarded as materially increasing the risk of general war. However, | 
the free world powers are becoming increasingly cautious about joining in actions 
which they believe will enhance the risk of war, while the Soviet rulers will most | 

probably believe that they can take increasingly positive actions without running 
substantial risk of war. On the other hand, they will continue to have great respect 
for U.S. nuclear power, to be uncertain of what actions may provoke its use, [and to 
refrain from actions which promise only local gains while carrying the risk of lead- 
ing to the use of this power against the USSR.]’’ , | . 

The bracketed portion is annotated as follows: “Defense, ODM and JCS dissent.’’
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lines of policy, and many future situations will have to be dealt | 
with when they arise. | | 

Mr. Cutler said the issue was whether, in our forward planning, __ : 
we should assume the Russians would be bolder or less bold as a 
result of their growing atomic capabilities. _ Pub 

Secretary Dulles felt that the latter part of the paragraph con- _ 
tained a series of balanced guesses. He wondered whether such 
speculation was necessary. | a 

Mr. Allen Dulles felt that the Council need not engage in such © | 
speculation, even though the Central Intelligence Agency was com- | 
pelled todoso. | a | 

Secretary Wilson suggested that the last sentence of paragraph 4 | 
be omitted. - | | 

Secretary Dulles said it might be important to speculate as to | 
what would happen in specific situations—for example, what would : 
happen if the Chinese Communists intervened in Indochina—but it 
was difficult to speculate on whether or not the Soviet bloc would : 
become bolder in the total world picture. 

The President said that paragraph 4, after the phrase “risk of 
war’ in the seventh line, might well be deleted and a sentence 
added to the paragraph to the effect that Soviet reaction to this , 
condition cannot accurately be foreseen, but the free world must : 
remain on the qui-vive. oo 7 | : 

Mr. Cutler called attention to the different views with respect to : 
paragraph 7,* and to the possibility that the phrase “including the 
air-to-air rocket program” might be added after the word “pro- _ 7 
grams’ in the second line as a result of the Sprague recommenda- 4 
tions.° The President inquired whether the air-to-air rocket pro- 
gram had been mentioned in NSC 5408.6 He thought perhaps de- : 
tails of this nature should be mentioned in NSC 5408 rather than 
in this broad paper. Mr. Cutler replied that the air-to-air rocket | 
program was not mentioned in NSC 5408 because it was brought to : 
the attention of the Council in the Sprague recommendations after , 
the adoption of NSC 5408. The President said we could still take 
the Sprague recommendations very seriously, even though we did 

* Paragraph 7 of NSC 5422/1 reads: : : | | 
“The U.S. should accelerate its military and non-military programs for continen- 

tal defense set forth in NSC 5408 to the fullest extent deemed feasible and oper- : 
ationally desirable [with a view to bringing them to a high state of readiness by ! 

| OES" ,] [with all possible elements of the early warning system in place by July 

The bracketed portions are annotated as follows: “State, Defense, Budget and JCS : 
dissent”, after the first set of brackets; and “Treasury, Defense, Budget and JCS dis- 
sent’, after the second set. ! 

° Regarding the Sprague recommendations, see the editorial note, p. 698. 
6 For text, see p. 609. 7 |
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not mention them in the broad guidelines paper. He felt that if we 
mentioned details such as the air-to-air rocket we might also have | 
to mention such things as atomic artillery, Nike, etc. He added - 
that if the air-to-air rocket program was of sufficient importance, a 

| recommendation that it be given priority could be submitted to 

| him in a separate memorandum. | a | | 

Secretary Dulles recalled that the Council, in considering NSC 
5408, has agreed that both military and non-military programs for 
continental defense should be carried forward as rapidly as possi- 
ble, but he did not feel that it was necessary to have specific dates 

for their completion in the guidelines paper. Secretary Wilson 

agreed that sometimes dates, if mentioned in a paper, tend to 

become more important than the substance of the paper. He was 

opposed to emphasizing dates. Secretary Humphrey inquired 
| whether the dates in paragraph 7 meant that we would go ahead 

and attempt to meet those deadlines even if it were not feasible or 
operationally desirable. Mr. Cutler said this was not the case. _ = 

Governor Stassen felt that we should accelerate continental de- 
fense programs, including early warning, and that in particular we © 

should adopt a crash approach to the air-to-air rocket program, 
which was of such importance as to warrant an NSC decision. The 
President said it was quite proper for the Council to record its 
great concern. The Council could say that the air-to-air rocket pro- 

gram was so important as to be almost vital, and could decide that 
it should have top priority. However, he agreed with Secretary _ 

- Wilson that the mention of specific dates in a policy paper tended 

to concentrate too much effort on merely meeting the deadline in- 
stead of on the best solution. He had no objection to an NSC recom- 
mendation as to the high priority of this program, but he did object 

to deadlines. Mr. Cutler said the Planning Board has inserted dates 

in this paragraph because of intelligence estimates which seemed 
| to indicate that the time of greatest danger of a Soviet nuclear 

attack on the United States would be mid-1957. The President said 

he had no objection to including an estimate of the time of greatest 
danger. | eee an 

Secretary Talbott said that forcing completion of a program by a 

specific date might actually delay the best solution to a problem 

and compel the use of inadequate materials. Governor Stassen sug- 

gested that the paragraph might be revised along the line of giving - 

continental defense programs very high priority, having in mind 

- what the Soviet capabilities would be by 1957. Secretary Wilson | 

said the problem was not one of industrial bottlenecks, but of lack —__ 

of scientific and technical knowledge and of trained people. The 

President said that he understood that the Planning Board had put 

- dates in this paragraph in order to emphasize the importance of _



| NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY | 705 | 

the continental defense programs. He felt, however, that their im- : 
portance could be emphasized without using dates. | a | 

_ Mr. Cutler said that it was estimated that the Soviets would | 
reach a high capability for nuclear attack by July 1957. However, 
he noted that use of the term “high priority”, or “highest priority’, | 
is often upsetting at the lower levels of the Pentagon. Governor 

| Stassen said that priorities might be upsetting, but that they often : 
got results. He felt we would never be ready to defend against an : 
attack unless we estimated the date of the attack and made our | 
preparations accordingly. | 

Governor Peterson called attention to difficulties being experi- | 
enced in the ground observer program. He said it was difficult to 
get civilian volunteers at a time when the military departments 
had not been able to complete their continental defense pro- | 
grams—for example, picket ships. He was willing to leave the dates 
out of this paragraph, but he understood that some people felt that : 

| not everything is being done that could be done to accelerate the : 
continental defense programs. Secretary Wilson said he would be | 

_ agreeable to stating in this paragraph that the continental defense 
programs should have a very high priority. oo | | 

The President wondered whether or not quarterly outline 
progress reports on certain important continental defense pro- | 

_ grams should not be submitted to the Council. The NSC should ! 
have regular reports on anything of great importance, such as the 
air-to-air rocket program. Dr. Flemming endorsed the idea of quar- ; 
terly progress reports. Secretary Wilson hoped that such reports | 
would be no more than two or three pages long. The President said | 
the kind of reports he was talking about might cover no more than 
two or three lines per project. eT 

_ Governor Stassen hoped that it would be understood that the - 
clause in paragraph 7, “continental defense programs set forth in | 
NSC 5408”, would include the air-to-air rocket program. He feared 
that the Soviets would attain a high capability to attack the United — | 
States by 1957 but that our continental defense programs would : 
not be ready before 1959. He then called attention to the need for 
expanding the electronics industry in connection with continental 

_ defense. Secretary Talbott said that every effort was being made to : 
_ take care of electronics needs. The President said he would like a | 
‘memorandum prepared for his information on the status of the 
electronics industry in relation to national security policies. _ 

___ Secretary Dulles asked whether there was any deliberate holding 
back on the early warning program in order to synchronize it with 

_ the programs for destroying enemy bombers. Secretary Wilson re- 
plied that the two programs were going forward independently. 
Early warning, he added, would be valuable as a means of enabling
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) dispersal of the civilian population, even if programs for destruc- 

tion of enemy bombers were not ready. Secretary Dulles empha- 
sized that early warning was also a deterrent factor in so far as it 
helped us protect our retaliatory capability. _ 

The discussion then turned to paragraph 9,7 which indicated 
that in the event of general war the United States would use all 

available weapons and would make clear its determination to do so. 
The President inquired to whom we were going to make this clear. 

Some limitation appeared to be necessary in the paragraph, since 
we obviously did not want to make this clear to everybody. 

Secretary Dulles felt that the paragraph should be revised to say 

that our planning should be based on the assumption that if gener- 

al war occurs we will use all available weapons. He did not think it 
desirable to have the paragraph contain a mandate to boast of our 

nuclear capabilities. | 

Secretary Wilson referred to a memorandum he had received 
from the Army, stating that general war might be fought under 

varying conditions, including (1) a situation in which nuclear weap- | 
ons have been used but have failed to produce a decision, and (2) a _ 

situation in which nuclear weapons have not been used by either 
side and are still available to each side. Mr. Cutler said that the 
question of mutual deterrents after both sides had reached atomic 

plenty might require further study. However, he thought it was un- 
derstood that the United States could not have both large standing 

armies and great nuclear capability. - 

Secretary Wilson at this point noted the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

view that the guidelines paper needed a complete overhaul. Mr. 
Cutler then read the memorandum, ‘Department of Defense Posi- 
tion on NSC 5422/1’, distributed at the meeting (copy filed in the 
minutes).® Mr. Cutler questioned the phrase in the second sentence 
of this memorandum, “the Department of Defense would continue 

the strength and composition of forces substantially as at present”. 

After rereading this sentence Secretary Wilson agreed that it 

should have been phrased “‘strength and composition of forces sub- 
stantially as presently planned”. | 

Governor Stassen said that if, in our opinion, the United States 

must use all available weapons in order to survive in the event of — 

general war, we should proceed at once to prepare U.S. and allied 

public opinion for the use of such weapons. The President doubted 

the wisdom of preparing world opinion for some of the things we 

7 Paragraph 9 of NSC 5422/1 reads: _ 
“Tf general war should occur, the United States should wage it with all available 

weapons and should continue to make clear its determination to do so.” 
8 Memorandum not found; for information on the minutes of NSC meetings, see 

footnote 1, p. 394.
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may have to do in case of war. He thought it would be better to 
continue to emphasize constructive peace. To attempt to educate | 
public opinion now on the weapons that might have to be used in | 
war might produce very great strain on our alliances. He felt it 
was possible to talk to the U.K. leaders in a realistic way on this | 
subject, but educating British public opinion would be a very differ- } 
ent matter. ae | 

Secretary Wilson then referred to a request he had received from 
General Collins that the statement on the U.S. position regarding F 
nuclear weapons, read by the Secretary of State at the NATO 
meeting in Paris on April 23, 1954, 9 be made available to members 
of the Standing Group of NATO. Secretary Wilson added that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff had approved of this statement and thought it , 
could be useful in NATO military planning. Secretary Dulles _ | 
agreed that his statement of April 23, which had been carefully | 
prepared in collaboration with Defense, could be used by the mili- | 
tary planners as they thought wise. | 
‘Reverting to the question of preparing public opinion for the use 

of nuclear weapons, Secretary Dulles agreed with the President’s | 
approach. He said that talk of atomic attack tended to create 
““peace-at-any-price people” and might lead to an increase of ap- | 
peasement sentiment in various countries. The Russians are smart- 
er on this question because they never talk about using atomic 
weapons. The President said the Russians had mentioned atomic 
weapons from time to time. For instance, they have said that the 
United States no longer has an atomic monopoly. | 

Secretary Wilson said the Department of Defense expected to | 
continue the 1955 force levels through 1956; that it would price : 
these force levels with continental defense programs added, and | 
take a new look at its plans about December 1. The President re- | 
marked that war plans were never completed. He thought that war | 
planning was the heart and soul of the military machine because 
planning kept everyone on his toes, but the plan itself was prob- 
ably not worth very much. He added that it was frustrating not to : 
have plans to use nuclear weapons generally accepted. Secretary : 
Wilson said that the idea of using nuclear weapons involved a big : 
change in military thinking, and that it took time to get everyone | 
to accept this change. 2 

The discussion then turned to the problem of local Communist 
aggression. Secretary Dulles pointed out that the second sentence 
of paragraph 12 !° required the United States to use U.S. forces in 

® For text of this statement, see vol. v, Part 1, p. 509. 
10 Paragraph 12 of NSC 5422/1 reads: j 

Continued 

|
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defeating local aggressions. He had thought that the principal 
factor restraining local aggression by the Communists was the de- 

terrent nuclear power of the United States. | 

The President said that the theory of retaliation falls down 
unless we can identify the aggressor. In many cases aggression con- 
sists of subversion or civil war in a country rather than overt — 

attack on that country. In such cases it is difficult for us to know 
whom to retaliate against. | | 

Secretary Wilson suggested that paragraph 12 be omitted. He felt 

the United States would have to determine its policy on a case-by- 
case basis. Secretary Dulles noted that in negotiations for a South- 
east Asia pact he had been proceeding on the assumption that 

there would be no build-up of U.S. military power in Southeast 
Asia sufficient to stop an aggressor. The second sentence of para- 

graph 12 would require building up a great Southeast Asia force 

similar to NATO forces. ee | 
Mr. Cutler pointed out that the U.S. forces used against local ag- _ 

gression might be mobile forces and would therefore not necessari- 
ly be stationed in the area threatened by aggression. Secretary , 
Wilson said that paragraph 12 meant that we would have to keep | 

another 200,000 men ready to move in the direction of local aggres- 

sion. Secretary Dulles said that he had already warned the coun- 
tries that might participate with us in a Southeast Asia pact that 

the United States would not be stationing large military forces in © 
Southeast Asia. Secretary Wilson referred to the idea sometimes 
advanced, that we might use air and naval forces against aggres- | 

sion without committing ground forces. He was opposed to this 

idea; he thought we should not send our Air Force or Navy into 
combat if we were not willing to commit the Army also. | | 

Governor Stassen inquired what would happen if the Chinese 

~ Communists helped Indonesian Communists seize one of the Indo- | 

nesian islands. Would we passively accept this situation, or would | 

we use U.S. forces tocleanit up? —- | | 

: The President said that it would be fatal to. our national security 

to have relatively immobile U.S. forces stationed all around the 

globe. If major war occurred while we were in such a situation we 
: would be helpless. He thought we had to depend on the indigenous | 

“To permit appropriate flexibility in the capability of deterring or defeating local 

aggressions, the U.S. should be prepared to defeat such aggressions without neces- 

sarily initiating general war. This requires that the U.S. maintain and be ready to 

use for this purpose requisite U.S. forces in conjunction with indigenous forces, sup- | 

plemented by U.S. logistical support and by available support from other nations 

acting under U.N. or regional commitments. However, the U.S. must be determined 

to take, unilaterally if necessary, whatever additional action its security requires, | | 

even to the extent of general war, and the Communists must be convinced of this 

determination.” ve
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victims of aggression for some of the fighting. If people don’t want 
to be free and won't fight for freedom, he added, there is not much | 

we can do. But if they fight hard and need help, we can send the | 
Marines and the Air Force. The United States can’t become an ) 

_armed camp. If we get many more divisions tied down the way we | 
have some tied down in Korea now, we will have to go to general 
mobilization. , 
Secretary Humphrey said that paragraph 12 stated the kind of | 

situation that is most likely to occur, and should therefore receive 

very careful consideration. = | : 
Governor Stassen felt that even though we could not, as pointed | 

out by the President, station troops all around the world, we never- 

theless might want to use U.S. forces to clean up certain situations. , 
The President agreed that this was indeed the case. 

_ At this point Secretary Humphrey said that he was compelled to 
leave the meeting to go to the Hill and try to get the debt limit | 
‘raised in order that Uncle Sam could pay his bills for the next few 
‘months. He added that he did not expect the debt ceiling to be : 
raised very much, and that hereafter he would have to request that | 
it be raised again every time a deficit occurred. A deficit of $4.1 
billion was now contemplated. Budgetary receipts might be enough | 
less than anticipated so that the deficit would become $5 billion ) 

- unless expenditures were reduced. Secretary Humphrey therefore 
suggested (1) that all programs be put on an austerity basis, and (2) | 

_ that if we decided we must have something new and cannot get it 

by readjusting approved programs, we should go back to Congress | 
and ask for a tax increase. In other words, we should pay as we go. | 

He added that he was not suggesting that we give up anything we | 

really need for national security, but the need should be so great 

that we should be willing to ask for more taxes. | 
The President believed that no one would disagree with Secreta- 

| ry Humphrey. However, he said, there is another side to the pic- | 
ture. If we do need some new program for our national security, : 
let’s not quarrel with the consequences. For instance, if we need an : 
air-to-air rocket program, let’s not be afraid to say so and ask for : 
the taxes to get it. The President added that we were always trying 

to eliminate unnecessary expenditures. | : 
Secretary Wilson said that of course two-thirds of our expendi- 

tures related to defense, but not all the unnecessary expenditures : 
occurred in Defense. | 

Secretary Dulles, with reference to paragraph 13-d, 11 said that | 

11 Paragraph 13-d of NSC 5422/ 1 reads: - re | | 
“Provide military aid and training to threatened areas where such aid can effec- _ 

tively contribute to internal stability or the creation of strength in regional areas.”
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the greatest need of threatened areas was defense support, which 
ought to be mentioned in the paragraph. .. . 2 

Dr. Flemming said that he had no objection to the omission of 

the bracketed sentences at the end of paragraph 13-e. !2 

With respect to paragraph 14, !° Mr. Hughes said that the clause 

“recognizing that. increased efforts in certain programs, involving 
increased expenditures, should be made as required”, appeared to 
confer blanket authority for continuous increase of expenditures. 
The Bureau of the Budget felt that any increased expenditures 
should result from the process of normal budgetary review rather 

than from a paragraph in an NSC paper. 

The President asked whether the insertion in paragraph 14 pro- 
posed by Budget, “through revision of priorities’, meant that each 
new program would displace some old program. Mr. Hughes replied 

in the affirmative. The President said that it would not always be 

| possible to eliminate an old program in order to make room fora 

new one, but that an effort in this direction should of course be 
made in each case. oe | 

Secretary Wilson saw no need for this paragraph. He added that 

Defense should not always be asked to knock out something old in 
order to get something new. © 

Mr. Cutler suggested that the paragraph might indicate that ef- 

forts would be made to adjust priorities when a new program was 

proposed, and that ultimate decisions would be subject to the 
normal budgetary processes. — | 

The President said that a new program would have a greater 

chance of adoption if it did not require an increase in over-all ex- 

penditures. He felt sure, however, that the military departments 

were aware of the importance of a sound economy and that the 

12 Paragraph 18-e of NSC 5422/1 reads: - , | oe 
“In instances of civil war, be prepared, with maximum free world support, to take 

military action in support of friendly free world governments or forces fighting 
against elements under Communist control; the decision whether to take such 
action being made in the light of all the circumstances existing at the time. [The _ 
United States should be prepared to prevent by all the means at its disposal, includ- 
ing military intervention, where necessary, the loss of millions of people to commu- 
nism. It should not be deterred by the fear of being accused of supporting colonial- 
ism where the loss is imminent and reform is impossible within the time limits 
available.}’ te! | 

The bracketed portion is annotated as follows: “Proposed by ODM.” 
13Paragraph 14 of NSC 5422/1 reads: 

“Program Guidance Under Section I 
“Present and planned implementation of programs should continue to be guided 

by paragraphs 9, 10, 34 and 40 of NSC 162/2, recognizing that increased efforts in 

certain programs, involving increased expenditures, should be made [through revi- 
sion of priorities] as required to support national security policies and to meet an- : 

ticipated increases in Soviet-Communist capabilities.” | 
The bracketed portion is annotated as follows: “Proposed by the Bureau of the 

Budget’”’.
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normal budgetary processes were a sufficient check on expendi- : 

tures. | | 
Mr. Cutler then summarized Section II of NSC 5422/1, “Mainte- | 

nance of the Cohesion of the Free World’. Secretary Dulles called 
attention to paragraph 16-c. !+ He said he did not disagree with 
the idea of persuading our allies of the need to halt further Com- : 
munist expansion, but he feared that this aim was not readily at- 
tainable. Our allies will not go to general war to halt indirect ag- 
gression. | | | 

The President asked Secretary Dulles what we would do if Indo- 

nesia openly embraced Communism. Secretary Dulles said we prob- | 

ably would have to take some action such as supporting non-Com- 

munist elements in a counterrevolution and imposing a naval 
blockade. He believed, however, that Britain and France would 
refuse to take any action in this contingency. The President said : 
there was some evidence that the British were becoming more ame- , 

nable to our point of view. | | 
Governor Stassen wished to emphasize paragraph 18, 15 which, if | 

the bracketed clause were retained, would be the only paragraph in 
the paper pointing toward a rollback of Soviet power. Secretary ) 
Dulles hoped that the bracketed clause in paragraph 18 would be 
omitted, because it implied that the rollback would take place only | 
in Asia. He thought there should be long-range plans for a rollback | 

in the satellites, in Iran, etc., but he wished to emphasize that 

these plans would have to be very long-range indeed. 

The President suggested that a paragraph of the paper might in- 

dicate that while the time of a significant rollback was far in the —| 

future, nevertheless we should watch any opportunities and pre- | 

pare plans for an earlier contracting of Soviet power. | 

Secretary Dulles said he had no objection to inclusion of the 
bracketed sentence in paragraph 20.!® The President added that | 

14 Paragraph 16-c of NSC 5422/1 reads: | 
“To seek to pursuade its Allies of the necessity to confront the Soviets with un- | 

mistakable evidence of an unyielding determination to halt further significant Com- 
: munist expansion, direct or indirect, [even if that involves grave risks to general 

war. 

The bracketed portion is annotated as follows: “State dissents.” 
15 Paragraph 18 of NSC 5422/1 reads: | | | 
“The relative susceptibility of much of free Asia to the Communist tactic of creep- 

ing expansion requires that the U.S. devote greater efforts than heretofore to this 
region. The U.S. should exert its leadership in the Pacific toward the creation of a 
position of strength calculated to block Communist expansion [and eventually to 
contract Communist-controlled areas and power] in the Far East and Southeast 
Asia. In its Pacific role, the United States should be less influenced by European 
allies than in respect to Atlantic affairs.” 

The bracketed portion is annotated as follows: “Proposed by Defense and JCS.” 
16 Paragraph 20 of NSC 5422/1 reads: 

Continued 

[
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this bracketed sentence was a G-2 estimate. In this connection the 
President expressed some doubt that a strong U.S. initiative 

| toward arming Germany would be a means of compelling the ratifi- | 
cation of EDC. — 2 ; 

Secretary Dulles wondered whether the term “reduced barriers’ 
in paragraph 24-d also included the idea of not raising barriers. 
The President thought the term probably referred to the total. 

effect; that is, a few barriers might go up, but most of them would 

come down, so that the net effect would be one of reduction. Secre- 

tary Dulles suggested that paragraph 24-d should state that the 
principles contained in the President’s message of March 30 1%” 
should be applied to imports. _ a 

The Council then discussed Section IIT of NSC 5422/1, ““Mobiliza- 

tion’. Secretary Wilson proposed that paragraphs 28 and 29 !® be 
omitted. He said the figures in these paragraphs were inaccurate 

and out of date. Dr. Flemming said he had no objection to bringing | 
the paragraphs up to date, but felt that the basic problem stated in 
these paragraphs should be pointed out. Mr. Cutler said the figures 
contained in the paragraphs were those provided the Planning 
Board by the Defense representatives. Secretary Wilson said a 

“The U.S. should attempt to gain maximum support from the free world, both 
allies and uncommitted countries, for the collective measures necessary to prevent 

Communist expansion. As a broad rule of conduct, the U.S. should pursue its objec- 
tives in such ways and by such means, including appropriate pressures, persuasion, | 
and compromise, as will maintain the cohesion of the alliances. The U.S. should, 
however, act independently of its major allies when the advantage of achieving U.S. 
objectives by such action clearly outweighs the danger of lasting damage to its alli- 
ances. [In this connection, consideration should be given to the likelihood that the 
initiation of action by the U.S. prior to allied acceptance may bring about subse- 
quent allied support.] Allied reluctance to act should not inhibit the U.S. from 
taking action, including the use of nuclear weapons, to prevent Communist territori- 

| al gains when such action is clearly necessary to U.S. security.” _ | 
17 For President Eisenhower’s Special Message to the Congress on Foreign Eco- 

nomic Policy, Mar. 30, 1954, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 

Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1954, pp. 352-364. | | 

18 Paragraphs 28 and 29 of NSC 5422/1 read: 

“Presently projected production of military hard goods (excepting nuclear compo- | 

nents) will not provide adequate expansion of capacity to produce newer weapons to 

replace those which have become obsolete. Under present projections for FY 1957, 

$10 billion of the total military hard goods expenditures of $12.5 billion will be allo- 

cated to aircraft, guided missiles and ships, leaving only $2.5 billion for all other | 

items. In FY 1954 expenditures for such other items were $6.8 billion. . 

“Should general war commence in FY 1957, the U.S., even if it should escape __ 

damage by enemy action, could produce only about $36 billion of end items within — 

12 months of M-Day, as against a current possibility of producing about $55 billion 

of end items in 12 months. These estimated low rates are premised on limitations of 
end item productive capacity. Essential needs of the civilian economy would impose 

no limitation on defense hard good production up to a limit of about $70 billion a 

year. Capacity thus limited, even with end item reserves then in hand, would pro- 

vide a mobilization potential below that considered adequate to support a general | 

war.” a oo
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check in Defense had revealed that the figures were wrong. The 7 
_ President said the Council couldn’t pass on this kind of question, | 

and suggested that Defense should be careful hereafter to provide | 
the Planning Board with correct information, = = —™S | 

Secretary Wilson said that no plans existed to maintain the : 
present mobilization base after present defense orders run out. He | 
felt that plants working on defense orders should also be working 
in part on civilian production, so that adjustments between defense 
and civilian orders could be made as necessary. He would like to | 
‘see a separate paper prepared on the maintenance of the mobiliza- 7 
tion base. sits oe | | | 

Dr. Flemming said a policy on current production and the mobili- 
| zation base was being worked out. However, the question must be 

_ faced whether we can afford to halt current defense production al- | 
_ together. We don’t know whether we can afford to let current de- | 

_ fense production go below a certain figure. As an example of one : 
way of maintaining current production, Dr. Flemming referred to 
“upgrading the stockpile”, ie., taking bauxite out of one stockpile : 
and converting it into aluminum for another stockpile. The Presi- | 
dent felt that maintaining the mobilization base was of the greatest : 
importance. He endorsed the idea of upgrading the stockpile, as 
well as the idea that defense contractors should be working partly : 
on civilian needs. Mr. Cutler suggested that Section III of the paper 
might be referred to ODM, with the collaboration of others, for re- : 
vision, | ee : 

At this point Dr. Burns was asked to present the views of the : 
Council of Economic Advisers on Appendix B, “Fiscal and Budget- 
ary Outlook”. Dr. Burns said that the terms “surplus” and “deficit” 
depended on the method of budgetary accounting. If Social Security i 
income and expenditures were included in the table in Appendix B, | 
the indicated deficit of $3 billion would vanish and something like 
a balance would be achieved. Moreover, on the receipts side it | 
would be possible to estimate $2 billion more revenue in 1956 by 
making more optimistic assumptions regarding employment than | 
the authors of the table had made. Finally, the table had been pre- 
pared before Congress took action on taxes. As a result of Congres- | 
sional action, tax receipts would be somewhat higher in 1957. In 
summary, Dr. Burns said, if optimistic assumptions are adopted the | 
picture is a great deal more rosy than the table in Appendix B in- | 
dicates. The President said he had no objections to occasional opti- : 

- _ The National Security Council: 1° | 

| 1° Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 1194. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) ! 
| files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’)
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a. Discussed the reference report on the subject in the light of 
| the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff circulated at the meeting. 

b. Adopted the statement of policy contained in NSC 5422/1, sub- 
ject to the following changes: | | 

(1) Paragraph 4, line 7: Place a period after the words “risk 
of war’ and substitute for the remainder of the paragraph the 
sentence: ‘Because Soviet action under this situation cannot be 
accurately predicted, the free world will have to be especially 
vigilant.” — 

(2) Paragraph 7: Delete the bracketed sections and substitute 
therefor “and give to these programs very high priority, : 

having in mind that it is estimated the Soviets will reach a 
high capability for strategic nuclear attacks by July 1957.” 

(3) Paragraph 9: Revise to read as follows: 

“9 Planning should be on the assumption that, if general war 
should occur, the United States will wage it with all avail- 
able weapons.” | 

(4) Paragraph 12: Revise the second sentence to read: ‘For 
this purpose the U.S. should be prepared to assist, with U.S. 
logistical support and if necessary with mobile U.S. forces, in- 

digenous forces supplemented by available support from other 
nations acting under UN or regional commitments.” 

(5) Paragraph 13-d: After the word “training” insert “and 
defense support”’. a 

(6) Paragraph 13-e: Delete the bracketed section. 

(7) Paragraph 14: Place a semicolon after “NSC 162/2” in 

line 3; delete the bracketed section; and add at the end the fol- — 

lowing sentence: “Final determination on all budget requests 
will be made by the President after normal budgetary review.” 

(8) Paragraph 16-c: Reword as follows: 

“coc. To seek to persuade its allies of the necessity to halt fur- 
ther significant Communist expansion, direct or indirect.” 

(9) Paragraph 18: Delete the bracketed section, and in lieu 
thereof insert a new paragraph following paragraph 19 (re- 

numbering subsequent paragraphs accordingly) to read as fol- 

lows: 

“20. Although the time for a significant rollback of Soviet 

power may appear to be in the future, the US. should be 

prepared, by feasible current actions or future planning, to 

take advantage of any earlier opportunity to contract Com- 
munist-controlled areas and power.” 

(10) Paragraph 20: Include the bracketed sentence. | 

(11) Paragraph 22: Include the bracketed section. | 
(12) Paragraph 24-d: Reword as follows: 

“qd. Apply the principles relative to U.S. imports contained in 

the President’s March 30 message to Congress on the Ran-— 
dall Report.”
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_ (18) Section II: Referred to the Office of Defense Mobiliza- | 
tion in collaboration with the Department of Defense, the For- : 
eign Operations Administration, and the Bureau of the Budget, 
for revision and resubmission to the Council by September 10. 

©. Agreed that the next progress reports on the implementation | 
of the continental defense programs set forth in NSC 5408, in ac- 
cordance with paragraph 7 of NSC 5422/1 as revised, should be 
submitted on November 15 instead of December 15. | | 

| | Marion W. Boccs | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422 | 

Statement of Policy by the National Security Council } : 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON,] August 7, 1954. 
NSC 5422/2 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 

| COUNCIL ON GUIDELINES UNDER NSC 162/2 ror FY 1956 

References: | 

A. NSC 5422/1 and Annexes to NSC 5422 2 | 

B. NSC Action Nos. 1125, 1169 and 1194 3 | 

C. NSC 162/2 4 

D. NIE 11-5-54 and NSC 138-54 § | 

The National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, | 
the Attorney General, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, the 

Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, the Federal Civil Defense 
Administrator and the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers at _ : 

the 209th Council meeting on August 6, 1954, adopted the state- — 

ment of policy contained in NSC 5422 with the exception of Section 

III thereof and subject to the changes which are set forth in NSC | 
Action No. 1194-b. The Council referred Section III of NSC 5422/1 

. to the Office of Defense Mobilization in collaboration with the De- 
partment of Defense, the Foreign Operations Administration, and 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, the Directors of 
the Bureau of the Budget and of Central Intelligence, the Chairmen of the Atomic 4 
Energy Commission and of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Federal Civil Defense ; 
Administrator. 

2 For information on NSC 5422/1, see footnote 1, p. 699. For the Annexes to NSC 
5422, see p. 667. | | | 

3 For information on NSC Action No. 1125, see footnote 4, p. 648; for information : 
on NSC Action No. 1169, see the editorial note, p. 698; for NSC Action No. 1194, see | 
footnote 19, supra. | | ; 

4 Dated Oct. 30, 19538, p. 577. 

> For information on NIE-11-5-54 and NIE-13-54, see footnote 5, p. 648. |
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the Bureau of the Budget for revision and resubmission to the 

Council by September 10,1954. | 
The President has this date approved the statement of policy _ 

contained in NSC 5422/1, as amended and adopted by the Council 

and enclosed herewith and directs its implementation as guidelines 
under NSC 162/2 for the development of national security pro- 

grams by the appropriate departments and agencies for FY 1956, 

including the preparation of budget requests for normal budgetary 

review. | oo . | 
JAMES S. Lay, JR. 

[Here follows a one-page table of contents. | 

| [Enclosure] 

Statement of Policy by the National Security Council . 

TOP SECRET | - _ [WAsHINGTON, undated.] 

-- GurpeLines UNDER NSC 162/2 ror FY 1956 

I. POLITICO-MILITARY GUIDELINES / 

1. There have been substantial changes in the intelligence esti- 
mates of certain current and future Soviet capabilities since the 
adoption of NSC 162/2, particularly in regard to the estimates of 
increased Soviet nuclear capability in weapons and delivery sys- 

tems. Also, since the adoption of NSC 162/2, unity of action among 
the free world allies has been increasingly strained by conflicts of 

interest and by divisive forces. It is estimated that such factors and 
an increasing fear of Soviet nuclear capabilities will continue to in- 

fluence adversely the cohesion of our alliances for the foreseeable 
| future, and that the Communist powers are likely to devote greater | 

attention to expanding their control by penetration and subversion, 
particularly in the underdeveloped areas of the free world. A more 
complete analysis of the world situation and outlook is set forth in | 
Appendix A to this paper. , eg oe | 

Effect of Increased Nuclear Capabilities — 

2. With the growth both in Soviet nuclear capabilities and in the - 

power of nuclear weapons themselves, in the period 1956-59, a_ | 

total war involving the strategic use by both sides of nuclear weap- 

ons would bring about such extensive destruction as to threaten 
the survival of Western civilization and the Soviet regime. 

3. Under these circumstances, the freedom of either side to initi- 

ate the use of strategic nuclear bombing against the other may be 7 
circumscribed by: a ; |
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: a. The fear of the effects of retaliatory use of such strategic | 
bombing; and > a er | | 

_b. The possibility that neither side would gain a decisive military | 
| advantage from such an exchange of nuclear blows. a | 

4. This situation could create a condition of mutual deterrence, 
in which each side would be strongly inhibited from deliberately | 
initiating general war or taking actions which it regarded as mate- ) 
rially increasing the risk of general war. However, the free world : 
powers are becoming increasingly cautious about joining in actions | : 

_ which they believe will enhance the risk of war. Because Soviet : 
action under this situation cannot be accurately predicted, the free 
world will have to be especially vigilant. | - , 

5. The situation described in pars. 2 and 3 could also tempt the : 
_ Soviets into attacking the United States if they believed that initial : 

. surprise held a prospect of destroying the U.S. retaliatory power 
before it could be used. my | | 

Prevention of Soviet Nuclear Attack oe | 

| 6. To ensure Soviet fear that strategic nuclear attacks upon the : 
U.S. would be followed by the nuclear devastation of the USSR and 

the destruction of the Soviet regime, the U.S. should: | me ; 

_a. Maintain the striking forces necessary for such retaliation. — 
_b. Take all practicable measures to protect this retaliatory capac- 

. _ ity against any foreseeable Soviet attack. | | | 

7. The U.S. should accelerate its military and non-military pro- 
grams for continental defense set forth in NSC 5408 © to the fullest 
extent deemed feasible and operationally desirable and give to 

these programs very high priority, having in mind that it is esti- 
mated the Soviets will reach a high capability for strategic nuclear 
attacks by July 1957. Soe | wat HS 

Disarmament — | | Cee cee the 

_ 8. Despite serious question whether any safe and enforceable , 

system can be achieved in the foreseeable future, the U.S. should 
nevertheless continue to explore fully the possibility of reaching a _ | 
practicable arrangement for the limitation of armaments with the 
USSR. The U.S. should therefore continue to reexamine its position : 
on disarmament, especially (a) whether a promising climate for ef- : 

fective disarmament negotiations can be developed, (b) whether a | 
system of safeguards can be devised entailing less risk for U.S. se- : 

curity than no limitation of armaments, and (c) whether, if a safe 

and enforceable system for assuring effective nuclear disarmament, 
which might be acceptable to the USSR, can be devised, the U.S. | 

6Dated Feb. 11,p.609. |
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would be willing to accept it in the absence of conventional disar- 
mament. Meanwhile, the United States should continue to refuse 
to accept nuclear disarmament except as part of general disarma- 
ment. : | . 

General War | | 

9. Planning should be on the assumption that, if general war 

should occur, the United States will wage it with all available 

| weapons. | 

10. There is increasing possibility that an important part of the 

U.S. overseas base complex may become ineffective in the event of 
general war because of political reasons (including susceptibility of 
the local government to atomic blackmail) or military reasons (ex- 
posure to immediate destruction by enemy action). The U.S. should, 
while exerting continued efforts to strengthen collective defense ar- 
rangements, including the ability to use such bases for nuclear 
attack in the collective defense of the free world, also increase em- 

phasis on developing self-sufficiency for the conduct of offensive op- 

erations exploiting the use of nuclear weapons, consistent with 

sound military concepts. | eT - 

Local Communist Aggression 

11. U.S. policy to deter or defeat overt Communist aggression 

will be accomplished, in part, by the programs described above to 

maintain and enhance the U.S. capability to wage general war. 
This capability will continue to be a deterrent to identifiable overt 

aggression so long as the Communist believe that such aggression 

could eventually lead to general war. | 
12. To permit appropriate flexibility in the capability of deter- 

ring or defeating local aggressions, the U.S. should be prepared to 
defeat such aggressions without necessarily initiating general war. 
For this purpose the U.S. should be prepared to assist, with U-S. 
logistical support and if necessary with mobile U.S. forces, indige- 

nous forces supplemented by available support from other nations 

acting under UN or regional commitments. However, the US. 

must be determined to take, unilaterally if necessary, whatever ad- 

ditional action its security requires, even to the extent of general 

war, and the Communists must be convinced of this determination. 

Communist Expansion Other Than by Overt Aggression | 

13. An immediate and most serious threat to the free world is 
further Communist expansion through subversion, indirect aggres- | 

sion, and the instigation or exploitation of civil wars in free world 

countries, as in Indochina, rather than direct armed aggression. 

The advantages of this strategy, if successful, lie in the continued 

accretions to Communist strength and prestige and the progressive
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oo weakening of the free world coalition, both politically and militari- | 
| ly, while the involvement of the main sources of Communist power | 

1s avoided. Moreover, these methods make it very difficult for the 
| U.S. to respond primarily by military means. The U.S. can best 

meet this threat of piecemeal conquest by a flexible combination of 

political, psychological, economic and military actions. In view of _ 

| | the loss of Northern Vietnam, the U.S. cannot passively accept fur- | 

| _ ther significant extension of Communist control. It must act, both | 

in relation to the Communist powers and to the peoples of threat- 

ened areas, so as to prevent such extension of control. In particu- 
lar, the U.S. should: ; | 

a. Seek more than military solutions to the varied aspects of the | 
Soviet-Communist threat, and create an understanding in the free | 
world that such is the U.S. objective. 

b. Make increased efforts to develop and carry out cooperative : 
programs, not necessarily overtly anti-communist, designed to ad- | 
vance the political and economic strength of underdeveloped areas, 
along lines indicated in Section II below. | : 

c. Take all feasible political, economic and covert measures to 
counter the threat of groups or forces responsive to communist con- 7 
trol to achieve dominant power in a free world country. | | 

d. Provide military aid and training and defense support to 7 
threatened areas where such aid can effectively contribute to inter- 
nal stability or the creation of strength in regional areas. : 

e. In instances of civil war, be prepared, with maximum free | 
world support, to take military action in support of friendly free | 

| world governments or forces fighting against elements under Com- | 
| munist control, the decision whether to take such action being : 

made in the light of all the circumstances existing at the time. 

