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P A R T  I: I N T R O D U C T I O N  

PAUL NITZE AND THE LEGACY 
OF NSC-68 

S. Nelson Drew 

As America emerged from World War II, it was evident that a new 
world order was taking shape, one unlike any that had come before 
it. In this new arrangement, the United States faced the prospect of  
having to share its status as a nuclear superpower with a hostile 
Soviet Union. In 1950 it fell to a small group of  individuals in the 
Departments of State and Defense to devise a strategy capable of 
protecting American national interests. Paul Nitze, Director of the 
Policy Planning St,aft at the Department of  State at that time, was 
instrumental in shaping the strategy that emerged from this 
endeavor--the strategy of containment as embodied in the seminal 
strategic document of  the Cold War era: NSC-68. 

Over the years, Ambassador Nitze's insights into both the 
strategy and the process by which it was developed have proven to 
be invaluable to successive classes at tile National War College, 
where he has been a frequent lecturer since 1947. With the passing 
of  the Cold War, as American leaders once again face the prospect 
of  having to craft a strategy to protect national interests in a new 
environment, these insights take on new relevance, deserving of an 
even wider audience. This volume was conceived to satisfy that 
need. It is built around Ambassador Nitze's remarks to the National 
War College in 1993, in which he not only discussed the origins of 
NSC-68 but also contemplated the issues that a post-Cold War 
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replacement strategy must address. In addition, it includes the basic 
documents associated with the NSC-68 process: 

• NSC-20/4, the 1948 National Security Council (NSC) 
strategy statement that NSC-68 replaced 
• President Truman's January 1950 directive calling for a 
reexamination of the nation's strategy 
• NSC-68 itself, "United States Objectives and Programs for 
National Security," along with a memorandum from President 
Truman directing further work on programs and costs 
• NSC-68/1, the first cut at providing cost estimates for the 
programs recommended by NSC-68 
• NSC-68/2, in which Truman approves the basic approach of 
NSC-68 but directs additional work on the costs 
• NSC-68/3, the revised ,analysis of  programs and costs called 
for in NSC-68/2 
• NSC-68/4, Truman's approval of NSC-68/3 as the basis of  
a four-year military and security program buildup 
° Presidential Proclamation 2914 of 16 December 1950 (just 
two days after signing NSC-68/4) announcing a state of national 
emergency requiring the defense buildup called for by NSC-68. 

Taken together with Ambassador Nitze's remarks, these documents 
provide a remarkable case study of the forging of U.S. national 
security strategy during a period of dramatic change in the 
international system. 

The clear evidence of an extemal threat to American national 
security interests during this period--highlighted by the initial Soviet 
explosion of an atomic weapon in late 1949, the consolidation of 
Communist control over the Chinese mainland, and the start of  the 
Korean War in June of 1950---helped force the pace at which the 
new strategic concept was put into place. Yet it is all too easy to 
underestimate the challenges the proponents of NSC-68 faced in 
forging consensus within the government and the public at large to 
support the sweeping changes their strategy entailed in America's 
approach to foreign policy. The drafting of NSC-68 launched the 
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period known as the "Great Debate" over the direction of  U.S. 
foreign and defense policy, a period that Secretary of  State Dean 
Acheson described as one of  "partisan in-fighting as bloody as any 
in our history."' 

There was strong sentiment in support of  reduced, not increased, 
military spending at the time NSC-68 was drafted. As Ambassador 
Nitze notes in his remarks, the Secretary of  Defense was committed 
to a defense budget of  no more than $13.5 billion, and the President 
himself had earlier gone on record as favoring cutting the existing 
defense budget to between $5 and $7 billion. 2 The phrase, "It's the 
economy, stupid," would have struck a responsive chord among many 
top officials in the Truman administration and throughout the country. 
Moreover, there was strong opposition from the Taft wing of  the 
Republican party to any extended American engagement abroad, and 
former President Hoover even went so far as to call for the United 
States to adopt a "Western Hemisphere Gibraltar" policy of  
isolationism. 3 

It was against this background of  spending constraints and 
partisan opposition that Secretary of  Slate Acheson directed the 
Policy Planning Staff to produce a document that laid out a new 
national security strategy, and did so in a way that would permit it 
"to so bludgeon the mass mind of  'top govemment '  that not only 
could the President make a decision, but that the decision could be 
carried out. ''+ Although Ambassador Nitze takes exception to 
Acheson's view that NSC-68 was as much a work of  advocacy as it 
was of  strategy, it is clear, both from the language of  the document 
itself and the records of the working sessions of the Policy Plalming 
Staff, that the public relations aspects of  designing the new strategy 
were an integral part of  the effort, and not an afterthought. As Nitze 
himself observed at the time, one of the things that the drafters of  

t Dean Acheson+ Present at the Creation (New York: Signet Press, 1969), 451. 
2 Harry S. Truman, White House news conference of 16 October 1948, The New York 

Times, 17 October 1948. 
3 Herbert Hoover, Radio and Television Address to the American People, 20 December 

1950, The New York Times, 21 December 1950. 
4 Acheson, 488. 
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NSC-68 were seeking to develop was "a gospel which lends itself to 
preaching. ''5 Toward this end, although the document itself remained 
classified until 1975, part of  the drafting process included efforts to 
bring in leading citizens from outside the government for the explicit 
purpose of  paraphrasing the text of  NSC-68. Their task was to "turn 
what it is we have to say to the American people into understandable 
terms for the average man on the street" by restating its main themes 
and conclusions "simply, clearly and in almost telegraphic style" in 
what were described as "Hemingway sentences" for use in speeches 
and press releases. 6 

Reflecting a strong sense that, in a democratic society, there is an 
imperative to consider public opinion as an integral part of the 
development of  strategic policy, the essence of  this approach was 
spelled out in the text of NSC-68, in language that might well have 
been written by the nation's founders: 

The full power which resides within the American people will be 
evoked only through the traditional democratic process: this process 
requires, firstly, that sufficient information regarding the basic political, 
economic and military elements of the present situation be made 
publicly available so that an intelligent popular opinion may be formed. 
Having achieved a comprehension of the issues now confronting the 
Republic, it will then be possible for the American people and the 
American Government to arrive at a consensus. Out of this common 
view will develop a determination of the national will and a solid, 
resolute expression of that will. The initiative in this process lies with 
the government. 7 

NSC-68 was clearly more than just a new strategy for American 
security policy; it was also the primary tool for getting that strategy 
adopted. At its heart, NSC-68 called for "a more rapid building up 

s Paul Nitze. cited in Record of the State-Defense Policy Group Meeting, 10 March 1950, 
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950, vol. I (Washington DC: GPO. 1977), 195. 

6 Record of the Meeting of the State-Defense Policy Review Group, 16 March 1950, 
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950. vol. I. 196-200. 

7 NSC-68, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950, vol. I, 254. 



PART I: INTRODUCTION 5 

of the political, economic and military strength of the free world than 
provided under [current policies], with the purpose of reaching, if 
possible, a tolerable state of order among nations without war and of 
preparing to defend ourselves if the free world is attacked. ''s The 
strategy itself was not a radical departure from the basic elements of 
contahuT~ent laid out 2 years earlier in NSC-20/4. It was how these 
were to be accomplished--through an increase in expenditures for 
military purposes at the expense of other programs and through 
increased taxes---that placed the new version of containment at the 
center of a political whirlwind. As Ambassador Nitze points out, 
NSC-68 itself did not contain any specific cost estimates. Nor was 
it specific about which programs should be accelerated within the 
general categories of defense and defense assistance. It was evident, 
however, that the programs would not be compatible with the defense 
spending limits to which the President was already committed. It was 
in part for this reason that President Truman did not endorse NSC-68 
when it was originally presented to him in April 1950, but instead 
directed that it be referred back to the National Security Council for 
further review, with particular emphasis on "a clearer indication of 
the programs which are envisaged in the Report, including estimates 
of  the probable cost of  such programs. ''9 Thus began the iterative 
process of policy development and refinement that produced NSC- 
68/1 through NSC-68/4 over a period of the next 8 months, 
culminating with the eventual Presidential endorsement of a $48.2 
billion defense budget for fiscal year 1951 to support the 
"militarization of containment" called for in NSC-68. ~° 

The adoption of the containment strategy of NSC-68 ultimately 
established the framework for U.S. security policy throughout most 
of  the Cold War era. As the documentation illustrates, that strategy 
came about not through a single stroke of genius, but by an iterative 
process involving interagency coordination much like that which 

6 Ibid., 272. 
9 Harry S. Truman, Letter to the Executive Secretary of the National Security Council, 12 

April 1950, Foreign Relations of the Up,lied States, 1950, vol. I, 234-235. 
lo John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment (New York and Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1982), 113. 
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serves the country today. Moreover, it is worth noting that while the 
basic strategic guidelines of NSC-68-- the use of containment for the 
purpose of "reaching, if possible, a tolerable state of order among 
nations without war and of preparing to defend ourselves if the free 
world is attacked"--remained in place throughout the Cold War, the 
implementation of that strategy also went through several iterations 
over time, adapting to both changing domestic priorities and the 
evolution of the international strategic environment. 

With the end of the Cold War, it would appear to be time once 
again, as President Truman put it in his directive in January of  1950, 
"to undertake a reexamination of our objectives in peace and war and 
of  the effect of these objectives on our strategic plans."" 
Ambassador Nitze, in his "Postscript to NSC-68," suggests some 
critical questions that such a reexamination ought to seek to raise and 
answer: What should our role in world affairs be? What objectives 
should our international efforts serve? What means should we 
employ? It is not merely coincidence that these are the same types 
of questions that NSC-68 set out to answer, for they are essential to 
providing a solid foundation for any national security strategy. Just 
as was the case with NSC-68, it is imperative to start with a solid 
appreciation of U.S. national interests, and where those interests are 
challenged. And just as was the case with NSC-68, it is essential that 
having identified those challenges and a policy for meeting them, our 
policy makers not lose sight of the fact that consensus in support of  
national security objectives does not just happerv--it must be forged, 
as it was in 1950 through the efforts of individuals like Paul Nitze. 

tl Tnlman, Harry S. "Letter to the Secretary of State," January. 31, 1950, Foreign Relations 
of the United States, 1950, vol. I, 141-142. 