Program Guidance Under Section I | | 

14. Present and planned implementation of programs should : 
continue to be guided by paragraphs 9, 10, 34 and 40 of NSC 162/2; : 

recognizing that increased efforts in certain programs, involving in- | 

creased expenditures, should be made as required to support na- : 

tional security policies and to meet anticipated increases in Soviet- : 

Communist capabilities. Final determination on all budget requests 

will be made by the President after normal budgetary review. | 

II. GUIDELINES FOR MAINTENANCE OF THE COHESION OF THE FREE 
| | WORLD | 

Relations with Allies and Uncommitted Countries | 

15. Major allies will continue to be essential to the U.S. to pre- 
vent the loss of major free areas to Communist control and the 
gradual isolation of the U.S. However, increasing elements of divi- 
sion and weakness in free world alliances may make it difficult to
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take decisive collective action to halt further Soviet expansion, par- 
ticularly in Asia. OE EERE OE | 

16. In these circumstances, and recognizing the necessity to 
create, prior to the achievement of mutual atomic plenty, condi- ; 
tions under which the United States and the free world coalition 
are prepared to meet the Soviet-Communist threat with resolution 
and to negotiate for its alleviation under proper safeguards, the 

U.S. should take action as practicable: a | 

a. To overcome the divisive factors mentioned in paragraph 5-b 
of Appendix A and to strengthen the cohesion of the alliances 
under U.S. leadership. | 

b. To convince its allies that U.S. policies and actions take due 
account of their security as well as its own and that the U.S. and 
its allies will be able to meet the threat of aggression even in case 
of nuclear balance. vo os | 

c. To seek to persuade its allies of the necessity to halt further 
significant Communist expansion, direct or indirect. — BO 

17. The U.S. should continue to help build political, economic, | 

and military strength and cohesion in Western Europe, which isa 

major source of free world power, provides our principal allies, and ss 

plays an essential role in preventing Soviet expansion. 

18. The relative susceptibility of much of free Asia to the Com- 
munist tactic of creeping expansion requires that the U.S. devote — 
greater efforts than heretofore to this region. The U.S. should exert 

its leadership in the Pacific toward the creation of a position of : 

strength calculated to block Communist expansion in the Far East 
and Southeast Asia. In its Pacific role, the United States should be | 
less influenced by European allies than in respect to Atlantic af- 
fairs. a | | 

~19. The U.S. should direct its efforts in areas of the free world, 
other than Europe and Asia, on a selective basis aimed at influenc- 
ing for the better situations potentially adverse to its important se- 

curity interest. fi Ne | 
20. Although the time for a significant rollback of Soviet power | 

may appear to be in the future, the U.S. should be prepared, by 

feasible current actions or future planning, to take advantage of © 

any earlier opportunity to contract Communist-controlled areas 
and power. Hoe | | 

21. The U.S. should attempt to gain maximum support from the | 
free world, both allies and uncommitted countries, for the collec- = 
tive measures necessary to prevent Communist expansion. AS a 

broad rule of conduct, the U.S. should pursue its objectives in such © 
ways and by such means, including appropriate pressures, persua- 

sion, and compromise, as will maintain the cohesion of the alli- ~ 

ances. The U.S. should, however, act independently of its major a
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allies when the advantage of achieving U.S. objectives by such 
| action clearly outweighs the danger of lasting damage to its alli- 

, ances. In this connection, consideration should be given to the like- 
_ lihood that the initiation of action by the U.S. prior to allied ac- 

ceptance may bring about subsequent allied support. Allied reluc- 
tance to act should not inhibit the U.S. from taking action, includ- 
ing the use of nuclear weapons, to prevent Communist territorial 
gains when such action is clearly necessary to U.S. security. | | 

_ 22. With respect to those uncommitted or underdeveloped areas | 
of the free world which are the most likely targets for Communist : 

| expansion, particularly in Asia, the U.S.should: | | 

_ a. Undertake a new initiative designed to improve the political : 
| and economic stability of those nations, to enhance their will and ! 

ability to maintain their independence against Communist pres- 
sures and possible aggression, and to counter the influences exer- 
cised by the Communist powers. — | ue 
__b. Seek their cooperation on a basis of mutual self-respect with- ! 

| out attempting to make active allies of those not so inclined, and | 
refrain, so far as feasible, from taking or supporting actions which _ | 
run counter to the forces of anti-colonialism and legitimate nation- | 
alism. | ibe gk ly | | : 

| Economic Policies and Programs ae | ag, : 

| 23. Economic Development. The U.S. should, as a major objective : 
of its policy, help accelerate present rates of economic growth in 

the under-developed areas, particularly in South and Southeast : 
: Asia and parts of Latin America. Measures to assist and guide eco- ) 

nomic development should include continuing technical assistance, 
| exchange programs, encouragement of U.S. private investment in 7 

these countries, and greater self-help on their part. With respect to 
| important development programs which cannot be financed by : 

local or foreign capital or U.S. private capital, the U.S. Govern- : 
_ ment should assist countries where accelerated rates of growth are : 

required for the attainment of U.S. objectives and where such as- 
sistance will be used effectively. Such assistance may be required | 
on a larger scale than the present country programs. However, the | 

| total level of U.S. economic assistance worldwide should be progres- | 
sively reduced so far as is consistent with U.S. security objectives. | 

24. Regional economic action. In addition to bilateral actions and | 
existing multilateral institutions, the U.S. should encourage region- 
al economic actions and groupings to promote increased trade, | 

technical cooperation, and investment, and to concert sound devel- 

opment plans. Specifically, the U.S. should take the initiative in 

free Asia by encouraging free Asian countries to form ties of closer 

economic cooperation and to prepare a sound regional economic _ 

program, based upon mutual self-help and the cooperation and sup-
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port of the U.S. and other industrialized countries. The U.S. should 
assist in the carrying out of such a program and encourage such | 
industrialized countries to participate in and support such pro- 
grams. a 

25. Promotion of freer trade and payments. To lead the free 
world to the reduction of restrictions on trade and payments, the . 
U.S. should: 

a. Support sound moves toward convertibility, with appropriate 
action on related trade matters. 

b. Urge and bargain with other free world countries to reduce 
barriers to their imports. 

c. Support continued effective action in OEEC on intra-European 
and dollar trade and, prior to moves to convertibility, on intra-Eu- 
ropean payments. ) 

d. Apply the principles relative to U.S. imports contained in the 
President’s March 30 message to Congress on the Randall Report. 7 

26. The U.S. stockpiling program should not normally be used to 
help stabilize international markets for the exports of under-devel- 
oped countries in order to enhance their foreign exchange position 

and assist in their internal development. Exceptions should be | 

made in instances where, after appraisal on a case-by-case basis, it | 
is determined that there would be a clear advantage in terms of 

over-all U.S. interests. | 

Military Assistance to Friendly Countries | 

27. The United States should continue military assistance, in- : 
cluding economic aid for military support, in accordance with cur- 
rent policies, taking account of the need for developing and main- 
taining the strength of foreign forces indicated in pars. 12, 138-d, 17 
and 18 above, pending the scheduled review of this subject by the 

National Security Council. Such review will include the develop- 
ment of more flexible over-all procedures for providing U.S. mili- 

tary assistance to foreign nations to meet changing world condi- 
tions and in accordance with the availability of end items; relative — 
priority among recipient nations; and the extent to which such na- , 
tions can meet their needs from their own resources. The U.S. 
should also determine the extent to which the national interest re- _ 
quires that post D-day military aid requirements of our allies be in- 
cluded in national security programs. _ | 

7 For text of President Eisenhower’s Special Message to the Congress on Foreign 
Economic Policy, Mar. 30, 1954, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United 
States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1954, pp. 352-364. |
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III. GUIDELINES FOR MOBILIZATION | 

28. By NSC Action No. 1194-b (18) Section III of NSC 5422 was 
referred to the Office of Defense Mobilization in collaboration with — ' 

the Department of Defense, the Foreign Operations Administra- 
tion, and the Bureau of the Budget, for revision and resubmission 

| to the Council by September 10. ® : 

IV. FISCAL AND BUDGETARY OUTLOOK 

| 29. The Treasury Department and the Bureau of the Budget 
have prepared a budget outlook for fiscal years 1956 and 1957, 

which assumes continuance of major national security programs 

and foreign economic aid, as heretofore formulated under currently | 

established policies, and continuation of the present policy of re- | 

ducing all other expenditures to the maximum extent possible (see 2 
Appendix B). [The figures appearing in item 3 of the table in Ap- ! 
pendix B are considered to be only rough orders of magnitude. ]* t 

Appendix A 

ELEMENTS OF THE WORLD SITUATION AND OUTLOOK | 

THE SOVIET THREAT THROUGH MID-1959 

(NIE 11-5-54, NIE 18-54, and “Explanation of Table of Compari- 
sons of Estimated Soviet Military Capabilities in Key Re 

- spects” in Annex 4 of NSC 5422) 

1. Status of the Soviet Bloc 

a. The internal stability of the Soviet Union and its control of 

the European satellites have not diminished and may be expected 

to remain intact through 1959. 
b. However, the Soviet bloc is faced with internal problems such | 

as popular discontent in the satellites, agricultural shortages and 
opposition to collectivization, rivalries within the collective leader- } 

| ship and serious defections from the secret services. [ 

c. Communist China has gained prestige more rapidly than an- 

ticipated; its power will continue to increase. Despite potential con- 
flicts of interest, the present close Sino-Soviet collaboration will 
persist. | 

8 See the memorandum from Lay to the National Security Council, Oct. 5, p. 731. | 
* Proposed by Defense, FOA and ODM. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.|
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2. Soviet Bloc Military Capabilities : | 7 

Estimates of certain current and future Soviet military capabili- | 
ties have been raised substantially since the adoption of NSC 162/ : 
2. Key examples are shown in the following table: | Oo



| | | Current Future 

‘53 Estimates of 53 ‘34 Estimates of ’54 _ b8 Estimates of ’57 ‘34 Estimates of 59 | : | Situation Situation _ Situation Situation 

| Nuclear Weapons | - | | oe 
(Energy yield) wesc: : | | | . 

Largest Weapon............000... 500-1000 KT 1000 KT 500-1000 KT 10,000 KT | | 
Total Stockpile... eee 6 MT 25 MT 25 MT 172 MT (tested 

| ~ technology) Z 
| 7 60-4300 MT 5 

| - (possible S 
| | technology) > 

Long-Range Bombers | | co z 
Prop. Medium (TU-4) .................. 1000 1270 1200 400 | ag 
Jet Medium (“39”)... 1 Prototype 40* 50 (mid ’55) 200 (mid ’55)* — 5 

| 600-900 (mid ’59)*  « 
Jet Heavy (“87”). .cccceeeceeee 1 Prototype — 100 (Possibly 300) 8 

Surface-to-Surface Guided Mis- 5 | siles. | Cs “ . | | | | na 

450-500 mi. (V2 type)... — | _ | Future Obscure Operational by 56 
Inter-Continental 0.0... .ccceeeeeeeee a | | S 

a pilotless bomber..................— — - Future Obscure Possible in ’59 | 
DD ballistic. cesses | —— | — oe — | 

Air Defense | | | | ae | Lay | 
_ All-weather fighters with A-I — — A few by ’55 200 (mid ’55) 

Radar, | ~ 2100 (mid ’59) be |



 _____ _— eee ree 

~] 

Current Future to 
od 

‘53 Estimates of ‘53 ‘54 Estimates of ’54 53 Estimates of 57 ‘54 Estimates of '59 

Situation Situation Situation Situation 

Submarines 
Improved Ocean Patrol Sub- 20 65* — 100 295 s 

marines. rs 

Note. This table necessarily involves substantial simplification of National Intelligence Estimates, existing and pending. Items marked 5 

with an asterisk (*) represent revisions since the similar table presented with NSC 5422. wd 
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_ 3. Soviet Bloc Capabilities for Political Warfare, Subversion and 
Local Aggression 

a. Present and future Soviet Bloc capabilities for expansion by 
action short of general war appear, in the light of developments in | | 
Indochina and at Geneva, greater than a year ago. Throughout 
most of the free world, especially in Asia, the Communists have the 
capability through hardcore activists to engage in a wide variety of 

_ forms of penetration and subversion, ranging from organized civil | 
war (as in Indochina) through persistent guerrilla activities (as in 
Malaya) to inflammatory demonstrations, propaganda, “popular 
fronts,’ and parliamentary harassment. The Communists will i 
therefore increase their emphasis on a “creeping expansion” in 
preference to overt aggression, and they will continue to take over 
spontaneous movements bred of nationalistic fervor or economic 
discontent and to exploit free world disunity. | 

pb. In the period through 1959, the Soviet rulers will almost cer- 7 
tainly believe that, as Soviet nuclear capabilities increase, the aver- 
sion of the U.S. and, more especially, of its allies to general war 
will correspondingly increase, and that the Kremlin will therefore : 
have greater freedom to take certain actions, including local mili- : 
tary actions, without running substantial risk of general war [in : 
situations where the allies would be likely to act as a brake on the : 
United States.] + The Kremlin may employ the threat of nuclear } 
devastation as an instrument of political warfare. The Kremlin 
will, however, continue to be extremely reluctant to precipitate a 
contest in which the USSR would be subjected to nuclear attack. | 
At the same time, the Kremlin would probably not be deterred by 
the risk of general war from taking counteraction against an action 
by the USS. or its allies which the Kremlin considered an imminent | 
threat to Soviet security. The extent to which the Kremlin uses the 
increased freedom of action which its increased nuclear capabilities : 
appear to give it, and the success which it achieves, will depend ot 
primarily on the cohesion of the non-Communist world, and the de- i 
termination and strength of the major free world powers. : 

TRENDS IN THE FREE WORLD THROUGH MID-1959 : 

4. Military (JCS study on “Estimate of the Military Posture 
| Throughout the Free World, FY 1956 Through FY 1959,” in | 

Annex 2 of NSC 5422) | 

a. The U.S. will achieve atomic plenty during the early part of : 
this period and prior to like achievement by the Soviets. The U.S. | 
is expected to maintain relative numerical and qualitative superi- 

+ Proposed by State. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.] |
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ority in nuclear weapons and the means for their delivery. As the _ 
Soviets approach the absolute atomic capability of inflicting critical | 

damage upon U.S. and other allied targets, however, there could 

result a condition of mutual deterrence to general war. 

b. Free world forces will be confronted with quantitative superi- 
| ority in ground and tactical air forces in the geographical areas 

contiguous to the Soviet Bloc. However, the superior tactical 

atomic support which can be provided our allies during this period 
| will, if accepted by them, partially offset allied deficiencies in con- 

ventional forces. Taken as a whole, effectiveness of European forces 
is considered fair to good. There has been no progress in forming 
West German forces and limited progress in forming Japanese 
forces. Events in the Far East resulted in a suspension of planned 
redeployments from that area. D-day NATO commitments of U.S. 
forces in Europe remain unchanged. No progress has been made in 

forming a strategic reserve based generally on US. territory, with © 

a high degree of combat readiness and a capability of being moved _ 

to any threatened area. | | . | oe 

5. Alliances a | 
a. There have been serious instances of an unwillingness of im- 

portant free world nations to take concerted action which the U.S. 
considers necessary to oppose communist expansion, particularly as 
regards Indochina, East-West trade, and EDC. West Germany is be- 
coming restive because of protracted delay in recovering its sover- 
eignty. The long-term alignment of Japan with the free world has 

become less certain. The situation with respect to Indochina has de- 

teriorated with unexpected rapidity, confronting the free world | 

with the possible loss of Southeast Asia to communism and caus- 

ing, in the continued absence of effective countermeasures, loss of | 

confidence, particularly in the Far East, as to the willingness and _ 

ability of the free world to prevent further losses to Communism. 

b. The alliances of the free nations will continue to be strained __ 

by divisive forces and conflicts of interests which will be vigorously 

exploited by the USSR. In particular, unity of action will be im- 

paired by: | ) 

(1) Increasing fear of the effects of nuclear weapons. a 

(2) Differing estimates of the nature and imminence of the Com- | 
munist threat. | | ae 

_ (8) Distrust of U.S. national purposes and leadership. OMe 

; a) Political instability and economic weakness of some of our | 
allies. : | 

(5) Conflicts regarding trade policy and economic integration. _ 
(6) Historic hostility between certain of the allies. 
(7) Differing approaches to “colonial’’ problems. ,
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_ 6. Underdeveloped Areas | | 
The underdeveloped areas of the free world will be especially 

vulnerable to Communist penetration and subversion by reason of | 
nationalism and anti-colonialism, deep-seated distrust of the West, — : 

- retarded economic growth, military weakness, political ferment. — ! 
Strong pressures will result from impatience to achieve political : 
and economic aspirations. Failure of the local governments to pro- | 
vide some satisfaction of these aspirations will create additional — | 
trouble and disunity in the free world while benefiting the Soviet . 

_ bloc and will increase the dangers of Communist take-over of inde- 
pendent countries without armed aggression from outside. This | 
danger will be most acute in Asia, in dependent areas such as | 
French North Africa which are still under European rule, and in 
parts of Latin America. — — a Oo | 

Ee a - AppendixB es 

scan AND BuDGETARY OUTLOOK oe oO 

1. The Treasury Department and Bureau of the Budget have pre- ; 
pared the budget outlook for fiscal years 1956 and 1957 as follows, 
assuming continuance of major national security programs and for- | 
eign economic aid, as heretofore formulated under current estab- | 
lished policies, and continuation of the present policy of reducing | 
all other expenditures to the maximum extent possible. _ | 

be x 19561957 : ae (in billions) 7 _ Projec- _—_ Projec-  k 
Budget Receipts Lo. tion tion 

1. Indicated total 0... $58.5 $60.0 | 

Budget Expenditures (Bureau of the Budget esti- nos : 
mates) | a | OO ! 
2. Estimate for non-NSC programs: es ee | 

a. Relatively uncontrollable... eee 14.2 146 
b. Other... eeceececseeseeneeneestenteeneenesneesseseeseeseeenesaeess «6.1 6.3 

C. Total .ceccccccssssssssssssscssssseseseastessseesee 20.8 20.9. ; 
3. Major NSC programs (based on expenditure : 

trends under existing policies) .....0.......cccsceeeee 40.4 38.4 

4. Indicated total (2 plus 3)... eeeeecessesesseesseeeee 60.7 59.3 : 

_ XBased on recommendations in Budget Message of J anuary 1954 and subsequent. | 
_ action by Congress. Assumes congressional action next year to extend the present : 

excise taxes on liquor, tobacco, gasoline and automobiles, which under existing law will be reduced on April 1, 1955 with resulting tax losses of $1.2 billion in 1956 and ; | $1.1 billion in 1957. The figures do assume, however, that the 52 percent corporate 
| tax rate will not be extended beyond April 1, 1955. Allowance is made in these 

figures for the anticipated growth of the economy. [Footnote in the source text.]
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1956 =——:1957 
(in billions) , : Projec- _—_ Projec- 

. | tion tion 

Indicated Gap | 
5. To balance budget (4 minus 1)....... eee 202 -.7 

If Additional Desirable Tax Cuts Are | 
| Passed§ 

6. Increase in Zap.....scccccscsscssscsscsssescesetssesesstsceseres Qed 6.1 | 

7. To Balance budget with tax cuts (5 plus 6)......... 5.1 5.4 

§Reduction in individual income tax rates when the corporate tax rate is reduced _ 
on April 1, 1955 and additional individual and corporate rate reductions during 
1956. [Footnote in the source text.] 

2. Actual receipts in fiscal 1954 were $64.6 billion. Revised esti- 
mates for fiscal 1955 are $58.7 billion. 

3. The revenue estimates in the table are based on an assump- 

tion that practical full employment (approximately 2.5 million un- | 

employed) will be restored by the middle of calendar year 1956, — | 
that personal income will be $300 billion in the calendar year 1955 _ 
and $315 billion in 1956, and that corporate profits will be $39 bil- 

lion in 1955 and $40 billion in 1956. es a 

| 4, Personal income in 1953 was $286 billion and was at the rate 
of $285 billion in May, 1954. Corporate profits were $39.4 billion in 
1953 and at the rate of $34.5 billion in the first quarter of 1954. 
They are assumed to be $36.4 billion for the calendar year 1954 for 
purposes of the fiscal 1955 receipts estimate. 

5. The economic assumptions underlying receipts for fiscal 1956 

and 1957 have been agreed upon by the Treasury Department, the 

Bureau of the Budget, and the Council of Economic Advisers, 

except for the rate of recovery to a practical full employment level 
and the projected level of corporate profits for calendar 1955 and 

1956. On the basis of an assumption by the Council of Economic 
Advisers of a recovery which would result in full employment on 

the average during calendar 1955 and a higher level of corporate 

profits for 1955 and 1956 than that assumed by the Treasury De- 
partment and the Bureau of the Budget, estimated receipts for 

fiscal years 1956 and 1957 would be increased by $2.3 billion and 

$2.2 billion, respectively over the figures decided upon for use in 
budget forecasts. , | 

6. The expenditure estimates in the table represent the best judg- 

ment of the Bureau of the Budget as to expenditure levels that | 

would result from a continuance of existing policies. It has been _
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necessary to make assumptions as to final congressional action on . 
appropriation bills not yet enacted and on pending legislation, 
which might affect the figures materially. In accordance with es- _ | 
tablished procedure new projections will be made after Congress | 
adjourns to give the President the budget outlook based on final 
action by the Congress. . | : 

7. Estimates for relatively uncontrollable and other non-NSC pro- , 
grams are based on the present policy of reducing expenditures to : 
the maximum extent possible. They assume that the administra- : 
tion will successfully resist pressures to increase certain Govern- | 
ment activities and benefit payments. The increase from 1956 to | 
1957 results from programs initiated in 1955 (e.g., expanded high- _ 
ways and merchant ship construction) which involve larger expend- 
itures in later years. | 

8. The levels of expenditure for national security and foreign aid : 
programs are estimates by the Bureau of the Budget under present 
established policies and programs. The momentum of reductions | 
under present policies will, of course, carry forward to a certain | 
extent through 1956 and 1957, but no other adjustments or reduc- I 
tions have been assumed for these years. : 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422 | | | 

Memorandum to the National Security Council by the Executive 
Secretary (Lay) } | : 

TOP SECRET oe WASHINGTON, October 5, 1954. 
Subject: Guidelines for Mobilization | | | 
References: | | : 

A. NSC 5422/2 2 | 
B. NSC 5422 and Annexes thereto 3 | _ 
C. NSC 162/2 and Annexes thereto 4 ee 

~ D. NSC Action No. 1194 5 | 

The enclosed statement of policy on the subject, prepared by the 
NSC Planning Board, is transmitted herewith for consideration by 
the National Security Council at its meeting on Thursday, October | 

+ Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury, the Attorney General, the Directors of 
the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence, the Chairmen of the Atomic 

| ‘Energy Commission and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Federal Civil Defense Ad- [ 
ministrator. 

2 Dated Aug. 7, supra. | | 
8 For NSC 5422, June 14, and its Annexes, see pp. 647 and 667. 
* Dated Oct. 30, 1958, p. 577. 
* For NSC Action No. 1194, see footnote 19, p. 713.
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14, 1954. ® The enclosure will, if adopted, form Section Ill of NSC 

5422/2. 7 : = | | 

| It is recommended that, if the Council adopts the enclosed state- ; 

ment of policy after resolving divergencies contained therein, it be 

submitted to the President with the recommendation that he ap- 

prove it; direct its implementation as guidelines under NSC 162/2 

for the development of national security programs for FY 1956 by 

the appropriate departments and agencies, including the prepara- 

tion of budget requests for normal budgetary review. 

JAMES S. Lay, JR. 

| [Enclosure] | | 

Statement of Policy Prepared by the National Security Council 

| Planning Board | | 

TOP SECRET : -[WASHINGTON, undated.] 

TI]. Gumeuines ror MosinizaATION | . 

298. The U.S. matériel mobilization potential (a combination of 

reserves of completed military end items and capacity to produce 

them) is stronger now than ever before in peacetime. Facilities ac- 

tively producing matériel (except nuclear materials) have declined 

in number in FY 1954 and, under current plans, will continue to 

decline in number through FY 1957. Through 1957 there will be 

further accretions to our reserves of completed military end items. 

[Obsolescence of reserves is a factor for consideration. The US. ma- 

tériel mobilization potential will under current plans be weaker in 

FY 1956.] * OE 

6 Contrary to Lay’s expectation, the statement of policy was not discussed by the 

NSC prior to Defense Secretary Wilson’s memorandum on the subject, dated Oct. 25 

and discussed in footnote 4, p. 759. The subject was discussed at the 219th meeting 

of the NSC on Oct. 26; for the memorandum of discussion, see p. 762. 

*ODM proposes inclusion; Defense and Budget deletion. [Footnote and brackets in 

| the source text. ] | : 7
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_ Defense-Budget 1ODM — ee ee | 

29. The facilities that will | 29. Presently projected pro- — : 
remain in production through | duction of military hard goods ft 
FY 1957, even though at re- | (excepting nuclear components) : 
duced production rates, will be | will not provide adequate capac- 

those for the most critical, hard | ity to produce newer weapons to - : 

to make, long lead time items, | replace those which have 
the producers of which will have | become obsolete. _ oe : 

| demonstrated a proven capabil-— er | 
ity to produce. While stocks of | | | | 
such items may be less than full | | | 
mobilization reserves, the active | _ | | | 

_ production status of such items} = = | : | 
| will provide a strong industrial| = 2 oe) OO | 

mobilization base. | ce ; 
_ 80. Preliminary estimates indicate that developing programs will : 

provide a military hard-goods production base, in mid-1957, at an 
annual delivery rate of about $15 billion,t of which over half would _ | 

— be aircraft (exclusive of aircraft electronics and armament) and as- : 
sociated aircraft spares and production equipment. This compares , 

with actual deliveries of $6 billion in FY 1951; $17 billion in FY : 
1952; $25.5 billion in FY 1953; $24 billion in FY 1954; and $18 bil- | 
lion (estimated) in FY 1955. 

31. a. From total actual deliveries of $24 billion in FY 1954, it =| 
| has been estimated that, if war had commenced at the end of that 7 

| year, total hard goods deliveries in the first year of the war (with 
no reduction for bomb damage) would have been $55 billion. 

b. From an annual rate of deliveries of $16.8 billion in the last | 
quarter of FY 1955 it has been estimated that, should war com- 
mence at the end of the year, total hard goods deliveries in the 
first year of the war (with no reduction for bomb damage) would be | 
$44 billion. De oo! | ee 

| c. From an annual rate of deliveries of $15 billion in the last | 
quarter of FY 1957, it has been estimated that, should war com- 
mence at the end of that year, total hard goods deliveries in the : 

_ first year of the war (with no reduction for bomb damage) would be } 

| $4. billion. = = | Oo | ee 

— FIt is important to distinguish this estimate of total continental U-S. military 

hard goods production from any estimates for the major functional budget Category 
Ill “Procurement and Production”. This total hard goods estimate includes spare — : 

_ parts and equipment for maintenance and operation, organizational equipment, and 
MDAP ‘(other than off-shore), which the budget category does not. [Footnote in the f 
source text.] _ Oe nae | , | .
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Defense-Budget ODM — 
| d. This decline in capacity has d. The difference in the 

been designed to take place as/| annual delivery rate between 
the necessary reserves and | $41 billion in FY 1957 and $55 | 

| slowly obsolescing weapons have | billion in FY 1954 is premised 
| been built up. on a planned decline in capac- 

| | ity, after making full allowance 
for acceleration thereof in war- 

|time. This decline is not at 
| present being offset adequately 

by a building up of capacity for 
new weapons. 

32. In determining whether or not the mobilization potential in 
FY 1957 will be adequate, the following must be taken into ac- 

count: 

a. The hard goods output figures set forth above assume maxi- 
mum acceleration in program categories, without. regard to the 
probable required acceleration for each item. 7 : | 

b. The mobilization base for production of military hard goods is 
spotty. Large deficiencies exist in U.S. capacity to produce impor- | 
tant components. | | | oS | 

c. The availability of existing capacity does not make allowance 
for damage by enemy action for which the USSR has a rapidly 
growing capability. 68% of the general industrial capacity of the 
U.S. is located in 58 metropolitan target areas. The forthcoming | 
net capabilities evaluation study will provide guidance as to this 
factor. : ee | oo 

33. Even if the above estimates of wartime output of hard goods | 

are accurate, it is not now known whether such output would be 
adequate to provide logistic support of our own forces and our es- 

sential allies. Current U.S. logistic planning is handicapped by lack 
_ of agreed wartime requirements. Such planning is now based on 

unilateral Service estimates. Mobilization plans do not include pro- — 
vision for the logistic support of essential allies which may be de- 
termined to be necessary. At present the known production capac- 

ity, plus existing stocks, of such allies is generally inadequate to 
support their requirements. Until wartime requirements of U.S. lo- | 

gistic support for our allies can be determined and combined with 

more adequate estimates of U.S. requirements, it will not be known 

whether the U.S. mobilization base can provide necessary logistic 
support in the event of war. | 

84. The United States should maintain its mobilization potential | 
generally within the framework of the policy stated in pars. 34 and 
40 of NSC 162/2 and in line with the general considerations stated 
in pars. 9 and 10 thereof. Effective implementation of this policy is 

dependent upon early completion of wartime plans and the deter-
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mination and testing of logistic requirements based thereon; and 
the determination of allied wartime requirements, so that the mag- 
nitude and composition of the probable demand on U.S. resources 
can be identified. 
Defense-Budget ODM 

The implementation of such| Furthermore, in the imple- : 
_ policy should be related, subject | mentation of such _ policy, the : 

to Presidential decisions on the | United States, in recognition. of 
Budget, to increases in Soviet | the need for increased expendi- 
net capabilities and to the spe- | tures, to adjust to known in- : 
cific factors mentioned above. creases in Soviet net capabili- 

| ties, should, subject to Presiden- 
| tial decisions on the budget: 

a. Accelerate measures for dis- 
| persal to safer areas of impor- 

| a tant production capacity and, 
where that is infeasible, provide | 
(1) alternative _ production 

| oe sources in safer areas or (2) in- 
| crease the mobilization reserve it 

| | of the product by a quantity 
measured by the time required | 

| | | to reconstruct the vulnerable fa- 7 
| - | cility. | 

| . b. Increase above presently- 
planned levels mobilization re- | 
serves of the most important ? 

| military end items. 
c. Detect, and remedy, such | 

gaps as exist in the mobilization 
| | base, taking into account proba- : 

ble damage to productive capac- | 
ity from enemy action. 

| d. Accelerate measures to | 
| maintain, in a condition which 

will permit rapid reactivation or 
| reconversion to war output, the 

| | greatly increased capacity in 
| | - plant, machine tools, and pro- | 

| duction equipment built up | 
| | since Korea. 

| : 

| 

| 
2 
|
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| |e. Undertake on an urgent 
basis studies to determine — 
whether current military hard 

goods production (“hot lines’) _ 
can be maintained at a level : 

| which will meet the full-phased 

| post M-Day requirements minus | 

/ (1) post. M-Day production capa- 
a bilities (obtainable through con- 

| version or reactivation) and (2) | 
: - mobilization reserves. 

S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167 , “Review of Basic Natl Sec Policy, Sept-Dec, 1954” 

Memorandum by John C. Campbell of the Policy Planning Staff to 
the Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Bowie) ce 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, October 6, 1954. 

Subject: Planning Board Meeting on Review of Basic National Se- 
curity Policy 2 a | | 

Last week in the Planning Board we went over the first half of 

the NSC Staff’s compilation of paragraphs on basic national securi- | 
ty policy, and the Board Assistants have recently gone through 
the rest of it. I bring the following points to your attention: 

1. In general the document copies textually paragraphs from a 

162/2 2 and subsequent papers and is therefore an accurate state- 

1QOn Sept. 22 NSC Executive Secretary James S. Lay, Jr., circulated to members 

of the National Security Council Planning Board a summary statement of existing 
basic national security policy which represented a compendium of conclusions culled 
and subsequently weaved together from previous NSC reports. In a covering memo- | 
randum of transmittal, Lay noted that the summary statement was being sent to 

- the Planning Board for initial review and when agreement had been reached by the 

Board an agreed draft statement would then be circulated to the NSC in advance of _ 
its Oct. 21 meeting, where Cutler would summarize the principal elements of exist- 
ing basic national security policy and request Council members to submit changes 
as they thought necessary to the NSC at the Nov. 18 meeting. A copy of Lay’s 
memorandum is in S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Review of Basic Natl Sec Policy, 

Sept-Dec, 1954’. | | 

On Oct. 5, Lay circulated to the Planning Board a “revised summary statement of | 

existing basic national security policy, prepared by the Board Assistants in light of 

Planning Board consideration of the September 22 draft.”’ The revised summary | 

statement, like its predecessor a compendium of existing policy statements, was 

scheduled for final review at the Planning Board meeting on Oct. 8. The revised 

summary statement was the subject of a number of memoranda in early October in 

anticipation of the Oct. 21 discussion in the National Security Council. The first of 

these memoranda was that by Campbell to Bowie. A copy of Lay’s memorandum of - 

Oct. 5 transmitting the revised summary statement of existing basic national securi- 

ty policy is in S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Review of Basic Natl Sec Policy, Sept- | 

Dec, 1954”. | 
2 Dated Oct. 30, 1953, p. 577. |
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ment of policy as established by those papers. In some cases the 
various documents say roughly the same thing in different words, 

_ and choices have been made between such versions; in no case does 

there appear to be an omission of important statements of policy or 

a distortion through choice of one text over another. = — 
2. Paragraph 45 of 162/2 has been included as a “basic problem”’ | 

at the beginning of the paper along with the two classic basic prob- 

lems enshrined in 162/2. We saw no objection to this; in fact it 
| struck us as a good idea. | | 

3. Mr. Cutler was not satisfied with paragraph 7, which is a staff 

redraft of paragraph 13 of 162/2. He apparently wished to see a 

clear policy statement as to what the U.S. should do in case of | 
attack on various specified countries. He also wished the paragraph 

brought up-to-date in view of the extension of our commitments 
_ through the Manila Treaty. I think we should resist any proposal | 

to put down on paper specifically where we would fight and where | 
we would not in case of attack. I have some recollection that it was : 

in order to avoid doing this that the paragraph in 162/2 was given | 

the form it has and was included among the general consider- — 

ations, as stating a situation, rather than among the policy conclu- — 

sions. Moreover very great difficulties are involved in attempting 
to make definitive lists of countries, indicating those instances : 

where we would ultimately engage in general war, probably would | 

do so, would only engage in limited war, etc., nor would it be possi- | 

ble to make sharp distinctions between our obligations to fight | 

under the various formulas contained in our NATO, Manila and 
other treaty obligations. Would it not be best, on all counts, to | 

retain the paragraph more or less as it was in 162/2; with certain 

minor changes for clarification which appear in the attached re- : 
draft? | | oe a | : 

4. In paragraph 10 the first sentence is taken from paragraph 39 
(b) of 162/2. It was agreed that some addition will have to be made 

_ in order to take account of the subsequent decision of the Presi- _ 

dent. Mr. Lay’s suggested wording that the President shall deter- 

mine how nuclear weapons shall be used does not seem adequate. 
The following is suggested: “The actual decision for such use will | 
be made at the time by the President (Presidential memorandum : 

of January 4, 1954)”. > . | ods a 

5. The last sentence of paragraph 39, taken from 5422/2, em- 1 

phasizes the progressive reduction of economic assistance. This : 
paragraph of the guidelines, so far as I know, was not intended to : 
supplant paragraph 36 (e) of 162/2, which states merely that eco- ) 

3Dated Aug. 7, p. 715. | 

| i
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nomic aid should be based on the best interests of the U.S. It would 

be a good idea to include this thought in the composite paper. | 

6. You may wish to take up privately with General Cutler the 

idea that a general Council discussion of basic policy before the 

various agencies have submitted their specific proposals would not 

be useful and that it would be better for the Council merely to take 

note of the agreed statement of existing policy and request the 

agencies to submit proposals for its revision. 

S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, lot 66 D 95, “Misc. NSC Memos” 

Memorandum to the National Security Council by the Executive 
_ Secretary (Lay) } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 11, 1954. 

Subject: Summary Statement of Existing Basic National Security 
Policy | 7 

References: 

A. NSC 162/2 | 

B. NSC 5422/2 a | 

| C. NSC 5429/2 

D. NSC 5428 

E. NSC 5432/1 | | 

F. NSC 5483/1 

G. NSC 166/1 2 

The enclosed working paper on the subject, prepared by the NSC 
Planning Board, is transmitted herewith for the use of the Nation- _ 

al Security Council in connection with its review of basic national 

security policy. The enclosure is not to be used as an authoritative 
restatement of basic national security policy. 

At the Council meeting of October 21, 1954, ? General Cutler will 
summarize the principal elements of existing Basic National Secu- 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Directors of 

the Bureau of the Budget and of Central Intelligence; the Chairmen of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the Council of Economic Advisers, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 

and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. A typed notation on the source text of 
this memorandum indicates that it reflects changes made on Oct. 20, 1954. | 

2 For text of NSC 162/2, Oct. 30, 1953, see p. 577. For text of NSC 5429/2, “Review 

of U.S. Policy in the Far East,” Aug. 20, 1954, see vol. xu, Part 1, p. 769. NSC 5428, | 
“U.S. Objectives and Policies With Respect to the Near East,” July 23,1954, is print- : 

ed in volume 1x. For text of NSC 5482/1, “U.S. Objectives and Courses of Action 
With Respect to Latin America,” Sept. 3, 1954, see vol. Iv, p. 81. For text of NSC 

5433/1, “Immediate U.S. Policy Toward Europe,” Sept. 25, 1954, see vol. v, Part 2, p. 
1268. For text of NSC 166/1, “U.S. Policy Toward Communist China,” Nov. 6, 1953, » 

see volume XIV. | 

3 At its 218th meeting on Oct. 22, the National Security Council in Action No. 
1251 “Noted an oral presentation by Mr. Cutler on the geographic coverage of exist- 

Continued.
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rity Policy and request the Council Members to submit for consid- 
eration at the Council Meeting on November 18, 1954, statements | 
of such changes as each thinks should be made in the existing basic 
policy. Such statements should be made available for information | 
in advance of the Council meeting through the Planning Board. | | 

It will be noted that the Net Capabilities Evaluation Report will 
be presented at the Council Meeting on November 9, 1954. In pre- | 
senting suggested changes in existing basic policy, each Council : 
Member will also have available certain studies made pursuant to — 
the last section of the paper on European policy (NSC 5433/1), dis- | 
cussed at the Council Meeting on September 24, 1954 and the 
report of the Secretary of State relating thereto made not later | 
than October 28, 1954. The report by the Secretary of State on 
policy toward Communist China in Part I of NSC 5429/2 will also 
have been considered by the Council in October. | 7 | 

Statements of changes proposed by Council Members at the | 
meeting on November 18 should be in non-technical language, so | 
that the point of each suggested change can be readily grasped and 
discussed by the Council, with a view to providing guidance as to | | 
whether the change is acceptable. a a , 

After the Council on November 18 has provided guidance as to 
the changes which should be made in existing basic policy, it will 
be the responsibility of the Planning Board to redraft the state- | 
ment of policy so as to incorporate such changes and to submit the 

| policy statement for final consideration by the Council on Decem- 
ber 9. ! 

ing national security policies, the principal elements of existing basic national secu- | 
rity policy, and the procedure for reviewing such basic policy.”” The Council then : 
“Noted that each Council member and adviser would submit, for consideration at ! 
the Council meeting on November 18, 1954, statements in non-technical language of 2 
such changes as each thinks should be made in the existing basic policy; such state- ! 

| ments to be made available for information in advance of that Council meeting | 
through the NSC Planning Board.” The President approved this action and it was | ! 
transmitted to members of the Council for implementation. (S/S-NSC (Miscellane- , 
ous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) | 

Even before the Council action of Oct. 22, the Department of State’s Policy Plan- 
ning Staff had submitted draft comments on the Summary Statement of Existing : 
Basic National Security Policy printed below. Copies of draft papers by S/P, the 
Office of Defense Mobilization, and the Department of Defense drawn up between 

| Oct. 12 and Nov. 10 are in S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Review of Basic National 
Security Policy, Sept-Nov, 1954” and “S/P Meetings”, and in PP€ sé les, lot 65 D 101, | 
“Review of Basic National Security Policy, NSC 162-5422”. The earliest statement 

_ submitted to Lay for transmission to the NSC was that of the Foreign Operations 
Administration, dated Nov. 9, p. 770. Thereafter, the remaining agencies submitted 
their statements, but too late for Council discussion on Nov. 18. Accordingly Council 
consideration of the various agency statements, all of which are printed below, was 
deferred to the 225th meeting on Nov. 24; for the memorandum of discussion, see 
p. 787.
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- The President has not yet determined whether at some time a_ 
panel of outside Consultants may be called in to review the revised _ 
basic policy statement mentioned above. = 

JAMES S. Lay, JR. 
| [Here follows a one-page table of contents.| 

| [Enclosure] | - 

Working Paper Prepared by the National Security Council Planning 
Board — 7 | 

TOP SECRET oe | _ [WasHIncTOoN, undated.] 

| SUMMARY STATEMENT OF EXISTING Basic NATIONAL SECURITY 
| | POLICY | | | 

(Based on NSC 162/2, as modified by subsequent policy statements; _ 
_ the source of each statement is indicated in parentheses follow- 

) ing it.) , eee 

| BASIC PROBLEMS OF NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY ; 

1. To meet the Soviet threat to U.S. security (paras. 1 and 31, 
162/ 2), and to improve the power position of the United States and 

the rest of the free world in relation to the Soviet bloc. (paras. l-a, 
81-a and 42-a, NSC 162/2) | - 

2. In meeting the Soviet threat, to avoid seriously weakening the 
U.S. economy or undermining our fundamental values and institu- 
tions. (paras. 1-b and 31-b, NSC 162/2) pre 

_ 8. With our allies, to create and sustain the hope and confidence _ 
of the free world in the ability of its basic ideas and institutions | 
not merely to oppose the communist threat, but to provide a way of 
life superior to Communism. (para. 45, NSC 162/2) _ 

Pouicy CoNncLusIONs* | a 

I. DEFENSE AGAINST SOVIET POWER AND ACTION 

4. The United States, prior to the achievement of mutual atomic 
plenty, should create conditions under which the United States and 
the free world coalition would be prepared to meet the Soviet-Com- 
munist threat with resolution and to negotiate for its alleviation | 
under proper safeguards. (para. 45, NSC 162/2 and para. 16, NSC 

| 5422/2) | se | 

) *Final ] determination on all budget requests for programs covered by this policy | 
will be made by the President after normal budgetary review. [Footnote in the 
source text. | .
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A. National Security Programs to Meet the Soviet Threat 

0. In the face of Soviet threats to U.S. security, the United States 
must develop and maintain, at the lowest feasible cost, requisite | 
military and non-military strength to deter and, if necessary, to | 
counter Soviet military aggression against the United States or 
other areas vital to its security. (para. 34, NSC 162/2) | | 

a. The United States should minimize the risk of Soviet aggres- 
sion by maintaining a strong security posture, with emphasis on 
adequate offensive retaliatory strength and defensive strength. 
This must be based on massive atomic capability, including neces- 
sary bases; an integrated and effective continental defense system; 

| ready forces of the United States and its allies suitably deployed 
and adequate to deter or initially to counter aggression, and to dis- : 
charge required initial tasks in the event of a general war; and a : 
mobilization base adequate to insure victory in the event of general 7 
war; all supported by the determined spirit of the U.S. people. 7 
(para. 84-a and 9, NSC 162/2) RES ee 

b. In particular, pursuant to a above, to ensure Soviet fear that | 
strategic nuclear attacks upon the U.S. would be followed by the 

- nuclear devastation of the USSR and the destruction of the Soviet | 
regime, the U.S. should: ee | 

(1) Maintain the striking forces necessary for such retalia- 
tion. ne os | 

(2) Take all practicable measures to protect this retaliatory | 
capacity against any foreseeable Soviet attack. (para. 6, NSC 
8422/2) 

c. The United States should also accelerate its military and non- 
military programs for continental defense set forth in NSC 5408 4 
to the fullest extent deemed feasible and operationally desirable | 
and give to these programs very high priority, having in mind that _ | 
it is estimated the Soviets will reach a high capability for strategic 
nuclear attacks by July 1957. (para. 7, NSC 5422/2) eee | | 

d. There must be continuing examination and periodic report to | 
the National Security Council in regard to the likelihood of neu- 

| tralization of U.S. retaliatory capability by a surprise Soviet attack. | | 
(para. 46, NSC 162/2) | a | | | 

6. In support of the strong security posture referred to in sub- | 

paragraph 5-a above, the United States should also : 

| a. Develop and maintain an intelligence system capable of: _ | 
| . . | 

. (1) Collecting and analyzing indications of hostile intentions | 
that would give maximum prior warning of possible aggression | 

. or subversion in any area of the world. si a a 
(2) Accurately evaluating the capabilities of foreign coun- | 

tries, friendly and neutral as well as enemy, to undertake mili- : 

4 Dated Feb. 11, p. 609.
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tary, political, economic, and subversive courses of action af- 
fecting U.S. security. : ae 

(3) Forecasting potential foreign developments having a 
bearing on U.S. national security. (para. 10-a, NSC 162/2) | 

tb. Develop an adequate manpower program designed to: 

(1) Expand scientific and technical training. 
(2) Provide an equitable military training system. 
(3) Strike a feasible balance between the needs of an expand- 

ing peacetime economy and defense requirements. 
(4) Provide for an appropriate distribution of services and 

skills in the event of national emergency. (para. 10-b, NSC 
162/2) | | | | - 

| c. Conduct and foster scientific research and development so as 
to insure superiority in quantity and quality of weapons systems, 
with attendant continuing review of the level and composition of 
forces and of the industrial base required for adequate defense and 
for successful prosecution of general war. (para. 10-c, NSC 162/2) 

td. Continue, for as long as necessary, a state of limited defense 
mobilization to develop military readiness by: | 

(1) Developing and maintaining production plant capacity, 
dispersed with a view to minimizing destruction by enemy 
attack and capable of rapid expansion or prompt conversion to 
essential wartime output. (para. 10-d (1), NSC 162/2) 

(2) Creating and maintaining minimum essential reserve 
stocks of selected end-items, so located as to support promptly 
and effectively the war effort in areas of probable commitment 
until war production and shipping capacity reaches the re- 
quired wartime levels. (par. 10-d (2), NSC 162/2) 

(3) Maintaining stockpiling programs, and providing addi- 
tional production facilities, for those materials the shortage of 
which would affect critically essential defense programs; mean- 
while reducing the rates of other stockpile materials. (para. 10- 
d (8), NSC 162/2) The stockpiling program should not normally 
be used to help stabilize international markets for the exports 

+t A proposed policy on manpower mobilization is being prepared by ODM and will 
be submitted for Council consideration in the near future. Decisions on a military 
Manpower program will be made on the basis of the report on ‘Reserve Mobiliza- 
tion Requirements” (NSC 5420/2) prepared by Defense and ODM pursuant to NSC 
Action No. 1188-b. [Footnote in the source text. A copy of NSC 5420/2, not printed, 

is in S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5420 Series, along with NSC 5420/38, Nov. 17, 

1954, which was the approved paper in this series. NSC Action No. 1188-b, taken at 
the 208th meeting of the NSC, July 29, “Agreed that the Department of Defense and 
the Office of Defense Mobilization should develop a specific program, including cost 

estimates, along the lines proposed in NSC 5420 and NSC 5420/1, for submission to 
the Council not later than September 15, 1954, after consultation as appropriate 
with Congressional leaders and other interested groups.” (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) 
files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action, 1954’’)] 

£This subparagraph will be reviewed and revised on the basis of Council action on 
the revision of Section III of NSC 5422/1 “Guidelines for Mobilization” (Memo for 

NSC, dated October 5, 1954). [Footnote in the source text. For the Oct. 5 memo- 

randum, see p. 731. |
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of underdeveloped countries in order to enhance their foreign 
exchange position and assist in their internal development. Ex- : 
ceptions should be made in instances where, after appraisal on 
a case-by-case basis it is determined that there would be a 

| clear advantage in terms of over-all U.S. interests. (para. 26, | 
| NSC 5422/2) - | 

e. Provide reasonable internal security against covert attack, sab- 
otage, subversion, and espionage, particularly against the clandes- 
tine introduction and detonation of atomic weapons. (para. 10-e, 
NSC 162/2) | | 

B. Action to Counter Actual and Potential Communist Aggression | 
and Subversion , ) 

7. a. Under existing treaties or policies an armed attack from the 

Communist bloc on the NATO area, Western Germany, Berlin, the | 
American republics, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Formosa and 

the Pescadores, Australia, New Zealand, Philippines, [Pakistan, : 

Thailand, Malaya, Cambodia, Laos or free Vietnam] § would, in ac- 

cordance with constitutional processes, involve the United States in 

war with the USSR, or in the case of Asiatic countries at least with 
Communist China or the Communist satellite committing the ag- | 

gression. - | . | | 

b. Certain other areas are of such strategic importance to the | 

United States that an armed attack on them probably would | 

compel the United States to react with military force either locally 
at the point of attack or generally against the military power of 

the aggressor. | | 
c. The United States should uphold the principle of collective se- | 

curity through the United Nations even in areas not of vital strate- 
gic importance. (para. 13-a and b, 162/2 NSC Action No. 1148) ® | 

8. The United States should be prepared to prevent, with the use | 

| of U.S. forces if necessary and feasible, further territorial expan- | 
sion elsewhere by the Chinese Communists.|| (para. 5-b, NSC 166/1) | 

§ These countries are covered by the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, 
which is subject to ratification. [Footnote and brackets in the source text. For docu- 
neuen on the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, see vol. xu, Part 1, pp. 1 

! 5 The text of NSC Action No. 1148, entitled “U.S. Policy in the Event of Overt 
i Unprovoked Military Aggression by Communist China’ is included in the extract of | 

| the jnemorandum of discussion at the 200th meeting of the NSC, June 3, 1954, ibid., | 

| ° ||Para. 1, Part I, of NSC 5429/2 will receive further consideration by the Council | 
; in the light of a review by the Secretary of State and, if adopted, will supersede : 
: para. 8 above. Para. l-a of NSC 5429/2 reads as follows: 
| 1. Reduce the power of Communist China in Asia even at the risk of, but without : 

deliberately provoking, war: : | 
a. (1) React with force, if necessary and advantageous, to expansion and subver- 

sion recognizable as such, supported and supplied by Communist China. E 

| _ (2) React with immediate, positive, armed force against any belligerent move by 
| Communist China. [Footnote in the source text. | |
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9. In specific situations where a warning appears desirable and 
feasible as an added deterrent, the United States should make 
clear to the USSR and Communist China, in general terms or with 
reference to specific areas as the situation requires, its intention to 

react with military force against any aggression by Soviet bloc | 
armed forces. (para. 39-a, NSC 162/2) a | 

10. In the event of hostilities, the United States will consider nu- 

clear weapons to be as available for use as other munitions. (para. 
39-b (1), NSC 162/2) This policy is subject to the interpretation 

stated in a memorandum dated January 4, 1954. Planning should 
be on the assumption that, if general war should occur, the United 

States will wage it with all available weapons. (para. 9, NSC 5422/ 
2) | 

11. The United States should seek, as and when feasible, the un- 

: derstanding and approval of this policy by free nations. (para. 39-b 

(1), NSC 162/2) Where the consent of an ally is required for the use __ 
of these weapons from U.S. bases on the territory of such ally, the. 
United States should promptly obtain the advance consent of such 
ally for such use. (para. 39-b (1), NSC 162/2) | | 

12. The U.S. should, while exerting continued efforts to strength- 
en collective defense arrangements, including the ability to use 

such bases for nuclear attack in the collective defense of the free 
world, also increase emphasis on developing self-sufficiency for the 
conduct of offensive operations exploiting the use of nuclear weap- 

ons, consistent with sound military concepts. (para. 10, NSC 5422/2) 
13. To permit appropriate flexibility in the capability of deter- 

ring or defeating local aggressions, the U.S. should be prepared. to 
defeat such aggressions without necessarily initiating general war. 

For this purpose the U.S. should be prepared to assist, with U.S. 

logistical support and if necessary with mobile U.S. forces, indige- 
nous forces supplemented by available support from other nations 

acting under UN or regional commitments. However, the U.S. 

must be determined to take, unilaterally if necessary, whatever ad- 

ditional action its security requires, even to the extent of general 

war, and the Communists must be convinced of this determination. 

(para. 12, NSC 5422/2) ee 
14. The threat of piecemeal Communist conquest through sub- 

version, indirect aggression, and the instigation or exploitation of 
civil wars in free world countries, which is an immediate and most. | 

serious threat to the free world, should be met, not primarily by | 

military means, but by, a flexible combination of political, psycho- 
logical, economic and military actions. In view of the loss of North- 

ern Vietnam, the U.S. cannot passively accept further significant | 

extension of Communist control. It must act, both in relation to the 

Communist powers and to the peoples of threatened areas, so as to
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prevent such extension of control. In particular, the U.S. should: 

(para. 13, NSC 5422/2) O83 | | 

a. Seek more than military solutions to the varied aspects of the | 
_ Soviet-Communist threat, and create an understanding in the free 
world that such is the U.S. objective. (para. 18-a, NSC 5422/2) _ | 

b. Make increased efforts to develop and carry out cooperative : 
programs, not necessarily overtly anti-communist, designed to ad- | 
vance the political and economic strength of underdeveloped areas, 

avong lines indicated in Section IV-C below. (para. 18-b, NSC 5422/ | 

c. Take all feasible political, economic and covert measures to 
counter the threat of groups or forces responsive to Communist | 
control to achieve dominant power in a free world country. (para. 
13-c, NSC 5422/2) and para. 43-b, NSC 162/2) | 

d. Provide military aid and training and defense support to 
threatened areas where such aid can effectively contribute to inter- 
nal stability or the creation of strength in regional areas. (para. 13- 
d, NSC 5422/2) ane - _ 

e. In instances of civil war, be prepared, with maximum free 
| world support, to take military action in support of friendly free 

world governments or forces fighting against elements under Com- | : 
munist control; the decision whether to take such action being | 
made in the light of all the circumstances existing at the time. | 
(para. 13-e, NSC 5422/2) Oo a 

15. Present and planned implementation of national security 
programs should continue to be guided by paragraphs 34 and 40 of : 

NSC 162/2 in the light of paragraphs 9 and 10 of the ‘‘General Con- 
siderations” thereof; recognizing that increased efforts in certain 
programs, involving increased expenditures, should be made as re- 
quired to support national security policies and to meet anticipated | 

increases in Soviet-Communist capabilities. (para. 14, NSC 5422/2) 

Il. DEFENSE AGAINST THE THREAT TO THE U.S. ECONOMY AND 
| INSTITUTIONS | 

6. a. In the interest of both the United States and its allies, the 
United States should insure that the support of defense expendi- 
tures does not seriously impair the basic soundness of the U.S. 

| economy by undermining incentives or by inflation. (para. 40, NSC . 
| 162/2) a _ 

b. The United States must, however, meet the necessary costs of ) 

| the policies essential for its security. The actual level of such costs | 
| should be kept to the minimum consistent with the carrying out of | 

these policies. (para. 40, NSC 162/2) 

c. Barring basic change in the world situation, the Federal Gov- 
ernment should continue to make a determined effort to bring its 

| total annual expenditures into balance, or into substantial balance 
| with its total annual revenues and should maintain over-all credit 
| | | 

|
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and fiscal policies designed to assist in stabilizing the economy. 
(para. 40, NSC 162/2) | : 

d. Every effort should be made to eliminate waste, duplication, 

and unnecessary overhead in the Federal Government, and to min- 
imize Federal expenditures for programs that are not essential to — 
the national security. (para. 40, NSC 162/2) : 

e. The United States should seek to maintain a higher and ex- 
panding rate of economic activity at relatively stable price levels. 
(para. 40, NSC 162/2) 

f. The economic potential of private enterprise should be maxi- 
mized by minimizing governmental controls and regulations, and 

by encouraging private enterprise to develop natural and techno- 

logical resources (e.g. nuclear power). (para. 40, NSC 162/2) 

17. The American people must be informed of the nature of the 

Soviet-Communist threat, in particular the danger inherent in the 
increasing Soviet atomic capability; of the basic community of in- 

terest among the nations of the free world; and of the need for mo- 

bilizing the spiritual and material resources necessary to meet the 

Soviet threat. (para. 30, NSC 162/2) 

18. To support the necessarily heavy burdens for national securi- 

ty, the morale of the citizens of the United States must be based 
both on responsibility and freedom for the individual. The dangers 

from Soviet subversion and espionage require strong and effective 
security measures. Eternal vigilance, however, is needed in their 

exercise to prevent the intimidation of free criticism. It is essential 

that necessary measures of protection should not be so used as to 
destroy the national unity based on freedom, not on fear. (para. 41, 
NSC 162/2) | 

III. REDUCTION OF THE SOVIET THREAT 

A. Action to Reduce Soviet Power 

19. The policy of the United States is to prevent Soviet aggres- 

sion and continuing domination of other nations, and to establish 
an effective control of armaments under proper safeguards; but is 

not to dictate the internal political and economic organization of 

the USSR.{ (para. 42-d, NSC 162/2) : | 
20. Although the time for a significant rollback of Soviet power 

may appear to be in the future, the U.S. should be prepared, by 

feasible current actions or future planning, to take advantage of 

any earlier opportunity to contract Communist-controlled areas 

and power. (para. 20, NSC 5422/2) | 

{This paragraph does not establish policy guidance for our propaganda or infor- 
mational activities. [Footnote in the source text.]
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21. As a means of reducing Soviet capabilities for extending con- 

trol and influence in the free world, the United States should, in 
addition to the measures mentioned in paragraph 14 above: 

a. Take overt and covert measures to discredit Soviet prestige _ 
and ideology as effective instruments of Soviet power, and to 
reduce the strength of communist parties and other pro-Soviet ele- 
ments. | | : 

b. Undertake selective, positive actions to eliminate Soviet-Com- 
munist control over any areas of the free world. (para. 43-a and c, , 
NSC 162/2) : me | 

22. a. Measures to impose pressures on the Soviet bloc should 

take into account the desirability of creating conditions which will , 
induce the Soviet leadership to be more receptive to acceptable ne- | 
gotiated settlements. ; : 
__b. Accordingly, the United States should take feasible political, | 

- economic, propaganda and covert measures designed to create and : 
exploit troublesome problems for the USSR, impair Soviet relations | | 
with Communist China, complicate control in the satellites, and 

retard the growth of the military and economic potential of the : 
Soviet bloc. (para. 44, NSC 162/2) | 

B. Negotiations — | | 

23. The United States must keep open the possibility of negotiat- , 

ing with the USSR and Communist China acceptable and enforcea- | 
ble agreements, compatible with basic U.S. security interests, 

whether limited to individual issues now outstanding or involving a . 
general settlement of major issues, including control of armaments. | 

Moreover, to maintain the continued support of its allies, the 

United States must seek to convince them of its desire to reach : 
such settlements. But, in doing so, we must not allow the possibili- 
ty of such settlements to delay or reduce efforts to develop and | 
maintain adequate free world strength, and thus enable the Soviets 

| to increase their relative strength. (paras. 42-b and 14-a, NSC 162/ 

2) | | | 
24. Despite serious question whether any safe and enforceable 

| system can be achieved in the foreseeable future, the U.S. should ; 
| nevertheless continue to explore fully the possibility of reaching a 7 
| practicable arrangement for the limitation of armaments with the : 

| USSR. The U.S. should therefore continue to reexamine its position | 
on disarmament, especially (a) whether a promising climate for ef- 7 

, fective disarmament negotiations can be developed, (b) whether a _ : 

| _ system of safeguards can be devised entailing less risk for U.S. se- 7 
! curity than no limitation of armaments, and (c) whether, if a safe : 
. and enforceable system for assuring effective nuclear disarmament, : 

| which might be acceptable to the USSR, can be devised, the U-S. :
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would be willing to accept it in the absence of conventional disar- 
mament. Meanwhile, the United States should continue to refuse 

to accept nuclear disarmament except as part of general disarma- 
ment. (para. 8, NSC 5422/2) Oo | | 

IV. MAINTENANCE OF THE COHESION OF THE FREE WORLD | 

A. Relations with Allies and Uncommitted Countries: General 
Policy | | oo a 

25. Major allies will continue to be essential to the U.S. to pre- 
vent the loss of major free areas to Communist control and the 

| gradual isolation of the U.S. However, increasing elements of divi- 
sion and weakness in free world alliances may make it difficult to 
take decisive collective action to halt further Soviet expansion, par- 
ticularly in Asia. (para. 15, NSC 5422/2) 

26. In these circumstances, the U.S. should take action as practi- 
cable: | ca | 

a. (1) To overcome the following divisive factors: increasing fear 
of the effects of nuclear weapons, differing estimates of the nature 
and imminence of the Communist threat, distrust of U.S. national | 
purposes and leadership, political instability and economic weak- 
ness of some of our allies, conflicts regarding trade policy and eco- 
nomic integration, historic hostility between certain of the allies, 
and differing approaches to “colonial” problems. (para. 16-a, NSC 
a 2; para. 5-b, Appendix A to NSC 5422/2, attached as Annex 

(2) To strengthen the cohesion of the alliances under U.S. leader- | 
ship. (para. 16-a, NSC 5422/2) | | | 

b. To convince its allies (1) that U.S. policies and actions take due 
account of their security as well as its own and that the U.S. and 
its allies will be able to meet the threat of aggression even in case 

- of nuclear balance; and (2) that U.S. strategy, including the use of 
atomic weapons, is conceived and will be implemented for the pur- 
pose of mutual security and defense against the Soviet threat. 
(para. 16-b, NSC 5422/2 and para. 12-c, NSC 162/2) 

c. To continue to seek to develop a strong feeling of a community 
of interest in the alliance and firm confidence in the steadiness and 
wisdom of U.S. leadership. (para. 36-a, NSC 162/2) 

d. To continue to emphasize cooperative efforts, including equita- 
ble contributions by its allies, in building the military, economic 
and political strength of the coalition and stability of the free 
world. (para. 836-b, NSC 162/2) - | 

e. To seek to persuade its allies of the necessity to halt further 
significant Communist expansion, direct or indirect. (para. 16-c, | 
NSC 5422/2) | 

27. Our diplomacy must concentrate upon clarifying to our allies 
in parts of the world not gripped by war conditions that the best 
defense of the free world rests upon a deployment of U.S. forces 

which permits initiative, flexibility and support; upon our political
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| commitment to strike back hard directly against any aggressor who | 
attacks such allies; and upon such allies’ own indigenous security _ 
efforts. (para. 38-c, 162/2) Under present policies, however, no : 
major withdrawal of U.S. forces from Europe is contemplated. | 
(para. 38-b, NSC 162/2 and para. 8 of NSC 5438/1) | 

28. The U.S. should attempt to gain maximum support from the : 

free world, both allies and uncommitted countries, for the collec- _ 
tive measures necessary to prevent Communist expansion. As a 
broad rule of conduct, the U.S. should pursue its objectives in such | 
ways and by such means, including appropriate pressures, persua- : 
sion, and compromise, as will maintain the cohesion of the alli- ) 

ances. The U.S. should, however, act independently of its major 
allies when the advantage of achieving U.S. objectives by such 
action clearly outweighs the danger of lasting damage to its alli- | 

ances. In this connection, consideration should be given to the like- 
| lihood that the initiation of action by the U.S. prior to allied ac- | 

ceptance may bring about subsequent allied support. Allied reluc- 3 

tance to act should not inhibit the U.S. from taking action, includ- | 
ing the use of nuclear weapons, to prevent Communist territorial | 

gains when such action is clearly necessary to U.S. security. (para. : 
21, NSC 5422/2) — oe | eas 

29. With respect to those uncommitted or underdeveloped areas 
of the free world which are the most likely targets for Communist 
expansion, particularly in Asia, the U.S. should: | | | 

a. Undertake a new initiative designed to improve the political | 
and economic stability of those nations, to enhance their will and | 
ability to maintain their independence against Communist pres- 
sures and possible aggression, and to counter the influences exer- | 
cised by the Communist powers. (para. 22, NSC 5422/2) | | 

a b. Seek their cooperation on a basis of mutual self-respect with- t 
out attempting to make active allies of those not so inclined, and 
refrain, so far as feasible, from taking or supporting actions which 
run counter to the forces of anti-colonialism and legitimate nation- 
alism. (para. 22, NSC 5422/2) | _ | 7 

c. Adopt constructive policies, not related solely to anti-commu- 
nism, to persuade these countries that their best interests lie in | 
greater cooperation and stronger affiliations with the rest of the | 

2 free world. (para. 36-c, NSC 162/2) | | 

B. Allies and Uncommitted Countries: Policies Toward Particular 

_ Areas - | eer 

_ 380. Europe. Despite French rejection of EDC, the security of the | 

: U.S. continues to require the preservation and development of | 
| Western Europe (including the UK) as an area of strength allied to : 

the U.S. Accordingly, the U.S. should continue to pursue the fol- : 
lowing objectives: oe 

| t
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a. In the cold war, to prevent further extension of Soviet control 
in Europe and to retain the major Western European nations as 
allies. (para. 3, NSC 5483/1) . 

b. To seek the strengthening of NATO in a manner which places 
primary emphasis on its deterrent effect, with due regard for politi- 
cal and economic capabilities and for psychological factors. For this 
purpose we should seek the full exploitation of developing nuclear 

| capabilities and a generally understood and accepted strategy for 
forward defense of the NATO area. (para. 7, NSC 5433/1) 

c. To build the requisite strength and stability in Western 
Europe on the basis of (1) the combined efforts of the principal na- 
tions there and (2) steady progress toward integration on the conti- 
nent. (para. 8, NSC 5433/1) 

d. To assure the orientation of the German Federal Republic (and 
ultimately a united Germany) to the West by all feasible means, 
including institutional ties as well as treaty arrangements. (para. 3, 
NSC 5433/1) 

31. In particular, the United States should: 

a. Seek promptly to associate the German Federal Republic with 
the West by: (1) restoration to the German Federal Republic of its 

| sovereignty, including the right to participate in the defense of 
Western Europe, without restrictions unacceptable to the Germans 
as discriminatory or arbitrarily imposed; (2) admission of the 
German Federal Republic to full membership in NATO, without 
precluding German participation also in the Brussels Pact or other 
European defense arrangements; (3) obtaining acceptable safe- 
guards as to German rearmament; and (4) continuing to seek even- 
tual German reunification on the basis of freedom and the maxi- 
mum possibility of association with the West. (para. 4, NSC 5483/1) 

b. Foster all practical measures for a greater degree of integra- 
tion of Western Europe, emphasizing political and economic aspects 
at this stage, and encouraging European initiative and responsibil- 
ity so far as consistent with U.S. objectives. Specifically, encourage 
closer ties between France and Germany and the greatest feasible 
degree of UK association with its continental allies. (para. 6, NSC 
5483/1) | 

32. Asia. In the absence of further Chinese Communist aggres- 

sion as a basic change in the situation, the policy of the United 

States toward Communist China should currently be to seek, by 

means short of war, to reduce the relative power position of Com- 
munist China in Asia.** (para. 4, NSC 166/1) In view of the rela- 

**Para. 1, Part I, of NSC 5429/2 will receive further consideration by the Council 

in the light of a review by the Secretary of State, and, if adopted, will supersede 

NSC 166/1. Para. 1 of NSC 5429/2 reads in part as follows: Reduce the power of 
Communist China in Asia even at the risk of, but without deliberately provoking, 
war: .... Increase efforts to develop the political, economic and military strength of 
non-Communist Asian countries, including the progressive development of the mili- 

tary strength of Japan to the point where she can provide for her own national de- 
fense and, in time, contribute to the collective defense of the Far East. [Footnote in 

the source text.]
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tive susceptibility of much of free Asia to the Communist tactic of | 
creeping expansion the U.S. should devote greater efforts than | 

heretofore to this region. The U.S. should exert its leadership in 

the Pacific toward the creation of a position of strength calculated 

to block Communist expansion in the Far East and Southeast Asia. _ | 

(para. 18, NSC 5422/2) | 
33. The United States must maintain the security and increase 

the strength of the Pacific off-shore island chain (Japan, Ryukyus, 

Formosa, Philippines, Australia and New Zealand) as an element 
essential to U.S. security. (para. 2, NSC 5429/2) 

34. The U.S. should protect its position and restore its prestige 

in the Far East by a new initiative in Southeast Asia, where the | 
situation must be stabilized as soon as possible to prevent further 

losses to Communism through (1) creeping expansion and subver- 

sion, or (2) overt aggression. (para. 7, NSC 5429/2) | 

35. In its Pacific role, the United States should be less influenced 

by European allies than in respect to Atlantic affairs. (para. 18, 

NSC 5422/2) a 
36. Other Areas: General. The U.S. should direct its efforts in 

areas of the free world, other than Europe and Asia, on a selective 

basis aimed at influencing for the better situations potentially ad- 

verse to its important security interest. (para. 19, NSC 5422/2) 

37. The Near East. With respect to the Near East, the United 

States should: | 

| a. To increase the stability and strengthen the security of the 
area, encourage the development of indigenous regional defense ar- ! 
rangements based on the concept of the “northern tier.’ Be pre- | 
pared eventually to participate in such arrangements, when the po- | 
ey climate in the area makes this practicable. (para. 13-h, NSC | 

b. Render limited military assistance. (para. 18-g, NSC 5428) 
Stimulate measures of self-help, encourage the expansion of private : 
investment, and provide somewhat increased economic and techni- 

| cal assistance. (para. 13-f, NSC 5428) 
| c. Make every effort to deter an armed attack by Israel or the | 
| Arab States upon one another, to reduce current Arab-Israel ten- 

: sions, and to promote an eventual clear-cut peace between the 
Arab States and Israel. (paras. 9-a and b, supplementary statement . 
of policy in NSC 5428) | 

| 38. Latin America. Realizing the increasing importance of help- 
ing Latin America to reverse those trends which offer opportuni- | 

ties for Communist penetration, the U.S. should give greater em- , | 
phasis than heretofore to its Latin American programs in order to | 

: safeguard and strengthen the security of the Hemisphere. (para. 3, | 

NSC 5432/1) | | 

| !
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C. Economic Policiesand Programs = =—————<CisSswt 

39. Economic Development. The U.S. should, as a major objective 
of its policy, help accelerate present rates of economic growth in 
the under-developed areas, particularly in South and Southeast 
Asia and parts of Latin America. Measures to assist and guide eco- 
nomic development should include continuing technical assistance, 
exchange programs, encouragement of U.S. private investment in 
these countries, and greater self-help on their part. With respect to 
important development programs which cannot be financed by 
local or foreign capital or U.S. private capital, the U.S. Govern- 
ment should assist countries where accelerated rates of growth are 
required for the attainment of U.S. objectives and where such as- 
sistance will be used effectively. Such assistance may be required 
on a larger scale than the present country programs. (para. 23, 
NSC 5422/2) While economic grant aid and loans by the United 

| States to other nations of the free world should be based on the 
best interests of the United States (para. 36-e, NSC 162/ 2), the 
total level of U.S. economic assistance worldwide should be progres- 
sively reduced so far as is consistent with U.S. security objectives. 
(para. 28, NSC 5422/2) | 

40. Regional Economic Action. In addition to bilateral actions 
and existing multilateral institutions, the U.S. should encourage 
regional economic actions and groupings to promote increased 
trade, technical cooperation, and investment, and to concert sound 
development plans. (para. 24, NSC 5422/2) Specifically, the U-S. 
should encourage the prompt organization of an economic grouping 
by the maximum number of free Asian states, including Japan and 
as many of the Colombo Powers as possible, based on self-help and 
mutual aid, and the participation and support (including substan- 
tial financial assistance) of the U.S. and other appropriate Western 
countries through which, by united action, these free Asian states 
will be enabled more effectively to achieve the economic and social 
strength needed to maintain their independence. (para. 3, NSC 
5429/2) 7 | Ug tag Ss 

41. Promotion of Freer Trade and Payments. To enhance the ca- 
| pacity of free world nations for self-support and defense, and to 

reduce progressively their need for U.S. aid, the United States 
should assist in stimulating international trade, freer access to 
markets and raw materials, and the healthy growth of under-devel- 
oped areas. (para. 36-d, NSC 162/2) Specifically, to lead the free 

. world to the reduction of restrictions on trade and payments, the _ 
U.S. should: | | 

a. Support sound moves toward convertibility, with appropriate 
action on related trade matters. (para. 25-a, NSC 5422/2)
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b. Urge and bargain with other free world countries to reduce | 
barriers to their imports. (para. 25-b, NSC 5422/2) } 

-_ ¢. Support continued effective action in OEKEC on intra-European 
and dollar trade and, prior to moves to convertibility, on intra-Eu- | | 
ropean payments. (para. 25-c, NSC 5422/2) | Oa ) 
d. Apply the principles relative to U.S. imports contained in the : 

President’s March 30 message to Congress on the Randall Report. | | 
(para. 25-d, NSC 5422/2) weg. | | ot 

| e. Take all feasible measures to increase the opportunities of free 
Asian countries for trade with each other and with other free | 
world countries. (para. 4, NSC 5429/2) . ; 

D. Military Assistance to Friendly Countries _ | , 

42. The United States should continue military assistance, in- 
cluding economic aid for military support, in accordance with cur- 
rent policies, taking account of the need for developing and main- 

taining the strength of foreign forces. The U.S. should also deter- 7 

mine the extent to which the national interest requires that post : 
D-day military aid requirements of our allies be included in nation- 
al security programs. (para. 27, NSC 5422/2) ot 

Annex A | 

(Appendix A, NSC 5422/2, dated August 7, 1954; the figures in the | 

table on the following page have been revised as of October 5, 

| 1954 in light of NIE 11-4-54 and NIE 11-6-54) ® | 
| | 
| ELEMENTS OF THE WORLD SITUATION AND OUTLOOK | | 

The Soviet Threat Through Mid-1959 (NIE 11-5-54; NIE 138-54; and 
“Explanation of Table of Comparisons of Estimated Soviet | 
Military Capabilities in Key Respects” in Annex 4 of NSC : : 

5422.) 6 | | : 

| 1. Status of the Soviet Bloc | a 
a. The internal stability of the Soviet Union and its control of 

the European satellites have not diminished and may be expected | 

| to remain intact through 1959. | 

: b. However, the Soviet bloc is faced with internal problems such | 
: as popular discontent in the satellites, agricultural shortages and ; 

: opposition to collectivization, rivalries within the collective leader- ; 
| ship and serious defections from the secret services. | : 

: 5 Extracts from NIE-11-4-54, “Soviet Capabilities and Probable Courses of Action | | 
Through Mid-1954”, Sept. 14, 1954, are scheduled for publication in volume vil. 

| | NIE-11-6-54, “Soviet Capabilities and Probable Programs in the Guided Missile 
: Field” is not printed. | 

! 6 Regarding NIE-11-5-54 and NIE-13-54, see footnote 5, p. 648. Annex 4 to NSC | 
5422 is printed on p. 676. | |
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c. Communist China has gained prestige more rapidly than an- 
ticipated; its power will continue to increase. Despite potential con- _ 
flicts of interest, the present close Sino-Soviet collaboration will 

persist. | , 

2. Soviet Bloc Military Capabilities - 

Estimates of certain current and future Soviet military capabili- 

| ties have been raised substantially since the adoption of NSC 162/ 
2. Key examples are shown in the following table:



Current | Future 

53 Estimates of ‘53 ‘54 Estimates of '54 53 Estimates of ’57 54 Estimates of ’59 
Situation Situation Situation Situation — 

Nuclear Weapons 
(Energy yield) 

Largest Weapon...............:000006. 5900-1000 KT 1000 KT 500-1000 KT 10,1000 KT | 
Total Stockpile ..................00. 6 MT 25 MT 25 MT 172 MT (tested 

technology) Z 

| 860-4300 MT 5 
| | (possible 9 

, technology) > 
Long Range Bombers z 

Prop Medium (TU4)...................., 1000 1270 1200 100* Q 
Jet Medium (°39”’) ..............e 1 Prototype | 40* 50 (mid 755) 200 (mid ’55)* ou 

1050 (mid ’59)* 2 
Jet Heavy ("87") ....ccscsssssseestseses 1 Prototype ~— 250* 3 

Surface-to-Surface Guided Mis- | Ec 
siles. . s: 
450-500 mi (V2 type)... — Future Obscure Operational by 

"D0" 
Inter Continental ballistic ......... — — — Possible in 1960* 

| Air Defense | 

All weather fighters with A-l1 — — A few by ’55 200 (mid ’55) 

Radar. | | 2100 (mid ’59) 
Surface to air missile (NitriB — — — Operational by = 

equivalent). BT Ot



EE IEE? ___ EO Ee 

| ~} 

Current Future Or 
o> 

‘53 Estimates of ’53 ‘54 Estimates of ’54 ‘53 Estimates of ’57 ‘04 Estimates of '59 
: Situation Situation Situation | Situation 

Submarines 
| Improved Ocean Patrol Sub- 20 65* 100 295 | 3 

marines. ) zs 

Note. This table necessarily involves substantial simplification of National Intelligence Estimates existing and pending. Items marked 
with an asterisk (*) represent revisions since the similar table presented with NSC 5422. td 

ie. 
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3. Soviet Bloc Capabilities for Political Warfare, Subversion and | 
Local Aggression a gat age | 

a. Present and future Soviet bloc capabilities for expansion by ; 
action short of general war appear, in the light of developments in : 
Indochina and at Geneva, greater than a year ago. Throughout | , 
most of the free world, especially in Asia, the Communists have the | 
capability through hardcore activists to engage in a wide variety of 
forms of penetration and subversion, ranging from organized civil — | 
war (as in Indochina) through persistent guerrilla activities (as in. ) 

Malaya) to inflammatory demonstrations, propaganda, ‘‘popular ! 
fronts’, and parliamentary harassment. The Communists will : 
therefore increase their emphasis on a “creeping expansion” in 
preference to overt aggression, and they will continue to take over : 
spontaneous movements bred of nationalistic fervor or economic : 
discontent and to exploit free world disunity. | : 

b. In the period through 1959, the Soviet rulers will almost cer- : 
tainly believe that, as Soviet nuclear capabilities increase, the aver- ; 

sion of the U.S. and, more especially, of its allies to general war , 

will correspondingly increase, and that the Kremlin will therefore : 
have greater freedom to take certain actions, including local mili- : 
tary actions, without running substantial risk of general war [in 

situations where the allies would be likely to act as a brake on the ) 
United States.] tf The Kremlin may employ the threat of nuclear , 
devastation as an instrument of political warfare. The Kremlin : 
will, however, continue to be extremely reluctant to precipitate a | 

| contest in which the USSR would be subjected to nuclear attack. | 
At the same time, the Kremlin would probably not be deterred by | 

the risk of general war from taking counteraction against an action : 
by the U.S. or its allies which the Kremlin considered an imminent | 

, threat to Soviet security. The extent to which the Kremlin uses the | : 
increased freedom of action which its increased nuclear capabilities : 

| appear to give it, and the success which it achieves, will depend 

| primarily on the cohesion of the non-Communist world, and the de- : 
termination and strength of the major free world powers. | : 

Trends in the Free World Through Mid-1959 | | | 

| 4. Military (JCS study on “Estimate of the Military Posture 
throughout the Free World, FY 1956 Through FY 1959,” in Annex , 

| 2 of NSC 5422) 7 oe ) 

a. The U.S. will achieve atomic plenty during the early part of 
this period and prior to like achievement by the Soviets. The U.S. 