THE GRAND STRATEGY 
OF NSC-68 

Paul Nitze 

speech defivered at the National War College, Washington, DC, 
September20, 1993 

The Origins of the Containment Policy 
In the summer and fall of  1943 there were already pockets of 
discussion in Washington about U.S. postwar relations with the 
Soviet Union. Much of World War II remained to be fought, but for 
the first time, the eventual defeat of  Hitler seemed probable. It was 
not too early to think about the kind of peace and kind of relations 
among the leading powers we wished to see established in the 
postwar world. 

By the end of World War II, the majority U.S. view favored a 
three-point policy. The first objective was to get the United Nations 
and its associated agencies into operation and to support them. The 
second was to work out methods of collaboration with Stalin and his 
associates; this was seen as a prerequisite for the smooth and 
successful operation of the United Nations and its organs. The third 
point was to rely on the British to deal with the wide array of 
political problems arising out of the chaos of a world destroyed by 
two wars separated by just 25 years. At this point, only a minority 
in the United States thought the principal postwar problems would be 
caused by the Soviet Union; after all, it had borne a major part of  the 
burden of defeating Hitler. 

A key participant in this postwar debate was, of course, George 
Kennan, who, while serving in our embassy in Moscow in February 

7 
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1946, sent back to Washington a compelling analysis of Stalinist 
policy, its origins, its evils, and its dangers in his "long telegram." 
Stalin's expansionism, he informed Washington, was becoming more 
aggressive as it fed upon its successes. He elaborated ill the well 
known "Mr. X" article published in Foreign Affairs in July 1947: 

the United States has it in its power to increase enormously the strains 
under which Soviet poficy must operate, to force upon the Kremlin a far 
greater degree of moderation and circumspection than it has had to 
observe in recent years, and in this way to promote tendencies which 
must eventually find their outlet in either the breakup or the gradual 
mellowing of Soviet power. For no mystical, Messianic 
movement--and particularly not that of the Kremlin--can face 
frustration indefinitely without eventually adjusting itself in one way or 
another to the logic of that state of affairs. 

Kennan recommended a policy of containment until such time as the 
Soviet people awoke to the destruction of  their heritage and withdrew 
their support from Stalinesque policies. 

Kennan's recommendations were not immediately accepted by the 
Truman administration, which was still hoping for a cooperative 
relationship with Moscow. But the evidence soon became 
overwhelming that Stalin and Molotov had no intention of  
collaborating with the West, or working out just and equitable 
arrangements in Europe. 

The other pillars of  our postwar policy were failing as well. 
Because of  continuing opposition from the USSR and frequent use of  
its veto power in the U.N. Security Council, the United Nations had 
become largely a forum for public debate and had generally lost 
influence on matters where East and West disagreed. 

And the third pillar--reliance upon Britain to maintain global 
political stability--became untenable when, in February 1947, the 
British govemment informed President Truman that Britain could no 
longer sustain the burden of supporting Greece and Turkey in their 
struggle against Soviet pressure and Soviet-supported guerrilla units. 
The British decision brought the postwar crisis to a head. If 
assistance to Greece and Turkey was to continue, it would have to 



PART I: INTRODUCTION 9 

come from the United States. 
President Truman's response was prompt and decisive; the United 

States would come to the aid of both countries. This historic and 
crucial decision implied approval of the containment policy, of the 
European Recovery Program, and more generally, of America's 
assuming a leadership position toward a new postwar world order. 
We pledged our efforts toward the creation of a world in the mold of 
the best that Western culture had to offer, with full freedom of others 
to participate in its benefits if they wished to cooperate while doing 
SO. 

Implementation of Containment 
The next 15 weeks saw a whirlwind of activity. President Truman 
armounced the Greek-Turkish Aid Program and the Truman Doctrine 
declaring U.S. willingness to consider such aid as we prudently could 
make available to any country subject to aggression or intimidating 
pressure and prepared to act in its own defense. In a speech in 
Mississippi, Under Secretary of State Dean Acheson outlined the 
rationale for a general program of European economic aid, and 
General George C. Marshall, at that time Secretary of State, set forth 
the concept of the Marshall Plan in a commencement speech at 
Harvard in June 1947. 

To our surprise, bipartisan support for this ambitious program 
developed in the Congress and the necessary congressional 
authorizations and appropriations were approved. The Congress 
passed the 1947 National Security Act, which established the 
Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, provided for an 
Air Force independent from the Army, and created the Central 
Intelligence Agency. In 1948 legislation authorizing the Marshall 
Plan cleared the Congress. Shortly thereafter work began on the 
negotiation of the North Atlantic Treaty and then NATO. 
Concurrently, we began work to bring both Germany and Japan hack 
to economic self-support and, step by step, into the community of 
nations. 

The detonation of a Soviet nuclear device in late August 1949 
gave a sharper focus to the analysis of what might be required to 
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implement the policy of containment, as the Soviet threat acquired a 
new and more ominous dimension. That event, together with the 
consolidation of Communist rule on the Chinese mainland, suggested 
that we were on tile verge of what Soviet analysts called "a shift in 
the correlation of forces" in their favor. The question was, what 
would Moscow do and how should the United States react? 

A crucial aspect of the problem was whether to move forward 
with the development of a thermonuclear weaporv--the hydrogen 
bomb. President Truman appointed a special committee of the 
National Security Council composed of the secretaries of State and 
Defense and the chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission to 
study the problem and to make recommendations. 

After heated debate, the question came down to whether the 
Soviets had the potential to develop a thermonuclear weapon 
themselves. When the President was told in January 1950 that the 
Soviet Union did indeed have the necessary capabilities, he 
authorized an accelerated program to test the possibility of a 
thermonuclear reaction, though he did not make a decision to proceed 
beyond a test. What we did not know was that the Soviet Union had 
initiated development of the H-bomb a full 3 months earlier. 

Mr. Truman ordered the National Security Council to reexamine 
the aims and objectives in our basic national security policy in the 
light of  the possibility that thermonuclear weapons might be 
technically feasible. Secretary of State Dean Acheson and Defense 
Secretary Louis Johnson were given joint responsibility for the 
review. On the State Department side, the Policy Plarming Staff, 
with myself as director, were responsible for the staff work. From 
this study evolved NSC-68, which was eventually approved by the 
President in September 1950, after the North Koreans attacked South 
Korea. 

The Drafting of NSC-68 
The effort of drafting NSC-68 was a difficult one, because of both 
the sharp debate that naturally accompanies the formulation of such 
important policy and bureaucratic and personal factors. A number of  
issues arose that had to be resolved in completing the text; these 
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involved the purpose of  the report, the assessment of the Soviet 
threat, and, most importantly, the American response. 

The debate on purpose involved the question of the contemplated 
audience for the report. Whom were we trying to influence? 
Acheson later stated that the report was directed at the American 
people, that its purpose had been to convince the public of  the 
significance of the Soviet threat and the need for increased defense 
funding in response. That is not the way those who did the actual 
drafting viewed the task. We believed the President needed as 
thorough and detailed an assessment as possible of the threat and our 
response options, one that would necessarily be classified and 
available only to the top policy makers; the question of public 
information could be addressed subsequently. In the end, this view 
prevailed; NSC-68 was not released to the public until 1975. 

The difficulties on threat assessment involved questions of  both 
Soviet capabilities and their intentions. To estimate Soviet military 
capabilities, we relied on assessments furnished by the intelligence 
community. Some of their estimates tumed out to be significantly 
inflated. For example, the director of  the CIA's report estimated that 
the Soviet military included some 175 combat-capable divisions. The 
intelligence community later found out that only one-third of these 
were at full strength, one-third were at half-strength, and the other 
third consisted only of a skeletal cadre. 

The debate on Soviet intentions was conducted primarily among 
Sovietologists. Both George Kerman and Chip Bohlen disagreed with 
the language of  the early drafts of the report deaiing with the 
objectives of  the Soviet leadership. Bohlen insisted that Soviet 
leaders were most interested in maintaining their power base within 
the Soviet Union, that their second priority was maintaining control 
over their satellites, and that their ideological ambitions to extend 
socialism and Soviet control to the rest of the world were only a third 
priority. He and Kennan thought the draft report overemphasized 
Soviet ambitions for expansion. Although I changed the relevant 
language in the final report to conform more closely to their 
judgment of  Soviet priorities, I was never able to satisfy them. 

It was in dealing with the question of  how the U.S. should 
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respond to the Soviet threat, however, that our greatest problems 
arose. One such p~blem involved the attitude of several of the 
Defense Department officials and military officers with whom we 
dealt. This problem started at the top, with Secretary of Defense 
Louis Johnson. Johnson had promised President Truman that he 
would hold the military budget to $13 billion. This figure was 
becoming increasingly unrealistic, but he clung tenaciously to it. He 
saw the NSC-68 effort as a conspiracy between the State Department 
and the military services to break through his promised ceiling. He 
ordered that all contacts between the military and the State 
Department go through his immediate office, an impractical 
requirement that made it quite difficult to carry out the President's 
study directive. 

Major General James H. Bums, a retired Army officer called 
back into service by Johnson, was given the unenviable task of being 
Johnson's point of contact with State. He was a wholly decent and 
cooperative man, but he was continually undercut by his boss. In the 
end, Johnson signed the report, not because he agreed with it but 
because it had already been endorsed by Acheson, the three 
secretaries of the military services, and each of the Joint Chiefs. He 
knew when he was beaten. 