, is expected to maintain relative numerical and qualitative superi- : 
| ority in nuclear weapons and the means for their delivery. As the | 

| ttProposed by State. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.] | 
| 7 For text of Annex 2 to NSC 5422, see p. 672. | :
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Soviets approach the absolute atomic capability of inflicting critical 
damage upon U.S. and other allied targets, however, there could 
result a condition of mutual deterrence to general war. 

b. Free world forces will be confronted with quantitative superi- 
ority in ground and tactical air forces in the geographical areas | 

contiguous to the Soviet Bloc. However, the superior tactical 

atomic support which can be provided our allies during this period 
will, if accepted by them, partially offset allied deficiencies in con- 
ventional forces. Taken as a whole, effectiveness of European forces 

is considered fair to good. There has been no progress in forming 
West German forces and limited progress in forming Japanese 
forces. Events in the Far East resulted in a suspension of planned 
redeployments from that area. D-day NATO commitments of U.S. 
forces in Europe remain unchanged. No progress has been made in 

forming a strategic reserve based generally on U.S. territory, with 
a high degree of combat readiness and a capability of being moved 

to any threatened area. | ee | 
5. Alliances - . 
a. There have been serious instances of an unwillingness of im- 

portant free world nations to take concerted action which the US. 
considers necessary to oppose communist expansion, particularly as 

regards Indochina, East-West trade, and EDC. West Germany is be- 
coming restive because of protracted delay in recovering its sover- 

- eignty. The long-term alignment of Japan with the free world has 

become less certain. The situation with respect to Indochina has de- 
teriorated with unexpected rapidity, confronting the free world 

with the possible loss of Southeast Asia to Communism and caus- 

ing, in the continued absence of effective countermeasures, loss of 

confidence, particularly in the Far East, as to the willingness and 

ability of the free world to prevent further losses to Communism. 

b. The alliances of the free nations will continue to be strained 
| by divisive forces and conflicts of interests which will be vigorously 

exploited by the USSR. In particular, unity of action will be im- 
paired by: | - 

(1) Increasing fear of the effects of nuclear weapons. 
(2) Differing estimates of the nature and imminence of the Com- 

munist threat. : 
(3) Distrust of U.S. national purposes and leadership. | 

; \ Political instability and economic weakness of some of our 
allies. 

(5) Conflicts regarding trade policy and economic integration. 7 
_ (6) Historic hostility between certain of the allies. 

(7) Differing approaches to “colonial” problems. 

6. Underdeveloped Areas
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The underdeve
loped areas of the free world will be especially

 | 

vulnerabl
e to Communis

t penetratio
n 

and subversion
 

by reason of ! 

national
ism and anti-colo

nialism, deep-seat
ed 

distrust of the West, : 

retarded economic growth, military weakness,
 political ferment. | 

Strong pressures
 will result from impatien

ce to achieve political | 

and economic
 aspiratio

ns. Failure of the local governme
nts to pro- : 

vide some satisfact
ion of these aspiratio

ns 
will create additiona

l | | 

trouble and disunity in the free world while benefiting
 the Soviet | 

bloc and will increase the dangers of Communis
t take-over of inde- | 

pendent countries without armed aggression
 

from outside. This 

danger will be most acute in Asia, in dependent
 areas such as | 

French North Africa which are still under European rule, and in 

parts of Latin America. oo 

[Here follows Annex B, entitled “U.S. Objectives
 in the Event of | 

General War With the Soviet Bloc’, which is simply a verbatim
 re- 

statement
 of NSC 5410/1, March 29, 1954, page 644.] | | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5422 

Memoran
dum 

to the National
 Security Council by the Executive

 ; 

| Secretary
 (Lay) 3 | 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGT
ON, October 25, 1954. | 

Subject: Guidelines for Mobilization
 OO | 

References
: | 

A. NSC 5422/2 2 | 

| B. Memo for NSC from the Executive
 

Secretary
, same sub- 

ject, dated October 5, 1954 3 

At the request of the Secretary
 

of Defense, the enclosed memo- | 

randum from the Secretary of Defense and the views of the Joint | 

Chiefs of Staff on the subject are transmitt
ed herewith for the in- | 

formation
 of the National Security Council in connection

 
with its : 

considerat
ions of the draft statement

 of policy contained in the ref- 

: erence memoran
dum of October 5 at its meeting on October 26, 

| 1954. 4 | ce | 

| James S. Lay, JR. | 

| | 1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Directors of | 

the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligenc
e; 

the Chairmen
 of the Council of : 

Economic Advisers, the Atomic Energy Commissio
n, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff; : 

and the Federal Civil Defense Administra
tor. | 

_ 2 Dated Aug. 7, p. 715. i 

3 Ante, p. 781. a . | 

4 The enclosure is accompani
ed 

by two covering memorand
a. The first, dated Oct. : 

25, is from Defense Secretary Wilson to Lay and reads: “Forwarde
d 

herewith for the : 

| informati
on of the members of the National Security Council are the views of the | 

. Continued
 : 

\
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Appendix — eg 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO DRAFT oF SECTION III or NSC 5422/ 2, 
GUIDELINES FOR MOBILIZATION 

Recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff regarding textual 
changes to the subject draft are as follows: | | 

a. Add the following as new paragraph 28 and renumber subse- 
quent paragraphs: - | Oo 

“28. There is a definite inter-relationship between the mainte- 
nance of active forces in a military establishment and the mobiliza- 
tion base for the expansion and support of those forces in time of 
war. Within limits these active forces and the mobilization base 
compete for appropriations and therefore they cannot be viewed 
separately. The funds necessary to implement the mobilization pro- 
gram should not be in lieu of but in addition to those funds neces- 
sary to support and maintain the forces in being.” | 

b. Page 1, old paragraph 28: Delete and substitute the following: 

29. The U.S. matériel mobilization’ potential (a combination of. 
reserves of completed military end items and capacity to produce oe 
them) is stronger now than ever before in peacetime. Facilities ac- 

_ tively producing matériel (except nuclear materials) have declined 
in number in Fiscal Year 1954 and, under current plans, will con- 
tinue to decline in number through Fiscal Year 1957. Although, 
through Fiscal Year 1957 there will be further accretions to our re- 
serve of completed military end items, budgetary limitations and 
the criteria for accumulating mobilization reserve stocks necessari- 
ly result in imbalance and deficits in items required to be in mili- 
tary stocks on M-day. Further, obsolescence of reserve stocks is an 
element for consideration. Since the other factor, reserve produc- 
tion facilities essential for mobilization preparedness for general 
war, also will be inadequate, the U.S. matériel mobilization poten- | 
tial will be weaker in Fiscal Year 1956.” __ | | 

c. Page 1, old paragraph 29: Delete and substitute the following: | 

“30. a. The mobilization base for production of military hard 
goods is spotty. Large deficiencies exist in U.S. capacity to produce 
important components. a 

Joint Chiefs of Staff on Guidelines for Mobilization. This is a very complicated prob- 
lem and I am not in complete agreement with the assumptions that were made nor 
the conclusions that were drawn from them. A great deal more work will have to be 
done on this problem.” The second covering memorandum is from Admiral Radford | 
to Secretary Wilson, dated Oct. 21, and reads: “The Joint Chiefs of Staff have re- 
viewed the 5 October 1954 draft of Section III of NSC 5422/2, ‘Guidelines for Mobili- | 
zation’ and submit in the Appendix hereto a recommended revision. Portions of the 
draft prepared by the NSC Planning Board appear to be repetitious of certain infor- 
mation. Other portions contain information not directly related to mobilization 
guidelines for the development of national security programs for FY 1956. An at- 
tempt has been made to resolve the divergencies appearing in the draft.”
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_ “b. From total actual deliveries of $24 billion in FY 1954, it has 
been estimated that, if war had commenced at the end of that year, 
total hard goods deliveries in the first year of the war (with no re- 
duction for bomb damage) would have been $55 billion. : 

“oc. From an annual rate of deliveries of $16.8 billion in the last : 
quarter of FY 1955 it has been estimated that, should war com- | 
mence at the end of the year, total hard goods deliveries in the } 
first year of the war (with no reduction for bomb damage) would be 

- $44 billion. a : | oe | a | 

“qd. From an annual rate of deliveries of $15 billion in the last | 
quarter of FY 1957, it has been estimated that, should war com- 
mence at the end of that year, total hard goods deliveries in the 
first year of the war (with no reduction for bomb damage) would be 4 
$41 billion. © ee a | eh eas | 

“e. The delivery capability of industry does not make allowance | 
- for damage by enemy action for which the USSR has a rapidly © | 

growing capability. 68% of the general industrial capacity of the | 
U.S. is located in 53 major target areas. The forthcoming net capa- | 

| bilities evaluation study will provide guidance as to this factor, and 
when available, it will serve to modify the guidelines contained 

herein where appropriate.” | | | an: 

d. Page 2, old paragraph 30: Delete and substitute the following: 

“31. From the estimates of wartime output of hard goods set . 
forth above, it is certain that such output would not be adequate to 
provide logistic support to our own forces and our essential allies in : 
the first years of war of the near future. Mobilization plans do not : 
include provision (in terms of military hard goods) for the logistic : 
support of essential allies. At present, a procedure for determining 

the post-D-day military aid requirements of necessary allies is 
being implemented.

 
Currently estimated production capacity, plus 7 

| stocks, of such allies is generally inadequate to support their re- 
quirements. Until wartime requirements

 
of U.S. logistic support for : 

our allies can be determined and combined with up-to-date compu- 
tations of U.S. requirements, it will not be accurately known in 
what type and by what quantity of matériel the U.S. mobilization __ | 

| base will fall short of providing necessary logistic support in the , 
~ event of war.” | | a oe | 

7 e. Page 3, old paragraph 31: Delete and substitute the following: : 

‘32. The United States should maintain its mobilization potential | 
generally within the framework of the policy stated in paragraphs 

34 and 40 of NSC 162/2 and in line with the general considerations
 

| 
stated in paragraphs 9 and 10 thereof. Effective implementat

ion 
of 7 

| this policy is dependent upon early completion of Joint mobiliza- | 
| tion plans and the determination

 
and testing of logistic require- : 

ments based thereon; and the determination
 

of allied wartime re- : 
| quirements,

 
so that the magnitude and composition of the probable 3 

: demand on U.S. resources can be identified. Furthermore, in the 
| implementati

on 
of such policy, the United States, in recognition of : 

: the need for increased expenditures to adjust to known increases in | 
| Soviet net capabilities, should, subject to decisions on the budget
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and in the light of available information on the specific factors 
mentioned above: : | 

“a. Accelerate measures for dispersal to safer areas of impor- 
tant production capacity and, where that is infeasible, provide 
alternative production sources in safer areas insofar as practi- 
cable. 

“b. Detect, and remedy, such gaps as exist in the mobiliza- 
tion base and in mobilization reserves, taking into account 
probable damage to productive capacity from enemy action. 

“c. Accelerate measures to maintain, in a condition which 
will permit rapid reactivation or reconversion to war output, 
the greatly increased capacity in industrial plants, machine 
tools, and production equipment built up since Korea. 

“d. Undertake on an urgent basis studies to determine 
whether current military hard goods production (“hot lines”) 
can be maintained at a level which will meet the full-phased 
post-M-day requirements minus (1) post-M-day production capa- 
bilities (obtainable through conversion or reactivation) and (2) 

- mobilization reserves.” 

f. Page 4, old paragraph 32: Delete. 

g. Page 5, old paragraph 33: Delete. | : 

h. Page 6, old paragraph 34: Delete. 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 219th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Tuesday, October 26, 1954 } 

[Extract] 

_ TOP SECRET EYES ONLY a 

Present at the 219th Meeting of the National Security Council 
were the following: The President of the United States, presiding; 

Herbert Hoover, Jr., for the Secretary of State; the Secretary of De- 

fense; the Acting Director, Foreign Operations Administration; and 

the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the 

Secretary of the Treasury; William F. Tompkins for the Attorney 
General (Item 3); the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (Items 
1 and 3); the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Coun- 

cil of Economic Advisers; the Director, U.S. Information Agency; 

the Secretaries of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force; Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense Pike; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; the 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Oct. 27.
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Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; General Pate for the Commandant, 

U.S. Marine Corps; the Director of Central Intelligence; Robert 
Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; the White House Staff 
Secretary; Bryce Harlow, Administrative Assistant to the Presi- 

dent; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Sec- | 
retary, NSC. | 7 

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

3. Guidelines for Mobilization (Memos for NSC from Executive | 
Secretary, same subject, dated October 5 and 25, 1954; NSC 

5422/2; NSC 162/2)? 

Mr. Cutler briefed the Council thoroughly on the long and in- | 

volved background of the present paper, and noted that he had re- | | 
ceived the views of Secretary Wilson and the Joint Chiefs of Staff — | 
only last evening. He read Secretary Wilson’s memorandum, which | 
pointed out the difficulty of the problem and called for further | | 
study. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had undertaken to rewrite the , 
Planning Board’s draft, and Mr. Cutler said he was obliged to : 
admit that, with respect to format and presentation, the JCS draft 

was an improvement on that of the Planning Board. With this view | 
- Dr. Flemming expressed concurrence. In any case, continued Mr. | 

Cutler, the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff must have caused | 
some pain to Secretary Wilson, in view of the fact that in at least : 
three significant instances their views were closer to those of the | 
ODM than they were to those of the Secretary of Defense. | | 

At the conclusion of Mr. Cutler’s extensive briefing (copy filed in | 
: the Minutes of the meeting 3 ), the President’s attention was invit- 

ed to subparagraph 34-a of the Planning Board draft,* which | 
| called for acceleration of measures for dispersal to safer areas of : 

important production capacity or, where that was infeasible, for | | 

: provision of alternative production sources in safer areas. The | 

President inquired as to the meaning of this statement. Did it | 

imply physically moving defense plants from dangerous areas to 

| safer areas, or did it simply mean increased tax amortization to | 

| business men who will undertake in the future to build defense : 
| plants in safe areas? Dr. Flemming replied that the latter was the | 
| primary purport of this subparagraph. 

2 The memoranda are printed on pp. 731 and 759. For text of NSC 5422/2, Aug. 7, 
1954, and NSC 162/2, Oct. 30, 1958, see pp. 715 and 577, respectively. | 

5 Briefing copy not found. For information on minutes of NSC meetings, see foot- | 
note 1, p. 394. | | 

| 4 Heference is to the enclosure to the Oct. 5 memorandum by Lay to the NSC, | 

p. 132. . 

| |
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Secretary Wilson said that we had “got the cart before the 
horse” on the entire problem of mobilization guidelines. A great 
deal more work needed to be done, especially within the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff organization, before a reasonable policy could | 

emerge. Moreover, in truth, there was disagreement among the 

Chiefs of Staff themselves. Finally, the present paper was based on 

incorrect military assumptions. | 

The President reacted with some surprise to Secretary Wilson’s 
criticism of the report, and observed that after all of our bitter ex- 

perience in two world wars, he had supposed that we could have 

reached agreement on the basic structure of our mobilization 
policy. But here was Secretary Wilson proposing that we go back 

and restudy all of these fundamentals. | a 

Dr. Flemming said he wished to go back to the President’s initial _ 
question, and observed that up to the present time the Government 

had made use of tax amortization as an inducement to new build- 

ers who would erect their plants in conformity with the Govern- 

ment’s dispersal standards. From now on out, however, we wish to | 

extend this inducement to manufacturers whose plants are now | 
producing in danger areas and who wish to move to safer areas. 
Can we provide rapid tax amortization privileges to such individ- 
uals? | aS | | 

The President said this seemed sound to him, but Secretary 
Humphrey interposed that he didn’t believe it was as simple as 

that. Much depended on what the United States could afford to do, 

since we must strike a balance between what we would like to do 
and the money we had available.. : | 

Mr. Cutler then suggested to the President and the Council that 

they direct their attention to the substantive changes proposed by 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff. * In the first instance they had proposed 
the deletion in part of subparagraph 34-a and the total deletion of 
subparagraph 34-b. Dr. Flemming stated that he would gladly 
agree with the view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on both these sub- 
paragraphs, since the course of action called for therein anticipated 

the completion of the studies called for in subparagraph 34-e. Dr. 

Flemming added that all the major issues involved in our mobiliza- 
tion policy could be squarely met if the Council concentrated on 

the guidance suggested in paragraph 34 as a whole. 

Secretary Humphrey expressed his very great anxiety over the 

loss of revenue to the Treasury from extensive tax amortizations. _ 
Was Dr. Flemming proposing, for example, to abandon all the ex- | 

; isting defense plants in Detroit and rebuild them somewhere in 

5 Reference is to the Appendix to the Oct. 25 memorandum by Lay to the NSC, 
supra.
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_ West Virginia, with half the costs of such rebuilding to be borne by 
the Government? Could we actually afford to do anything on this i 
scale? : . | . 

Dr. Flemming replied that he welcomed having the issue stated ; 
so clearly by Secretary Humphrey. He said that he was not cam- 
paigning to get people out of Detroit, but if the National Security | 

| Council really meant business about dispersing critical defense > | 
| plants, and if the Government took seriously the threat posed to 

our production base by estimated Soviet capabilities, then the Gov- E 
ernment certainly ought to be willing to provide an incentive ; 
which would induce Detroit manufacturers to move to safer areas. 

Secretary Humphrey said that if you went down the list and se- 
lected industrial plants which were producing military items which 

were truly in short supply, and then if you could get somebody to ; 
build a new plant in a dispersed area, he believed it was then OK : 
for the Government to pay half the cost for the erection of a new 
plant. On the other hand, it was the height of folly to tell every 
manufacturer of defense materials who wants to move his plant | 
that the Government would pay half the costs. We simply couldn’t 
afford anything like this, and that was what Dr. Flemming was | 
proposing. = = ~— | : 

Dr. Flemming replied that it seemed at least better to him for 
private investment to build these new defense plants rather than | 
to resort to the only other alternative, which was to have the Gov- 

ernment build the plants. He repeated that the whole issue boiled 

down to the question of how seriously the Government was taking 
its dispersal program for critical defense production facilities. | : 

Secretary Humphrey said that the truth of the matter was that a | 
whole lot of business men were trying to get their plants built with | 

the Government paying half the cost. EE : 
| Secretary Wilson again insisted that the Council should start all 

over again on its study of mobilization policy, in view of such fac- | 
tors as lack of agreement on requirements, timing, and what might 

actually happen in a third world war. Not least of all the shortcom- | 
| ings of the present report was the fact that it had nothing to say 

| about civilian requirements, although this was a limitation on pro- 
duction that must certainly be taken into account in formulating | 
an adequate mobilization policy. Also, said Secretary Wilson, it was 7 

: a serious mistake to talk about this mobilization problem only in : 
terms and in measurements of money. This was wrong, for one 

thing, because the cost of many military end items, such as tanks, 7 
is steadily coming down. Timing also was a great factor. During the 
Korean war we had produced large numbers of tanks and planes | 

| that simply weren’t any good. Now, however, production of these : 

items was in pretty good shape, and you could actually duplicate |
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your production of them if you really knew what your require- 
ments were and what you needed to make to be ready for a future 
war. | : 

The President again expressed surprise at Secretary Wilson’s ar- 

gument. He pointed out that recently, at his request, the Depart- 

ment of Defense had furnished him, for use in a speech, our exact 

requirements for 1100 major military end items. If we keep recom- 
puting these requirements year after year, the President said, how 
will we ever get anywhere near our mobilization goals? | 

Dr. Flemming said he agreed heartily with Secretary Wilson’s 
contention that we needed to bring our mobilization requirements 

up to date on a continuing basis. Defense and ODM have already 
agreed on a procedure for doing just this. — 

Secretary Wilson said that we were really very confused on 
whether or not we ought to keep production lines in being when 

there was no call for their products. As he saw it, he said, we were 

spending our money in this field for six main categories: (1) for 

maintenance of the existing level of forces; (2) modernization plans; _ 

(3) research and development; (4) stockpiling end items; (5) increase 
of capacity, including dispersion; and (6) improvement of bases and 

housing. More and more of us, he said, are coming to think that. 

the first six months of a third world war would be the crucial 
phase. All this has a great bearing on the issue now before the 

NSC. _ 

The President inquired of Secretary Wilson whether it was not 
true that all six of the points that he had raised had long since 

been decided on. Secretary Wilson replied that the decisions on 
them had been reached in 1951, and that the President would not 

be very happy now with the decisions which had been made at that 
time. | | 

Mr. Cutler said that the point of the matter, and what really | 
worried him most, were the facts and statistics set forth in the 

Planning Board’s paragraph 30.° From an annual rate of deliv- 

eries of about $15 billion in the last quarter of FY 1957, it was esti- 
mated that should war commence at the end of that year, total 
hard goods deliveries in the first year of the war (with no reduction 
for bomb damage) would be $41 billion. Whereas from the total 
actual deliveries of $24 billion in FY 1954, it was estimated that if | 

war had commenced at the end of that year, total hard goods deliv- 

eries in the first year of the war (with no reduction for bomb 

damage) would have been $55 billion. The difference, said Mr. 
Cutler, was quite alarming. | 

6 Reference is to the enclosure to the Oct. 5 memorandum by Lay to the NSC, 

p. 732. |
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Admiral Radford commented that in his opinion the National Se- : 

curity Council was talking about the present paper some three ) 
weeks too soon. By the end of that interval a number of problems 

bearing on mobilization policy will have been solved, and the Coun- . 

cil will also have the advantage of having received the report on 
the net capabilities of the Soviet Union to damage the United | 

States. 7 - 
The President inquired whether it would not be possible to get 

this whole problem portrayed on a chart or charts which would 
show the situation mobilization-wise that we would be in on M-day — : 

and thereafter—what we will look like. The chart should also in- | 

clude the strategic concept on the basis of which “we are going to 

fight.” 
Admiral Radford confessed that there was disagreement within 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the strategic aspects of war planning. 

He also expressed agreement with Secretary Wilson that money : 

figures were often misleading in calculating mobilization require- 7 

ments. For example, even if you had a great deal more money you 

couldn’t procure a great many more aircraft, for the simple reason | 

that aircraft could not be stockpiled in any great number. By and 7 

| large, said Admiral Radford, our armed forces were better off than : 

| ever before in peacetime history, and we had a better mobilization , 

and better production base than we had ever had in peacetime. 

With respect to Admiral Radford’s suggestion that the Council 

was premature in its consideration of the mobilization guidelines | 

report, Mr. Cutler reminded the Council that it had embarked on ; 

this present exercise in March 1954 in order to have reached deci- : 
sions which would be helpful in providing guidance for the formu- , 
lation of the budget for the next Fiscal Year. Now here we are, on | 

October 25; our task is still unfinished after six months, and there | 

| is not even a meeting of minds on how to complete it. __ : 

: | Dr. Flemming reiterated his conviction that appropriate budget | 

| guidance was actually provided by paragraph 34 of the Planning : 

Board’s draft. Turning to subparagraph 34-a, he said he would like ) 

po to underline the word “important” in the phrase “accelerate meas- 
| ures for dispersal to safer areas of important production capac- 

: ity .. .”. He said if this directive were applied to a small number 

of critical end items, this would form the basis of a very practical : 

i program of dispersal. The President, however, remained skeptical, 

| and asked Dr. Flemming how his proposal met the previously ex- 

pressed objections of Secretary Humphrey. How, in other words, 

7 Reference is presumably to NIE-11-4-54, “Soviet Capabilities and Probable : 
| Courses of Action Through Mid-1959’, dated Sept. 14, 1954, scheduled for publica- | 

| tion in volume VIII. |
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asked the President, can we meet this and avoid being blackjacked , 
by some company which wished the Government to pay half the 
expenses of its new construction? Was one solution, continued the 
President, the possibility of offering tax amortization on a competi- 
tive basis? Secretary Wilson replied that this would certainly be 
complicated. The President replied that of course it would be com- 
plicated, but that it might be an answer to Secretary Humphrey’s 
legitimate fears. , 

Secretary Wilson then raised the question as to who should have 
jurisdiction over this problem, particularly as between himself and 
Dr. Flemming. Secretary Humphrey replied that obviously this was 
a joint responsibility of Defense and ODM. Secretary Wilson went 
on to say that what really worried him most in the mobilization 
picture was the aircraft industry. It was a very easy target for 
enemy action and it was an industry which was difficult to move. If 
we could find a practical answer as to what to do with this indus- 
try we would really have accomplished something useful. Similarly, 
the “missile business” is also a looming problem. For this reason _— 
‘Secretary Wilson said he believed it was better to try to approach 
this whole problem by pieces, item by item, rather than first trying 
to look at it as a whole. 

_ Dr. Flemming said that he was quite agreeable to approaching 
the problem piece by piece. He said he also agreed with the Presi- 
dent’s approach to subparagraph 34-a in terms of a competitive tax 

_ amortization offer. He concluded that he was willing to accept the 
_ JCS version of subparagraph 34-a and to agree with the Joint | 

Chiefs to drop subparagraph 34-b entirely. | 
The President reverted to his earlier idea that the best way to 

get all of this more clearly before the minds of the Council mem- 
bers was to present it visually instead of wholly in a written 
report. Secretary Humphrey agreed, and called also for confining 
the illustrations to a small number of specific items, such as air- | 
craft. The President went on to say that what he wanted was a pic- 
ture of the problem that we were trying to solve, and he felt that 
such a picture could readily be presented by an effective and imagi- 
native staff officer. | 

Dr. Flemming went through the remainder of paragraph 34 and 
pointed out that the Net Capabilities Evaluation Subcommittee’s 
report would be very helpful in carrying out subparagraph c. With 
respect to subparagraph d, he felt this to be a statement of princi- 
ple which is altogether valid, even if certain safeguards were 
needed. As to subparagraph e, he said he did not see how he could 
possibly avoid making the kind of studies called for in this subpara- | 
graph.
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_. Secretary Humphrey took issue with Dr. Flemming on subpara- 

- graph 34-d, and said he strongly preferred a program of converting | 
existing plants making peacetime materials to quite different pro- 
duction of war materials, as opposed to the creation of large num- | : 

bers of stand-by plants. Nothing, said Secretary Humphrey, grows | 
obsolete so rapidly as stand-by plants. | OS | 

Mr. Cutler then summarized the discussion and suggested an | 

action for adoption by the Council which was in effect to adopt the 
JCS version tentatively and subject to reexamination at a meeting 

of the Council! on December 3. Secretary Wilson and the President — , 

agreed with this proposed action. Mr. Hughes, however, pointed out 
that one sentence in the JCS paragraph 28 disturbed him. This 
read: “The funds necessary to implement the mobilization program 
should not be in lieu of but in addition to those funds necessary to 
support and maintain the forces in being.”’ Written as it was, with- | 

| out any qualification, it seemed a dangerous invitation to spend : 

money. The President said that of course we did not want to throw , 

money around and permanently damage our economy. On the 

other hand, we had to be willing to spend enough to save our lives, , 

and he still stood strongly by the concept of doing what we needed | 
to do “over the long haul’. It was therefore agreeable to him to | 
amend this sentence by the addition of the phrase “Subject to deci- | 

sions on the budget,” at the beginning of the last sentence of para- | 
| graph 28. a | 

The National Security Council: § - OO 7 

a. Discussed the reference memorandum of October 5 on the sub- : 
: ject in the light of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff transmitted 
2 by the reference memorandum of October 25. | 

b. Tentatively adopted the statement of policy proposed by the | 
| Joint Chiefs of Staff in the enclosure to the reference memoran- 
: dum of October 25, subject to: oe oe oe ! 

(1) Addition of the words “Subject to decisions on the | 
! Budget,” at the beginning of the last sentence of paragraph 28. ; 
| _ (2). Further consideration in connection with the current | 
| review of basic policy after a visual presentation by the De- 
| partment of Defense and the Office of Defense Mobilization, at | 

| the Council meeting on December 8, 1954, ° of the status of the | 
_ mobilization base for the most critical categories of military | 

end items through Fiscal Year 1957, after taking into account | 
| the forthcoming report of the Net Capabilities Evaluation Sub- | 

| committee. | CO 

| 8 Paragraphs a-b constitute NSC Action No. 1254. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) files, 
lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”) can Oe 

| 9 “Guidelines for Mobilization” was not discussed by the NSC during the remain- 
| der of 1954. - | | | | | 

:
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Note: The statement of policy on the subject, as tentatively 
adopted and approved by the President in accordance with b above, 
subsequently circulated as Section III of NSC 5422/2. The action in 
b-(2) above subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense 
and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. | 

: | S. EVERETT GLEASON 

S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Review of Basic Natl Sec Policy, Sept-Nov, 1954” | 

Paper Prepared by the Director of the Foreign Operations 
| Administration (Stassen) 1 | 

TOP SECRET | [WASHINGTON, ] November 9, 1954. 

_ REVISION oF NSC 162/2 2 | 

1. The broad concepts upon which NSC 162/2 is based remain 
valid. . , | | 

2. Changes in NSC 162/2 are required because of the following 
significant developments which have occurred during the past year. 

a. The USSR has greatly modified its tactics and techniques for 
| achieving its objectives in the political, psychological and economic 

fields. In addition, revised intelligence estimates give the USSR 
7 and the Soviet bloc significantly increased capabilities in the nucle- 

ar and military fields. | | | 
b. Significant breakthroughs in U.S. national policy have been 

made in the Middle East and possibly in Germany. In the Far East 
there have been fewer successes in the achievement of U.S. objec- 
tives and in Southeast Asia there has been an important Chinese- 
Soviet bloc expansion of power. : 

c. Developments by the U.S. in the thermo-nuclear field have 
been extremely significant. 

d. Basic national differences between the U.S. and our allies in 
both the Eastern and Western Hemispheres, which have been sub- 
merged in the face of the serious Soviet threat, are becoming more 
evident. | | 

3. The general objectives of the new document should include 
achievement of a just peace within which the vital security inter- 

ests of the U.S. are preserved. — : 

4. A continuing strong military posture and a determination not 

only to assume our share of world leadership, but to use force if 

1 A covering memorandum of transmittal from Lay to the NSC, dated Nov. 19, 

notes that the “enclosed suggestions of the Director, Foreign Operations Administra- 
tion’ concerning the review of basic national security policy called for in NSC 
Action No. 1251 were being circulated to the NSC in anticipation of Council consid- 
eration at the meeting on Nov. 24. For information on NSC Action No. 1251, see 
footnote 3, p. 738. | 

2 Dated Oct. 30, 1953, p. 577. | | |
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necessary to safeguard vital U.S. interests, remain basic. The U.S. : 
is in the process of regrouping its military forces to carry out the 

concepts set forth in NSC 162/2. The U.S. has found that mainte- 
nance of modern armed forces by underdeveloped countries re- | 

| quires very substantial economic support. To counter the type of | 
threat encountered in Vietnam, an elite constabulary and small, | 

mobile, well trained military forces are the minimum essential re- 
quirement. World-wide U.S. commitments must be reviewed and | 

| revised to meet the current and projected situation. | | 
5. There is a need for a clearly stated concept outlining the rela- : 

tionship between U.S. and Allied military forces, particularly in 
the underdeveloped areas and a policy statement as to the desira- | 
ble degree of integration of these forces in the event of both local 
operations and in the event of a general war. This would lead to a | 

| later review oi force goals of U'S. allies, particularly in the under- | 
developed areas, and the establishment of U.S. force levels which | 

will give minimum security to peripheral areas during the possible 

local wars, without jeopardizing U.S. war plans dealing with gener- : 

al war. a | | | 
6. Overall U.S. policy towards Europe needs to be reviewed. An © : 

assessment as to the situation after Germany begins to make her 
full contribution to Western defense is essential with evaluation of | 

the role of modern weapons in allied hands. 

7. Our China policy, including East-West Controls of China trade, 

should be reviewed and revised. New efforts must be made to | 

regain the initiative in Asia and the Near East. 
8. Our success in the Near East should be exploited by following 

through to establish greater cohesion and increased strength of the : 

area. | | | 
9. General policies on Africa should at least receive mention in : 

the new document. | 7 

10. Generally, the NSC should reexamine the relative emphasis | 

which should be assigned to military and economic programs in the | 

underdeveloped countries of the Free World. In these areas, techni- _ 

| cal assistance, economic and educational programs and training 

and internal police forces should be strengthened to bring’ about | 

better and more stable governments, sounder economic principles | 

and practices and generally strengthen free world ties among these | 
people as insurance against tactics of “creeping expansion—inter- | 
nal subversion” employed successfully by the enemy in many such | 
areas. As a general objective the U.S. should act sympathetically 

| and in a humanitarian manner towards the people and emerging | 

| nations of the underdeveloped areas in their struggle for independ- : 
ence and higher standards of living. 

| |
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11. The U.S. should take stock of its ability to meet the more 
flexible and less predictable Soviet tactics, particularly in the polit- 
ical, internal police, economic and psychological fields, and make 
the necessary changes in organization and short-range policy to 
meet the new situation. . ee _ 

12. There must be made available adequate resources to execute 
| national security policies and to maintain the U.S. military pos- 

ture. | 

S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Review of Basic Natl Sec Policy, Sept-Nov, 1954” 

| Paper Prepared in the Department of State} 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,| November 15, 1954. 

| Basic NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 

(Suggestions of the Secretary of State) cr 

I. CHANGES IN THE WORLD SITUATION AND ESTIMATE OF TRENDS OVER 
THE NEXT FEW YEARS 

Reappraisal of national security policy must take account of 

recent changes and probable trends, both in the policies and tactics 

of the Communist powers and in the free world situation. 

1. Communist Policies | 

The Soviet shift to a “soft” line since the death of Stalin is a 
major new factor. It tends to allay the fears of free-world countries, 
to relax their efforts to build effective defenses, to foster neutral- 

ism, and to divide the free peoples. The ending of hostilities in 
Korea and Indochina reinforces these trends. 

The evidence so far does not prove that the USSR has modified | 
its basic hostility toward the U.S. and the free world. As of now, 

_ however, the USSR appears anxious to avoid general war with the 
U.S. and probably will refrain from actions likely to bring on such 
a war, and may be seeking an extended period of lower tensions. 

Communist China remains bitterly hostile to the U.S. and osten- | 
sibly committed to the conquest of Formosa. Despite its bellicose 

talk, however, Communist China may well be more interested in . 

strengthening its economy and its international position than in 

early major military ventures that would involve war with the U.S. 
Its main effort in expanding its power probably will take the form 
of penetration and subversion in neighboring countries. | 

1A covering memorandum of transmittal from Lay to the NSC, dated Nov. 17, 

notes that the “enclosed suggestions of the Secretary of State’”’ were being circulated 
to the Council in anticipation of consideration at the meeting of Nov. 24.
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- The Sino-Soviet tie probably will remain intact for the next few : 
years because it furthers the purposes of both parties. The USSR, 

however, may exercise a restraining influence on Communist | 

- China. — cere eee ea 

2. Approach to Atomic Parity : ee 

As indicated in NSC 5422/1, 2 the increased destructiveness of 
nuclear weapons and the approach of effective atomic parity are : 

creating a situation in which general war would threaten the de- 

struction of Western civilization and of the Soviet regime, and in : 
which national objectives could not be attained through a general ! 
war, even if a military victory were won. A situation of mutual de- | 

terrence to general war could result. However, the possibility of ! 

war by miscalculation or otherwise cannot be excluded. | 

The growing Soviet nuclear power and the devastating nature of _ , 
total war seem certain to affect allied and US. attitudes toward ) 

war and risks of war. a ae MOAN | 

8. Trends in the Free World Le as oes oe 

The security of the U.S. continues to depend largely on the main- , 
tenance of its alliances and the cohesion of the free world. = | 

. In some respects, conditions have improved through the settling 

of the disputes in Egypt, Iran and Trieste; the London-Paris agree- 

: ments; * and the liquidation of the Communist regime in Guatema- | 

la. Yet serious weaknesses remain. | | | 

The fear of atomic war and the Soviet “soft” line strengthen ten- : 
dencies toward lower defense efforts, neutralism, or even uncritical 

accommodation with the Soviets. Differing attitudes on China have 

been a source of difficulty with our allies, and signs of generally 

more independent and nationalist policies on their part point to : 
new strains on the alliances. Eds eh dae 

| The situation in Southeast Asia is extremely precarious, al- 
though the conclusion of the Manila Pact * should have a salutary : 
effect. In the underdeveloped areas, some specific situations have : 

| improved, but long-term trends still appear adverse. ee 

| II. IMPLICATIONS FOR U.S. BASIC SECURITY POLICY | ; 

_ Existing basic national security policy remains generally valid. : 
| Clarification and changes in emphasis, however, seem required in ) 

: _ the following three aspects: | | oe | , 

| 2 For information on NSC 5422/1, see the memorandum by Bowie, Aug. 4, p. 699. 
‘95 ror documentation on the ‘“London-Paris agreements’, see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 

| 4 For documentation on the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty of 1954, see 
vol. xu, Part 1, pp.1ff. a | |
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1. U.S. Policy should focus more effort on meeting the Communists’ | 
cold war strategy : | | 

A prolonged period of cold war, with a reduced fear of overt ag- 
gression, will severely test the stability and cohesion of the free 
world. The U.S. should stress measures calculated to strengthen 
the political and economic fabric of the free world: 

a. In the underdeveloped areas of South and Southeast Asia, the 
U.S. should: | | 

(1) provide such economic and technical aid over an extended 
period, as can be used effectively to accelerate present slow rates of 
economic growth and to give those peoples a sense of present 
progress and future hope which is currently lacking. At present it 
appears both necessary and feasible to increase materially the 
scale of assistance to South and Southeast Asia, which are most di- 
rectly threatened by Communist expansion; 

(2) extend such military and related aid as may be required to 
| enable them to maintain internal security and participate in local 

defense; but not press for the adoption of defense programs so ex- 
tensive as to create undue internal strains. 

6. In relations with Western Europe and Japan, the U.S. should: 
(1) take full account of the effect of defense programs on their 

stability, and ensure that the rearming of the German Federal Re- 
public and Japan is carried out at a pace and in a manner to mini- | 
mize dangers of militarist revival; 

(2) seek to reduce world barriers to trade and stimulate their 
| trade prospects; | | | 

(3) in Western Europe, continue to foster economic and political 
integration. | 

c. In relation to the Latin American States, 
(1) Faced with the well-organized Communist efforts to exploit 

economic and social conditions in these areas, the U.S. should seek 
to develop sounder economies there, recognizing that grants tend to 
perpetuate or encourage unsound fiscal policies, but that drastic 
shock treatment would probably be ineffective and merely 
strengthen the Communist position; | an | 

(2) The present close political affiliation of the American States, _ 
which is an extremely valuable asset in the United Nations and 
otherwise, must be preserved even at the price of slowing down 
somewhat our proper desire to put the financial affairs and policies 
of these countries on a sounder basis. 

2. U.S. policy should take full account of the fact that total war 
would be an incalculable disaster a | 

a. The primary aim must be to deter any Communist armed ag- 

gression and to avoid the danger that such aggression would devel- 

op into general nuclear war. For this purpose the U.S., with its 

allies, should maintain sufficient flexible military capabilities, and 
firmness of policy, to convince the Communist rulers that the U.S. 

and its allies have the means to ensure that aggression will not pay 

and the will to use military force if the situation requires.
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b. The U.S., however, should (1) forego actions which would gen- 

erally be regarded as provocative, and (2) be prepared, if hostilities 
occur, to meet them, where feasible, in a manner and on a scale | 

which will not inevitably broaden them into total nuclear war. In 
the conditions facing us, such policies are necessary to assure the 
support of our allies against aggression and to avoid risks which do | 
not promise commensurate strategic or political gains. These con- 

clusions have an obvious bearing on basic military strategy and on I 
our policy toward Communist China. | | 

c. In organizing NATO defense around nuclear weapons: 

(1) The U.S. should recognize that it will be morally committed : 
to maintain in Europe forces for using these weapons or to supply 
such weapons to the other NATO countries. | : 

(2) The U.S. and NATO should explore urgently the possibility of 
maintaining sufficient flexibility in NATO forces to avoid exclusive 
dependence on atomic weapons, without losing their deterrent 
effect, so as to give the Europeans some sense of choice as to the | 
actual character of warfare. Otherwise the strategy will strain the 
will to fight and spur neutralism. , Lo 

d. Guided missiles seem certain to become available within sever- | 

al years and to effect even more radically the problem of defense. | 

It is not too soon to begin studies of their effects on our military : 
strategy and alliances. At least in the early stages, when ranges ! 
are limited, they are likely to enhance greatly the importance of 
our overseas bases and our alliances. 3 

3. Without relaxing its defense posture, the U.S. should be ready, : 

' under proper conditions, to negotiate with the Communist : 
: powers : 

This position is necessary and desirable both to satisfy world 

| opinion and to explore the possibilities of actually alleviating or : 
| solving outstanding problems. | 

: The U.S. should continue to seek: | | 

| a. Agreements on disarmament which would reduce the peril to 
! - our national existence resulting from present and prospective | 
| Soviet military capabilities and the continued possibility of total 

: nuclear war. | 

2 b. Other means to reduce areas of tension and conflict without 
2 jeopardizing its security or that of the rest of the free world. | 

. These efforts should have the aim of either: | 

a. Exposing the falsity of the Communists’ “conciliatory” line | 

and placing on them the onus for the persistence of unsettled prob- : 

lems, tension and the danger of war; |
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b. Forcing the Communist bloc to substantiate its “peace offen- 
sive” with conciliatory actions and compromises that will benefit 
the free world; | arn 

c. Encouraging trends in Communist policy favorable to peaceful 

relations and free world interests which the Communist rulers may 

find it difficult to reverse. 

S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Review of Basic Natl Sec Policy, Sept-Nov, 1954” __ 

Paper Prepared by the Director of Central Intelligence (Dulles) } 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,] November 18, 1954. 

The Director of Central Intelligence submits his comments for 
the Review of Basic National Security Policy in two parts, one deal- 
ing with key elements of intelligence bearing on the over-all prob- 
lem, and the second indicating a recommendation for organization 
in the field of cold war activities. - 

I. ELEMENTS OF INTELLIGENCE ENTERING INTO A REVIEW OF POLICY 
| Vis-A-VIS THE SOVIET BLoc 

| Relative Soviet Military Power | 

1. The Soviet Bloc’s power to launch military action against the 

| US will be substantially greater five years hence when it will prob- 
ably have completed the re-equipment of its long-range air force 

with high-performance jet aircraft and have accumulated a sub- 
stantial arsenal of assorted tactical and strategic nuclear weapons 

(including multi-megaton bombs). At the same time its air defenses 
will be substantially improved, and its conventional armaments, 

particularly submarines and the ground forces of itself and China, 

will be thoroughly modernized. 0 
2. Against these developments we must balance the continued 

improvement of the NATO forces plus the probable introduction of 

important German units, the possibility of some rearmament in 
Japan, and the progressive development of new defensive weapons 

and measures. On balance, it is believed that the USSR will have a 

net capability to inflict increasingly serious injury on the US from 
1957 on. And if, as we estimate, the Soviets can develop an inter- 

continental ballistic missile by early in the 1960’s, it will confront 
the US with a further physical insecurity, for which there may be 
no practical countermeasure. | | 

1A covering memorandum of transmittal from Lay to the National Security 
Council, dated Nov. 18, notes that the “enclosed comments of the Director of Central 

Intelligence” were being circulated to members of the NSC in anticipation of consid- 
eration by the Council at its meeting on Nov. 24. _
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3. The USSR already possesses the net capability to inflict crip- 

pling damage on this country’s principal industrial allies, specifi- 
cally the major nations of Western Europe and Japan. No improve- _ 
ment in defensive measures presently contemplated will be suffi- 

cient to prevent this net capability from becoming greater with the 
passage of time, especially as Soviet capabilities in medium-range | 
missiles improve. This growing vulnerability of our Allies has al- 

_ ready visibly reduced their willingness to incur any appreciable I 
risk of war in order to prevent Soviet successes in third areas, no- 

tably in Asia. We must expect that our Allies will show increasing 

reluctance to engage in diplomatic or military action which seems ; 

to involve a risk of war. With certain exceptions where their own 

vital interests are directly concerned, their willingness to stand | 

firm will decline in the face of new acts of subversion, minor com- : 

- munist advances, and acts of Soviet intimidation. 

_ Political and Economic Situation of the Bloc | Ome | 

4. Based on present trends, political and economic developments : 
within the Bloc may be expected to continue favorable from the = ||. 
Soviet standpoint. Despite discontent in the European Satellites, : 

| there is little chance of Soviet control being shaken by internal : 
| revolt in the next few years, though there is the possibility that | 

unrest and economic difficulties might tend increasingly to reduce : 
their net contribution to the strength of the Bloc. Within the USSR | 
itself the succession crisis has to date been surmounted with sur- | 
prising ease, and there is evidence that the Soviet people are less : 

dissatisfied with the regime than in years past. 
5. For the next few years, the economic growth of the USSR can 

be expected to continue at a rate (expressed in percentage terms) 
| almost double that of the US. The total output of the US economy | 

will, of course, continue to greatly exceed that of the USSR, and | 
the growth of output in absolute terms should be greater in the US : 

, in most years. These comparisons in terms of total output are, how- 

| ever, misleading from the military viewpoint, because Soviet efforts 
: have been concentrated on heavy industry and on the production of | 

capital goods and military end items, with the consequence that a | 
| far larger proportion of the USSR’s smaller total output is of a sort | 
, that contributes to the nation’s war potential. There is currently 
| some increased emphasis on consumer goods and on agriculture, | 

: which is still a weak point. Nonetheless, the Soviet margin of ad- : 
: vantage in growth rates will be greater in the industrial sector | 

than in the economy as a whole, and the Soviets will certainly 
, devote to capital investment a far higher proportion of their output | 

than the US. 7 - |
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6. Except for specialized items of direct military importance, Free 

World restrictions in trade with the USSR are likely to produce _ 
only minor nuisance effect and to be less and less effective in view 
of increasing Bloc self-sufficiency. There will be growing opposition 
to the maintenance of controls on trade with the Bloc in both Free 
Europe and Asia (especially Japan). 

Communist China 

7. Red China has emerged as a powerful junior partner in the 
Bloc—a nation more vigorous and cohesive than at any time since 
the 17th century. At the present time the Red China regime is defi- 
nitely oriented toward the USSR not only for ideological reasons 
but because it has nowhere else to turn for help in attaining its 

industrial and strategic goals. It seems unlikely that the US will 
continue to find a majority with it for opposing the entrance of 

Communist China into the United Nations. Moreover, most other 

Asians (including the Japanese) and most Europeans will continue . 

to be highly sensitive to actions by the US which seem to be de- 
signed to render peacful coexistence with Red China impossible. 
We may therefore face a further degree of isolation on the UN and 
other issues related to Communist China, as time goes on, which 

would adversely affect our relations with other friendly countries 
and neutrals, and hence the carrying out of our policy in the Far 
East. | | 

Possible Lines of Soviet Policy : 

8. While we continue to estimate that the Soviet leaders ulti- 
mately envisage ‘“(a) the elimination of every world power center 
capable of competing with the USSR, (b) the spread of Communism 

to all parts of the world, and (c) Soviet domination of the other 

| Communist regimes,’ we have increasing evidence that the top 

Soviet leadership realize that this is a long-term objective and may 
be genuinely desirous of a considerable period of ‘“‘coexistence’’, 
that is, a period of some years in which tensions and risks of war 

are reduced. Recent statements by Malenkov added to concrete 
steps with respect to Yugoslavia and other neighbors, and unrest in 

certain of the satellites, suggest that the USSR would like to 
“make a deal” (or series of deals) that would secure Western acqui- 
escence to the approximate present area of their domination, in ex- 

change for their undertaking not to expand the Communist orbit | 
by force. Such a Soviet desire would be motivated in part by fear of 
war, in part by the already clear belief that a return to the Stalin- 
ist level of tensions would be counterproductive and that the West- 

ern alliance can be better split by soft than by hard tactics, and in 
part by domestic preoccupations in both the USSR and Communist 

China. Whether the Soviets might again turn to a tough policy,
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and the lengths to which they would then go, would depend largely | 

on the firmness and stability of the Free World in a developing sit- 

uation of effective atomic plenty. oe 

9. Though we assume that the Western coalition is resolved to en 

proceed with the ratification of the Paris agreements * despite any | 

Soviet diplomatic maneuvers, there is throughout Europe an impa- 

tience to explore the possibilities of “coexistence” that will be in- | 

creasingly difficult to resist once the agreements are accomplished. : 

The UK, French, and German governments will press strongly for 

efforts to reach a general settlement with the Soviets. The US may 

be able to restrain this urge for a while. However, if the Soviet , 

“peace offensive” continues, sometime in 1955 the US will probably 

have to choose between increasing isolation from its major Allies 

and participation in such a move, with a review [view] to debunk- , 

ing the Soviet “peace offensive” to the degree it turns out to be | 

phony. | | 

10. On the other hand there are some indications that the Soviet 

“peace offensive” might taper off, as at least some of the leaders of 

the USSR apparently advocate a decidedly tough reaction to the | 

ratification of the German rearmament agreements. Thus during ; 

the months ahead the US might well prepare alternative policies | 

depending on whether or not the Soviet “peace offensive” continues 

after the Paris pacts are ratified. | 

11. We estimate that the USSR will not deliberately initiate, and | 

will try to restrain its Far Eastern allies and satellites from delib- 

erately initiating, a hot war or overt military aggression within the : 

next five years provided the US and the Free World maintain an 

adequate military posture. On the other hand, even if Soviet lead- : 

ers genuinely desire the period of relaxation mentioned above, such 

a period would take some time to develop. Notwithstanding the : 

| pendency, or even the actual existence, of a “deal” or ‘deals’ cov- | 

ering overt aggressive action, the Soviet leaders will not expect : 

subversive movements to diminish, nor will they plan in fact to , 

abandon their initiation, direction and covert support of such , 

movements. Thus, the Soviet Bloc will not hesitate to seize opportu- | . 

! nities to exploit weaknesses and division in the rest of the world, 

: with all of the techniques of political, psychological, economic and : 

| subversive warfare at which they are adept, and will devote major } 

| financial and other resources to this effort. | 

| 12. As the lines between the Soviet Bloc and Western coalition : 

3 have come to be more and more clearly drawn over the last seven 

years, a situation has come into being in which any further Soviet : 

| Bloc gains of territory (whether through aggression from without 

2 For documentation on the “Paris agreements”, see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1294 ff.
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or subversion from within) would have an impact which might be 
out of all proportion to the strategic, economic, or political signifi- 
cance of the territory lost. The US is challenged by an aggressive _ 
enemy with the capability of organizing opposition in virtually all 
parts of the world, and this enemy’s strategy of reliance upon ex- 
cessive promises and of exploiting every disruptive local issue 
places it in a position to exploit as a victory almost every break- 
down that occurs in the machinery of society outside of the Soviet _ 
Bloc. Unlike Britain in the 19th century, therefore, the US today 
must take seriously, as a potential threat to the cohesion and de- 
termination of the Free World, every situation of weakness that de- 
velops anywhere in the non-communist world from Chile to Viet- 
nam. | a | — 

IT. RECOMMENDATION | | 

Need for Additional Counter-Subversive Activity | 

1. The Soviets enjoy a substantial advantage in the field of inte- 
grated subversive warfare. They have effective assets in most free 
countries in the form of communist political parties, front organiza- 
tions and underground nets, as well as the tightly coordinated 
mechanisms of a dictatorial government to control and direct the 
use of these assets. We should face the fact. that some of these ad- 
vantages will persist. These are largely inherent in the nature of 
the Soviet system, which has no scrutiny from a free press and is : 
not subject to the pressures generated by democratic political and | 
legal processes. The communists enjoy, too, the immense advantage 
of being bent upon destruction and disruption everywhere outside 
their own border with no responsibility for the infinitely more diffi- ) 
cult task of construction and conservation. Bye , 

2. Despite the difficulties that confront the US Government by | 
reason of its devotion to freedom and democracy at home and to — | 
constructive purposes abroad, there are shortcomings in our 
counter-subversive effort which could be overcome. It goes without 
saying that the US will need to employ in a closely coordinated 
fashion all the cold war weapons at its disposal, including specifi- 
cally economic measures, military programs designed to achieve 
cold war objectives (rather than to contribute significantly to allied | 
strength in the event of a hot war), and covert operations. Yet this - 
Government has not developed the coordination, flexibility, and de- oo 
cisiveness in resolving internal differences that would make possi- 
ble the utilization with maximum effect of all the assets which the 
US does possess. Furthermore the US gets precious little help from 
its Allies in this field.
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| 3. These shortcomings will not be overcome merely by the cre- 
| ation of additional administrative machinery. What is required for | 
| the more effective carrying out of NSC directives in the field of 
2 countersubversion is the decisive coordination of political, military, | 

2 economic and covert actions, greater flexibility in integrating into 

( specific covert operations assets already available in our military, 

| diplomatic and economic organizations, and possibly more effective | 

| utilization of assets outside of government in the business and aca- | 
: demic fields. Consideration should also be given in appropriate in- | 
| stances to seeking the cooperation of our Allies so that their assets | 
| would also be available in specific covert counter-subversive pro- | 

grams. ee De hop | ge ! 

: S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Review of Basic Natl Sec Policy, Sept-Nov, 1954” | 

Memorandum by the Director of Defense Mobilization (Flemming) to : 
i _the Special Assistant to the President for National Security Af- | 
| fairs (Cutler) — | | : 

| TOP SECRET >. - WASHINGTON, November 19, 1954. | 

: I am attaching to this memorandum some “Notes on National | 

Security Policy.” a : 
| I am always very hesitant to develop a paper of this kind without | 

: having first had the benefit of discussion with representatives of : 
: Departments and Agencies that are much closer to some of these 2 

2 mattersthanlam.  _- | : 
7 I am confident that this does not reflect any final position on my | 

: part, but that my views will change as a result of discussion in the | 
| National Security Council. : 
| I would hope very much that this document would not be circu- | 
2 lated through the staffs of various Departments and Agencies and | 
: labeled as an O.D.M. position. I have simply tried to “think out | 
| loud” in an effort to be helpful as far as the discussion next week is | 

concerned. ! . | ; | 

| OO | ARTHUR S. FLEMMING 

| 1 Reference is to the forthcoming NSC meeting on Nov. 24; see the memorandum | 

of discussion, p. 787. ae 

P, ae |
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[Attachment] 

Paper Prepared by the Director of Defense Mobilization (Flemming) 

TOP SECRET [| WASHINGTON, undated. ] 

Notes ON NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 

1. There appears to be general agreement that since the adoption 

of NSC 162/2, 2? the time when Soviet Russia will approximate the 
strength of the United States in nuclear weapons has been short- 
ened considerably. 

2. Available evidence points to the fact that during the period be- 
tween now and the time when Soviet Russia approximates the 

strength of the United States in nuclear weapons, both Soviet 

Russia and Communist China will continue their efforts to widen 

their sphere of influence particularly in Asia and Southeast Asia 

by such methods as subversion and the initiation of civil wars. 

3. In developing a coordinated action program for the few years 

remaining before Soviet Russia does approximate the strength of 

the United States in nuclear weapons, consideration must be given 

to the type of program it will be necessary to follow after the posi- 

tion of equality is reached. 

5. At the same time, the United States should be prepared to 
react with force if necessary and advantageous to expansion and 

subversion supported and supplied by Communist China which, if 
carried to a successful conclusion, would weaken our position in re- 

lation to Soviet Russia. This is an area where no generalized state- 

ment of policy can provide ahead of time the answers to the specif- 

ic situations that may arise. | 

It is clear that we must be prepared to react with armed force 

against any belligerent move by Communist China. 

6. Between now and the time when Soviet Russia approximates 

the strength of the United States in nuclear weapons, the United | 

States should use its present position of superiority as a backdrop 

for political, psychological and economic measures designed to 

| strengthen the non-Communist nations of Asia and Southeast Asia. 

This program should be pressed as relentlessly and with as com- 

plete abandon as far as sacrifices are concerned as if we were en- | 

gaged in actual hostilities. | 

Military situations should be dealt with as they arise in such a 
manner as to make it clear that we will not stand idly by and | 

permit Governments which have moved in the direction of an a 

2 Dated Oct. 30, 1953, p. 577.
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alignment with the Free World to be undermined by Soviet Russia 
or Communist China by subversion or by the initiation of civil war. | ! 

7. Coincident with the carrying forward of this type of program ! 

between now and the time when Soviet Russia approximates the 2 
strength of the United States in nuclear weapons, a comprehensive : 
program should be put into effect which makes it very apparent to : 

both the enemy and the Free World that we are taking realistic 
and revolutionary steps which involve genuine sacrifices in order i 

to put the Free World in a position where it will not have to adopt 

a defeatist or fatalistic attitude when Soviet Russia does approxi- : 

mate the strength of the United States in nuclear weapons. 

One aspect of this total program should involve our mobilization : 

base in the following manner: | 

a. As we taper off or bring to an end current defense production | 
of military end-items that may or may not become obsolete, we 
should take steps to provide adequate capacity for production of 1 
new weapons at the rate that would be required immediately fol- 
lowing M Day. | : 

b. We should identify those comparatively small numbers of end- 
items that we would need to have in production and keep in pro- : 
duction on M Day, if our retaliatory efforts are to be successful, , 
and make sure that we have facilities for the production of such 
items at locations that are regarded as being the least vulnerable 
to attack, and that are subjected to security measures which would | 
virtually eliminate the possibility of internal sabotage. Criteria . 
which are utilized in the establishment and operation of AEC in- 
stallations should be applied to installations that must be available : 
in the interest of effective retaliation. The carrying out of such a 
policy will involve either the relocation of some facilities or the | 
construction of shadow facilities and the development of detailed 
plans for putting such facilities into operation. 

: 

| ,
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S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Review of Basic Natl Sec Policy, Sept-Nov, 1954” | was 

Memorandum by the Director of the United States Information 
Agency (Streibert) to the Special Assistant to the President for 
National Security Affairs (Cutler)1 | | 

TOP SECRET | WASHINGTON, November 19, 1954. 

In response to your invitation to submit suggested changes in the 

Summary of Existing Basic National Security Policy of October 21, 
1954, 2 USIA submits the following: _ | 

Add to item D-4, “Uncommitted and Underdeveloped Areas’, 

page 5, 4th paragraph, the clause underlined as follows: 2 

“The U.S. should seek to secure the cooperation of uncommitted 
states on a basis of mutual self-respect, without attempting to 
make active allies of those not so inclined. Recognizing that eco- 
nomic development would not in itself necessarily create an atmos- _ 
phere more favorable to cooperation with the free world alliance, 
the U.S. should take such actions as are calculated to produce a fa- 
vorable psychological effect in the area, and should refrain, so far _ 
as feasible, from opposing anti-colonialism and legitimate national- _ 
ism.” Oo ee ee 2 | 

Because economic crisis or collapse can be used effectively by the 
Communists, there is a widespread opinion that economic improve- 

ment and development will make it more difficult for communism 
to penetrate and will promote free world cohesion. This, in our | 

opinion, is not necessarily so. In fact, it can be demonstrated that 
in many cases Communist penetration is more effective with eco- 
nomic improvement. os oo 

Perhaps the suggestion does not cover adequately this basic 

policy, but it seemed to us to fit into the Summary best at this 
point. | . 

"THEODORE C. STREIBERT 

1A covering memorandum of transmittal from Lay to the National Security 
Council, dated Nov. 22, notes that the enclosed views of the Director of the USIA : 

were being circulated to members of the NSC in anticipation of consideration by the 
Council of a review of basic national security policy at the meeting of Nov. 24. This 
memorandum also states that the views of the Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisers were included, but no such paper has been found. This memorandum was 
addressed to Cutler in his capacity as Chairman of the NSC Planning Board. | 

2 Reference is to a later revision by Cutler, not printed, of the Oct. 11 basic state- 

ment on existing national security policy, p. 738. | 

3 Printed here as italics.
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S/P-NSC files, lot 61 D 167, “Review of Basic Nat] Sec Policy, Sept-Nov, 1954” | - . 

| _ Memorandum by the Secretary of Defense (Wilson) to the Executive 
Secretary of the National Security Council (Lay) | : 

| TOP SECRET  ~—> WASHINGTON, November 22, 1954. | 

: Subject: Review of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 162/2 and 
| NSC 5422/2) 2 | | oe | | | 

| _ The Joint Chiefs of Staff have provided the following comments | 

| regarding desirable changes in United States basic security policy. 

These comments are as follows: _ ao | | 

| “1, At this time, when ‘Existing Basic National Security Policy’ | 
. is under review, the Joint Chiefs of Staff feel it their duty specifi- | 
: cally to draw attention to the evolution of a situation which, mili- | 

tarily, could involve progressively more serious risks to national se- | 
| curity than those we now face. The struggle between the Commu- : 
| nist and non-Communist world is now in a critical era and within a ! 
: period of relatively few years will probably reach a decisive state. | 
| _ “2. There is no acceptable evidence of abandonment or major  —_—is 
| - modification of the Communist objective of achieving ultimate : 

| world domination, using armed force, if necessary. There is no 
, abatement of Communist efforts to infiltrate, subvert and control 
, non-Communist Governments. Communist machinery for exerting 
| this effort continues to be augmented and strengthened. Commu- 
| nist armed strength and war-making potential, including capability | 
2 for thermonuclear attack, continue to increase. — : 
) ‘3. This combination of objective and capabilities together com- | 

prise a threat to the non-Communist world in general and to our ; 
: | national security in particular. The growth of this threat, with the : 

enormously increased potentiality for destruction, deriving from ca- 
| pability in the thermonuclear field, and growing fear, in certain 

po non-Communist nations of involvement in atomic war, with a defi- 
2 nite trend toward neutralism, are some of the major forces in the 

situation now evolving. = = - | | | 
| “4. The non-Communist world, if it takes positive and timely dy- | 
| namic countermeasures, presently has ample resources to meet this 

situation, and with high chance of maintaining world peace with- 
out sacrifice of either vital security interests or fundamental moral 
principles, or in the event of war being forced upon it, of winning 

| that war beyond any reasonable doubt. On the other hand, failure 
| on the part of the free world and particularly of the United States 
| to take such timely and dynamic action could, within a relatively | 

short span of years, result in the United States finding itself isolat- 
| ed from the rest of the free world and thus placed in such jeopardy 

as to reduce its freedom of action to two alternatives—that of ac- : 

1A covering memorandum of transmittal from Lay to the NSC, dated Nov. 22, : 
notes that “At the request of the Secretary of Defense, the enclosed comments of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the subject” were being circulated to Council members | 
in anticipation of consideration at the Nov. 24 meeting; for the memorandum of dis- 

| cussion, see infra. | 
2 Dated Oct. 30, 1953, and Aug. 7, 1954, pp. 577 and 715, respectively. | , 

; |
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commodation to Soviet designs or contesting such designs under 
conditions not favorable to our success. , 

“5. Paragraph 45 of NSC 162/2 states ‘. . . the broad aim of U.S. 
security policies must be to create, prior to the achievement of 
mutual atomic plenty, conditions under which the United States 
and the free world coalition are prepared to meet the Soviet-Com- 
munist threat with resolution and to negotiate for its alleviation 
under proper safeguards.’ When adopted, it was considered that 
NSC 162/2 provided a basic policy which held promise of achieving 
this broad aim, despite the lack of concrete definition of the “condi- 
tions’ to be created. However, the Joint Chiefs of Staff believe that, 
in the interim since the adoption of NSC 162/2, the Soviet-Commu- 
nist threat has not been reduced, while the time available for the 
establishment of more secure conditions has appreciably dimin- 
ished. It is deemed pertinent to the review of current policy to de- 
termine whether this lack of progress should be attributed to the | 
policy itself or to the efficacy of steps taken in implementation 
thereof. : | 

“6. The United States rejects the concept of preventive war or 
acts intended to provoke war. Thus, a definite limit is established 
beyond which our policy and courses of action to implement that 
policy should not go. However, there remains a wide latitude be- 
tween a category of somewhat passive measures which are reactive 
or counteractive to Soviet acts or threats of aggression and a cate- 
gory of more positive measures to be undertaken ‘even at the risk 
of but without deliberately provoking war.’ A study of NSC 162/2 
discloses that it provides verbal accommodations for either of these 
categories of security measures. Meaningful evaluation of basic se- 
curity policy, however, includes recognition of the interpretations 
given to such policy statements in their actual application. In this 

| sense it is clear that steps taken under NSC 162/2 have not result- 
ed in a reduction of the Soviet-Communist threat. On the contrary, 
NSC 162/2 as basic security policy has been attended by continued 
emphasis on reactive-type security measures and continued growth 
of the threat to the free world. Accordingly, it is believed necessary 
to remove from NSC 162/2 its present preponderant commitment 
to a policy of reaction, with the purpose of providing a basic USS. 
security policy of unmistakably positive quality. | 

“7, While NSC 162/2 has sufficient flexibility to have served as 
adequate guidance to meet Soviet aggressions occurring during its _ 
existence, the Joint Chiefs of Staff feel that in the formulation of 
subsidiary policies pertaining to particular countries or regions, 
there have been deviations from the guidelines provided in NSC 
162/2 and that, in the application of these policies, the United 
States has not focused upon the achievement of the broad objective 
of our basic security policy. It is considered that the timely achieve- 
ment of the broad objective of U.S. security policy cannot be 
brought about if the United States is required to defer to the coun- 
sel of the most cautious among our Allies or if it is unwilling to 
undertake certain risks inherent in the adoption of dynamic and 
positive security measures. In summary, it is the view of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff that the objective stated in paragraph 45 of NSC 
162/2 remains valid but it is imperative that our basic security
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policy, when revised, reflect throughout the greater urgency of the | : 

present situation, define concretely the conditions which it is the 

aim of our security policy to create, and direct the formulation of ! 

courses of action designed to achieve the basic objective. In the | 

final analysis, the criterion as to each course of action to be adopt- 

ed should be determined by what best serves the interests of the 

United States. | | - 

“8 The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend that the foregoing views 

be presented to the National Security Council. A statement of the 

specific methods of implementing paragraph 45 of NSC 162/2 and 

paragraphs 12 and 13 of NSC 5422/2 should be charged to some ex- 

isting or ad hoc agency of the NSC, so constituted as to member- : 

ship as to insure that all major political, military, economic, and I 

financial considerations will be accorded their due consideration.” 

The Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force agree with : 

these comments as do I. I am transmitting them to you as the 

views of the Department of Defense for the consideration of the | 

National Security Council. | 

| ) - C.E. WILSON : 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file : 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 225th Meeting of the National 7 

Security Council, Wednesday, November 24, 1954 ' | 

TOP SECRET 2 

Present at this meeting were the President of the United States, : 

presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; the Di- | 

rector, Foreign Operations Administration; and the Director, Office | 

of Defense Mobilization. Also present were Assistant Secretary ; 

Rose for the Secretary of the Treasury; the Acting Attorney Gener- : 

al; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic ! 

Energy Commission; Mr. Spear for the Federal Civil Defense Ad- : 

ministrator; the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers (Item 1); ) 

the Director, U.S. Information Agency; the Deputy Secretary of De- | 

fense; the Secretary of the Army; the Secretary of the Navy; the 

| Secretary of the Air Force; the Under Secretary of the Navy; the | 

: Under Secretary of the Air Force; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of 

1 Staff; the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; 

| the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; Gen. Pate for the Commandant, 

2 U.S. Marine Corps; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Assist- 

, ant to the President (Item 1); Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to 

3 the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President (Item 1); the 

Naval Aide to the President (Item 2); the White House Staff Secre- | 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Nov. 26. | :
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tary; Mr. R.C. Sprague, Consultant to the NSC (Item 2); the NSC 
Representative on Internal Security (Item 2). The following Mem- 
bers and Advisers of the NSC Planning Board were present for 
Item 1: Mr. Bowie, State; Gen. Bonesteel, Defense; Gen. Porter, 
FOA; Mr. Elliott, ODM; Gen. Gerhart, JCS; Mr. Amory, CIA; Mr. | 
Reid, Budget; Mr. Snapp, AEC. The Secretariat consisted of the 
Executive Secretary, NSC, and the Deputy Executive Secretary, | 
NSC. oo | 

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

1. Review of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 162/ 2; 2 Memos 
for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated Novem- 
ber 17, 18, 19 and 22, 1954;3 Memo for Gen. Cutler from 
Director, ODM, dated November 19, 1954;4 NSC 5422/2; 5 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: “Summary 
of Existing Basic National Security Policy’, dated October 11, 
1954; © NSC Action No. 1251; 7 NIE 11-4-54 8) 

Mr. Cutler outlined in a briefing note (copy filed in the minutes 
of the meeting °) a proposed procedure for Council discussion of the 

_ reference problem in terms of a series of topics. With respect to the 
first of these, “A Statement of the Nature and Scope of the Soviet 
Threat and Probable Soviet Intentions During the Next Few 
Years”, Mr. Cutler suggested a postponement of the discussion, | 
with which suggestion the Council concurred. On the second topic, 
“The Emphasis and Manner of Carrying Out the Existing Policy’’, | 
Mr. Cutler stated that this, in his opinion, constituted the principal 
issue before the Council. The Departments of State and Defense, he 
indicated, differed perceptibly in their views on this topic. He then 
called on the Secretary of State for an expression of his views on 
this topic. OO 

Secretary Dulles spoke first on the negative side, saying that he 
thought that the area of policy where we had been most lacking in 
achievement was primarily in the economic field. We were current- 

2 Dated Oct. 30, 1953, p. 577. Behe a 
* The memoranda under reference pertain to the papers prepared by the Direc- 

tors of Foreign Operations, of Central Intelligence, and of the U.S. Information 
Agency, and those prepared by the Department of State and by the Secretary of De- 
fense between Nov. 9 and 22,. pp. 770 ff. oe 

* For text of this paper, with attachment, see p. 781. 7 : | 
5 Dated Aug. 7, p. 715. OO 

| ° For text of this memorandum, with enclosure, see p. 738. 
* Regarding NSC Action No. 1251, see footnote 3, ibid. | 
8 Extracts from NIE-11-4-54, “Soviet Capabilities and Probable Courses of Action 

Through Mid-1954”, are scheduled for publication in volume vit. 
® Briefing note not found. For information on minutes of NSC meetings, see foot- 

note 1, p. 394. : |
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ly in pretty good shape from the point of view of our political and 

military situation. We did obviously lack a dynamic policy in the ; 

economic field, and our foreign economic policy was so uncertain 

that many of our friends in the free world are in doubt whether | 

| they ought to tie their economies in with us or, as an alternative, | 

make an accommodation with the Soviet bloc. - . 
A second serious lack, said Secretary Dulles, was represented by ) 

our failure to create an organization for the effective conduct of 

subversive and counter-subversive operations against the enemy. 

When we shift to the non-military struggle with our Communist 

enemies it is clear that the Communists, who have long been prac- : 

| ticed in revolutionary techniques, have achieved successes in both : 

subversion and counter-subversion far exceeding our own. Secreta- _ 

ry Dulles said he noticed that CIA was equally concerned with this 

problem, and advocated support of the position taken by the Direc- : 

tor of Central Intelligence on a more effective organization for this 

area of activity. a | | : 

In other respects than these, Secretary Dulles expressed the | 

| opinion that our basic policy on the whole was pretty good, even : 

(speaking sarcastically) if it hasn’t got us into war, and he was not 

sure (again sarcastically) that not getting into war was a bad thing. 

| Certainly our policy could not be described as “craven”. We could 

| have got into a war in Indochina, but we had not done so for rea- 
sons which were well known. In the case of the British plane shot : 

down by the Chinese Communists in the area of Hainan Island, we 

| again indicated that we were not fearful, and we shot down Chi- 

nese Communist aircraft. Certainly we were not timid with respect 
to over-flights of Soviet territory by U.S. planes. We were about to | 

conclude a defensive treaty with Formosa which would be a “major | 

challenge’ to Communist China. In fact, at a recent meeting in : 

Peiping the Chinese Communists said that they would consider | 
such a treaty virtually an act of war. In Europe the United States : 

} had been largely instrumental in achieving the decision by our 

allies to proceed with the rearmament of Germany despite the | 

Soviet Union. Despite all this, said Secretary Dulles, it would be : 

difficult to argue that our policies are not strong, firm, and indica- : 

| tive of a willingness to take risks. But our policy was none the less | 

, one which fell short of actually provoking war. Oo | | 

: ~ In one respect only was the United States now facing a general | 

| deterioration of its position in the world—namely, the forthcoming | 

| achievement of atomic plenty and a nuclear balance of power be- | 

, tween the U.S. and the USSR. But how, asked Secretary Dulles, | 

. _ were we to prevent the Soviet Union from achieving such a nuclear | 

: balance of power without going to war with the USSR? Certainly | 
no actions on the periphery of the Soviet Union would stop the
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growth of the atomic capabilities of the Soviet Union. If achieve- 
ment of this capability were to be stopped, it must be stopped in 
Russia itself, and this meant action against Russia. This did not 
mean, of course, that we could not do a great deal along the periph- 

ery of the Communist empire to prevent the subversion of free na- 
tions. 

At the conclusion of Secretary Dulles’ statement, Mr. Cutler 
| called on Secretary Wilson, who said that he looked at the situa- 

tion very much as Secretary Dulles did. The problem as he saw it, 
said Secretary Wilson, was to maintain our strength and our world 
leadership. Accordingly, we should never lose sight of the fact that 

our free society is a very powerful factor in the world situation. We 
must be willing to fight for the values of our free society. He said 

that he was accustomed and liked to analyze problems, both induc- 
tively and deductively, and he could demonstrate this position by 

reference to perhaps ten specific cases. Most of the problems which 

we now confront in the world derive from three things: First, the | 

aftermath of World War II; second, from the collapse of colonialism _ 
which, after all, the United States had itself in a way begun; and 

third, while naturally we don’t believe in Communism ourselves, it 

is not so much Communism that we are fighting as it is Soviet im- 
perialist Communism. As proof of this Secretary Wilson cited our 
attitude toward Yugoslavia, and further indicated that we would 

not worry so much about Communist China were it not for that 

country’s alliance with the USSR. It was, in short, the internation- 

al crusade of Communism that so concerned us. For these reasons 
Secretary Wilson thought it would be a good thing to base our over- 
all national security policy on the case-by-case study to which he 
had referred at the outset of his remarks. | 

Continuing, Secretary Wilson pointed out that another serious 
problem was posed by the changing techniques of modern warfare, 
together with the weapons available to us. Some people were anx- 

ious to shift to these new weapons too radically. Others appeared to 

wish to fight the next world war as we had fought World War II. It 

was necessary to make a wise choice between these two extremes. 

And, furthermore, we must have patience in our effort to defer an- 

other world war for long enough to permit the seeds of decay which 

were inherent in Communism to have their effect. 

Called on by Mr. Cutler, Dr. Flemming said that he would not 
differ from the position taken by Secretary Dulles, but that he 
would change the emphasis by putting Secretary Dulles’ last posi- 

tion, with regard to the achievement of nuclear balance of power, 

in the first place. He said he would also agree with the Defense po- 

sition as to the desirability of reaching a basic policy position by | 

reference to a case-by-case study. The test should be in each case
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whether or not a proposed course of action resulted in the weaken- 

ing of the power of the Soviet Union. Mr. Cutler commented that : 

he had rarely seen a stronger position than that taken by Dr. : 

Flemming in his written report. Dr. Flemming, however, explained 

and qualified this position. | | 

The President, speaking with conviction, said that it was abso- 

lutely essential, if possible, to clarify the basis of the Council’s 

present discussion. It was certainly not necessary to restate the his- 

tory of United States policy. He also expressed a strong agreement 

- with Secretary Wilson’s proposal for proceeding on a case-by-case 

basis. But in many respects, despite the plea for a more dynamic 

U.S. policy, our policies were not dynamic, but negative. An exam- | 

ple was our policy with respect to trade between the free world and 

Communist China. In any event, the critics of our current policy : 

certainly ought to refer to specific forthcoming problems and 

decide what they will do when the problem actually must be faced. | 

He agreed, he said, with Secretary Wilson as to the desirability of a 

dynamic U.S. policy, but he wished this policy to be responsive to 

specific cases and situations. . 

Mr. Cutler suggested that perhaps Admiral Radford would be 

able to suggest such specific actions and cases. Admiral Radford re- 

plied that he would try to do so, but at first wished to go back to | 

the problem of specifics. He then referred to the views of the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff, which had been expressed more than once in the | 

recent past, on the general subject of the U.S. position upon the at- : 

tainment of nuclear balance by the USSR. When this occurred, : 

warned Admiral Radford, the Chiefs of Staff had pointed out that 
the relative power position of the U.S. would have so changed that : 

the U.S. could no longer count on the Russians being afraid of 

starting general war. Moreover, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had point- 

ed out that they could no longer guarantee a successful outcome 

for the U.S. in such a war, and had felt that they must bring these | 

facts to the attention of the President and the National Security , 

Council. Admiral Radford went on to say that assuming that the | 

| objectives of Soviet Communism were unchanged, the Joint Chiefs | 

of Staff believed that some time or other the Soviet Union will | 

| elect to force the issue. Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs had concluded , 

3 that the United States has only a limited period of time with which | 

| to reach an accommodation with the Communists. 