As for the top military officers--among them Major General 
Alfred Gruenther, Admiral Forrest Sherman, and General Lauris 
Norstad--Johnson had so drummed into their heads the need to hold 
the military budget to the $13 billion ceiling that they found it hard 
to contemplate doing more than the relatively small adjustments they 
had already been advocating: Anything that would result in a budget 
increase of more than $5 billion was beyond their imaginations. 
Initially, they wanted a few more air groups, a couple of additional 
divisions, and a few more ships, but little else. It was only after 
extended discussion that Major General Truman "Ted" Landon, the 
representative of the Joint Chiefs in our study, accepted the idea that 
we were engaged in a much more extensive exercise. Once he and 
the Chiefs were persuaded that we were fundamentally to reassess our 
national security policy, not merely to operate on the margins of the 
budget, the effort proceeded much more cogently and smoothly. 
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Other important issues with which we wrestled involved the types 
of forces on which we should concentrate in responding to the threat, 
whether we should supplement our buildup with efforts to negotiate 
a reduced threat, and whether the U.S. could tolerate the economic 
burden of funding a buildup of the magnitude we were 
recommending. 

Our consideration of the first of these questions focused on that 
aspect of the threat that caused greatest concern, the Soviet threat to 
Europe. Our NATO allies needed reassurance that the balance of 
power was not tipping in favor of the USSR. Now that the Soviets 
had acquired an atomic capability, NATO could not for the indefinite 
future continue to rely primarily on the threat of nuclear retaliation 
alone to deter or, if necessary, to repel a Soviet invasion. We had to 
strengthen our position with other means, and this meant a buildup 
of conventional forces. The United States was going to have to 
shoulder a significant portion of the burden of such a buildup. The 
study concluded that the net benefit of our nuclear forces would 
decline toward zero in the long run and that our long-term priority 
should be to diminish western inferiority in conventional forces. 

Regarding negotiations, the debate was on whether we should 
seek immediate talks or wait until the proposed buildup was well 
under way. Our diplomatic experience with the Soviet leadership in 
the postwar years convinced us that trying to negotiate at that time, 
when we were in a position perceived by the Soviets as one of 
relative weakness, would be fruitless. We decided to concentrate on 
our own program first. 

As for the cost of the recommended buildup, my own estimate 
was that it would probably require a three-fold increase in the 
military budget to about $40 billion for each of the next 4 to 5 years. 
The report contained no budget figures, although we made no attempt 
to disguise our belief that our recommendations would be quite 
costly. The lack of figures came at the direction of Acheson, who 
decided that the Government should first decide the policy it ought 
to follow mad then deal separately with implementation. The latter 
involved the domestic economy and other considerations that should 
not affect the former. 
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I did, however, discuss the question of affordability with Leon 
Keyserling, the acting chairman of the President's Cotmcil of  
Economic Advisers. He and I agreed that a $40 billion defense 
budget could be sustained, provided the administration took the 
necessary steps to raise taxes and control scarce materials. 
Keyserling wanted to spend the money on nondefense programs, but 
he believed the economy had the capacity to handle the increase. In 
the end, the administration relied heavily on deficit spending to 
support the larger budget, a method I opposed and believe led to our 
subsequent persistent inflation. 

,, M isconcept ions  about  NSC-68  
This, then, was the road we took in completing NSC-68. Now let me 
refute two popular misconceptions about the report. 

The first is that NSC-68 urged a buildup of our forces because 
we anticipated a war with the Soviet Union sometime in 1954. In 
fact, we concluded from our intelligence reports that, if we were to 
undertake no measures to offset projected increases in Soviet 
capabilities, 1954 would be a year of increased danger--the point at 
which the Soviet Union would have atomic weapons and delivery 
aircraft in sufficient numbers to threaten extensive damage to the 
United States, enough to deter us from initiating the intercontinental 
use of nuclear weapons. But we did not believe that the Soviet 
leadership had a fixed plan specifying the date of an attack. We 
recognized that Soviet doctrine was exceedingly flexible, that it 
assumed that capitalism would eventually fail and communism prevail 
but that it made no attempt to predict when. 

The second misconception is that NSC-68 recommended a sharp 
departure in U.S. policy. To the contrary, the report concluded by 
calling for the reaffirmation of policy already approved in NSC-20/4, 
a general policy paper on U.S.-Soviet relations that had been 
masterminded by Kennan in 1948. That report had recommended 
"timely and adequate preparation" to combat the Soviet threat to our 
security. The major changes recommended in NSC-68 were two. It 
proposed a substantially higher level of effort to counter 
developments subsequent to NSC-20/4 having been written. And it 
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proposed to place greater emphasis on strengthening our own military 
capabilities in the face of significantly increased Soviet capabilities, 
rather than relying primarily, as we had theretofore, on extensive 
economic assistance and limited military aid to our allies. 

Implementation of NSC-68 
By September 1950, 3 months after the surprise attack by North 
Korea (backed by Peking and Moscow) into South Korea, President 
Truman had become persuaded that the conclusions and 
recommendations in NSC-68 were essentially correct and should be 
acted on without further delay. On September 30, he approved an 
implementing directive which specified three broad objectives. The 
first was to bolster our conventional capabilities, both to deal 
effectively with the emergency in Korea and to be in a better position 
to respond should similar emergencies arise elsewhere. Second, we 
should strengthen our strategic nuclear forces, so they could present 
a more credible deterrent to aggression against our truly vital 
interests. Finally, we should assist our allies, especially in Europe, 
in improving their deterrent military postures. 

Most of  the subsequent increase in U.S. military expenditures was 
directed at expanding the size and, in particular, improving the 
combat readiness and training of our Navy, Air Force, Army, and 
Marine Corps conventional capabilities. We also were able to get the 
Congress to authorize and appropriate funds for a Military Assistance 
Program. (As I remember it, we provided some $4.5 million of 
assistance to our NATO allies in 1950-1951 alone.) But more 
importantly, we got on with the task of converting the North Atlantic 
Treaty from what was an important political commitment of all the 
Treaty members to the military defense of other members if they 
were subject to attack within the Treaty area, into NATO as an 
organization with forces and a command structure that could actually 
fight and provide a degree of deterrence. Eventually, this effort 
included the stationing of U.S. forces in Europe, a German military 
contribution, and a command structure headed by an American 
general, Dwight D. Eisenhower. 
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Conclusion 
I have one final comment on NSC-68. We who drafted it considered 
the underlying issue between the United States ,and its allies on the 
one hand, and the Soviet leadership and its supporters on the other 
hand, to J~e more fundamental than a conflict over specific interest, 
inter alia, control over geography, rivers, ports, oceans, raw 
materials, or even respect, prestige, renown or position in the eyes of 
history. As we saw it, Soviet ideology took seriously the 
Marxist/Leninist view that Cominunist socialism was destined, 
eventually, to triumph everywhere and that it was their duty to assist 
that historic process in every practicable way. Thus, as we saw it, 
the contest was not one of competition over specific national 
interests; it had an absolute ideological quality about it, which, from 
the Soviet side, did not permit compromise. Others thought this 
judgment was wrong. 

One of the most important tasks for historians is to sort out the 
evidence that bears upon that fundamental difference of judgment. 



PART I1: THE KEY 
D O C U M E N T S  

A BRIEF CHRONOLOGY 

7 May 1947: 

26 July 1947: 

24 June 1948: 

12 July 1948: 

23 November 1948: 

23 September 1949: 

Policy Planning Staff established at the 
department of State. George Kennan 
named as first Director. 

National Security Act of 1947 establishes 
National Security Council. 

Berlin Blockade begins. 

Responding to a request by Secretary of 
Defense Forrestal, NSC-20 directs the 
"preparation of a statement which specifies 
and evaluates the risks of the future, states 
our objectives, and outlines measures to be 
followed in achieving them." 

NSC-20/4 adopted as U.S. national security 
strategy. 

President Truman announces that the 
Soviet Union has exploded its first atomic 
bomb. News accounts note that this was 
three years ahead of predictions. 

17 



18 FORGING THE STRATEGY OF CONTAINMENT: NSC-68 

1 January 1950: 

31 January 1950: 

7 April 1950: 

12 April 1950: 

24 June 1950: 

21 September 1950: 

30 September 1950: 

Paul Nitze replaces George Kennan as 
Director of the Policy Planning Staff. 

Having received a report on the feasibility 
of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. developing 
thermonuclear weapons capabilities, 
President Truman directs the Secretaries of 
State and Defense to "undertake a 
reexamination of our objectives in peace 
and war and of the effect of these 
objectives on our strategic plans." 

NSC-68 is completed by the State-Defense 
Policy Review Group and forwarded to 
President Truman in response to the 31 
January directive. It calls for a "rapid 
build-up of political, economic, and 
military strength in the free world," but 
includes no cost estimates. 

President Truman refers NSC-68 to the 
National Security Council for further 
consideration, with particular emphasis on 
a clearer statement of what programs 
would be involved and their costs. 

North Korean forces attack South Korea. 

NSC-68/1, describing the specific programs 
envisaged in NSC-68 and assessing their 
financial iinplications, is completed by an 
ad hoc committee of the NSC and 
submitted to the NSC for approval. 

NSC-68/2 records Presidential approval of 
the conclusions of NSC-68 and directs 
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November 1950: 

8 December 1950: 

14 December 1950: 

16 December 1950: 

implementation of those conclusions. 
Action on NSC-68/1 is deferred pending 
further revision by the ad hoc group. 

Chinese troops launch a massive 
unterattack o,1 U.S. and coUN forces in 
Korea, throwing them back from the Yalu 
river (and ultimately South of the 38th 
parallel). The Secretary of defense and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff determine that the 
build-up called for in NSC-68 should be 
accelerated by two years. 

NSC-68/3, containing revised estimates of 
the programs and costs detailed in NSC- 
68/I, is submitted to the NSC for 
consideration. 