Turning to the subject of specific courses of action, Admiral Rad- 

| ford explained that the Chiefs had felt that they could not suggest : 

specific courses of action because such courses of action could not, | 

| in the nature of things, be exclusively military. They would also in- 

| clude diplomatic, political, economic, and propaganda actions. All 

| the Chiefs could do was to guarantee that if such courses of action 

oo
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did result either in a limited or a full-scale war, the outcome for 
the United States, prior to Soviet achievement of atomic plenty, 
would be successful. All agree, said Admiral Radford, that Soviet _ 
policy since 1945 has operated at the risk of but not deliberately | 
provoking general war, with the objective of dividing and subvert- 
ing the free world. On the whole this Soviet policy had been very 
successful, as Indochina had already illustrated. We are now 
indeed witnessing the result of what might be described as lack of 
courage of our allies. What we can hope to retrieve in Indochina, if 
anything, is very debatable. Moreover, we are going to face—and 
perhaps within the next six months—still another situation where 
the Communists are certain to generate further difficulties be- 
tween us and our French allies. For the situation in North Africa, 
confronting us with a very grave dilemma, will involve the possibil- 

_ ity of either losing our whole position in the Middle East by offend- 
ing the Arabs, or else risking the rupture of our NATO position by 
offending the French. © Oo | 

In sum, said Admiral Radford, the Joint Chiefs feel that if we 
- continue to pursue a policy of simply reacting to Communist initia- 

tives, instead of a policy of forestalling Communist action, we 
cannot hope for anything but a showdown with Soviet Communists 
by 1959 or 1960. | a 

The President, again speaking with considerable forcefulness, 
said that he was completely unable as yet to perceive a fundamen- 
tal difference in the approach to basic national security policy 
among the departments, despite whatever the words spelled out. 

| On the other hand, if our present security policy was as completely 
futile as Admiral Radford was saying, there would obviously be no 
need for the Soviet Union to go to war with us; they would achieve 
their objectives readily enough without resort to war. Where, how- 
ever, asked the President, were the real differences between the de- 
partments and agencies? | Oo ee 2 

Mr. Cutler suggested that perhaps the real difference lay in what 
the Secretary of State had said in his. report—namely, that the _ 
United States should not take actions against the Communists 
which were provocative of war. If we did get into war, we should 
try to limit such a war. Contrary to this position, Admiral Radford 

seemed to be calling on the United States to take greater risks of 

getting into war without, however, actually trying to provoke such 
a war. oe . a 

Speaking with impatience, the President said yes, but asked — 
where and how we got more dynamic. He still insisted that every-. 

one really seemed to be in fundamental agreement on our basic 

policy. | . | oe
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Secretary Wilson said it was clear to him that while the United 
States was certainly very strong militarily, such military strength _ 

2 alone did not provide the answer to our problems. Even if our mili- | 
_ tary power had been twice as great as it actually had been over the 

last two years, things would not have happened any differently in | 
this period. For the future, the great issue was how to spend our © 
money in the right places in defense of our national security. If we 

| spend too little money we will invite aggression; if we spend too 
much money we will get into a war. This always happened when a 
military establishment got too big. There was a point of optimum 

; security, insisted Secretary Wilson, which was neither too little nor 
| too great, and it was this level which we must find. How we work 

out the varying difficult situations which we have inherited from 
| the past and for which we were not responsible, was something 

which required careful study. The business of the Defense Depart- 
- ment, said Secretary Wilson, was of course primarily military, and 

for that reason their suggestions might have the appearance of dif- 
) fering strongly from the suggestions of other departments. But 

they felt that a high-level interdepartmental group should take 

this problem in hand and work out the right courses of action, as 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff had recommended. We should list our 

| problems and have such a group go over them one at a time and 

suggest the solution.  =—=—s> 
At the end of his statement, Secretary Wilson urged the Service 

| Secretaries and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to speak their minds if 
. they were moved to say anything on this subject. 

| Mr. Allen Dulles said that there seemed to be general agreement 
on the intelligence background of this problem, and that he agreed 
specifically with Admiral Radford’s predictions as to the Soviets 

| being relatively stronger in five years. In the interim they would 
continue to carry on the cold war, and what do we do in response? 
He added that he had forwarded suggestions to Director Hughes re- 
garding improved means of mobilizing our assets in the cold-war 

2 struggle. We have all the elements we require, but there is need for | 
| a more effective organization to capitalize on them. ; | | 
i _ The President interrupted Mr. Dulles to express his hearty | 

| agreement, and the latter went on to point out that we were receiv- | 
| ing no help from our allies in this field. . . . hee | 

The President again expressed agreement with Mr. Dulles, but | 
| insisted that what he proposed was already covered by existing and : 

agreed U.S. policy, and no policy change was required. Mr. Dulles | 
said that all that was needed was a “more aggressive tone”. | 

: Governor Stassen expressed the view that the Council was now 
| moving in the direction of establishing priorities in our national se- | | 

curity policies. First priority had formerly been accorded to the de- 

| | ,
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fense of Western Europe. This had largely been achieved, and first 
priority now must be accorded the preventing of the destruction of 

| the United States itself through nuclear attack. Other pressing 
needs were for acceleration of the build-up of capital resources in 
underdeveloped areas of the free world, and development of an ef- 
fective organization to counter Communist subversion of free coun- 

tries. All the above, said Governor Stassen, were covered in exist- 

ing policy papers, but not in terms of clear priorities. Moreover, or- 

ganization for carrying out these policies needed to be revised. Fi- 
nally, it was essential that we “sell” the European states on the 
proposition that the impregnability of the United States was essen- 
tial for their own survival. 

Secretary Wilson said that there was nothing basically the 
matter with our national security policies, and he personally was 
not “too discouraged” as to actual results. The losses we had sus- 
tained were not as great as you might think at first. The U.S. did 

not need more aggressive security policies, but rather more intelli- 

gent execution of those already on the books—better courses of 
action. | | | 

. The President replied that the latter task was precisely what this 
body (the NSC) was here to accomplish. He once again repeated his 
inability to detect basic policy differences among the Council mem- 

. bers, and added that what “we've really been talking was not 
policy but operations.” 

Mr. Cutler said that Admiral Radford had taken the position ear- 

lier that unless the U.S. undertook more positive measures against 
the Communist enemy, it would be isolated in the world by 1960 

| and wide open to Soviet attack. That much was clear. The Secreta- 
ry of State’s views did not reflect so pessimistic an outlook. Mr. 
Cutler asked Secretary Dulles if this wasn’t the essential policy dif- 
ference between himself and Admiral Radford. 

The President again said that if we were in so precarious a posi- 
tion in 1960 as Defense believed, it wouldn’t be necessary for the 
Russians to resort to nuclear attack in order to take over the 

United States. | 
Secretary Dulles denied that Mr. Cutler had accurately stated 

the difference of view between himself and Admiral Radford. The 
only way in which the views of the Joint Chiefs involved a differ- 
ence with his own was that the Chiefs’ paper favored the U.S. 
taking greater risks for bigger goals. His guess was, continued Sec- 

retary Dulles, that what the military was really advocating was 
that we should tell the Soviets that they must restore freedom to 

Czechoslovakia by a certain date ‘‘or else”. Was this correct? In | 

| any event, the U.S. had already taken many risks and, except for 
the set-back in Indochina, with vretty good results. As Secretary _
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Wilson had earlier pointed out, the failure in Indochina stemmed : 

from decisions and policies taken long ago by the French and over | 
which we had no control and which we could not change. Thus we 
come back to the question of what we can do now to prevent the 
Soviets from achieving nuclear balance with the United States. We ~ | 
can’t stop this by action in Indochina, nor indeed in China itself. 
The Joint Chiefs’ views don’t suggest any way of stopping it. 

Mr. Cutler said that he could not answer the Secretary of State, 
but that perhaps Admiral Radford could. | 

Admiral Radford replied that he could do so only in a negative 

way. He explained that General Guillaume had been talking with : 
him during his recent visit. Regarding Indochina, Guillaume had 
argued that it was essential for France to withdraw her troops | 

- from the area as fast as possible in order to send them to French 

North Africa where the situation was becoming critical. French | 
forces in Indochina would be reduced to 125,000 by the end of Janu- | 
ary 1955. Guillaume explained that many of his country men had 2 

| virtually abandoned hope of a successful outcome in South Viet- 7 
nam. The Vietminh had turned out to be real Communists, and ; 

| there was little chance of effective counteraction. 

: From this point General Guillaume led into the next great con- : 
| flict between Communism and the free world, which would occur in : 

North Africa. The French, he said, were determined to hold this : 

| area, and the only way to do so was to put in sufficient military ! 

| force. | 7 
Admiral Radford explained that such a French policy in North 2 

Africa would be bound to cause tension between France and the : 
United States. Guillaume replied that he realized this, but hoped : 
that the French would be able to explain to us why such a repres- : 

sive policy was necessary. In short, the French reasoned that if : 
French Africa were lost to the Arabs, it would in short order there- , 

after be lost to the Western world. | 
So, concluded Admiral Radford, going back to the position of the ) 

| Chiefs of Staff on the present paper, Guillaume’s conversations 

! seemed to him (Radford) to show clearly that the Communists are : 
| engaging in another divisive action against the free world allies, | 

| and it will present the U.S. with a serious dilemma. | | 
| Secretary Dulles then inquired of Admiral Radford how the mili- 

tary people would solve the problem of North Africa. Admiral Rad- 
| ford said they would advocate outright support of the Arabs 

against the French. Secretary Dulles then asked with asperity if | 
Admiral Radford were not making a political rather than a mili- | 

! tary decision. This was the responsibility of the State Department, | 
not the military. | 

|
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The President predicted that the French were about to repeat in 
North Africa the serious mistakes they had made in Indochina. 
Military force alone would not hold these colonies. | 

Mr. Cutler intervened to say that this turn in the discussion led 
rather naturally into Topic III, “Validity of Our Collective Security 
System to which Major Allies throughout the World Make Equita- 
ble Contributions’. He called on Secretary Dulles, who said that he 
had nothing to say on this topic. Mr. Cutler then asked Admiral 
Radford to enlarge on the point made by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
with regard to the danger in the U.S. deferring to the most cau- 
tious of its allies. | | 

Admiral Radford cited the events in Indochina last spring as a 

concrete illustration of the military’s contention. We had in this in- 
stance in effect given Britain and France a veto on US. actions. 

North Africa will probably be a case of the same sort. This would 

play into the hands of the Commies, who desire either to destroy _ 
NATO by splitting France from the U.S., or else to destroy our | bps 

whole position in the Middle East by splitting the Arabs from the 

US. | Os os 
Mr. Cutler reminded Admiral Radford of the contents of our 

North African policy, but the latter expressed strong doubt that | 

the French would solve their problem in North Africa by giving a 
larger degree of freedom to the Arabs. Be 

With respect to North Africa, Secretary Dulles reiterated feeling- 
ly that it was basically a political problem and therefore the busi- | 

ness of the State Department. Moreover, he questioned in any case 
whether Admiral Radford’s solution was correct. It was a most seri- 

ous problem which it was State’s business to think through. To tell 

the French today that the U.S. would give full support to the Arab 

position on North Africa would undoubtedly result in French refus- 
al to ratify the London and Paris accords. This in turn would end | 
all hope of German rearmament, on which he: understood the . 

Chiefs of Staff to place great store. Once again, he insisted, this _ 
was the business of the State Department, not the Defense Depart- 

ment. | ve a 
Admiral Radford said in effect that he was not intent on invad- 

ing the prerogatives of the State Department, and had only reluc- 

tantly picked out North Africa in response to Mr. Cutler’s “admo- ss 
nition” to cite an illustration of the U.S. tendency to defer to the | 
most timid of its allies. ae | | 

After further discussion of the situation in North Africa, Secreta- 
ry Wilson brought the conversation back to Indochina. He said that 
while of course he was very disappointed in the results, he did not 

feel quite as Admiral Radford did as to our “faint-hearted allies’’. | 
The British and Canadians were not timid. They simply didn’t
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think it was “smart” to team up with the French in an Indochina | | 

war because French policies in this area had been wrong for many | 
| years back. The results of past errors made the situation hopeless. 4 

The French should have been able to defeat the Vietminh in strict | 
military terms, but there was no “cause” to which the French 
could rally the native population. . 

Mr. Cutler then suggested that the Council turn to Topic IV, | 
“General Character of U.S. Economic and Military Assistance”. 
After summarizing the written suggestions of Governor Stassen 
and Mr. Streibert (U.S.I.A.) on the subject, Mr. Cutler asked Gover- 
nor Stassen if he wished to add anything. The latter replied that 

| Mr. Cutler had stated his position very well. The number of divi- 
sions which the nations of the free world had on the ground was © 
now less important as a result of the introduction of the nuclear : 
element. Empahsis must therefore be shifted to capital develop- 

ment in these countries. Also we must get our more prosperous 
allies to assist us to assist the underdeveloped areas of the free 
world. In conclusion, Governor Stassen said he also accepted the 
point made by the U.S.I.A.: economic development alone would not 
do the job of saving these areas from Communism. =—— oe : 

| Mr. Streibert said that he had nothing to add to his written sug- 

gestions. 7 | | | a 
| Admiral Radford explained that the Joint Chiefs of Staff would : 

like to defer for a time any positive recommendations on the topic. 

But he very much doubted if we had yet reached the point where 
! we could run the serious risk of cutting down significantly on the ) 
| military buildup of the free world nations. Citing Turkey and Por- | 

tugal’s requests for additional military assistance, he indicated that | 

| he thought the U.S. too far committed to most of its military aid 
, programs to be able to withdraw gracefully before completion of | 

the programs. — | | | 
2 Governor Stassen admitted that there were exceptions, and that , 

| Turkey might well be one. But was the 20-division program for | 

: Korea wise? Should it not be scaled down. The same solution might | 
well result from General Collins’ recommendations on South Viet- , 
nam. The economic implications of these large, modernized, mili- | 
tary establishments were tremendous, and it was necessary to es- . 

: tablish a sound balance between economic and military require- | 
| ments. vs | 7 | 
7 Admiral Radford replied that he was well aware of the heavy | 

2 cost to the U.S. of supporting these extensive military assistance | 

2 programs. It would perhaps be possible to reduce the current level | 

| of the South Korean armed forces because if war again broke out : 
there, it would not be conducted as had the earlier one. However, | 
the South Koreans objected strongly to the redeployment of U.S. di- |
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visions. By and large, concluded Admiral Radford, he could not see 

how we could reduce the force goals of our allies around the world 
at this time. | 

Governor Stassen stated that balance is what must be achieved 
in these assistance programs. 

Mr. Cutler then turned to Topic V, “The Mobilization Base’, and | 
asked Dr. Flemming if he had any further views. The latter replied 
that on the second of his two written suggestions, he merely 
wanted to reemphasize. The first suggestion was scheduled for dis- 
cussion by the Council next week and he would withhold comment 

at this time. | 

Mr. Hughes inquired with respect to the first point (steps to pro- 

vide adequate capacity for production of new-type weapons at the 

rate that would be required immediately following M-Day) whether 
substantial progress had not already been made. Dr. Flemming did 

not believe the progress could be called really substantial. 

Secretary Wilson commented that when he first came to Wash- 

ington, it had been clear to him that no one had thought through 

how you maintained a mobilization base after the orders for mate- 
rials ran out. This and other areas of the mobilization base needed 

further study, and Secretary Wilson was sure we could greatly im- 

prove our present position. | 

Mr. Cutler then turned to Topic VI, “Fiscal Policy”, and de- 
scribed the suggestions of Dr. Burns?!° as “refreshing for their 
specificity’. The President interrupted to say that here again we 
should take account of the meaning of the words and not the words 

themselves. We are all already in agreement with Arthur’s first 
point. Dr. Burns said that he had nothing more to add. 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that Topic VII (‘Additional Counter-Sub- 
versive Activity’) had already been covered in earlier discussion. 

On Topic VIII (“New Objective’), Mr. Cutler read to the Council 
a synthesis of the President’s speech in New York, October 20, - 

1954, 11 recast in the form of a basic policy formulation. The only 

comment was from the President, who said that if his favorite au- 

thors were quoted in an NSC policy statement, a credit line should 
be included (laughter). | 

Mr. Cutler pointed out that Topic IX (‘East-West Trade’) would 
be considered at next week’s Council meeting. Governor Stassen, 
however, asked to say a word now. He felt it was obvious that the 

_ 10 Reference is to Arthur F. Burns, Chairman of the Council of Economic Advis- 
ers. Burns’ “suggestions” under reference have not been found; but see footnote 1, 

m 11 Reference is to the President’s address at the American Jewish Tercentenary 

Dinner, New York City, Oct. 20, 1954, printed in the Public Papers of the Presidents | 
of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1954, pp. 920-928. 

|
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U.S. could not “sit still” on this problem of East-West trade, par- 
ticularly as respected Communist China. We cannot long maintain | 
our demands for a virtual embargo. The longer we remain sitting, 
the worse it will be for our interests. We will lose our friends and 
at the same time fail to make any kind of deal with our enemies. 
The restrictions on free world trade with Communist China would | | 
eventually have to come down to the level of the restrictions | 
against such trade with the European Soviet bloc. | 

Secretary Dulles said that he had considerable hesitation about 
relaxing restrictions on trade with Communist China at this 
moment. | 

Mr. Cutler then inquired whether he could assume that the 
Council desired the NSC Planning Board to produce a revised basic 

national security policy reflecting the views expressed at the meet- 
ing. | | | | 

Governor Stassen inquired whether there was not room in our 
policy for greater emphasis on ways and means of dividing the : 

Soviet bloc. | ; 
The President summarized his view that our national security | ; 

policies were now well-stated. What he wanted, in addition, was ad- ; 

vance identification on problems that were coming up. Perhaps a | 

| study by government people or by foundations like that at 68th and 

Park (Council on Foreign Relations) could anticipate such problems 

and list possible solutions to them. In any case, said the President, 

he was tired of abstractions; they got him down. 

Governor Stassen said that the Council should focus its undivid- 
ed attention on three prime points: 

the 2% see to it that the USSR never got in a position to knock out : 

| e US. | 

2. To see to it that the Soviets could seize no further free world : 
| territory without an act of overt aggression. : 

3. To study how to put strains on the Soviet bloc in order to : 
cause dissension and to divide the bloc. ; 

Secretary Wilson asked about the JCS recommendation for a : 
high-level interdepartmental group to recommend courses of action 

to carry out the objectives of our revised basic security policy. The | 
President said he would consider this recommendation and talk it | 

| over later with Admiral Radford and Secretary Wilson. Secretary ) 
Dulles said that he supposed that it was the specific function of the 

NSC Planning Board to recommend courses of action. Secretary : 

Wilson said that this case was a little different. The group recom- : 
mended by the JCS conceived the problem as more operational 

| than policy-forming, and of the group itself as an “action commit- 
tee”’. | 

| :



800 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME II 

The National Security Council: 12 aoe 

a. Discussed the subject on the basis of the suggestions thereon of 
the Secretary of State (reference memorandum dated November 
17), the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (refer- 
ence memorandum dated November 22), the Director, Foreign Op- 
erations Administration (reference memorandum dated November 
19), the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization (reference memo- 
randum for General Cutler, dated November 19), the Director, U.S. 
Information Agency (reference memorandum dated November 22), 
the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers (reference memoran- 
dum dated November 22), and the Director of Central Intelligence 
(reference memorandum dated November 19); as orally summarized 
by topic at the meeting by Mr. Cutler. 

b. Directed the NSC Planning Board to prepare for early Council 
consideration a restatement of basic national security policy in the 
light of the above-mentioned suggestions and discussion. 

c. Discussed the desirability of a study, by governmental and pri- 
vate organizations, of specific measures which might be taken 
during the next few years before the achievement of mutual nucle- 
ar plenty to increase the determination and cohesion of the free 
world and to weaken and if possible divide the Soviet bloc, at the | 
risk of but without being provocative of war. _ | 

Note: The action in c above subsequently submitted to the Presi- 
dent for consideration. | Hea 

2. Continental Defense (Progress Reports, dated November 16, 1954, 
by the Department of the Treasury, the Office of Defense 

Mobilization, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the ICIS- 
TIC, on NSC 5408 13) 7 | 

Mr. Cutler briefed the Council in detail with respect to the sub- 
ject, generally along the lines indicated in his “Briefing Note” 
dated November 20, 1954 (copy filed in the minutes of the meet- 

ing). 14 | | | 
Mr. Cutler indicated, with respect to the ODM Progress Report, 

that the Planning Board was of the firm view that a clear and com- 

monly understood civil attack warning program should be estab- 

lished at the earliest possible date. Dr. Flemming agreed with this 

point, stating that he thought, as a result of recent conferences 

which he had held with Governor Peterson and General Chidlaw, 

that the desired objective could soon be achieved. Dr. Flemming 

| mentioned that such a program must be tied in with the National 

Indications Center. Mr. Allen Dulles stated that a directive would 

12 Paragraphs a-c constitute NSC Action No. 1272. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) 
files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’’) | 

18 The progress reports under reference are in S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 
5408 Series. NSC 5408, Feb. 11, is printed on p.609. 

14 Briefing note not found.
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| soon go out which would have the effect of activating the National 
Indications Center with headquarters in the Pentagon. — | 

Dr. Flemming stated, with respect to Mr. Cutler’s briefing on the : 
status of emergency relocation, that he wouldn’t want the impres- | 
sion left with the Council that there was not now in existence an : 
approved operating procedure for giving warning to the emergency 

relocation forces of the Executive Branch. He said there was in fact | 
| an operating procedure in existence, but it was of such a nature | 
| that it ought to be changed. a —_ | 
| _ After Mr. Cutler briefed the Council with respect to the Planning 
| Board’s consideration of the highlights of the Progress Reports sub- : 
: mitted by ODM, FCDA, AEC, Treasury, and IIC-ICIS, he called 

| upon Mr. Sprague, the Council’s Consultant on Continental De- : 
| fense. Mr. Sprague thereupon read to the Council his report on the 
: subject dated November 24, 1954 (copy filed in the minutes of the | 
, meeting; !® copies were not distributed at the Council meeting). 
: Mr. Sprague then read a two-page supplementary memorandum 
|. which he suggested the Council might consider in reference to a | 
: one-page chart which he had prepared for the purpose of pointing | 
. up some personal views which he had formulated following his | 

| thirteen months study of the subject. (Copy of the above-mentioned ) 

| memorandum and chart filed in the minutes of the meeting; 16 
| copies of the memorandum were not distributed at the meeting; 
| copies of the chart were distributed and recalled at the end of the | 
| meeting.) — 

The President, upon the completion of Mr. Sprague’s presenta- 
| tion, indicated that, as usual, he was very grateful for the excellent : 

services which Mr. Sprague had performed in this highly impor- | 
| tant field. The President made particular reference to the above- | 
| mentioned chart, stating that it was one of the most useful types of 
| _ information that could possibly be put before the NSC. | | : 

The National Security Council: 17 oe : : 

a. Noted and discussed the reference Progress Reports and the | 
, Progress Report by the Department of Defense on the subject dis- | 
| tributed at the meeting. | | | | 
| b. Adopted the following recommendations by the NSC Planning : 

| Board: a We 
) _ (1) Early establishment of a basic program to insure the ex- | 
| istence of a clear, effective, and commonly understood means | 
| _. for communicating timely warnings of impending attacks, as | 
| well as appropriate guidance as to the steps to be taken on re- | 

| 15 Report not found. | 
| 16 Memorandum not found. 
| 17 Paragraphs a-e constitute NSC Action No. 1273. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) 

files, lot 66 D 95, ‘“NSC Records of Action’’)
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ceipt of such warnings by (a) the President and his immediate 
entourage, (b) personnel of the essential wartime functions of 

| the Executive Branch, and (c) the general civil population. 
(2) Consideration of additional statutory authority to insure 