NSC-68/4 is issued by the NSC, reflecting 
Presidential approval of NSC-68/3 with 
minor modifications. It directs both the 
implementation of NSC-68 programs and a 
continuing review to explore the possibility 
of further accelerations. 

Truman issues Presidential Proclamation 
2914, declaring a state of national 
emergency and calling upon the American 
people to make the sacrifices necessary to 
implement NSC-68's strategy of global 
contaimnent. 



THE NSC-68 PROCESS: 
Background and Documentation 

In May of 1947, the Department of State established a Policy 
Planning Staff to "consider the development of long range policy" 
and draw together the views of the various offices of the department. 
George F. Kennan, who, as the Deputy for Foreign Affairs at the 
newly created National War College, had just finished drafting the 
"X" article that was to make "containment" a household term, was 
named as its first director. With the creation of the National Security 
Council as part of the National Security Act of July 1947, the charter 
of the Policy Planning Staff was modified to give it responsibility for 
the "preparation of the position of the Deparmaent of State on matters 
before the National Security Council."' 

Composed of the President, Vice-President, and the 
Secretaries of State and Defense, with the Director of Central 
Intelligence and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as 
advisors, the National Security Council (NSC) was given 
specific responsibility to: 

(1) ,assess and appraise the objectives, commitments and risks of 
the United States in relation to our actual and potential milita_,'y 
power, in the interests of national security, for the purpose of 
making recommendations to the President in connection therewith; 
,and 
(2) consider policies on matters of common interest to the 
departments ,and agencies of the Government concerned with 

' Foreign Relations of  the United States, 1948, vol. I. part II (Washington DC: GPO, 
1976), 509 (note). 

21 
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national security, ~md to make recommendations to the President in 
connection therewith. 2 

Tile NSC was granted no independent executive authority. Much of 
its more recent significance has stemmed from the development of its 
staff--wllich is distinct from the formal members of the 
Council--into an apparatus used by Presidents to help advance their 
goals and visions of U.S. foreign policy. Ironically, at its creation, 
many members of the Congress saw the NSC as an institutional 
check on President Truman's powers in the areas of foreign affairs 
and defense. However, Presidents over time have tumed increasingly 
to the NSC because it is subject to little effective control from the 
Congress and is without independent institutional loyalties that might 
conflict with the President's agenda. 

Truman himself largely ignored the NSC, seeing it as a 
Congressional ploy to limit his freedom of action in foreign affairs. 
He attended only twelve of its fifty-one meetings prior to the onset 
of the Korean War in June 1950, preferring to make his decisions 
working with a small group of advisors from the executive 
departments. Throughout his tenure in office, the NSC staff was 
overshadowed, both in numbers and in impact on policy, by the 
Policy Planning Staff at the department of State. Many of the major 
national security documents of this period, although they were 
identified as "NSC" papers, in fact originated with the Policy 
Planning Staff. This was certainly the case with NSC-68, and the 
NSC-20 series which it replaced. 3 

NSC-20/4, 23 November 1948 
Background 
In May of 1948, President Truman directed Secretary of Defense 
James Forrestal to prepare a military budget for fiscal year 1950 
subject to a $15 billion cap, based on the assumption that, given the 

: Ibid., 545 (note). 
3 For an overview of the role of the Policy Planning Staff in the preparation of the NSC- 

20 series, see Foreign Relations of the United States, 1948, vol. I, Part II, 592, note 1. 
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existing intemational security situation, the United States did n o t  need 
to prepare for a state of war with the Soviet Union. Slightly over 
one month later, on 24 June 1948, the Soviet Union imposed the 
Berlin Blockade, and Forrestal and his Joint Chiefs of  Staff began to 
question whether an adequate defense posture for the United States 
could be sustained under the $15 billion cap. As a result, on 10 July 
1948, the Secretary of  Defense wrote to the President and the NSC 
requesting "the preparation of  a statement which specifies and 
evaluates the risks of the future, states our objectives, and outlines 
measures to be followed in achieving them. ''4 This request was 
circulated to the NSC for consideration as NSC-20 on 12 July 1948. 
The State Policy Planning Staff under George Kelman had already 
prepared a paper on "Factors Affecting the Nature of the United 
States Defense Arrangements in Light of Soviet Policies" assessing 
the risks to U.S. security, and was at work on a study of U.S. 
objectives. These papers, submitted in response to the NSC tasking, 
became NSC-20/1 and 20/2. The final element of  Forrestal's request, 
outlining measures needed to achieve U.S. objectives, was prepared 
in draft as NSC-20/3 and formally approved by the President ,as 
guidance for U.S. national security as NSC-20/4. Not surprisingly, 
given the heavy involvement of  the Policy Planning Staff in its 
drafting, it reflected the containment views of  George Kennan 
throughout. Based in part upon its call for the United States to 
"develop a level of  military readiness which can be maintained as 
long as necessary as a deterrent to Soviet a g g r e s s i o n . . ,  and as an 
adequate basis for immediate military commitments and for rapid 
mobilization should war prove unavoidable," Secretary of  Defense 
Forrestal appealed to the President the following week to increase the 
defense authorization ill the fiscal year 1950 budget to $16.9 billion. 5 
The President, who less than two months earlier during his election 

4 James Forrestal, Letter to the President, July 10, 1948, Foreign Relations of the 
United States, 1948. vol. I, Part II, 592-593. 

s James Forrestal, Letter to the President, 1 December  1948, Foreign Relations of the 
United States, 1948, vol. I Part II, 669-672. 
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campaign had called for further cuts in defense spending to a level o f  
$5-7 billion, was not convinced. 

Document 
Report to the President by the National Security Council 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, N o v e m b e r  23, 1948 

NSC 20/4 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY ON U.S.  OBJECTIVES 

WITH RESPECT TO THE U S S R  

T o  COUNTER SOVIET THREATS TO U.S.  SECURITY 

References: A. NSC 20, 20/1, 20/2 and 20/3 
B. CIA Report, ORE 60-48 

At its 27th Meeting, the National Security Council considered a draft 
report on the above subject (NSC 20/3) and adopted it, subject to 
amendment of paragraph 22-d, in the revised form enclosed herewith. 

The National Security Council recommends that the President approve the 
Conclusions contained herein and direct that this report be disseminated to 
all appropriate officials of the U.S. Government for their information and 
guidance." 

SIDNEY W.  SOUERS 

REPORT BY THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON U.S.  OBJECTIVES 

WITH RESPECT TO THE U S S R  THREATS TO U.S.  SECURITY 

THE PROBLEM 

1. To assess and appraise existing and foreseeable threats to our national 
security currently posed by the USSR; and to formulate our objectives and 
aims ,as a guide in determining measures required to counter such threats. 

• President Tnunan approved the conclusions of NStS 20/4 on November 24 and directed 
that it be disseminated to all appropriate officials of the U.S. Government for their information 
and guidance. Members of the National Security Council received copies the same day. In a 
memorandum of December 3, the NSC was informed by its Executive Secretary that the report 
was being made available by the President to the following additional officials: the Secretaries 
of the Treasury, Interior, Agriculture, Commerce, and Labor;, the Attorney General; the 
Postmaster General; the Economic Cooperation Administrator, the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget; and the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers. President Truman circulated 
NSC 20/4 at the December 3 meeting of the Cabinet. (Policy Planning Staff Files) 
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ANALYSIS OF THE NATURE OF THE THREATS 

2. The will and ability of the leaders of the USSR to pursue policies 
which threaten the security of the United States constitute the greatest single 
danger to the U.S. within the foreseeable future. 

3. Communist ideology and Soviet behavior clearly demonstrate that the 
ultimate objective of the leaders of the USSR is the domination of the world. 
Soviet leaders hold that the Soviet communist party is the militant vanguard 
of the world proletariat in its rise to political power, and that the USSR, 
base of the world communist movement, will not be safe until the non- 
communist nations have been so reduced in strength and numbers that 
communist influence is dominant throughout the world. The immediate goal 
of top priority since the recent war has bc~n the political conquest of 
western Europe. The resistance of the United States is recognized by the 
USSR as a major obstacle to the attainment of these goals. 

4. The Soviet leaders appear to be pursuing these ,'rims by: 

a. Endeavoring to insert Soviet-controlled groups into positions of power 
and influence everywhere, seizing every opportunity presented by weakness 
and instability in other states and exploiting to the utmost other techniques 
of inf'fltration and propaganda, as well as the coercive power of preponderant 
Soviet military strength. 

b. Waging political, economic, and psychological warfare against all 
elements resistant to communist purposes, and in particular attempting to 
prevent or retard the recovery of and cooperation among western European 
countries. 

c. Building up as rapidly as possible the war potential of the Soviet orbit 
in anticipation of war, which in communist thinking is inevitable. 

Both the immediate purposes and the ultimate objective of the Soviet leaders 
are inimical to the security of the United States and will continue to be so 
indefinitely. 

5. The present Soviet ability to threaten U.S. security by measures short 
of war rests on: 

a. The complete and effective centralization of power throughout the 
USSR and the international communist movement. 

b. The persuasive appeal of a pseudo-scientific ideology promising 
panaceas and brought to other peoples by the intensive efforts of a modem 
totalitarian propaganda machine. 
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c. The highly effective techniques of subversion, infiltration and capture 
of political power, worked out through a half a century of study and 
experiment. 

d. The power to use the military might of Russia, and of other countries 
already captured, for purposes of intimidation or, where necessary, military 
action. 

e. The relatively high degree of political and social instability prevailing 
at this time in other countries, particularly in the European countries ~fffected 
by the recent war ,and in the colonial or backward areas on which these 
European areas are dependent for markets and raw materials. 

f .  The ability to exploit the margins of tolerance accorded the communists 
and their dupes in democratic countries by virtue of the reluctance of such 
countries to restrict democratic freedoms merely in order to inhibit the 
activities of a single faction and by the failure of those countries to expose 
the fallacies and evils of communism. 

6. It is impossible to calculate with any degree of precision the 
dimensions of the threat to U.S security presented by these Soviet measures 
short of war. The success of these measures depends on a wide variety of 
currently unpredictable factors, including the degree of resistance 
encountered elsewhere, the effectiveness of U.S. policy, the development of 
relationships within the Soviet structure of power, etc. Had the United 
States not taken vigorous measures during the past two years to stiffen the 
resistance of western European and Mediterranean countries to communist 
pressures, most of western Europe would today have been politically 
captured by the communist movement. Today, barring some radical 
alteration of the underlying situation which would give new possibilities to 
the communists, the communists appear to have little chance of effecting at 
this juncture the political conquest of any countries west of the Luebeck- 
Trieste line. The unsuccessful outcome of this political offensive has in turn 
created serious problems for them behind the iron curtain, and their policies 
are today probably motivated in large measure by defensive considerations. 
However, it cannot be assumed that Soviet capabilities for subversion and 
political aggression will decrease in the next decade, and they may become 
even more dangerous than at present. 
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7. In present circumstances the capabilities of the USSR to threaten U.S. 
security by the use of armed forces" ,are dangerous and immediate: 

a. The USSR, while not capable of sustained and decisive direct military 
attack against U.S. territory or the Western Hemisphere, is capable of 
serious submarine warfare and of a limited number of one-way bomber 
sorties. 

b. Present intelligence esthnates attribute to Soviet armed forces the 
capability of over-running in about six months all of Continental Europe and 
the Near East as far as Cairo, while simultaneously occupying important 
continental points in the Far East. Meanwhile, Great Britain could be 
subjected to severe ,air and missile bombardment. 

c. Russian seizure of these areas would ultimately enhance the Soviet 
war potential, if sufficient time were allowed and Soviet leaders were able 
to consolidate Russian control and to integrate Europe into the Soviet 
system• This would permit an eventual concentration of hostile power which 
would pose an unacceptable threat to the security of the United States. 

8. However, rapid military expansion over Eurasia would tax Soviet 
logistic facilities and impose a serious strain on Russian economy. If at the 
same time the USSR were engaged in war with the United States, Soviet 
capabilities might well, in face of the smttegic offensives of the United 
States, prove unequal to the task of holding the territories seized by the 
Soviet forces• If the United States were to exploit the potentialities of 
psychological warfare and subversive activity within the Soviet orbit, the 
USSR would be faced with increased disaffection, discontent, and 
underground opposition within the area under Soviet control. 

9. Present estimates indicate that the current Soviet capabilities 
mentioned in 7-a above will progressively increase and that by no later than 
1955 the USSR will probably be capable of serious air attacks against the 
United States with atomic, biological and chemical weapons, of more 
extensive submarine operations (including the launching of short-range 
guided missiles), and of airborne operations to seize advance bases. 
However, the USSR could not, even then, successfully undertake an invasion 
of the United States as long as effective U.S. military forces remained in 

• Soviet  mil i tary capabili t ies as set forth in this paper, while  constituting potential threats 
to U.S. security which must  be recognized, do not represent an evaluated estimate of Soviet  

intentions to utilize these capabilit ies,  do not take into account the effect of counter action, and 
are based upon the assumption of no important  change in the territory under  Soviet  control or 

in the type of that control. [Footnote in the source text.] 
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being. Soviet capabilities for overrunning western Europe ,and the Near East 
and for occupying parts of the Far East will probably still exist by 1958. 

10. The Soviet capabilities and the increases thereto set forth in this paper 
would result in a relative increase in Soviet capabilities vis-a-vis the United 
States and the Western democracies unless offset by factors such as the 
following: 

a. The success of ERP. 
b. The development of Western Union and its support by the United 

States. 
c. The increased effectiveness of the military establishments of the 

United States, Great Britain, and other friendly nations. 
d. The development of internal dissension within the USSR and 

disagreements among the USSR and orbit nations. 

11. The USSR has already engaged the United States in a struggle for 
power. While it cannot be predicted with certainty whether, or when, the 
present political warfare will involve armed conllict, nevertheless there exists 
a continuing danger of war at any time. 

a. While the possibility of planned Soviet armed actions which would 
involve this country cannot be ruled out, a careful weighing of the various 
factors points to the probability that the Soviet Government is not now 
planning any deliberate armed action calculated to involve the United States 
and is still seeking to achieve its aims primarily by political means, 
accompanied by military intimidation. 

b. War might grow out of incidents between forces in direct contact. 
c. War might arise through miscalculation, through failure of either side 

to estimate accurately how far the other can be pushed. There is the 
possibility that the USSR will be tempted to take armed action under a 
miscalculation of the determination and willingness of the United States to 
resort to force in order to prevent the development of a threat intolerable to 
U.S. security. 

12. In addition to the risk of war, a danger equally to be guarded against 
is the possibility that Soviet political warfare might seriously weaken the 
relative position of the United States, enhance Soviet strength and either lead 
to our ultimate defeat short of war, or force us into war under dangerously 
unfavorable conditions. Such a result would be facilitated by vacillation, 
appeasement or isolationist concepts in our foreign policy, leading to loss of 
our allies ,and influence; by internal disunity or subversion; by economic 
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instability in the form of depression or inflation; or by either excessive or 
inadequate armament and foreign aid expenditures. 

13. To counter threats to our national security and to create conditions 
conducive to a positive and in the long term mutually beneficial relationship 
between the Russian people and our own, it is essential that this government 
formulate general objectives which are capable of sustained pursuit both in 
time of peace and in the event of war. From the general objectives flow 
certain specific aims which we seek to accomplish by methods short of war, 
as well ,as certain other aims which we seek to accomplish in the event of 
War. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Threats to the Security of the United States 

14. The gravest threat to the security of the United States within the 
foreseeable future stems from the hostile designs and formidable power of 
the USSR, and from the nature of the Soviet system. 

15. The political, economic, and psychological warfare which the USSR 
is now waging has dangerous potentialities for weakening the relative world 
position of the United States and disrupting its traditional institutions by 
means short of war, unless sufficient resistance is encountered in the policies 
of this and other non-communist countries. 

16. The risk of war with the USSR is sufficient to warrant, in common 
prudence, timely and adequate preparation by the United States. 

a. Even though present estimates indicate that the Soviet leaders 
probably do not intend deliberate armed action involving the United States 
at this time, the possibility of such deliberate resort to war cannot be ruled 
out. 

b. Now and for the foreseeable future there is a continuing danger that 
war will arise either through Soviet miscalculation of the determination of 
the United States to use all the means at its command to safeguard its 
security, through Soviet misinterpretation of our intentions, or through U.S. 
miscalculation of Soviet reactions to measures which we might take. 

17. Soviet domination of the potential power of Eurasia, whether 
achieved by armed aggression or by political and subversive means, would 
be strategically and politically unacceptable to the United States. 

18. The capability of the United States either in peace or in the event of 
war to cope with threats to its security or to gab1 its objectives would be 
severely weakened by internal developments, important among which are: 
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a. Serious espionage, subversion and sabotage, particularly by concerted 
and well directed communist activity. 

b. Prolonged or exaggerated economic instability. 
c. Internal political and social disunity. 
d. Inadequate or excessive armament or foreign aid expenditures. 
e. An excessive or wasteful usage of our resources in time of peace. 
f .  Lessening of U.S. prestige and influence through vacillation or 

appe~tsement or lack of skill and imagination in the conduct of its foreign 
policy or by shirking world responsibilities. 

g. Development of a false sense of security through a deceptive change 
in Soviet tactics. 

U.S. Objectives and Aims vis-a-vis the USSR 

19. To counter the threats to our national security and well-being posed 
by the USSR, 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 independence 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 and institutions inherent 
in our way of life. 

20. We would endeavor to achieve our general objectives by methods 
short of war through the pursuit of the following aims: 

a. To encourage and promote the gradual retraction of undue Russian 
power and influence from the present perimeter ,areas ,around traditional 
Russian boundaries and the emergence of the satellite countries as entities 
independent of the USSR. 

b. To encourage the development among the Russian peoples of attitudes 
which may help to modify current Soviet behavior and permit a revival of 
the national life of groups evidencing the ability ,and determination to 
achieve and maintain national independence. 

c. To eradicate the myth by which people remote from Soviet military 
influence are held in a position of subservience to Moscow ,and to cause the 
world at large to see and understand the true nature of the USSR and the 
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Soviet-directed world communist party, and to adopt a logical and realistic 
attitude toward them. 

d. To create situations which will compel the Soviet Government t o  
recognize the practical undesirability of ,acting on the basis of its present 
concepts and the necessity of behaving in accordance with precepts of 
international conduct, as set forth in the purposes and principles of the UN 
charter. 

21. Attainment of these aims requires that the United States: 

a. Develop a level of military readiness which can be maintained as long 
as necessm'y as a deterrent to Soviet aggression, as indispensable support to 
our political attitude toward the USSR, 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. 

b. Assure the internal security of the United States against dangers of 
sabotage, subversion, and espionage. 

c. Maximize our economic potential, including the strengthening of our 
peace-time economy and the establishment of essential reserves readily 
available in the event of war. 

d. Strengthen the orientation toward the United States of the non-Soviet 
nations; and help such of those nations as are able and willing to make an 
important contribution to U.S. security, to increase their economic and 
political stability and their military capability. 

e. Place the maximum strain on the Soviet structure of power and 
particularly on the relationships between Moscow and the satellite countries. 

f. Keep the U.S. public fully informed and cognizant of the threats to our 
national security so that it will be prepared to support the measures which 
we must accordingly adopt. 

22. In the event of war with the USSR we should endeavor by successful 
military and other operations to create conditions which would permit 
satisfactory accomplishment of U.S. objectives without 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 the leaders of the 
All-Union Communist Party have been able to exert moral and disciplinary 
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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 traditional 
Russian territory in the aftermath of 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 military-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 dangerous to the 
security of the United States and international peace. 