that State and local civil defense agencies adopt plans and pro- 
grams consistent with the guidance furnished them pursuant 
to (1) above. 

~~~ (3) Press for legislation (similar to that recommended to the 
88rd Congress) to provide payment of rewards as an induce- 
ment for defectors and informants to supply information lead- 
ing to the recovery or acquisition of nuclear weapons or fission- 
able material illegally introduced or attempted to be intro- 
duced into the United States. 

(4) Provide that the next Progress Reports on Continental 

Defense cover the period through April 15, 1955, to be submit- 
| ted to the NSC Staff by May 20, 1955. 

c. Noted the Report by Mr. Sprague, Consultant to the NSC, with 
reference to the above-mentioned Progress Reports and the report 

by the Net Capabilities Evaluation Subcommittee presented at the 
222nd meeting of the Council (NSC Action No. 1260). 78 a 

d. Agreed that Recommendations Nos. 1 through 7 in the report 

“ by Mr. Sprague should be referred to the Secretary of Defense for 
consideration. os | 

e. Agreed that Recommendation No. 8 in the report by Mr. Spra- 
gue should be referred to the organizational machinery to insure a 
continuous evaluation of net capabilities, as determined by the 
President pursuant to NSC Action No. 1260-b. 

Note: The action in b above, as approved by the President, subse- | 

quently transmitted as follows for implementation: | 

b-(1): Director, ODM, and the Federal Civil Defense Administra- 
tor, in consultation with the Department of Defense, the Central 

Intelligence Agency, and other appropriate agencies. | 
b-(2): Federal Civil Defense Administrator. 
b-(3): The Attorney General. ss 

b-(4): Departments and agencies responsible for reporting on the 

various elements of continental defense. | 7 | 

The action in d above, as approved by the President, subsequent- 

ly referred to the Secretary of Defense. 

(Note: The summary of the discussion on Item 2 above was writ- 

ten by Mr. J. Patrick Coyne, NSC Representative on Internal Secu- 

rity.) | 
S. EVERETT GLEASON 

| 18 For documentation on the Net Capabilities Evaluation Subcommittee, see pp. 

845 ff. |
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| Editorial Note | 

On November 30 a committee composed of Max Millikan of the 
Center for International Studies (Massachusetts Institute of Tech- 

nology), Richard Bissell of the Central Intelligence Agency, Walter 

J. Stoessel, Jr., of the Department of State, Randolph V. Zander of 

the Department of Defense, and Tilghman B. Koons, Executive Sec- | 

retary Member of the Special Staff of the NSC, submitted to Robert | 

Cutler a 71-page “Report on the Exploitation of Soviet Vulnerabili- | 

ties’. The committee had been formed pursuant to a memorandum 

of August 13, 1954 from Cutler to the Under Secretary of State, the 

Deputy Secretary of Defense, and the Director of Central Intelli- . 

gence. For documentation on the report under reference, see 

volume VWI. : 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file . 

~ Memorandum of Discussion at the 227th Meeting of the National ; 

Security Council, Friday, December 3, 1954 } ; 

| [Extract] i 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | 

The following were present at the 227th meeting of the National 

Security Council: The President of the United States, presiding; the 

Vice President of the United States; the Secretary of State; the Sec- 

retary of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations Administration; 

and the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were 

| the Secretary of the Treasury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; 

the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers (for Item 2); Assistant 

Secretary of Defense McNeil (for Item 2); Assistant Secretary of De- , 

fense Hensel (for Item 2); the Secretary of the Army (for Item 2); 

the Secretary of the Navy (for Item 2); the Acting Secretary of the : 

Air Force (for Item 2); the Deputy Director, FOA (for Item 2); the | 

| Deputy Director, Bureau of the Budget (for Item 2); Mr. John H. : 

| Ohly, FOA (for Item 2); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the | 

) Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Acting Chief of Naval Operations 

(for Item 2); the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force (for Item 2); the Com- | 

, mandant, U.S. Marine Corps (for Item 2); the Director of Central | 

2 Intelligence; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; the 

: - Deputy Assistant to the President; the White House Staff Secretary 
| 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Dec. 4. |
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(for Item 2); the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Execu- 
tive Secretary, NSC. - | 

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

1. Review of Basic National Security Policy (NSC Action No. 1272) 2 

Mr. Cutler called on General Ridgway to make his presentation. 
General Ridgway pointed out that he was making known his indi- 
vidual views concerning existing over-all basic national security 
policy by instruction of the President transmitted to him by Mr. 
Cutler. He then proceeded to read his report (copy filed in the min- 
utes of the meeting 3). _ | 

At the conclusion of the report the President asked if there were 
any questions to be asked of General Ridgway. There being none, 
the President thanked the Chief of Staff, and General Ridgway left 
the Cabinet Room. | | 

The President then commented that one of the points that Gen- 
eral Ridgway had dwelt on in his statement was one with which oe 
he, the President, was living all the time—namely, what do you do 
with the world after you have won victory in such a catastrophic 
nuclear war? The President went on to say that General Ridgway 
appeared to believe that if the United States didn’t resort to nucle- 
ar attack in general war, the Russians in turn would not use such 
weapons, and the President said he did not believe any such thing. 
Furthermore, said the President, he had a strong feeling that Gen- 
eral Ridgway was sincere in his view of the need for balanced U.S. 
military forces rather than reliance upon atomic retaliatory capac- 
ity. In other words, thought the President, General Ridgway was 
not merely presenting a “parochial” Army viewpoint. On the other 
hand, said the President, the United States could not afford to pre- 

pare to fight all kinds of wars and still preserve its free economy 

and its basic institutions. 7 | 

Secretary Wilson said that we must not quarrel over words. Ordi- 
nary fission weapons have a quite different effect from thermonu- 
clear weapons. Moreover, if we swept over Soviet Russia and China 
with vast land armies we would have the same or similar problems 

as those outlined by General Ridgway as constituting the bitter 
aftermath of a nuclear war. The President thought not quite the | 

same problems. Secretary Wilson also underlined the importance of 

the time factor in another war. He said he could not conceive of 
sending millions of American troops to fight in Europe while the 

2 For NSC Action No. 1272, see footnote 12, p. 800. _ 
| ° Report not found. For information on minutes of NSC meetings, see footnote 1, 

p. 394. 7
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United States itself was under atomic attack. For one thing, it | 
would be impossible to get them across the ocean. | 

Secretary Wilson also indicated that this was a split in views : 
among the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and that General Ridgway was 
making a justification for a much larger Army. It was quite proper 
for General Ridgway to advocate larger Army forces, but the Coun- 
cil should recognize what it was hearing. In fact, said Secretary : 

- Wilson, he would not want to have a Chief of Staff of the Army 
who did not fight for the objectives and requirements of his Serv- 
1ce. : : 

Governor Stassen inquired whether it would be fruitful to have a 
special group undertake to make a study of the difficult problem 
which General Ridgway had underlined and on which the Presi- 
dent had commented—namely, how to organize the victory after : 
the end of a nuclear war—how the U.S. could rebuild a shattered _ 
world without destroying its own economy. : 
‘Secretary Wilson thought that such a study would be worthwhile 

because, among other reasons, if you put some of the measures 

| which would result from the study in effect now you might have a 

better chance of avoiding a third world war. | 
Secretary Humphrey, speaking with great force, said there was a 

three-fold difference between the view presented by General Ridg- 
way and the views held by the rest of us. First, General Ridgway : 
started with the one-sided premise that the whole effort should be 
directed to maintaining the U.S. military posture, with little or no 
regard for the maintenance of the U.S. economy. The President : 
thought that this did something less than justice to General Ridg- 
way’s views. | 

Secondly, said Secretary Humphrey, General Ridgway was also 
clearly wrong in his assumption that if the United States did not 
resort to nuclear warfare the Russians would not. The President | 
said he agreed with Secretary Humphrey on this point, although it 
was significant that in World War II the Germans had not resorted : 

to the use of poison gas. Even Hitler was too horrified at the pros- | 
pect of gas warfare when he hesitated to use gas, and, of course, he : 

| also feared that the allies would retaliate with something as bad or | 
worse. There were some, said the President, who believe that : 

: modern warfare imposes its own limitations. | | 
His third point, said Secretary Humphrey, was that General | 

Ridgway was arguing in favor of all kinds of forces designed to | 

fight all kinds of war at all times. For the United States to main- | 
tain such forces was absolutely impossible. eet | 

| The President stated that our only chance of victory in a third 
world war against the Soviet Union would be to paralyze the ~ | 
enemy at the outset of the war. Since we cannot keep the United 

i
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States an armed camp or a garrison state, we must make plans to 
use the atom bomb if we become involved in a war. We are not 

going to provoke the war, and that is why we have got to be pa- 

tient. If war comes, the other fellow must have started it. Other- 

wise we would not be in a position to use the nuclear weapon, and 
we have got to be in a position to use that weapon if we are to pre- 

serve our institutions in peace and win the victory in war. 
Governor Stassen said he doubted the entire validity of General 

Ridgway’s thesis that we would draw down upon ourselves the 
hatred of most of mankind if we resorted to atomic warfare. Histo- 

ry showed that the great hatreds were engendered in the post-war 

period rather than during the time of the actual conflict. 
The National Security Council: * 

Noted and discussed the individual views of the Chief of Staff, 
U.S. Army, on the subject, as orally presented at the meeting. 

| S. EVERETT GLEASON 

4 The following paragraph constitutes NSC Action No. 1279. (S/S-NSC (Miscella- 
neous) files, lot 66 D 95, ‘““NSC Records of Action’”’) | 

S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 5440 

Draft Statement of Policy Prepared by the National Security 

Council Planning Board } 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON,| December 18, 1954. 

NSC 5440 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY 

CoUNCIL ON Basic NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY 

References: - 

A. NSC 162/72 2 

B. NSC 5422/2 3 | 

C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject “Sum- 

mary Statement of Existing Basic National Security Policy’’, 
dated October 11, 1954 #4 | | 

1 Copies to the Secretary of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Directors of 
_ the Bureau of the Budget and Central Intelligence; the Chairmen of the Atomic 

Energy Commission, the Council of Economic Advisers, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 

and the Federal Civil Defense Administrator. | 

2 Dated Oct. 30, 1953, p. 577. | 
3 Dated Aug. 7, p. 715. 

| 4 Ante, p. 738.
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D. NSC Actions No. 1251, 1272, 1279 and 1286 ® | , 

E. NIE 11-4-54, NIE 11-6-54 ° | 

| The enclosed tentative draft statement of policy on the subject, 

prepared by the NSC Planning Board, pursuant to NSC Action No. | 

1272-b, is transmitted herewith for preliminary discussion by the | 

National Security Council at its meeting on December 21, 1954. 7 ; 

It is the President’s desire that this preliminary Council discus- | 

| sion of the enclosed tentative draft take place before delivery to the 

Congress of the State-of-the-Union Message. It is recognized that, 

particularly because of the absence of certain Council members at : 

the NATO meetings in Europe during the week preceding Decem- 

ber 21, there may not be sufficient opportunity before that Council 

meeting for thorough departmental review of the enclosed tenta- 

tive draft. Accordingly, the President has approved that final Coun- 

cil action on the enclosed draft may be deferred to the first Council 

meeting in January 1955. The President, however, wishes the | 

Council members and advisers, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

to be prepared with their tentative views on the enclosed draft at | 

the December 21 meeting, reserving final expression of their views 

| if desired until the January meeting. : 

The enclosed draft statement of policy, in the form finally adopt- | 

ed and approved, is intended to supersede NSC 162/2 and NSC | 

5422/2, and to constitute the basic guide in the implementation of : 

| all other National Security policies, superseding any provisions in , 

| such other policies as may be in conflict with this basic policy. : 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. : 

[Here follows a one-page table of contents. ] 

| 8 For information on NSC Action No. 1251, see footnote 3, p. 738. For NSC Action : 

) No. 1272, see footnote 12, p. 800; for NSC Action No. 1279, see footnote 4, supra. : 

| NSC Action No. 1286, taken at the 228th meeting of the NSC on Dec. 9, noted Presi- | 

| dent Eisenhower’s views that increased emphasis should be given to measures for | 

continental defense, technological advances in guided missiles and other weapons, | 

and increased readiness and combatworthiness of the reserve forces. It also noted | 

the President’s decision to establish a total personnel strength for the armed forces 

| of 2,940,000 by June 30, 1955 and of 2,815,000 by June 30, 1956. (S/S-NSC (Miscella- 

: neous) files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action’) 

6 Extracts from NIE-11-4-54, “Soviet Capabilities and Probable Courses of Action 

Through Mid-1954”, are scheduled for publication in volume vii. NIE-11-6-54, 

“Soviet Capabilities and Probable Programs in the Guided Missile Field” is not 

| printed. | , 
: 

7 For the memorandum of discussion at the 229th meeting of the NSC, Dec. 21, 

see p. 832. 
|
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_.. [Enclosure] ep | 

Draft Statement Prepared by the National Security Council 
Planning Board | 

TOP SECRET Se — [WasHINGTON, ] December 14, 1954. 

Basic Nationat Security Pouicy | 

a SECTION A | 
| _ ESTIMATE OF THE SITUATION 

The Soviet-Communist challenge, including the approach of the | 
USSR to nuclear plenty, constitutes a peril greater than any the 
United States has ever before faced.* | | 
I. Relative Communist Bloc and Free World Capabilities 

1. Soviet air-atomic capabilities are rapidly increasing. Already _ 
the USSR has the capacity to inflict widespread devastation on 

| major free world countries allied to the U.S. and serious damage to | 
the US. itself. Over approximately the next five years the USSR | 
will almost certainly develop the net capability to strike a crippling 
blow at the United States. pigs chee 

2. At present the U.S. can inflict massive damage on the Commu- 
nist bloc by nuclear striking power. Even when the USSR arrives 
at the point where it can strike a crippling blow at the U.S., the 
U.S. will still be able to inflict equal or greater damage on the | 
USSR, provided that it takes adequate measures to protect its ef- 
fective retaliatory power. | Oo 

3. The Soviet guided missile program, over the next few years 
will bring increasingly longer-range missiles into production. As- 
suming an intensive effort, the USSR may develop roughly by 1963 
(1960 at the earliest) operational intercontinental ballistic missiles. 
The U.S. program for missiles of this type should approximate this 
timetable, provided that intensive effort continues. There is no 
known defense against such missiles at this time. _ | 

4. Thus a situation is approaching in which a total war involving - 
use by both sides of available weapons would bring about such ex- | 
tensive destruction as to threaten the survival of both Western civ- | 

*The Director of the Bureau of the Budget believes. the extent of the present | 
Soviet-Communist challenge is not susceptible to categorical judgments of this 
nature and recommends deletion of the statement. [Footnote in the source text] 

‘The Director of the Bureau of the Budget notes that the net capability estimate 
prepared by the Net Capabilities Evaluation Subcommittee in accordance with NSC 
5423 did not cover the period beyond J uly 1, 1957. [Footnote in the source text. For 
documentation on the Net Capabilities Evaluation Subcommittee and on NSC 5423, 
see pp. 845 ff.] -
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- jlization and the Soviet system. This situation could create a condi- 

| tion of mutual deterrence, in which each side would be strongly in- } 

hibited from deliberately initiating general war or taking actions j 

which it regarded as materially increasing the risk of general war. 

In any case, war would remain a possibility, if only because of the ) 

element of miscalculation by either side or because of a technologi- ' 

cal break-through by the Soviets leading them to believe they could | : 

destroy the U.S. without effective retaliation. —__ S | 

5. The Communist bloc will maintain and further develop formi- 

dable conventional forces, with improved combat effectiveness and 

a large increase in submarines. The principal limitations will be lo- 

gistic problems and deficiencies in specialized experience, training 

and equipment. : 
_6. The free world can make substantial progress in building mili- 

tary strength through the continued improvement of NATO forces, 

| the introduction of West German units, some Japanese rearma- 

ment, and the progressive development of new weapons systems 

and of production facilities. Introduction of nuclear weapons into 

the NATO defense system on the basis of agreed policy will be of 
crucial importance. Provided that it has the will to do so, the free 

world coalition has the capacity to maintain sufficient armed 
strength, along with US. strategic nuclear striking power, to con- 

stitute a major deterrent to Communist military aggression and to 

maximize the chances of dealing effectively with such aggression if | 

itshould occur, sits | | 

7. The stability of the USSR and its hold over the European sat- 

ellites are unlikely to be seriously shaken over the next few years, : 

despite measures which the U.S. may find it feasible to take to : 

weaken Soviet control. However, the control system of the USSR 

will continue to be faced with important problems (such as discon- 

tent in the satellites, agricultural difficulties, and pressures for sat- 

isfying consumer wants), some of which may be susceptible to a 

| limited degree of exploitation from outside. — | | | : 

8. Communist China is likely to continue vigorous and cohesive, 
but will face internal problems much greater than those of the | 

USSR. The Sino-Soviet tie probably will remain strong for the next , 

| few years not only for ideological reasons but also because it fur- | 

thers the purposes of both parties. | | - | 

| 9. In absolute terms, the growth of the U.S. economy should be : 

: greater than that of the USSR, and U:S. productive capacity in ) 

1959 will still be more than twice that of the USSR. Nevertheless, | 
- the economic growth of the USSR can be expected to continue at a | 

| rate considerably higher than that of the U.S. or of other major 
free world countries. The difference in growth rates will probably 
be even greater in the industrial sector, despite some increased 

|
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Soviet emphasis on agriculture and consumer goods. Moreover, the 
USSR will be devoting to capital investment, and to uses contribut- 
ing to war potential, a much greater proportion of its resources. 

10. Soviet economic progress will be for many peoples with lower 
living standards an impressive example, and will probably consti- 
tute an important element in spreading Soviet influence, especially 
in Asia. Communist China, if its industrialization continues as ex- 
pected at a rate relatively rapid as compared with that of other 
Asian countries, will also exert considerable attractive forces on 
Asian peoples, especially if economic improvement in free Asia is 
slow or non-existent. 

11. The existing structure of U.S. alliances can probably be 
maintained, and may possibly be extended, particularly in the 
Middle East. However, there will be serious strains on these alli- 
ances, especially the ties between the U.S. and its major allies, re- 
sulting from growing fears of atomic war on the part of the allies, 
differing attitudes on China, and greater receptivity by the allies to 
Soviet overtures. Our allies will probably be more reluctant than | 
the U.S. to participate in actions which appear to them to involve 
appreciable risks of war in order to prevent further Communist ad- 
vances in areas which do not directly involve their vital interests. 

12. Underdeveloped countries will continue to be a major source 
of weakness in the position of the free world, owing to such factors 
as political instability, economic backwardness, extreme national- 
ism, and the colonial issue. The dangers of subversion will be great, 
especially in countries under the shadow of Communist power and 
subject to direct Communist pressures and intervention. In South- 
east Asia the present situation is extremely precarious. Failure of 

the free world to deal more effectively with the problems of under- 
developed areas will weaken the free world and benefit interna- 
tional communism, even in countries where actual Communist 

take-over is not imminent. | 

13. As the lines between the Communist bloc and the Western 

coalition have come to be more clearly drawn over the last few 
years, a situation has arisen in which any further Communist ter- 

ritorial gain would have an unfavorable impact within the free 
world that might be out of all proportion to the strategic or eco- 

nomic significance of the territory lost. 

Il. Probable Soviet and Chinese Communist Intentions and Strategy 

14. The USSR has not modified its basic hostility toward the 
non-Communist world, and especially toward the U.S. as the power 
center of that world, or its belief in the ultimate triumph of Com- 

munism. The Soviet leaders can be expected to seek constantly, by 

every means they find advantageous, to extend Communist power
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and to weaken those forces, especially U.S. power and influence, 

which they regard as inexorable enemies of their system. However, f 

they will almost certainly avoid pursuing their long-term goals in 

ways which jeopardize the security of the regime or their control of , 

the Communist bloc. Soviet objectives can be listed as follows, in 

descending order of importance: | | 

a. The security of the regime and of the USSR. 
| b. Maintaining the Soviet hold on the European satellites, and 

keeping China within the Communist bloc. | ; 

c. Elimination of U.S. influence from Eurasia, and the isolation | 

of the U.S. ee : | 

d. Expansion of Soviet Communist power throughout Eurasia. | 

e. Elimination of the U.S. as a competing power center. 
f. The spread of Communism throughout the world. | 

15. Communist China remains bitterly hostile to the U.S., and 

ostensibly committed to the conquest of Formosa. It will attempt to 

expand its power on the mainland of Asia and to expel U.S. power 

and influence therefrom. In pursuit of this end, it probably will 

place primary emphasis on penetration and support of subversion | 

in neighboring countries. | | 

16. Provided that the U.S. and free world have at all times an | 

adequate military posture and the necessary determination, it ap- I 

pears unlikely that, within the next five years, the USSR or Com- 

munist China will deliberately initiate war, or engage in overt mili- : 

tary aggression if in its judgement such aggression would involve 

appreciable risk of war with the U.S.f They will try to avoid | 

: courses of action which in their judgment will clearly involve such 
risk. However, they probably would not be deterred by the risk of 

general war from taking military counteraction against Western 

actions considered to be an imminent threat to their security. 

Moreover, general war might occur as the climax of a series of ac- : 

tions and counteractions which neither side originally intended to | 

lead to that result. | | ! 
17. The Soviet switch to a “soft” line, since the death of Stalin 

and increasingly in recent months, is a significant new factor in | | 

the situation. The Soviet leaders almost certainly regard this 
‘“neace offensive” as their most effective present tactic for dividing 

the free world and isolating the U.S. from its allies. A principal 

aim is to prevent the rearmament of West Germany in association 

+ An important possible exception to this estimate is a Chinese Communist attack 

on Formosa and the Pescadores. The Chinese Communists will almost certainly in- 

crease their probing actions against the Nationalist-held off-shore islands and will 

probably try to seize them, if they believe this can be done without bringing on | 

major hostilities with the U.S. A further possibility of Communist aggression is a 

Viet Minh attack on South Vietnam in the event the 1956 elections are blocked by 

| Western action. [Footnote in the source text.] |
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| with the Western powers. If this attempt fails, the Soviets may 
revert to a more uncompromising and menacing posture. The cur- 
rent “soft” line may also be motivated, however, by domestic preoc- 
cupations and fear of general war, and the Soviets may therefore 
desire an extended period of reduced tensions. Even should that be 

. the case, Soviet policy will mainly seek tacit understanding not to 
: resort to force to change the present territorial division between 

the Communist bloc and the free world. In any event, whatever 
Soviet concessions are made will, for some time, almost certainly 
be confined to relatively minor issues. Although it appears very un- 
likely, the Soviet leaders might be led by the fear of nuclear de- 
struction to accept .an effective system of armaments control, with 
whatever changes would thereby be required in their present prac- 

_ tices and concepts. _ 
18. If the Soviet “soft” line is not reversed, our allies will be 

eager to explore it seriously, and will probably wish, in seeking a 
basis of “coexistence’’, to go to further lengths than the U.S. will 
find prudent. Even if the USSR offers no real concessions, these  — 
tendencies will probably persist, supported by large segments of _ 
public opinion. It will be a major task, therefore, to maintain the | 
necessary unity and resolution in the free world coalition if the | 
Soviet “peace offensive” continues. ee 

19. Despite the talk of “coexistence”, the Communist powers will | 
continue strenuous efforts to weaken and disrupt free-world 
strength and unity and to expand the area of their control, princi- 
pally by subversion (including the support of insurrection), while 
avoiding involvement of the main sources of Communist power. . | 
This strategy will probably present the free world with its most se- 
rious challenge and greatest danger in the next few years. 

20. Attainment by the USSR of the capacity to inflict crippling 
damage on the U.S. almost certainly would not tempt the Soviets 
to initiate general war, unless they believed that they could neu- 
tralize, or by initial surprise could destroy, U.S. retaliatory power 
before it could be used. They will continue to be extremely reluc- | 
tant to precipitate a contest in which the USSR would be likely to | 
be subjected even to limited nuclear attack. After attaining atomic 
plenty, however, the Communist powers probably will increase the | 
pace of their attempts at progressive local expansion, supported by 
force or threat of force, provided they estimate that such action can _ 
succeed and will not provoke U.S. counteraction involving apprecia- | 
ble risk of general war.§ a - | 

§ State, Treasury and Budget members believe that the sentence should read: | 
Even after attaining atomic plenty, the Communist powers probably will not at- 
tempt progressive local expansion, supported by force or the threat of force, unless |
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a : SECTION B 7 Os | 

| | _ OUTLINE OF U.S. NATIONAL STRATEGY wae 

21. The basic objective of U.S. national security policy is to pre- i 
serve the security of the United States, and its fundamental values _ 
and institutions [without seriously weakening the U.S. economy.] || f 

| 22. The basic threat to U.S. security is posed by the hostile poli- 

cies and power, including growing nuclear power, of the Soviet- _ 
| Communist bloc, with its international Communist apparatus. __ 4 

. 23. The basic problem confronting the U'S. is how, without un- 
dermining fundamental U.S. values and institutions or seriously 

| weakening the U'S. economy to meet [and for the future to keep 

within] ] [and ultimately to diminish to] ** acceptable proportions | 
this threat to U.S. security. _ ee eee 

24. The Soviet bloc-free world conflict can be resolved in accord- 
ance with U‘S. security interests only through either (a) overthrow | 

of the Soviet regime and its replacement by a government with no | 
expansionist or other objectives inconsistent with U.S. security; or 

(b) modification of the Soviet system so that its leaders for practical 
purposes abandon expansionist policies and accept either formal or 
de facto arrangements consistent with U-S. security interests. ? 

| 25. The U.S. and its allies have no foreseeable prospect of stop- | 

- ping the growth of Soviet nuclear capabilities and of reducing 3 

Soviet armed strength—the core of Communist power— [or of sig- : 

| nificantly reducing other basic Communist military strength,] TT 

: except by mutually acceptable agreements with the Soviets or by 
large-scale military action. The initiation by the U.S. of such action 
for this purpose is not an acceptable course either to the U.S. or its 

major allies. eg | Oe, 

26. Hence, U.S. policies must be designed to affect the conduct of == 
| the Communist regimes, especially that of the USSR, in ways that 

_ further U.S. security interests and to encourage tendencies that 

2 lead them to abandon expansionist policies. In pursuing this gener- 

| al strategy, our effort should be directed to: nee 

they estimate that (1) such methods can succeed and will not provoke U.S. counter- 
action involving appreciable risk of general war, and (2) fear of atomic war will 

2 drive the allies of the U.S. in the direction of neutrality toward or appeasement of 
! the USSR. [Footnote in the source text.] oo a oo 

||Proposed by Treasury and Budget. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.] | 
(State, Treasury, CIA and Budget proposal. [Footnote and brackets in the source 

text.| - — re : | 

, Snefenae JCS, FOA and ODM proposal. [Footnote and brackets in the source 

text. | | | | 

sit Treasury, CIA and Budget proposal. [Footnote and brackets in the source 
| text. |
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a. Deterring further Communist aggression, and preventing the 
occurrence of total war so far as compatible with U.S. security. 

b. Maintaining and developing in the free world the mutuality of 
interest and common purpose, and the necessary will, strength and 
stability to face the Soviet-Communist threat and to provide con- 
structive and attractive alternatives to Communism, which sustain 
the hope and confidence of free peoples. | | 

c. Fostering changes in the character and policies of the Commu- : 
nist regimes by making clear to them available alternatives which 
are in their basic interests and do not conflict with those of the 
U.S. and by exploiting differences between such regimes in ways 
consistent with this strategy. 

27. To carry out effectively this general strategy will require a 
flexible combination of military, political, economic, propaganda, | 
and covert actions which enables the full exercise of U.S. initiative. 

a These actions must be so coordinated as to reinforce one another. 
28. Provided that it is resolutely pursued, this general strategy 

offers the best hope of bringing about at least a prolonged period of 
armed truce, and ultimately a peaceful resolution of the Soviet | 
bloc-free world conflict and a peaceful and orderly world environ- - 
ment. Failure resolutely to pursue this general strategy could, 
within a relatively short span of years, place the U.S. in great jeop- | 
ardy. _ | 

SECTION C - | 

ELEMENTS OF NATIONAL STRATEGY , 

I. Military Problem - | 

| 29. A central aim of U.S. policy must be to deter the Commu- 
nists from use of their military power [while remaining prepared to 

fight general war should one be forced upon the U.S.].4 This stress 
on deterrence is dictated by the disastrous character of total nucle- 
ar war, the possibility of local conflicts developing into total war, 
and the serious effect of further Communist aggression. Hence the 

Communist rulers must be convinced that aggression will not serve 
their interests: that it will not pay. eS 

30. If this purpose is to be achieved, the U.S. and its allies in the 
aggregate will have to have, for an indefinite period, military 

forces with sufficient strength, flexibility and mobility to enable 
them to deal swiftly and severely with Communist overt aggression _ 
in its various forms and to cope successfully with general war 

should it develop. In addition, the U.S. and its major allies must . 
show that they are united in their determination to use military 

force against such aggression. a | 

++Proposed by Defense and JCS; thought by others to be covered in par. 30 et seg. 
[Footnote and brackets in the source text.] | . |
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i: 31. As part of its military forces, the U.S. must develop and 
. maintain its effective nuclear-air retaliatory power, and must keep | 

that power secure from neutralization or from a Soviet knockout 
1 blow, even by surprise. So long as the Soviets are uncertain of their 
/ ability to neutralize this power, there is little reason to expect | them to initiate general war or actions which they believe would 
L carry appreciable risk of general war, and thereby endanger the 
i regime and the security of the USSR. | 
7 32. In addition to its nuclear-air retaliatory power, the United 
t _ States will have to have other ready forces. These forces, together 
| with those of its allies, must be sufficient (a) to help deter any 
i resort to local aggression, or (b) to punish swiftly and severely any 
{ such local aggression, in a manner and on a scale best calculated to 
i avoid the hostilities broadening into total nuclear war. Such ready 
f forces will be in addition to those assigned to NATO; must be suit- 
,- ably deployed, highly mobile, and equipped as appropriate with 
i atomic capability; and must also, along with those assigned: to 
l NATO, be capable of discharging initial tasks in the event of gener- 
a al war. | 
- 33. Such a policy is predicated upon the support and cooperation 
. of appropriate major allies and certain other free world countries, 
J in furnishing bases for U.S. military power, especially strategic air, 
o and in providing their share of military forces. To succeed, the | 
bs basic strategy and policy of the U.S. must be believed by our appro- 
oe priate major allies generally to serve their security as well as ours. 
: Thus, it is important for the United States to take the necessary 
Pe steps to convince them that such is the case. __ | 
oS 34. The ability to apply force selectively and flexibly will become , 
: increasingly important in maintaining the morale and will of the | 
a free world to resist aggression. As the fear of nuclear war grows, | 
. the United States and its allies must never allow themselves to get : 
. into the position where they must choose between (a) not respond- 
- ing to local aggression and (b) applying force in a way which our | 

; own people or our allies would consider entails undue risk of nucle- 
: ar devastation. However, the United States cannot afford to pre- 

clude itself from using nuclear weapons even in a local situation, if | 
such use will bring the aggression to a swift and positive cessation, : 
and if, on a balance of political and military consideration, such 

: use will best advance U.S. security interests. In the last analysis, if : 
| confronted by the choice of (a) acquiescing in Communist ageres- : 
: sion or (b) taking measures risking either general war or loss of | 

| allied support, the United States must be prepared to take these 
i risks if necessary for its security. 
; 35. The United States and its allies must reject the concept of 
- preventive war or acts intended to provoke war. [The United States:
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and its allies will also have to forego actions regarded as provoca- — 

tive, if such actions would foreclose the requisite domestic political 

support for the use of force should this become necessary. More- 

over, if the Communist rulers should conclude that the United 

States is bent on aggressive war, they may feel that they have no 

choice but to initiate war themselves at their own time. Hence, the 

United States should attempt to make clear, by word and conduct, 

that it is not our intention to provoke war.] §§ At the same time 

the United States and its major allies must make clear their deter-_ 

mination to oppose aggression despite risk of general war, and the 

United States must make clear its determination to prevail if gen- 

eral war eventuates. 7 oe 

Il. Strengthening the Free World | | 

36. The United States should place more stress than heretofore 

on building the strength and cohesion of the free world, and take 

adequate actions for the purpose of: (a) creating cohesion within 

and among all the free nations, remedying their weaknesses, and —T 

steadily improving the relative position of the free world; and (b) its 

destroying the effectiveness of the Communist apparatus in the 

| free world. Success in these endeavors will depend heavily on the 

degree to which the U.S. and its major allies can attain agreement 

on basic political objectives and actions to achieve them. | | 

87. Direct action against the Communist apparatus must rest | 

largely with the local governments concerned, although the U.S. 

should be able to help significantly, chiefly through covert means. © 

In countries vulnerable to subversion, the U.S. should, as one of its 

objectives, assist in the development of adequate internal security | 

forces. In case of an imminent or actual Communist seizure of con- 

trol, the U.S. should take all feasible political, economic, and covert 

measures to thwart it, and, if necessary and appropriate, should 

take military action. | EE 

38. The existence of conditions in the free world which the Com- 

munists can exploit makes it very difficult for the free world to — 

overcome its divisions, fears, and weaknesses. In many cases, the 

U.S. faces the choice of (a) taking timely action to help remedy 

such conditions, or of (b) allowing the situation to deteriorate with 

the prospect of later trying to prevent Communist gains by more 

costly and less certain measures, or even military action. The abili- 

ty of the free world, over the long pull, to meet the challenge and 

| competition of the Communist world will depend in large measure 

on the capacity to demonstrate progress toward meeting the basic 

needs and aspirations of its peoples. | a 

§§State proposal. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.] |
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| 39. In the economic field, there are two basic problems: (a) the _ 
industrialized areas require expanding markets and (b) the under- 
developed areas seek to develop and modernize their economies. It 
should be within the capacity of the free world, with U.S. initiative : 
and leadership, to turn these two problems into mutually support- 
ing assets for the promotion of appropriate economic strength and 
growth. | | 7 

40. A necessary condition for such strength and growth is a high : 

level of international trade within the free world. In order to foster | 
this, the U.S.: (a) should continue to press strongly for a general 
reduction of trade barriers; (b) must take the lead by reducing fur- 
ther its own tariff level over the next few years; and (c) should also 

support sound moves to widen the convertibility of currencies. _ 

41. The dangers of free world stability are particularly acute in 
the underdeveloped areas. The task of speeding up their economic I 

| growth and promoting stability presents a multitude of problems, | 

political and social as well as economic. For example, it calls for 4 
| some changes in traditional habits and attitudes and for greatly ex- 

panded training in administrative and technical skills. In any case, 
new capital investment is a prerequisite to growth. Local capital 

will have to be supplemented by the provision of capital from 

abroad. In addition to external public and private investment and 

IBRD loans, substantial financing from U.S. public funds (including 
the Export-Import Bank) will be necessary, in some cases over an 
extended period, to help achieve the economic progress essential to | 

U.S. interests. U.S. financial assistance alone cannot produce satis- : 
factory economic growth in these areas, and external assistance 

should be used in a way to promote and not decrease local incen- , 
tives and self-help. — a | Me Ee , 

42. In order to promote conditions of sound development in un- : 
derdeveloped areas the United States should be prepared to use 3 

economic means available to it where (a) such action serves U.S. 

objectives, (b) such development cannot be financed by local or | 
other foreign capital, and (c) such assistance will be effectively | 
used; and as part of such assistance the United States should train 
indigenous leaders, develop skills, and provide competent advisers. : 
Specifically, the U.S. should support a new initiative, in which in- 
dustrialized free world nations and underdeveloped nations of Asia , 
would both participate, aimed at significant economic improvement | 
in South and Southeast Asia, where the Communist threat is espe- : 

- cially dangerous. [The total level of U.S. economic assistance world- : 

wide should, however, be progressively reduced.] |||| | 

||||Proposed by Treasury and Budget. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.] |
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43. U.S. political policies must be adapted to conditions prevail- 
ing in each underdeveloped area. The U.S. should not exert pres- 
sure to make active allies of those not so inclined. The U.S. should 
provide assistance on the basis of the willingness and ability of 
countries to strengthen and defend their independence against 

Communist expansion rather than on their formal alignment with 

the U.S. As far as possible, the U.S. should attempt to work with 
rather than against those forces, such as constructive nationalist 

and reform movements, which are likely to remain powerful over a 
long period. 

44. Where disputes and tensions between free nations threaten 
to impair free world strength and cohesion, the U.S. should exert 

its best efforts to help settle them or at least moderate their ef- 

fects. In addition to efforts to settle specific current controversies, 

the U.S. should develop longterm policies to deal with deep-seated 

problems (such as those involved in the evolution of colonial peo- 
ples). 

III. Political Strategy Against the Communist Bloc 

45. The U.S. should develop a political strategy against the Com- 
munist bloc designed: (a) to reduce the likelihood of aggression; (b) 
to influence, in ways favorable to U.S. and free world interests, de- 

cisions and developments within the Communist bloc, such as 
toward greater emphasis on internal problems; and (c) to foster 

long-run trends which might lead to basic changes in the outlook 

or character of Communist regimes. 

46. In pursuing this strategy, the U.S. should seek: (a) to con- 
vince the Communist regimes that alternatives exist to their 

present policies which would be acceptable to the U.S., and which 

they might come to consider compatible with their basic security 

interests; (b) to give to the Communist regimes a clear conception 
of the true U.S. and free world purposes and uncompromising de- 
termination to resist Communist aggressive moves; (c) to exploit, in 

ways consistent with this strategy, differences within the Soviet 
system or between the USSR and other members of the Communist 
bloc. | 

47. The U.S. should be ready to negotiate with the USSR when- 
ever it clearly appears that U.S. security interests will be served 

thereby. The U.S. should continue to take the initiative in advanc- 
ing proposals for constructive settlements and international coop- 

eration (1.e., atoms for peace) in order to put the Soviets on the de- 

fensive and win public support on both sides of the Iron Curtain.
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State JCS ) 

a. Without relaxing its de- a. For the most part, however, | 

fense posture, the U.S. should | the U.S. must realize it will be ? 

actively use negotiation in pur-| not only fruitless, but perhaps 

suing its strategy. By doing so, | even hazardous, to continue its : 

the U.S. would be in a position | efforts to arrive at solutions to | 

(1) to expose the Communists’| world problems through the | 

“conciliatory” line and place on| normal processes of negotiation 

them the onus for the persist-| with the USSR. _ : 

ence of tension and unsettled | , : 

problems, or (2) to force them to | | | 

substantiate “peace” propagan- | 

da with action or compromises 7 | 

beneficial to free world inter- | 

ests. | 7 | | 

b. The U.S. should: (1) seek to| _b. If the USSR demonstrates a 

| settle specific problems, (such as | basic change of attitude which 

Germany) compatible with U.S. | would be conducive to achieving i: 

security, (2) seek to achieve a/| lasting settlements, the U/S. 

modus vivendi which would | should then, and only then, en- 

reduce world tensions and con- | deavor through stepped-up nego- E 

tribute to free world security; (3) | tiations to arrive at agreements | 

put forward and seek agreement | with the USSR on the subjects : 

on proposals which, if accepted, | of disarmament, atomic energy | 

would reduce the magnitude of | or other world issues. | 

the Soviet-Communist threat | : 

(such as an acceptable plan for | , 

limitation of armaments with : 

adequate safeguards). | | 

48. In applying this strategy to Communist China, the U.S. must 

take account of non-recognition of the regime and the regime’s 

recent and continuing aggressive policies. However, the U.S. should | 

be ready to participate in talks including Communist China on spe- Ot 

cific subjects on an ad hoc basis, where the general objectives men- | 

tioned in connection with negotiations with the USSR would be 

served thereby. | | | | 

IV. Domestic Strength | . : 

49. Sound U.S. Economy | | | 

a. A strong, healthy and expanding U.S. economy is essential to 
the security and stability of the free world. The level of expendi- : 

tures for national security programs must take into full account : 

the danger to the U.S. and its allies resulting from impairment, 2 
| through inflation or the undermining of incentives, of the basic : 

soundness of the U.S. economy or of the continuing expansion of : 
the U.S. economy under a free enterprise system. :
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b. The Federal Government should continue to make a deter- _ 
mined effort tof] bring its total annual expenditures into balance, 
or into substantial balance, with its total annual revenues,]/f] and 
should maintain overall credit and fiscal policies designed to assist 
in stabilizing the economy. | 

c. Nevertheless, the U.S. must continue to meet the necessary 
costs of the programs essential for its security.* 

d. [The aggregate of Federal expenditures, not essential to the 
national security, should be minimized.]+ [Federal expenditures, | 
especially those not essential for the national security, should be 
held to a necessary minimum.]+ Every effort should be made to 

| eliminate waste, duplication, and unnecessary overhead in the Fed- 
| eral Government. | | 

e. The United States should also seek: (1) to maintain a higher 
and expanding rate of economic activity at relatively stable price 
levels, and (2) to maximize the economic potential of private enter- 
prise by minimizing governmental controls and regulations and by 
encouraging private enterprise to develop natural and technologi- 
cal resources (e.g. nuclear power). | a | 

00. Internal Security | | - 
Internal security measures should be adequate to meet the 

threat to U.S. security of covert attack by the Soviet bloc on the 
_ United States by means of sabotage, subversion, espionage, and 

| particularly the clandestine introduction and detonation of nuclear 
weapons. a | 

ol. Civil Defense | 
An essential ingredient of our domestic strength is an improved 

and strengthened civil defense program which seeks to minimize 
damage from nuclear attack by both preventive and ameliorative 
measures. | 

52. Support by U.S. Citizens . | 

a. No national strategy to meet the Soviet threat can be success- 
ful without the support of the American people. During a time of 
increasing Soviet atomic power, the determination of U.S. citizens 
to face the risks involved in carrying out such national strategy 
will be of increasing importance. Continuing efforts should be made 
to inform the American people of the demands on their spiritual 
and material resources necessary to ensure U.S. security during a 

1] ) CEA believes that, in the interest of clarity and precision, this language 
should read: “. . . bring its total expenditures into balance with its total revenues. . .” 
(2) Defense and FOA believe that this language should read: “. . . bring its total | 
annual expenditures and its total annual revenues into balance, or into substantial 
balance, . . .” [Footnote in the source text.] | 

“Treasury, Bureau of the Budget, and CEA believe that this sentence should not 
be a separate paragraph, but should form the third and last sentence under a above. 
[Footnote in the source text.] | 

{Proposed by Treasury and Bureau of the Budget. [Footnote and brackets in the 
source text. ] | | 

+ Proposed by CEA. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.]
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period of armed truce, which may either continue for many years _ 

or be broken by an atomic war. ESA RL foe og a 

pb. Eternal vigilance is necessary in carrying out the national 
strategy, to prevent the intimidation of free criticism. Necessary 4 

protective measures should not be used to destroy national unity, | 

which must be based on freedom and not on fear. _ So 

V. Other National Security Measures ree 7 

58. Mobilization Base Oe | | 

ga. Essential to the strong security posture required by the nation- | 

al strategy is a mobilization base adequate to maintain military | 

readiness and to provide the basis for successful prosecution of gen- : 

eral war, based on (1) an approved military plan, (2) allowance for | 

estimated bomb damage, and (8) a determination as to U.S. provi- 

sion of allied material requirements. | | 

b. The U.S. should continue to seek to achieve [as quickly as pos- | 

sible] § minimum stockpile objectives for materials the shortage of : 

which would affect critically essential security programs. The 
stockpiling programs should not normally be used to help stabilize 

international markets for exports of underdeveloped countries; ex- 

ceptions being made only on a case-by-case basis where there would : 

be a clear net advantage to the U.S. IE ee 

: 54. Intelligence | | | A 

The United States should develop and maintain an intelligence : 

system capable of: —— ce Signed © 

a. Collecting and analyzing indications of hostile intentions that 
would give maximum prior warning of possible aggression or sub- | 

version in any area of the world. | : 

b. Accurately evaluating the capabilities of foreign countries, I 

friendly and neutral as well as enemy, to undertake military, polit- 

ical, economic and subversive courses of action affecting U.S. secu- } 

rity. a : 

c. Forecasting potential foreign developments having a bearing : 

on U.S. national security. | ee 

| 55. Manpower | | | oe | | 

The United States should develop an adequate manpower pro- 

gram designed to: Paco 

a. Expand scientific and technical training. oe 

b. Provide an equitable military training system. 
c. Strike a feasible balance between the needs of an expanding 

peacetime economy and defense requirements. a 

d. Provide for an appropriate distribution of services and skills in 

the event of national emergency. | 

56. Research and Development — | - ee 

| The United States should conduct and foster scientific research 

and development so as to insure superiority in quantity and quality 

SODM proposal. [Footnote and brackets in the source text.) | |
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of weapons systems, with attendant continuing review of the level 
and composition of forces and of the industrial base required for 
adequate defense and for successful prosecution of general war. 

Eisenhower Library, White House Office, “Office of Staff Secretary Records, 1952-61” 

| Notes by the Assistant Staff Secretary to the President (Minnich) on | 
the Legislative Leadership Meeting, December 12, 1 G54 } 

. | [Extract] | 

CONFIDENTIAL | . 

The following were present: 

President Eisenhower 

| Vice President Nixon Sec. Dulles | 

Asst. Sec. Thruston Morton 
Sen. Knowland Sec. Humphrey oe 
Sen. Bridges Sec. Wilson 
Sen. Millikin | Asst. Sec. McNeil 
Sen. Saltonstall _ Asst. Sec. Carter Burgess 
Sen. Ferguson Asst. Sec. Seaton 

Asst. Sec. Struve Hensel 
Speaker Martin Mr. Summerfield | 
Rep. Halleck Asst. PMG Lyons © 
Rep. Arends Mr. Ben Guill 
Rep. Allen Sec. Benson 

Sec. Mitchell | 
Sec. Hobby , 

Gov. Adams Under Sec. Rockfeller 
_ Gen. Persons Asst. Sec. Perkins 

Mr. Shanley Director Hughes, Budget 
Mr. Hagerty Mr. Brundage 
Mr. Snyder Gov. Stassen, FOA | 
Mr. Morgan Chrm. Young, CSC 

1The source text indicates that this White House meeting, concerned with vari- 
ous items and issues on the federal budget, was held from 8:30 a.m. to noon and 
from 2:30 p.m. to 5:45 p.m. For the portion of this meeting dealing with mutual se- 
curity matters, see vol. 1, Part 1, p. 809. 
Members of the Eisenhower administration listed below and not previously identi- 

fied include: Arthur E. Summerfield, Postmaster General, Jan. 21, 1953-Jan. 20, . 
1961; Ezra Taft Benson, Secretary of Agriculture, Jan. 21, 1953-Jan. 20. 1961; James 
P. Mitchell, Secretary of Labor, Oct. 8, 1953-Jan. 20, 1961; Oveta Culp Hobby, Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Apr. 11, 1953-Aug. 1, 1955; and Nelson A. 
Rockefeller, Under Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, June 11, 1953—-Dec. 
16, 1954, after which he became Special Assistant to the President.
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Mr. Randall | Mr. Albert Cole, HHFA 

Mr. Jack Martin Dr. Milton Eisenhower | , : 

Mr. Harlow | a | 

Mr. Gruenther 

| Dr. Hauge oe ) 

Mr. Minnich | ; 

Defense—The President opened this subject by commenting that 

only recently had the United States ever had to fear a serious 

attack on its own lands—as a result of the long-range bomber. 

Hence the Nation should focus its security efforts on retaliatory 

forces and on continental defense as the means of counteracting . 

that threat. He said we must have a program that can be carried 

on indefinitely. The wisdom of such an approach was strengthened | 

by the fact that everything we can assess indicates that Russia is 

not seeking general war; rather, she seems to feel that economic _ 

| . and political subversion programs are going well. and should be } 

pressed further. So we need a long term program of things that can 

deter or dull any attack. | | 

The President then stated that he had directed, on his own judg- | 

ment after long study, a manpower reduction in the Army and 

those parts of the Navy not involved in the deterrent or continen- 

tal defense. Some of the reduction would take place this year, and 

more next year. This was agreed in by most people, but of course 

the land forces could always show a need for more and more. How- 

ever, there would be a new approach regarding reserve forces that } 

would serve as a back-up for the Army, particularly as any war 

could go into more and more protracted phases after the first great 

attacks. The President added specifically that the Army would be 

going down to 1.1 million men by June 30, 1956, instead of the pre- 

viously scheduled level of 1.175 million. By June 30, 1957, it was 

hoped that the armed services altogether would total something 

below 2.8 million. (The President soon left the meeting and re- 

turned only after the lengthy DoD presentation was completed.) 

Mr. Carter Burgess presented, with many charts, the new Re- : 

serve program, answering numerous questions on detail along the 