(2) Be conducive to the successful development of aneffective world 
organization based upon the purposes andprinciples of the wartime 
controls. 

(3) Permit the earliest practicable discontinuancewithin the United 
States of wartime controls. 

23. In pursuing the above war aims, we should avoid making irrevocable 
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, economic, and social dislocations resulting from the 
W a r .  

Presidential Directive to the Secretaries of 
State and Defense, 31 January 1950 

Background 
The assessment o f  risks upon which NSC-20/4 had been based was 
called into serious question in September  of  1949, when President 
Truman announced that the Soviet  Union had exploded its first 
atomic bomb. Of  more concern than the fact o f  the explosion was its 
timing: most estimates had suggested that the United States would 
enjoy its nuclear monopoly  for up to three more years. At the same 
time, there was growing concem within the U.S. government  about 
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the consolidation of the Communist hold on mainland China. In the 
face of these "shocks" to the existing U.S. national security posture, 
President Truman on 31 January 1950 directed Secretary of State 
Dean Acheson and Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson to "undertake 
a reexamination of our objectives in peace and war and of the effect 
of these objectives on our strategic plans." This directive initiated the 
development of NSC-68. 

Document 
The President to the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, January 31, 1950. 

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: After consideration of the report by the Special 
Committee of the National Security Council consisting of the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of Defense, and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, designated to advise me on the problem of the development of 
a thermonuclear weapon, I hereby direct the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Defense to undertake a reexamination of our objectives in peace 
and war and of the effect of these objectives on our strategic plans, in the 
light of the probable fission bomb capability and possible thermonuclear 
bomb capability of the Soviet Union. 

I have also decided to indicate publicly the intention of this Government 
to continue work to determine the feasibility of a thermonuclear weapon, and 
I hereby direct that no further official information be made public on it 
without my approv',d. 

I am sending an identical letter to the Secretary of Defense, and a copy 
of both letters to the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission for the 
information of the Commission. 

Sincerely yours, HARRY TRUMAN 

NSC-68, 7 April 1950 
Background 
The task of drafting the response to President Truman's directive fell 
largely to the Policy Planning Staff at the Department of State, 
headed at this time by Paul Nitze. Augmented with representatives 
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from the Department of  Defense, with Nitze in charge, the group met 
as the "State-Defense Policy Review Group" for the first time on 8 
February. By 23 February, they had circulated a draft of  what was 
to become NSC-68. By 22 March, Nitze was prepared to brief the 
Secretaries of State and Defense and the Chairman of the JCS 
(General Omar Bradley) on the progress of  the group and its 
preliminary results. Secretary of Defense Johnson, however, was at 
this point still committed to further reductions in defense spending, 
and refused to sit through the briefing, which he saw as an attempt 
by the DeparUnent of State to isolate him by going directly to the 
Joint Chiefs. Johnson ultimately gave grudging assent to the report, 
which was presented to the President on 7 April. As the 
accompanying memos indicate, Truman did not endorse NSC-68 at 
this time, but rather, on 12 April, referred the report to the National 
Security Council for fi~rther consideration, with particular emphasis 
on providing "a clearer indication of the programs envisaged in the 
report" and on obtaining estimates of their probable costs. 6 

Documents 
A Report to the National Security Council by the Executive Secretary 

(Lay) 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, April 14, 1950 
NSC 68 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE 

NATIONAI. SECURITY COUNCIL ON UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES 

AND PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 

References: A. NSC 20/4 
B. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 

dated April 14, 1950 
The enclosed letter by the President ,and the Report by the Secretaries of 

State and Defense referred to therein are transmitted herewith for 

6 Truman, Harry S. "Letter from the President to the Executive Secretary of the National 
Security Council. April 12, 1950." Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950. vol. I, 234- 
235. 
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consideration by the National Security Council, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Economic Cooperation Administrator, the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers, at 
the next regularly scheduled meeting of the Council on Thursday, April 20, 
1950. 

A proposed procedure for c,'m'ying out the President's directive as a matter 
of urgency is being circulated for concurrent consideration in the reference 
memorandum of April 14. 

it is requested that this report be handled with special security 
precautions in accordance with the President's desire that no publicity be 
given this report or its contents without his approval. 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 

[Enclosure 1] 

The President to the Executive Secretary of the National Security 
Council (lAy) 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, April 12, 1950 

DEAR MR. LAY" After consideration of the Report by the Secretaries of 
State and Defense, dated April 7, 1950, re-examining our objectives in peace 
and war and the effect of these objectives on our strategic plans, I have 
decided to refer that Report to the National Security Council for 
consideration, with the request that the National Security Council provide me 
with further information on the implications of the Conclusions contained 
therein. I am particularly ,anxious that the Council give me a clearer 
indication of the programs which are envisaged in the Report, including 
estimates of the probable cost of such progr~uns. 

Because of the effect of these Conclusions upon the budgetary and 
economic situation, it is my desire that the Economic Cooperation 
Administrator, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman, 
Council of Economic Advisers, p,'uticipate in the consideration of this Report 
by the Council, in ,addition to the regular participation of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

Pending the urgent completion of this study, I am concerned that action 
on existing programs should not be postponed or delayed. In addition, it is 
my desire that no publicity be given to this Report or its contents without 
my approval. 

Sincerely yours, Harry S. Truman 
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[Enclosure 21 

A Report to the President Pursuant to the President's Directive 
of  January 31, 1950 

TOP  SECRET [-VCASHINGTON] April  7, 1950 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 

The following report is submitted in response to the President's directive 
of January 31 which reads: 

"That the President direct the Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense to undertake a reex,'unination of our objectives in peace and war 
and of the effect of these objectives on our strategic plans, in the light of the 
probable fission bomb capability and possible thermonuclear bomb capability 
of the Soviet Union." 

The document which recommended that such a directive be issued" reads 
in part: 

"It must be considered whether a decision to proceed with a program 
directed toward determining feasibility prejudges the more fundamental 
decisions (a) as to whether, in the event that a test of a thermonuclear 
weapon proves successful, such weapons should be stockpiled, or (b) if 
stockpiled, the conditions under which they might be used in war. If a test 
of a thermonuclear weapon proves successful, the pressures to produce and 
stockpile such weapons to be held for the same purposes for which fission 
bombs are then being held will be greatly increased. The question of use 
policy can be adequately assessed only as a part of a general reexamination 
of this country's strategic plans and its objectives in peace and war. Such 
reexamination would need to consider national policy not only with respect 
to possible thermonuclear weapons, but also with respect to fission weapons- 
-viewed in the light of the probable fission bomb capability and the possible 
thermonuclear bomb capability of the Soviet Union. The moral, 
psychological, and political questions involved in this problem would need 
to be taken into account and be given due weight. The outcome of this 
reexamination would have a crucial bearing on the further question as to 
whether there should be a revision in the nature of the agreements, including 

• Reference is to the Report by the Special Committee of the National Security Council to 
President Truman on the Development of Thermonuclear Weapons, January 31, 1950. 
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the international control of atomic energy, which we have been seeking to 
reach with the U.S.S.R." 

ANALYSIS 

I. BACKGROUND OF THE PRESENT CRISIS 

Within the past thirty-five years the world has experienced two global 
wars of tremendous violence. It has witnessed two revolutions--the Russian 
and the Chinese---of extreme scope and intensity. It has also seen the 
collapse of five empires--the Ottoman, the Austro-Hungarian, German, 
Italian and Japanese--,'md the drastic decline of two major imperial systems, 
the British and the French. During the span of one generation, the 
international distribution of power has been fundamentally altered. For 
several centuries it had proved impossible for any one nation to gain such 
preponderant strength that a coalition of other nations could not in time face 
it with greater strength. The international scene was marked by recurring 
periods of violence and war, but a system of sovereign and independent 
states was maintained, over which no state was able to achieve hegemony. 

Two complex sets of factors have now basically altered this historical 
distribution of power. First, the defeat of Germ,my and Japan and the 
decline of the British and French Empires have interacted with the 
development of the United States ,and the Soviet Union in such a way that 
power has increasingly gravitated to these two centers. Second, the Soviet 
Union, unlike previous aspirants to hegemony, is animated by a new fanatic 
faith, antithetical to our own, ~md seeks to hnpose its absolute authority over 
the rest of the world. Conflict has, therefore, become endemic and is 
waged, on the part of the Soviet Union, by violent or non-violent methods 
in accordance with the dictates of expediency. With the development of  
increasingly terrifying weapons of mass destruction, every individual faces 
the ever-prcsent possibility of annihilation should the conflict enter the phase 
of total war. 

On the one hand, the people of the world yearn for relief from the anxiety 
arising from the risk of atomic war. On the other hand, any substantial 
further cxtension of the area under the domination of the Kremlin would 
raise the possibility that no coalition adequate to confront the Kremlin with 
greater strength could be assembled. It is in this context that this Republic 
and its citizens in the ascendancy of their strength sumd in their deepest 
peril. 
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resolution this Government ,and the people it represents must now take new 
and fateful decisions. 

II. FUNDAMENTAL PURPOSE OF THE UNITED STATES 

The fundamental purpose of the United States is laid down in the 
Preamble to the Constitution: " . . .  to form a more perfect Union, establish 
Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defence, 
promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to 
ourselves and our Posterity." In essence, the fundamental purpose is to 
assure the integrity and vitality of our free society, which is founded upon 
the dignity and worth of the individual. 

Three realities emerge as a consequence of this purpose: Our 
determination to maintain the essential elements of individual freedom, as 
set forth in the Constitution and Bill of Rights; our determination to create 
conditions under which our free and democratic system can live and prosper; 
and our determination to fight if necessary to defend our way of life, for 
which as in the Declaration of Independence, "with a firm reliance on the 
protection of Divine Providence, we mutually pledge to each other our lives, 
our Fortunes and our sacred Honor." 

III. FUNDAMENTAL DESIGN OF THE KREMLIN 

The fun "damental design of those who control the Soviet Union and the 
international communist movement is to retain and solidify their absolute 
power, first in the Soviet Union and second in the areas now under their 
control. In the minds of the Soviet leaders, however, achievement of this 
design requires the dynamic extension of their authority and the ultimate 
elimination of ,any effective opposition to their authority. 

The design, therefore, calls for the complete subversion or forcible 
destruction of the machinery of government and structure of society in the 
countries of the non-Soviet world and their replacement by an apparatus and 
structure subservient to and controlled from the Kremlin. To that end Soviet 
efforts are now directed toward the domination of the Eurasian land mass. 
The United States, as the principal center of power in the non-Soviet world 
and the bulwark of opposition to Soviet expansion, is the principal enemy 
whose integrity and vitality must be subverted or destroyed by one means 
or another if the Kremlin is to achieve its fundamental design. 
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IV. THE UNDERLYING CONFLICT IN THE REALM OF IDEAS AND VALUES 
BETWEEN THE U.S. PURPOSE AND THE KREMLIN DESIGN 

A. Nature of conflict: 

The Kremlin regards the United States as the only major threat to the 
achievement of its fun 'damental design. There is a basic conflict between the 
idea of freedom under a government of laws, and the idea of slavery under 
the grim oligarchy of the Kremlin, which has come to a crisis with the 
polarization of power described in Section 1, and the exclusive possession 
of atomic weapons by the two protagonists. The idea of freedom, moreover, 
is peculiarly and intolerably subversive of the idea of slavery. But the 
converse is not true. The implacable purpose of the slave state to eliminate 
the challenge of freedom has placed the two great powers at opposite poles. 
It is this fact which gives the present polarization of power the quality of 
crisis. 

The flee society values the individual as an end in himself, requiring of 
him only that measure of self discipline and self restraint which make the 
rights of each individual compatible with the right of every other individual. 
The freedom of the individual has as its counterpart, therefore, the negative 
responsibility of the individual not to exercise his freedom in ways 
inconsistent with the freedom of other individuals and the positive 
responsibility to make constructive use of his freedom in the building of a 
just society. 

From this idea of freedom with responsibility derives the marvelous 
diversity, the deep tolerance, the lawfulness of the free society. This is the 
explanation of the strength of free men. It constitutes the integrity and the 
vitality of a free and democratic system. The free society attempts to create 
and maintain an environment in which every individual has the opportunity 
to realize his creative powers. It also explains why the free society tolerates 
those within it who would use their freedom to destroy it. By the same 
token, in relations between nations, the prime reliance of the free society is 
on the strength and appeal of its idea, and it feels no compulsion sooner or 
later to bring all societies into conformity with iL 

For the free society does not fear, it welcomes, diversity. It derives its 
strength from its hospitality even to antipathetic ideas. It is a market for 
free trade in ideas, secure in its faith that free men will take the best wares, 
and grow to a fuller and better realization of their powers in exercising their 
choice. 

The idea of freedom is the most contagious idea in history, more 
contagious than the idea of submission to authority. For the breadth of 
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freedom cannot be tolerated in a society which has come under the 
domination of an individual or group of individuals with a will to absolute 
power. Where the despot holds absolute power-- the absolute power of the 
absolutely powerful will--all other wills must be subjugated in an act of 
willing submission, a degradation willed by the individual upon himself 
under the compulsion of a perverted faith. It is the first article of this faith 
that he finds and can only find the meaning of his existence in serving the 
ends of the system. The system becomes God, and submission to the will 
of God become submission to the will of the system. It is not enough to 
yield outwardly to the system---even Ghandian non-violence is not 
acceptable--for the spirit of resistance and the devotion to a higher authority 
might then remain, and the individual would not be wholly submissive. 

The s,'une compulsion which demands total power over all men within the 
Soviet state without a single exception, demands total power over "all 
Communist Parties ,and all states under Soviet domination. Thus Stalin has 
said that the theory ,and tactics of Leninism as expounded by the Bolshevik 
party are mandatory for the proletarian parties of all countries. A true 
internationalist is defined as one who unhesitatingly upholds the position of 
the Soviet Union and in the satellite states true patriotism is love of the 
Soviet Union. By the same token the "peace policy" of the Soviet Union, 
described at a Party Congress as "a more advantageous form of fighting 
capitalism", is a device to divide and immobilize the non-Communist world, 
and the peace the Soviet Union seeks is the peace of total conformity to 
Soviet policy. 

The antipathy of slavery to freedom explains the iron curtain, the isolation, 
the autarchy of the society whose end is absolute power. The existence and 
persistence of the idea of freedom is a permanent and continuous threat to 
the foundation of the slave society; and it therefore regards as intolerable the 
long continued existence of freedom in the world. What is new, what makes 
the continuing crisis, is the polarization of power which now inescapably 
confronts the slave society with the free. 

The assault on free institutions is world-wide now, and in the context of 
the present polarization of power a defeat of free institutions anywhere is a 
defeat everywhere. The shock we sustained in the destruction of 
Czechoslovakia was not in the measure of Czechoslovakia's material 
importance to us. In a material sense, her capabilities were already at Soviet 
disposal. But when the integrity of Czechoslovak institutions was destroyed, 
it was in the intangible scale of values that we registered a loss more 
damaging than the material loss we had ,already suffered. 
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Thus unwillingly our free society finds itself mortally challenged by the 
Soviet system. No other value system is so wholly irreconcilable with ours, 
so implacable in its purpose to destroy ours, so capable of turning to its own 
uses the most dangerous and divisive trends in our own society, no other so 
skillfully and powerfully evokes the elements of irrationality in human 
nature everywhere, and no other has the support of a great and growing 
center of military power. 

B. Objectives: 

The objectives of a free society are determined by its fundamental values 
and by the necessity for m~dntaining the material environment in which they 
flourish. Logically and in fact, therefore, the Kremlin's challenge to the 
United States is directed not only to our values but to our physical capacity 
to protect their environment. It is a challenge which encompasses both 
peace and war and our objectives in peace and war must take account of it. 

1. Thus we must make ourselves strong, both in the way in which we 
affirm our values in the conduct of our national life, and in the development 
of our military and economic strength. 

2. We must lead in building a successfully functioning political and 
economic system in the free world. It is only by practical affirmation, 
abroad as well as at home, of our essential values, that we can preserve our 
own integrity, in which lies the real frustration of the Kremlin design. 

3. But beyond thus ~fffirming our values our policy and actions must be 
such as to foster a fundamental change h~ the nature of the Soviet system, 
a change toward which the frustration of the design is the fin'st and perhaps 
the most important step. Clearly it will not only be less costly but more 
effective if this ch,'mge occurs to a maximum extent as a result of internal 
forces in Soviet society. 

In a shrinking world, which now faces the threat of atomic warfare, it is 
not an adequate objective merely to seek to check the Kremlin design, for 
the absence of order among nations is becoming less ,and less tolerable. 
This fact imposes on us, in our own interests, the responsibility of world 
leadership. It demands that we make the attempt, and accept the risks 
inherent in it, to bring about order and justice by means consistent with the 
principles of freedom ,and democracy. We should limit our requirement of 
the Soviet Union to its participation with other nations on the basis of 
equality ,and respect for the fights of others. Subject to this requirement, we 
must with our allies and the former subject peoples seek to create a world 
society based on the principle of consent. Its framework cannot be 



PART I1: THE KEY DOCUMENTS 43 

inflexible. It will consist of many national communities of great and varying 
abilities and resources, and hence of war potential. The seeds of conflict 
will inevitably exist or will come into being. To acknowledge this is only 
to acknowledge the impossibility of a final solution. No to acknowledge it 
can be fatally dangerous in a world in which there are no final solutions. 

All these objectives of a free society are equally valid and necessary in 
peace and war. But every consideration of devotion to our fundamental 
values and to our national security demands that we seek to achieve them 
by the strategy of the cold war. It is only by developing the moral and 
material strength of the free world that the Soviet regime will become 
convinced of the falsity of its ,assumptions and that the pre-conditions for 
workable agreements can be created. By practically demonstrating the 
integrity and vitality of our system the ~ee world widens the area of 
possible agreement and thus can hope gradually to bring about a Soviet 
acknowledgement of realities which in sum will eventually constitute a 
frustration of the Soviet design. Short of this, however, it might be possible 
to create a situation which will induce the Soviet Union to accommodate 
itself, with or without the conscious abandonment of its design, to 
coexistence on tolerable terms with the non-Soviet world. Such a 
development would be a triumph for the idea of freedom and democracy. 
It must be an immediate objective of the United States policy. 

There is no reason, in the event of war, for us to alter our over-all 
objectives. They do not include unconditional surrender, the subjugation of 
the Russian peoples or a Russia shorn of its economic potential. Such a 
course would irrevocably unite the Russian people behind the regime which 
enslaves them. Rather these objectives contemplate Soviet acceptance of the 
specific and limited conditions requisite to an international environment in 
which free institutions can flourish, and in which the Russian peoples will 
have a new chance to work out their own destiny. If we can make the 
Russian people our allies in the enterprise we will obviously have made our 
task easier and victory more certain. 

The objectives outlined in NSC 20/4 (November 23, 1948) and quoted in 
Chapter X, are fully consistent with the objectives stated in this paper, and 
they remain valid. The growing intensity of the conflict which has been 
imposed upon us, however, requires the changes of emphasis and the 
additions that are apparent. Coupled with the probable fission bomb 
capability and possible thermonuclear bomb capability of the Soviet Union, 
the intensifying struggle requires us to face the fact that we can expect no 
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lasting abatement of the crisis unless and until a change occurs in the nature 
of the Soviet system. 