way. The presentation and discussion focused on the six-months : 

training program, the quota to be set by the President on the six- 7 

month program, the absence of any desire to institute universal 

military training at this time, the need to have trained men other 

than those who have already served during wartime, and the | 

status of six-month trainees in later years. | 

Mr. Burgess then outlined DoD proposals for the Career Incen- 

tive Program, including improvements as to medical care for de- | 

pendents, military housing, Survivor Benefits, Dislocation Allow-
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_ ance, and a pay increase which would not be across-the-board but 
would be designed to retain people of longer service and to counter- 
act the compression at higher levels that had developed over the 
years. ee 

(The President returned to the meeting.) 
Mr. McNeil then sketched very briefly the high spots of the de- 

fense programs that would be operated under the request for about 
$34 billion of new appropriations. These included continuing re- 
search and development at present high levels which require about 
00% of the Nation’s talent in this area; production at the same 
level as before, but more allocated to weapons and ships with less 
to facilities; reductions in maintenance and housekeeping; and the 
major problem for the years ahead as a result of the high cost of 
the new type weapons. - 

The President took exception to the phrase ‘fringe benefits” with 
respect to the several things Mr. Burgess had proposed, for these 
were in many ways the heart of military service, more important . 
really than base pay. The President hoped these things would have © 
very thorough consideration by the Congress. =83823=———s—~S~S 

Responding to a question, Mr. Wilson pointed out that the ratio 
of combat soldiers to non-combat was increasing; during World 
War II, about 42% of Army uniformed personnel were combat 
troops, this was up to 52% in June of 1953, and the target for 1955 
was 62%. | 

Sen. Saltonstall asked if the wings (137?) envisioned in the pro- 
gram would all be operational. The President assured him they 
would be by the end of the year, for he would have nothing to do 
with paper wings. —— Ce, | 

[Here follows the conclusion of the “Defense” portion of the 
meeting: a brief discussion of possible publication of the so-called 
“Yalta Papers”, the diplomatic and military record of the Crimea 
Conference of February 4-11,1945] 

Eisenhower Library, White House Office, “Office of Staff Secretary records, 1952-61” a 

Notes by the Assistant Staff Secretary to the President (Minnich) on 
the Legislative Leadership Meeting, December 14, 1954} 

[Extract] | 

CONFIDENTIAL | 

The following were present: 

* The source text indicates that this White House meeting was held from 8:30 
a.m. to 11:45 a. m. President Eisenhower opened the meeting by stressing the wide:
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President Eisenhower - | 

: Vice President Nixon OO Ea 
| Sen. Knowland Sen. Lyndon Johnson 
| Sen. Bridges _ Sen. Clements ge ee 
: Sen. Millikin | Sen. Hayden wg es 

Sen. Saltonstall Sen. Russell — Oo | 
| Sen. Ferguson Sen. George | 
| Sen. Wiley | | 

: Speaker Martin | Rep. Sam Rayburn _ | 
| Rep. Halleck © | Rep. McCormack | : 

| Rep. Arends _ - _ Rep. Cannon | 

! - Rep. Leo Allen | a Rep. James P. Richards 
| Rep. Chiperfield a - Rep. Carl Vinson) 
| Rep. Taber | | | 
: Rep. Dewey Short _ | Gov. Adams | 

! Sec. Dulles | Gen. Persons _ | | 

Asst. Sec. Thruston Morton, Mr. Shanley fe Be ogee 
| State — | Mr. Hagerty Le 

: Sec. Humphrey a - Mr. Snyder a. ee 
: Sec. Wilson, and Asst. Secs. Mr. Harlow - - 
| Seaton, Burgess, McNeil, Mr. Morgan _ | 
2 Struve Hensel | Mr. Jack Martin | | 

- Gov. Stassen, FOA _ Mr. Gruenther | 
_ Director Hughes and Mr. Gen. Goodpaster | 

Brundage | Mr. Milton Eisenhower 
| | Dr. Hauge 

OC | | Mr. Randall 
| | Mr. Minnich 

National Defense—The President, speaking as Commander-in- 
Chief, described the basic change in the military picture of our | 

| times in terms of a “fear” having appeared for the first time in the 
United States, since it was no longer immune from attack. By 
virtue of the weakness of Germany and Japan, the traditional 

checks upon Russia had been weakened and the United States now 
had a definite interest beyond its own shores in the security of the 

| industrial complexes of those two countries. Also, the development 

of atomic weapons had put us on the front line. As a result the 
United States needed economic programs that would help restore 
Japan and Germany as strong defenders against Russia, allowing 

ranging character of the agenda, and he invited members of the meeting to raise _ 
fresh issues. For the portion of this meeting dealing with mutual security matters, 
see vol. 1, Part 1, p. 811. a | |
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the United States to be a central “keep”; also, the United States 
must have an effective deterring military force and a strong civil- 
ian defense that could blunt any blow directed against us. 

The President then emphasized that security could not be meas- 
ured in dollars, rather the most important thing was maintaining a 
long and steady course. This could be done through a well chosen, 
adequate and constantly modernized defense organization, backed 

_ by the Reserve establishment and a strong domestic economy. He 
believed that the possession of a strong retaliatory power was the 
greatest service the United States could render even to Great Brit- 
ain and Western Europe. | 

The President set forth his belief in the need for increasing 

combat air up to the level desired, having a carrier force to provide 
air power to meet unexpected developments in any corner of the 
globe; and as a corollary to cut back on manpower in the effort to 
achieve maximum security per dollar expenditure. He stated that 
past requirements for US forces in Korea, Japan and Europe left 
us now with larger contingents there than necessary. 2 | 

The improved Reserve would be needed as a well disciplined do- 
mestic force. 

While recognizing that a primary objective must be one of blunt- 

ing the force of an enemy attack during the first fifteen days so as 

to gain time for American industrial superiority to have its effect, 
the President attached great importance to having proper military 

strength to keep an enemy from ever starting a war against us, 

knowing the destructiveness of modern weapons. 

The President said that responsible leaders ought to be examin- 
ing among themselves every possible way to cut back manpower in 
the Services in places other than air, Navy air, and submarine 

forces. The President stated that he had worked on this problem 

before any other single thing, especially since becoming President. 

He recognized that every Service could find good reason for having 

increases in strength but he urged the need for getting the least 

possible burden on the American people in a way that would not 

expose the country. | 
Mr. Rayburn was the first to comment by making the same 

statement he recalled making a year ago—a hope that “that big’’ is 
big enough. The President replied that there is a progression from 

2 At a press conference on Dec. 20, Secretary of Defense Wilson “announced 

stepped-up manpower cuts . . . to reduce the Armed Forces from 3,218,000 men to 
2,815,000 by mid-1956” rather than by mid-1957 as had earlier been announced. At 
the same time, Secretary Wilson announced that the First Marine Division in Korea 
was being returned to the West Coast and would be replaced by one of the Army 
divisions then in Japan. (New York Times, Dec. 21, 1954, p. 1) Subsequent force oe 
movements were announced later in the month for Japan and the Pacific area. For 
information on these moves, see volume xiv. :
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things critically needed, to those highly desirable, and then to 

those probably helpful—each with decreasing returns. 

Mr. Halleck interpreted the President’s comments to mean 

simply having the proper balance in our Armed Forces, plus a | 

strong economy, a middle way between all-out mobilization and : 

weakness. The President added a comment that in some activities | 

all the gold in Fort Knox could take us no further ahead. He as- 

sured the group that he would never be guilty consciously of expos- | 

ing the United States unnecessarily. Rather, he would always 

stand ready to discuss these matters seriously since he did not pro- | 

fess to be any absolute authority. : | 

(The President left the meeting during the following presenta- - 

tion.) | 

| 

The new Reserve program was then presented, complete with 

charts, by Mr. Burgess. On completion, Sen. Saltonstall ascertained . 

that this program, with its six-months training feature, did not in 

any way constitute universal military training. Messrs. Halleck, 

Knowland, Arends and Allen ° asked a series of questions on detail, 

primarily as regards saving war veterans from frequent recall to 

service. : | 

~ Sen. Russell felt there would be no difficulty in getting sufficient 

people to volunteer for the six-months program to fill the quota of : 

7 100,000 set for the first year. Mr. Burgess answered several ques- 

tions on the mechanics of the program for Sen. Russell * and Rep. | 

Taber. Mr. Burgess then presented the proposed Career Incentive | 

- Program (as on the preceding day). Sen. Hayden ® was interested in 

the total cost of the pay increases, Sen. Bridges was concerned with 

resignations of Naval Academy personnel, as was also Sen. Salton- 

stall. The details of the military pay increase were then presented. 

Mr. McNeil then went over the expenditures programmed for FY 

1956, which would total about the same as for 1955 but would be 

devoted more to ships, planes and weapons, and less to construction 

of facilities and housekeeping. Sen. Wiley asked several questions 

on stockpiling and acquisition of critical materials which were in 

the realm of GSA and FOA. oe 1 

3 Rep. Leo E. Allen (R., Ill). | | 
4 Sen. Richard Russell (D., Ga.).. 

5 Sen. Carl Hayden (D., Ariz.).
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. S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 5440 a, eee 

Memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary of — 
Defense (Wilson)} | 

TOP SECRET a WASHINGTON, December 17, 1954. 
Subject: Basic National Security Policy—NSC 5440 2 

_ 1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed a tentative draft state- 
ment of policy titled “Basic National Security Policy’ (NSC 5440), 
prepared by the NSC Planning Board for discussion by the NSC at 
its meeting on 21 December 1954. Due to the limited time available 
for study of NSC 5440, the Joint Chiefs of Staff request that their 
views which follow be considered as tentative and without preju- 
dice to any subsequent comments they may desire to submit. 

2. In their memorandum to you dated 12 November 1954, subject: 
“Review of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 162/2 and N SC 
0422/2),” > the Joint Chiefs of Staff expressed the view that the ob- 
jective stated in paragraph 45 of NSC 162/ 2 remains valid, namely, 
““, . . to create, prior to the achievement of mutual atomic plenty, 
conditions under which the United States and the free world coali- 
tion are prepared to meet the Soviet-Communist threat with reso- 
lution and to negotiate for its alleviation under proper safeguards.” 
They also stated “It is believed necessary to remove from NSC 162/ 
2, its present preponderant commitment to a policy of reaction 
with the purpose of providing a basic U.S. security policy of unmis- 
takably positive quality” and that “it is imperative that our basic 
security policy, when revised, reflect throughout the greater urgen- 
cy of the present situation, define concretely the conditions which 
it is the aim of our security policy to create, and direct the formu- 
lation of courses of action designed to achieve the basic objective.” 
None of these recommendations appear to have been incorporated 
in NSC 5440. a ag Ss 

3. As a general assessment of NSC 5440, the Joint Chiefs of Staff | 
consider that, while it appraises adequately the gravity of the 
Soviet-Communist threat to the United States, it fails to (a) state in 
clear, simple terms, the major objectives our policy is designed to 
attain, (b) define concretely the conditions referred to in paragraph 

1A covering memorandum of transmittal to the NSC from Lay dated Dec. 20, reads: “At the request of the Secretary of Defense, the enclosed tentative views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the subject are transmitted herewith for the information of the National Security Council in connection with its consideration of the refer- 
ence report at its meeting on December 21, 1954.” The memorandum of discussion at the Dec. 21 meeting is printed infra. 

2 Dated Dec. 13, p. 806. | | ” 8 See the memorandum by Secretary Wilson to Lay, Nov. 22, p. 785. For text of 
Healy. 2, Oct. 30, 1953, and NSC 5422/2, Aug. 7, 1954, see pp. 577 and 715, respec-
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2 above, or (c) stress the urgent need of achieving these conditions ; 

while the United States still holds a marked superiority in the ’ 

atomic field. Rather, the draft statement of policy proposes as a | 

general strategy (to be pursued in both the present era of United I 

_ States superiority and the coming era of atomic plenty) the encour- 

agement of tendencies that would lead the Communist Regimes to 

abandon their expansionist policies (paragraph 26). The Joint ; 

Chiefs of Staff consider that, in the face of the basic and continuing 

hostility of the Communist Regimes and of their recognized objec- 

tives as depicted in Section A II of the paper, it would be illusory to 

expect that any overtures on the part of the United States, consist- : 

ent with United States security interests, would be effective in 

ameliorating the danger now confronting us. eae ee | 

4. The following general comments are directed to those portions 

of the draft basic policy considered to have military implications. 

More detailed comments are contained in the Appendix hereto. | 

a. Section A. This section is considered to constitute, in general, 

an acceptable estimate of the situation. There is, however, a dis- | 

cernible tendency in Subsection II to underrate the likelihood of I 

Communist armed aggression particularly after the advent of E 

atomic plenty. Also, this Subsection overstresses the significance of : 

the present Soviet “soft” tactics as indicative of a possible basic | 

shift in the Soviet policy. The Soviets have recently demonstrated 

that this “soft” tactic is subject to radical reversal whenever it : 

suits their interest. | : 

b. Section B. The national strategy set forth in this section ap- | 

pears to be premised on the thesis that the solution to the problem 

of United States security lies mainly in attempting to bring about a : 

reorientation of the Soviet Regimes through persuasion leading to : 

mutually acceptable settlements. If a policy of persuasion is to be 

effective, the United States must either offer adequate induce- i 

ments or develop a position of sufficient strength to alter radically 

the Soviet attitude. If the estimate of Soviet objectives set forth in 

paragraph 14 of Section A is accepted as being reasonably accurate, | 

it is difficult to perceive how the United States can present to the 

Communist Regimes alternatives which are in their basic interests 

and do not conflict with the security interests of the United States. 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff are of the opinion, therefore, that our na- | 

tional strategy should recognize that, until the Communist Re- 

gimes are convinced that their aggressive and expansionist policies 
will be met by countermeasures which inherently will threaten the 
continued existence of their regimes, it will not be feasible to 
induce a change in their basic attitude or bring about the abandon- 
ment of their present objectives, and that the desired conviction in 

Communist minds can be brought about only through positive dy- 

| namic and timely action by the United States. — | 

-¢. Section C. Subject to the detailed comments in the Appendix 
hereto, Subsections I, IV, and V of this section are considered to be 

| generally acceptable. Subsection II should be expanded to provide : 
adequate guidance for future military assistance programs, which |
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are important factors in any United States undertaking to 
strengthen the Free World. Subsection III develops the political as- 
pects of the national strategy contained in Section B. The com- 
ments of the Joint Chiefs of Staff contained in subparagraph 4 b 
above are considered equally applicable to this subsection. 

_ 9. In a memorandum of 22 November, 4 to the NSC, the Secreta- 
ry of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended that an 
ad hoc or an existing agency of the NSC be charged with formulat- 
ing a statement of methods of implementing paragraph 45 of NSC 
162/2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff reiterate that recommendation. 

6. The Joint Chiefs of Staff request that the foregoing views be 
presented for consideration by the National Security Council at its 
meeting on 21 December 1954. 

1. The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff did not participate in the 
action of the Joint Chiefs of Staff outlined in this memorandum. 

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 
N. F. TwWInineG 

Chief of Staff, United States Air Force 

: | Appendix | 

DETAILED COMMENTS ON NSC 5440 

1. The following comments are directed to certain changes in the 
draft statement considered desirable and to those divergent views 
which are considered to have military implications: | 

a. Page 1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff favor the retention of the first 
sentence in the Estimate of the Situation, as constituting a fair ap- 
praisal of the peril now confronting the United States. 

b. Paragraph 6, page 2. Change the last sentence to read as fol- 
lows (changes indicated in the usual manner): 

“Provided that it has the will to do so, the free world coali- 
tion has the capacity to maintain sufficient conventional 
armed strength, including the capability for adequate and 
timely reinforcement, along with U.S. strategic nuclear striking 
power....” | 

Reason: The paragraph should recognize the need for U.S. capa- 
bility for timely and adequate reinforcement and the fact that US. | 
conventional strength is a major element in the context of this 
statement. | 

c. Paragraph 14f, page 5. Add a sentence to read: 

“In this connection Latin America should be viewed as a 
prime Soviet target and one most sensitive to U.S. interests. 

* Ante, p. 785. |
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- Reason: Self-explanatory. | | 

d. Paragraph 15, page 5. Reword the first sentence to read as fol- 

lows (changes indicated in the usual manner): | 

“The Chinese Communist Government remains bitterly hos- 

tile to....” oo | | 

Reason: It is the Government of Communist China, and not nec- I 

essarily the Chinese people, which remains hostile. , + 

e. Paragraph 20, page 7. The last sentence should be retained as 

now phrased. | 
Reason: It is considered to constitute a more accurate estimate of 

probable Communist actions. 
f. Paragraph 21, page 8. Omit the bracketed phrase. 

Reason: It is considered to be an inappropriate qualification to 

the statement of the basic objective. Further, it appears in its 

proper context in paragraph 23. 

g. Paragraph 28, page 8. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have no prefer- 

ence as between the two bracketed phrases. Oo : 

h. Paragraph 24, page 8. Change to read (changes indicated in the > 

usual manner): a ) 

(a) overthrow of the Soviet regime (including the de- | 

struction of its international Communist apparatus) and its re- I 

placement...” | | } 

Reason: To complete the thought. 
i. Paragraph 25, page 8. Delete the bracketed phrase. 7 | , 

Reason: It would foreclose the possibility that basic Communist 

military strength might be reduced by defection of one or more sat- : 

ellites. | 
j. Paragraph 29, page 10. The bracketed phrase should be re- | 

tained. | : 

Reason: Preparedness to fight a general war is properly identi- 

fied as a central aim of United States policy. 
k. Paragraph 32, page 11. Change to read (changes indicated in 

the usual manner): “Such ready forces will be in addition to those 

assigned to NATO: they must be in properly proportioned relation- 

ship with the versatility to meet aggression in all of its forms, suit- 

ably deployed, .. .” | 

Reason: To clarify the composition of the “ready forces.” 

1. Paragraph 35, page 11. Delete the bracketed phrase. 

Reason: The paragraph would be more terse and meaningful 

without this insertion. Its inclusion would tend to circumscribe ac- 

| tions by the United States to an excessive degree. 

m. Paragraphs 39, 40, 41, and 42, pages 12 and 13. Should be 

broadened to include some reference to plans for improving the 

availability and adequacy of food supplies concurrently with other 

economic improvements. 
n. Paragraph 47, pages 15 and 16. Omit both versions of subpara- | 

graphs a and b, and expand paragraph 47 to set forth the essential 

precondition which should exist before the United States under- | 

takes substantive negotiations with the Soviets, namely, demon- : 

strated good faith. |



882 _ FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME I 

_ Reason: As thus revised, the paragraph should be sufficiently 
~ comprehensive to provide adequate policy guidance. | 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

| Memorandum of Discussion at the 229th Meeting of the National 
, Security Council, Tuesday, December 21, 1 954 } 

[Extract] | 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY | | 
Present at the 229th Meeting of the National Security Council 

were the President of the United States, presiding; the Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States; the Secretary of State: the Secretary of 
Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations Administration; and the 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also present were the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury; the Attorney General (for Item 2); the Sec- 
retary of Commerce (for Item 4); the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission (for Item 2); 

| Mr. Spear for the Federal Civil Defense Administrator (for Item 2); 
the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers (for Item 2); the Direc- 
tor, U.S. Information Agency; General Twining for the Chairman, 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; Robert 
Cutler, Joseph M. Dodge and Nelson A. Rockefeller, Special Assist- 

_ants to the President; the White House Staff Secretary; Robert R. 
Bowie, Department of State; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the 

| Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. , 
There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

the main points taken. | | 

1 Drafted by Deputy Executive Secretary Gleason on Dec. 22. BS a
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| 2. Review of Basic National Security Policy (NSC 5440; NSC 162/2; [ 

NSC 5422/2: Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: == | 

“Summary Statement of Existing Basic National Security 

Policy”, dated October 11, 1954;2 Memo for NSC from Execu- sf 

tive Secretary, subject: “Basic National Security Policy’, dated P 

December 20, 1954; NSC Actions Nos. 1251, 1272, 1279, and : 

1286; * NIE 11-4-54; NIE 11-6-54 °) —— ee 

| In the course of his briefing (copy of notes filed in the minutes of 

the meeting °), Mr. Cutler referred to and summarized the views of 

the Joint Chiefs of Staff which had been circulated the previous 

evening. While the views of the Joint Chiefs were still tentative, | 

they took exception to many portions of the proposed new policy | 

 gtatement. In effect they were reaffirming the position that they 

had taken at the meeting on November 24. Mr. Cutler then called I 

for a general discussion of the report (NSC 5440), and suggested | 

that the Secretary of State speak first. | es | 

- Secretary Dulles said that inasmuch as this meeting was prelimi- __ 

nary in character, it would be best for him to speak in general L 

terms rather than to direct his remarks to specific points in the _ : 

policy report. He then indicated that he could not help but have 

some sympathy for the general view of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 

| favor of greater dynamism in the American attitude toward the 

Soviet Union and Communist China. After all, during the course of 

the 1952 campaign he had himself called for a more dynamic U.S. 

policy vis-a-vis Communism. However, experience indicated that it 

was not easy to go very much beyond the point that this Adminis- 

tration had reached in translating a dynamic policy into courses of 

action, and in any case we had been more dynamic than our prede- 

-cessors. | es | a | : 

Secretary Dulles then stated that of course we have ruled out 

preventive war. In certain quarters it is suggested, however, that — 

while we continue to have atomic superiority over the enemy, we | 

| should apply strong and forceful measures to change the basic 

character of the Soviet system. Secretary Dulles said he assumed 

2 For text of NSC 5440, Dec. 13, 1954; NSC 162/2, Oct. 30, 1953; and NSC 5422/2, | 

Aug. 7, 1954, see pp. 806, 577, and 715, respectively. For Lay’s memorandum of Oct. ) 

11, 1954, see p. 738. pe | | | 

3 See footnote 1, supra. | - 7 | 

4 For information on NSC Action No. 1251, see footnote 3, p. 738. For NSC Action | 

No. 1272, see footnote 12, p. 800; for NSC Action No. 1279, see the first footnote 4, p. ! 

806. NSC Action No. 1286 is discussed in footnote 5, p. 807. ES : 

5 Extracts from NIE-11-4-54, “Soviet Capabilities and Probable Courses of Action 

Through Mid-1954”, are scheduled for publication in volume vin. NIE-11-6-54, | 

“Soviet Capabilities and Probable Programs in the Guided Missile Field”, is not | 

| Pre the copy of Cutler’s briefing paper has not been found. For information on the 

minutes of NSC meetings, see footnote 1, p. 394. - - |
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that this would call, in effect, for an effort to overthrow the Com- 
munist regimes in China and in the European satellites and to 
detach these countries from the USSR. In his Opinion, continued 
Secretary Dulles, the effort to implement such a course of action 
would involve the United States in general war. If it did not, how- 
ever, and we did succeed in detaching Communist China and the 
satellites from their alliance with the Soviet Union, this in itself 
would not actually touch the heart of the problem: Soviet atomic 
plenty. Even if we split the Soviet bloc, in other words, we would 
still have to face the terrible problem and threat of an unimpaired 
nuclear capability in the USSR itself. Accordingly, Secretary 
Dulles did not think that this more dynamic and aggressive policy 
would in fact achieve the desired goal unless it eventuated in a 
general war which we could win. Moreover, while these more ag- 
gressive policies, if successful, might result in the disintegration of 
the Soviet bloc, they would almost certainly cause the disintegra- 
tion of the free world bloc, of which we were the leaders, for our 
allies in the free world would never go along with such courses of 
action as these. In sum, Secretary Dulles said that he must con- 
clude that this kind of aggressive policy was not in the best inter- 
ests of the United States. | 

Another step which it had been suggested that the U-S. might 
take, would be to present the USSR with an ultimatum to the 
effect that if the USSR proceeded to try to take over any other free 
nation—such as Vietnam or Finland—the United States would 
regard such an attempt as a casus belli. This was another case, said 
Secretary Dulles, of a step which might possibly succeed. But even 
if it did succeed, it would not touch the heart of the problem of 
Soviet atomic capabilities, and would likewise prove disastrous to 
the unity of the free world coalition. The remaining areas into 
which the Soviets could expand their powers were not areas— 
except perhaps in the case of the Middle East—whose acquisition 
would notably increase the actual power of the Soviet bloc, al- 
though the prestige of the latter might gain. 2 | 

Basically, therefore, said Secretary Dulles, he felt our present na- 
tional security policies were pretty generally adequate, save, per- 
haps, in Asia and in the Middle East. Our alliance system has 
staked out the vital areas of the world which we propose to hold 
even at the risk of general war. These vital areas include currently 
all the areas of immediate strategic value to us or which possess 
significant war potential. The NATO area is by all odds the great- 
est single U.S. asset. Its defense is covered by our NATO treaty and 
by our interpretation of that treaty in such fashion as to ensure a | 
strong reaction to any Soviet attempt at a take-over. We are thus 
committed to the denial of the NATO area to the USSR. .. .
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Outside the NATO area, in Latin America we have the Declara- : 

tion of Caracas, 7 which has the same effect in the Western Hemi- 

sphere that our NATO commitment has for Western Europe. 

In the Pacific the vital areas are staked out by the Manila Pact : 
or by other treaties which commit the U.S. to defend the offshore 

island chain. One critical gap in this area, which deserves our most 

careful consideration, is Indonesia. In a way, Indonesia is a part of 

our great defensive arc in the Pacific. It is of very great importance 

to us and to certain of our allies, especially Japan. By and large, in 

sum, the situation in the Pacific is pretty well in hand and but- | 

tressed by adequate policies, save in the case of Indonesia. This 

leaves, as significant areas in Asia about which we must have con- | 

cern, Southeast Asia, South Asia, India and Pakistan, etc., and the : 

Middle East. Secretary Dulles pointed out that all these areas lie so : 

close to the orbit of the USSR and China, and all of the countries 

- in question are so weak themselves, that they cannot but pose very ; 

serious problems to us. Secretary Dulles said that he was not at all I 

optimistic about the future of Free Vietnam. Laos and Cambodia 

are also very vulnerable. Yet if one looked at the other side of the 

picture, these countries are not really of great significance to us, 

other than from the point of view of prestige, except that they 

must be regarded as staging grounds for further forward thrusts by : 

the Communist powers. An example would be Indonesia. Happily, , 

the countries which are likely victims of such a Communist for- 7 

ward thrust are covered by adequate defense arrangements. | 

Furthermore, continued Secretary Dulles, the South Asian coun- | 

tries were no real assets to the United States in the military sense. 

It was different in the Middle East, where the problem is greater, 

thanks to their oil resources. The Middle East must be denied to 

the Soviet bloc, for the loss of this area to the free world would be 

a matter of great gravity. So, said Secretary Dulles, he coupled the | 

area of the Middle East with Indonesia as representing a serious 

unsolved problem for our national security. ae | 

Secretary Dulles added that he had talked about the problem of ! 

the Middle East with Foreign Secretary Eden in the course of his | 

stay in Paris. The British were thoroughly alarmed over evidences | 

of Communist infiltration into some of the Arab countries, and , 

were jointly considering with the United States how best to combat : 

7 Reference is apparently to Resolution 93, “Declaration of Solidarity for the Pres- | 

ervation of the Political Integrity of the American States Against the Intervention | 

of International Communism”, printed in Tenth Inter-American Conference, Caracas, | 

Venezuela, March 1-28, 1954: Report of the Delegation of the United States of 
America With Related Documents (Department of State Publication 5692), p. 156. 
For Resolution 95, titled the “Declaration of Caracas,” dealing with human rights 
and economic well-being, see ibid., p. 158. For documentation on the Tenth Inter- 
American Conference held at Caracas, Mar. 1-28, 1954, see vol. Iv, pp. 264 ff.
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this infiltration. Equal difficulty was presented by Indonesia, and 
Secretary Dulles thought our policies vis-a-vis that country “inad- 
equate’. | 

There was, of course, continued Secretary Dulles, great concern 
at the prospect of future developments in the strength of the Soviet 
bloc. We need not, however, be too pessimistic. Time might well 
bring about many changes in the Communist bloc. For example, 
Secretary Dulles believed that one could properly anticipate that 
there will be in the future some disintegration of the present mono- 
lithic power structure of the Soviet orbit. If conditions were so 
changed in the orbit that no single nation (the Soviet Union) can 
decide upon and take sudden action without considering the views 
of its allies and associates, the risk and threat posed by this single 
nation would be greatly diminished. Nationalism, in short, may 
quite conceivably grow apace among the satellites, and it was also 
logical, from the historical point of view, to expect Communist 
China to reveal an increasing attitude of independence vis-a-vis the 
USSR. Accordingly, it was possible to foresee the growth within the 
Soviet bloc of so wide a distribution of power that no single individ- 
ual could decide on a course of action which would bind all the 
rest. There was already some slight evidence of such a develop- 
ment, and the United States may itself be able to promote its fur- 
ther growth. | | 

In conclusion, therefore, Secretary Dulles said that he felt that 
_ our policies were in the main adequate to protect our national se- 

curity. In any case, he could see no clear substitutes for existing 
policies except in Indonesia, the Middle East, and Vietnam. Secre- 
tary Dulles also indicated again the desirability of strengthening 
ourselves, from an organizational as opposed to a policy point of 
view, in the field of action to cope with the subversion tactics of 
our Communist enemies. ee a 

The President commented that if and when you should decide on | 
a policy of drawing a defensive line beyond which you tell the 
enemy he cannot step without risking a clash, you automatically 
give the initiative to the enemy to seize whatever falls short of the 
defensive line. For this reason he had always rejected the concept 
of linedrawing. | - 

Mr. Cutler then called on Secretary Humphrey to make any gen- 
_ eral comments he might wish. 

Secretary Humphrey at first said that Secretary Dulles had 
stated his own thoughts better than he could. However, he said he | 
did desire to emphasize one or two points made by the Secretary of 
State, particularly with respect to the timing of our courses of 
action and with respect to the areas which we select for concentrat- 
ing our activities. Preventive war, said Secretary Humphrey, was
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obviously out. Moreover, an aggressive course of action to roll back _ 
Communism was also out. We would lose our allies, and such a 

course of action was not worth the risks it entailed. These two deci- _ 
sions plainly settle our course of action in a number of areas in the __ 
world, such as Quemoy and Indochina. If there was to be no aggres- | 

sive roll-back of the enemy, the United States must be very careful I 

never again to let itself get into situations where we do not really | 

plan to defend our interests. In short, if we know we are not going 

to embrace a policy of rolling back the enemy, we should withdraw 

from those positions in the world which we do not propose to 

defend by military action. 7 CO US Se Beatle Pgs | | 

If we adopt such a policy as he was suggesting, Secretary Hum- : 

phrey said we would be in effect practicing a policy of co-existence. : 

The United States must, in other words, now learn to live the way 
many of the other nations of the world have lived for many centur- : 

ies—that is, by co-existence based on the maintenance of the bal- 
ance of power. The United States must participate in a world divi- __ : 

sion of ‘power so carefully balanced that neither side dares_ to | 

“jump” the other. For these reasons we should avoid provocative 

actions vis-a-vis the USSR and not get ourselves into positions _ : 

which are untenable from the point of view of their defense. | : 

Secretary Dulles, continued Secretary Humphrey, had indicated | 

in his statement the three major areas of the world in which the | 

United States should be prepared to spend its resources and to : 

fight if necessary, and Secretary Humphrey added that he did not 

believe that there were any other such areas. Quemoy and Indo- 

china were certainly not among the areas for which we would 

fight, and, indeed, he doubted if we should really fight anywhere | 

on the Asian continent. Instead, we should devote our resources to 

those areas where we decide in advance that it is essential for us to 

be strong. We can’t do everything for everybody at the same time. | 

Accordingly, we should pick out the key areas and intensify our | 

action there, and not spend our time and resources anywhere else. | 

If we adopted some such basic principle as this, the details with 

which we are constantly confronted, in trying to determine our | 

military and economic setup, would settle themselves. | PO SE | 

South America, said Secretary Humphrey, the Middle East, and | 
Japan should be strengthened, along with Western Europe, includ- : 

| ing North Africa. He would much prefer to strengthen our position | 

in the Middle East than to bolster up India. The same rule applied 

to Japan and Indonesia. If we are to adopt a policy of building up | 

these areas, instead of constantly trying to kick Russia in the | 
- shins, then Secretary Humphrey thought we must begin realistical- | 

ly to look at our trade policies with the Soviet bloc nations. It was , 

absolutely essential to have more such trade, both for our allies
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and for ourselves. After all, nearly every article of trade between 
nations has in some sense a usefulness in war. While he did not 
propose, of course, to send aircraft and weapons to the Soviet bloc, 
he favored a general expansion of trade in other kinds of commod- 
ities. : | 

_ As for Latin America, said Secretary Humphrey, the United 
States should make it absolutely clear that we will not tolerate 
Communism anywhere in the Western Hemisphere. We should 
therefore stop talking so much about democracy, and make it clear 
that we are quite willing to support dictatorships of the right if 
their policies are pro-American. | 

The President interrupted to say, you mean they’re OK if they’re 
our s.0.b.’s. | 

Secretary Humphrey said that was it, and went on to point out 
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff were at least correct in accusing the 
United States of being much too idealistic in its relations with 
other nations. Whatever we may choose to say in public about 
ideals and idealism, among ourselves we’ve got to be a great deal 
more practical and materialistic. | 

Finally, said Secretary Humphrey, he was not in the least afraid 
of co-existence. Our American system was sufficiently strong to un- 
dertake such a policy, and in competition with the Soviet Union we 
could certainly beat them. : 

The President indicated disagreement with a number of points 
made by Secretary Humphrey. He pointed out that India contained 
a population of 350 million, among which was a lot of very good 
military material. If we were to let this whole South Asian subcon- 
tinent fall into the hands of the Communists, we must almost cer- 
tainly lose the Middle East as well. This was a certain invitation to 
general war. Secretary Humphrey replied that even so, we could 
not defend everybody everywhere. We must choose between wheth- 
er we defend Iran or India. The President answered in turn that 
Secretary Humphrey was calling in effect for a situation which 

would necessitate resort to preventive war. The domination of 

India by the USSR would be certain to cost us the entire Middle 
East. Secretary Humphrey answered that he had not argued that 
adoption of his views would outlaw war forever, but if his views 

were adopted there was a chance of peace lasting for a good many 
years. | 

The President then inquired of Secretary Humphrey why Indone- 
Sia seemed so much more important to him than India. Secretary | 
Humphrey answered that he felt so because Indonesia protected 

our whole Pacific position and was therefore worth holding and 

fighting for. |
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The President then charged Secretary Humphrey with arguing - 

: that except for certain important nations and areas, he was willing : 

to let the whole rest of the free world go by the board. But each 

time, said the President, that the Soviet Union takes over an addi- 

tional free country, the rate of the process accelerates. Secretary 

Humphrey replied that since we will eventually get pushed out of 

certain areas, would we not be better off if we withdrew from — 

places like Indochina before we were actually pushed out? It was 

likewise better to get Chiang Kai-shek to withdraw from Quemoy : 

and the other offshore islands before he too was pushed out. | | 

With a smile, the President invited Secretary Humphrey to : 

“take on” Chiang Kai-shek, and Secretary Humphrey reiterated his : 

position that he wanted to know where he was going to be and 

where he was going to take his stand, in order that he could be just 

as strongly entrenched as possible in that area. Ce te 

Mr. Cutler then called on Secretary Wilson for an expression of | 

his views. : co es 
Secretary Wilson said that he personally subscribed to the view | 

that the threat posed to the US. by the USSR had not lessened, : 

though he believed that the threat of global war had lessened. | : 

Starting from this point, Secretary Wilson said he was much im- | 

pressed by the historical fact that our country had enjoyed great : 

prestige throughout the world in past generations when we had ac- 

tually possessed very little real military power. Certainly, he : 

added, we cannot counter the Soviet threat by borrowing Soviet : 

methods. It was much wiser to use our own methods. He said that 

he did not think we should announce any line which, if crossed by : 

the Soviets, would bring on war with the United States. On the 

other hand, we would be wise ourselves to consider carefully those | 

areas where we can and should make our stand. The continent of 

Asia has never been an area that the European powers could con- 

| quer. Hence he was, for lack of a better word, in favor of contain- | 

ment. We were in a position to hold on to the island chain, to the 

peninsulas of Korea, India and Malaya. We should therefore draw : 

both a military and an economic line including these areas. We | 

should also try to take the heat off certain hot spots such as was | 

currently provided by the Nationalist-held offshore islands. Secre- | 

tary Wilson said that he did not agree with Secretary Humphrey’s : 

position on India. Every effort should be made to hold that country. : 

: But we must get away from the old colonial approach, both in | 

Africa and in the Middle East. This was the kind of line which the 
United States should draw. | 

When it comes to aiding these countries economically, Secretary | 

| Wilson said, he was at least in favor of a policy of helping them to 

help themselves. We must also have sufficient military strength in
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these areas to assure their internal security, although we should 
not build up their military forces to a point which would permit 
them to indulge in any external aggression. | , 

| Secretary Wilson then stated that all of us are, of course, condi- 
| tioned by our own experience. While his was rather limited in in- 

_ternational affairs, he had nevertheless had some experience which 
was useful. Plainly, we must live for the time being with Commu- _ 
nism. While we ourselves can’t do very much externally to destroy 
it, he was sure that ultimately it would destroy itself. The same ap- 
plied in a slightly different way to China. China had been a dicta- 
torship for centuries; so had the Soviet Union. These countries had 
new kinds of dictators now, but these dictators still faced the prob- 
lem of how to control their population. | 

Secretary Wilson said that he did not like the word “coexistence” 
much better than he liked the word “containment”, but coexistence 
was at least better than cohabitation. Basing his judgment on past 
experiences in dealing with the big labor unions, Secretary Wilson 
said that the only formula that worked was a formula which called 
for admitting your own mistakes. Our policy should be strong, but — 

| we could no more bully the Soviet Union than we could bully the 
| labor unions. We should, accordingly, deal with the Soviet Union 

from strength and in the confidence that our own system was 
much the better, instead of adopting courses of action in imitation 
of Soviet methods. With respect to trade with the Soviet bloc, Sec- 
retary Wilson was sure that progress could be made if once again 
we could take the heat off of some of the hot spots. Our best course 

| of action in this area was to return to our traditional open-door 
policy on the basis of the President’s concept of net advantage. We 
should not, however, offer credits to the USSR or to Communist 
China in order to stimulate trade. 

| In conclusion, Secretary Wilson recommended that, once the 
Council had agreed on a broad new statement of basic policy, we 
should list the concrete problems which face our country and deter- 
mine specific courses of action to solve them. That was his broad 
look at the current picture. _ cor Os | 

Mr. Cutler then called on General Twining who, however, said 
that he had nothing in particular to add to the written comments 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. § | a 

The President commented that, as so often, we had again gone | 
| around in a circle and come back to the same place. The problem 

of the Soviet Union was a new kind of problem, and the old rules 
simply didn’t apply to our present situation. As regards the propos- 

_ 5 Reference is to the memorandum by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Wilson, Dec. 17, 
p. 828. — a
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al to take the heat off the hot spots and to remove irritations in 
our dealings with the Soviet Union, the President pointed out that | 
every locality in the world is a source of irritation if you are deal- 
ing with Communists. There would be no chance whatever of re- | 
moving irritations unless we were prepared to get off the earth. ; 
Our attitude with respect to the offshore islands, said the Presi- : 

dent, seemed to him perfectly OK. Chiang Kai-shek had been made _ 

to realize that we would not go to war over these islands. On the ~ 
other hand, the President could see no reason why we should press 

Chiang to get out of the offshore islands. If he were to do so, more- 

| over, the center of Communist irritation would be transferred from : 
| the offshore islands to Formosa and the Pescadores. | | : 

The President continued that while he could go along with Secre- | 

tary Humphrey in agreeing that we should not make binding trea- | 

ties with the nations of South Asia, he certainly could not agree : 

with him that we should let this whole vast area fall into the Com- : 
munist orbit. There was certainly a good deal of help which the ; 

U.S. could provide to these nations. A couple of billions would not | 

be wasted on them if we consider the size of our total defense : 

budget. While, the President said, he did not propose to make the , 
United States an Atlas, bearing the weight of the world, there was 

still much that we could do. The President concluded by noting . 
with alarm the proposal made by the President of the U.S. Cham- | 
ber of Commerce for a 25% cut in all Government expenses, includ- | | 

| ing expenditures for defense. _ , | 

Secretary Humphrey noted that in his travels in Europe he had 

everywhere observed the same spirit of economy. _— 

Secretary Dulles said that with regard to the question of U.S. as- 

sistance to foreign nations, we should recognize that there is tena- 

ble ground in between military commitment to save these nations | 
from Communism and total abandonment of the areas to Commu- © | 
nism. The verdict of history was that the Soviet leaders had been | 
rather cautious in exercising their power. They were not reckless, : 
as Hitler was; but primarily they rely not on military force but on | 

methods of subversion. This was natural, because the Communist | 

Party was in essence revolutionary and conspiratorial. At the 
present time they calculate that it is not worth their while to un- , 

dermine the successful campaign of subversion by indulgence in ac- 
tions of open brutality. This deterrent is not constituted by our | 

military power, but is based on Soviet reluctance to indulge in ac- 

tions of aggression which cannot be reconciled with their world- 

wide propaganda line in favor of peace and co-existence. Hence, if 

areas exposed to the Communist threat can build up governments 

capable of maintaining internal security and governments which 

can’t be overthrown except by overt, brutal acts of aggression, it
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will be possible to withstand the present Soviet threat. According- 
ly, it will be very much worth our while to provide to these vulner- 
able nations sufficient military and economic assistance as will 
enable them to provide for their internal security and for the bet- 

3 tering of their economic health. The situation in Vietnam, warned 
Secretary Dulles, was not a typical case but a special case, and we 
should not generalize on the basis of Vietnam, where the French 
had messed up the situation so thoroughly. 

Secretary Humphrey interrupted to say that in any case let us 
not get ourselves again into such a situation as we found ourselves 
in in Vietnam and from which we ought to get out as quickly as 
possible. | 

Secretary Dulles then went on to point out that the value of our 
programs of economic assistance ought not to be exaggerated. The 
maintenance of adequate security forces in these vulnerable coun- 
tries was equally important. — 

Governor Stassen said it seemed to him that the Council was in 
agreement on two facts of central priority—the fact of Soviet power 

| on the one hand, and the cohesion of our allies on the other. Our 
total national security policies should, accordingly, stress both cen- oo 
ters of strength, our own confidence and our sustained power. If we _ 
manage to do this we will ultimately weaken the enemy’s confi- 
dence in himself. When that happened, the internal opposition to 
Communist control will grow stronger as the peoples of these states 
lose confidence in the success of their system against ours. Con- 

| versely, holding our friends together likewise requires an atmos- 
phere of confidence and success. That was why, continued Gover- 
nor Stassen, he thought we must not let ourselves get into a posi- 
tion where we seem to be backing away from the challenge. If we 
backed away from South Asia, the effects would not only be bad in 
Japan, but in Europe as well. Accordingly, he agreed with the posi- 

__ tion of the Secretary of State on these areas. We don’t need to give 
South Asia top priority in our assistance programs, but we certain- 
ly don’t need to refuse all assistance. Moreover, we will not need, 
from now on, to spend so much in Europe. 

The President commented that it was good to have such frank 
discussion, but he did not believe that the practical differences be- 
tween the members of the Council were very great. It all came 
down to the kind of help that the United States can provide in 
order to prevent Communist take-overs through tactics of subver- 
sion. Certainly, however, we could not afford to lose such great 
areas as India. It is in trying to formulate theoretical policy that 
we encounter such great apparent disagreements. | 

Mr. Cutler said that while this general discussion had been very 
useful, he hoped that he could ask the Council for guidance on one
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specific issue which had caused great concern to the Planning : 

Board. The issue was set forth in paragraph 47 of the basic policy : 

paper, and concerned the attitude that the United States. should 

take with respect to negotiations with the Soviet Union. The Joint | 

Chiefs of Staff were very skeptical of U.S. negotiations with the 

Soviet Union unless the USSR demonstrated a basic change of atti- : 

tude which would be conducive to achieving lasting settlements. 

The State Department, on the other hand, believed that we should | 

actively use negotiation in pursuing our strategy, although we | 

should do so without relaxing our defense posture. a | 

Secretary Dulles inquired if there was not general acceptance at 

least of the first two sentences of paragraph 47, which read as fol- | 

lows: “The U.S. should be ready to negotiate with the USSR when- | 

ever it clearly appears that U.S. security interests will be served ; 

thereby. The U.S. should continue to take the initiative in advanc- : 

ing proposals for constructive settlements and international coop- | 

eration (i.e., atoms for peace) in order to put the Soviets on the de- | 

fensive and win public support on both sides of the Iron Curtain.” 

If everybody could agree to these two sentences, Secretary Dulles 

suggested stopping the paragraph at that point. Mr. Cutler indicat- 

ed that this was exactly what the Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed in 

their views. Secretary Wilson proposed adoption of the first sen- 

tence of paragraph 47, with the addition of the phrase “in order to 

advance the cause of world peace.” The rest of the paragraph he 

likewise thought could be deleted, including the split view. 

Dr. Flemming suggested that courses of action involving negotia- 

tion should be based on the best available intelligence estimate of 

what is going on in the Soviet Union. 

The President said that the trouble was that we were trying to 

establish policies in this paper designed to deal with situations 

which could really only be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. We 

must always be on the alert for changes and opportunities. The ar- 

gument of the Defense Department that entering into negotiations 

with the Soviet Union would cause the free world to let down its 

military guard seemed to be based on the assumption that the 

State Department was incapable of distinguishing fraudulent from 

honest changes in the Soviet attitude. Moreover, said the Presi- 

dent, we cannot hope to get the continued support of public opinion 

in the free world if we always say ‘“‘no”’ to any suggestions that we 

negotiate with the Soviet Union. Accordingly, we should negotiate 

wherever and whenever it looks profitable. The first two sentences 

of paragraph 47, said the President, seemed sufficient to him.
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Citing the Berlin and Geneva Conferences, ° ‘Secretary Dulles 
pointed out that we did not actually desire to enter into either ne- 
gotiation, but felt compelled to do so in order to get our allies to 
consent to the rearmament of Germany. World opinion demanded 
that the United States participate in these negotiations with the 
Communists. : 

After further discussion, it was finally agreed to adopt the first 
sentence in paragraph 47 as a sufficient statement of the U.S. posi- 
tion on negotiations with the USSR. : 

The National Security Council: 1° | 

| a. Discussed the subject on the basis of the reference report (NSC 
2440) in the light of the tentative views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
transmitted by the reference memorandum of December 20, 1954. 

b. Tentatively agreed that the first sentence in paragraph 47 of 
NSC 5440 was a sufficient statement of the U:S. position regarding 
negotiations with the USSR, and that the remainder of that para- 
graph could be deleted. | | a | 

c. Deferred formal consideration of NSC 5440 until the meeting a 
of the Council to be held January 5, 1955.11 | | 

d. Requested the Operations Coordinating Board to present to the 
Council a report on the status and adequacy of the current pro- 

| gram to develop constabulary forces to maintain internal security 
| and to destroy the effectiveness of the Communist apparatus in 

free world countries vulnerable to Communist subversion. 

| Note: The action in d above, as approved by the President, subse- 
quently referred to the OCB for action. - 

S. EVERETT GLEASON 

® For documentation on the Berlin Conference, Jan. 25-Feb. 18, 1954, see volume 
vil; for documentation on the Conference on Korea and Indochina held at Geneva, 
Apr. 26-July 21, 1954, see volume xv. a 

10 Paragraphs a-d constitute NSC Action No. 1290. (S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) 
files, lot 66 D 95, “NSC Records of Action”) — : Ce 

: 1! NSC 5440 as revised was issued as NSC 5440/1, Dec. 28, 1954. A copy of NSC 
| 0440/1, not printed, is in the S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 3501, NSC 5440 Series. At its 

230th meeting, Jan. 5, 1955, the National Security Council amended and adopted 
NSC 5440/1. The amended report was issued as NSC 5501, “Basic National Security 
Policy”, Jan. 6, 1955; and it was approved by President Eisenhower on Jan. 7. NSC 
5901 and the pertinent portion of the memorandum of discussion at the 230th meet- 
ing of the NSC are scheduled for publication in a subsequent Foreign Relations 
volume. | | 

Index for Parts 1 and 2 Appears at End of Part 2.
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