C. Means: 

The free society is limited in its choice of means to achieve its ends. 
Compulsion is the negation of freedom, except when it is used to enforce 

the rights common to ,all. The resort to force, internally or externally, is 
therefore a last resort for a free society. The act is permissible only when 
one individual or groups of individuals within it threaten the basic rights of 
the other individuals or when another society seeks to impose its will upon 
it. The free society cherishes and protects as fundamental the rights of the 
minority against the will of a majority, because their rights are the 
inalienable rights of each and every individual. 

The resort to force, to compulsion, to the imposition of its will is therefore 
a difficult ,and dangerous act for a flee society, which is warranted only in 
the face of even greater dangers. The necessity of the act must be clear and 
compelling; the act must commend itself to the overwhelming majority as 
,an inescapable exception to the basic idea of freedom; or the regenerative 
capacity of free men after the act has been performed will be en "dangered. 

The Kremlin is able to select whatever means are expedient in seeking to 
carry out its fundamental design. Thus it can make the best of  several 
possible worlds, conducting the struggle on those levels where it considers 
it profitable and enjoying the benefits of a pseudo-peace on those levels 
where it is not ready for a contest. At the ideological or psychological level, 
in the struggle for men's minds, the conflict is world-wide. At the political 
and economic level, within states and in the relations between states, the 
struggle for power is being intensified. And at the military level, the 
Kremlin has thus far been careful not to commit a technical breach of the 
peace, although using its vast forces to intimidate its neighbors, and to 
support an aggressive foreign policy, and not hesitating through its agents 
to resort to arms in favorable circumstances. The attempt to carry out its 
fundamental design is being pressed, therefore, with all means which are 
believed expedient in the present situation, and the Kremlin has inextricably 
engaged us in the conflict between its design and our purpose. 

We have no such freedom of choice, and least of all in the use of force. 
Resort to war is not only a last resort for a free society, but it is also an act 
which cannot definitively end the fundamental conflict in the realm of ideas. 
The idea of slavery can only be overcome by the timely and persistent 
demonstration of the superiority of the idea of freedom. Military victory 
alone would only partially and perhaps only temporarily "affect the 
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fundamental conflict, for although the ability of the Kremlin to threaten our 
security might be for a time destroyed, the resurgence of totalitarian forces 
and the re-establishment of the Soviet system or its equivalent would not be 
long delayed unless great progress were made in the fundamental conflict. 

Practical and ideological considerations therefore both impel us to the 
conclusion that we have no choice but to demonstrate the superiority of the 
idea of freedom by its constructive application, and to attempt to change the 
world situation by means short of war in such a way as to frustrate the 
Kremlin design ,and hasten the decay of the Soviet system. 

For us the role of military power is to serve the national purpose by 
deterring an attack upon us while we seek by other means to create an 
environment in which our free society can flourish, and by fighting, if 
necessary, to defend the integrity and vitality of our free society and to 
defeat any aggressor. The Kremlin uses Soviet military power to back up 
and serve the Kremlin design. It does not hesitate to use military force 
aggressively if that course in expedient in the achievement of its design. 
The differences between our fundamental purpose and the Kremlin design, 
therefore, are reflected in our respective attitudes toward and use of military 
force. 

Our free society, confronted by a threat to its basic values, naturally will 
take such action, including the use of military force, as may be required to 
protect those values. The integrity of our system will not be jeopardized by 
any measures, covert or overt, violent or non-violent, which serve the 
purposes of frustrating the Kremlin design, nor does the necessity for 
conducting ourselves so as to aff'trm our values in actions as well as words 
forbid such measures, provided only they are appropriately calculated to that 
end and are not so excessive or misdirected as to make us enemies of the 
people instead of the evil men who have enslaved them. 

But if war comes, what is the role of force? Unless we so use it that the 
Russian people can perceive that our effort is directed against the regime 
and its power for aggression, and not against their own interests, we will 
unite the regime and the people in the kind of last ditch fight in which no 
underlying problems are solved, new one are created, and where our basic 
principles are obscured and compromised. If we do not in the application 
of force demonstrate the nature of our objectives we will, in fact, have 
compromised from the outset our fundamental purpose. In the words of the 
Federalist (No. 28) "The means to be employed must be proportioned to the 
extent of the mischief." The mischief may be a global war or it may be a 
Soviet campaign for limited objectives. In either case we should take no 
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avoidable initiative which would cause it to become a war of annihilation, 
and if we have the forces to defeat a Soviet drive for limited objectives it 
may well be to our interest not to let it become a global war. Our aim in 
applying force must be to compel the acceptance of terms consistent with 
our objectives, and our capabilities for the application of force should, 
therefore, within the limits of what we can sustain over the long pull, be 
congruent to the range of tasks which we may encounter. 

V. SOVIET INTENTIONS AND CAPABILITIES 

A. Political and Psychological 

The Kremlin's design for world domination begins at home. The first 
concern of a despotic oligarchy is that the local base of its power and 
authority be secure. The massive fact of the iron curtain isolating the Soviet 
peoples from the outside world, the repeated political purges within the 
U.S.S.R. and the institutionalized crimes of the MVD ,are evidence that the 
Kremlin does not feel secure a! home and that "the entire coercive force of 
the socialist state" is more than ever one of seeking to impose its absolute 
authority over "the economy, m,'mner of life, and consciousness of people" 
(Vyshinski, "The Law of the Soviet State", p. 74). Similar evidence in the 
satellite states of Eastern Europe leads to the conclusion that this same 
policy, in less advanced phases, is being applied to the Kremlin's colonial 
a r e a s .  

Being a totalitarian dictatorship, the Kremlin's objectives in these policies 
is the total subjective submission of the peoples now under its conu'ol. The 
concentration camp is the prototype of the society which these policies are 
designed to achieve, a society in which the personality of the individual is 
so broken and perverted that he participates affirmatively in his own 
degradation. 

The Kremlin's policy toward areas not under its control is the elimination 
of resistance to its will and the extension of its influence and control. It is 
driven to follow this policy because it cannot, for the reasons set forth in 
Chapter IV, tolerate the existence of free societies: to the Kremlin the most 
mild ~md inoffensive free society is ,an affront, a challenge and a subversive 
influence. Given the nature of the Kremlin, and the evidence at hand, it 
seems clear that the ends toward which this policy is directed are the same 
as those where its control has already been established. 

The means employed by the Kremlin in pursuit of this policy are limited 
only by considerations of expediency. Doctrine is not a limiting factor; 
rather it dictates the employment of violence, subversion and deceit, and 
rejects moral considerations. In any event, the Kremlin's conviction of its 
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own infallibility has made its devotion to theory so subjective that past or 
present pronouncements as to doctrine offer no reliable guide to future 
actions. The only apparent restraints on resort to war are, therefore, 
calculations of practicality. 

With particular reference to the United States, the Kremlin's strategic and 
tactical policy is affected by its estimate that we are not only the greatest 
immediate obstacle which stands between it and world domination, we are 
also the only power which could release forces in the free ,and Soviet worlds 
which could destroy it. The Kremlin's policy toward us is consequently 
animated by a peculiarly virulent blend of hatred and fear. Its strategy has 
been one of attempting to undermine the complex of forces, in this country 
and in the rest of the free world, on which our power is based. In this it has 
both adhered to doctrine and followed the sound principle of seeking 
maximum results with minimum risks and commitments. The present 
application of this strategy is a new form of expression for traditional 
Russian caution. However, there is no justification in Soviet theory or 
practice for predicting that, should the Kremlin become convinced that it 
could cause our downfall by one conclusive blow, it would not seek that 
solution. 

In considering the capabilities of the Soviet world, it is of prime 
importance to remember that, in contrast to ours, they are being drawn upon 
close to the maximum possible extent. Also in contrast to us, the Soviet 
world can do more with less--i t  has a lower standard of living, its economy 
requires less to keep it functioning and its military machine operates 
effectively with less elaborate equipment and organization. 

The capabilities of the Soviet world are being exploited to the full because 
the Kremlin is inescapably militant. It is inescapably militant because it 
possesses ,and is possessed by a world-wide revolutionary movement, 
because it is the inheritor of Russian imperialism and because it is a 
totalitarian dictatorship. Persistent crisis, conflict and expansion are the 
essence of the Kremlin's militancy. This dynmnism serves to intensify all 
Soviet capabilities. 

Two enormous organizations, the Communist Party and the secret police, 
are an outstanding source of strength to the Kremlin. In the Party, it has an 
apparatus designed to impose at home an ideological uniformity among its 
people and to act abroad as an instrument of propaganda, subversion and 
espionage. In its police apparatus, it has a domestic repressive instrument 
guaranteeing under present circumstances the continued security of the 
Kremlin. The demonstrated capabilities of these two basic organizations, 
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operating openly or in disguise, in mass or through single agents, is 
unparalleled in history. The party, the police and the conspicuous might of 
the Soviet military machine together tend to create ,an overall impression of 
irresistible Soviet power among many peoples of the free world. 

The ideological pretensions of the Kremlin are ,another great source of 
strength. Its identification of the Soviet system with communism, its peace 
campaigns and its championing of colonial peoples may be viewed with 
apathy, if not cynicism, by the oppressed totalitariat of the Soviet world, but 
in the free world these ideas find favorable responses in vulnerable segments 
of society. They have found a p~u'ticularly receptive audience in Asia, 
especially as the Asiatics have been impressed by what has been plausibly 
portrayed to them as the rapid ~dvance of the U.S.S.R. from a backward 
society to a position of great world power. Thus, in its pretensions to being 
(a) the soarce of a new universal faith and (b) the model "scientific" society, 
the Kremlin cynically identifies itself with the genuine aspirations of large 
numbers of people, and places itself at the head of an international crusade 
with all of the benefits which derive therefrom. 

Finally, there is a category of capabilities, strictly speaking neither 
institutional nor ideological, which should be taken into consideration. The 
extraordinary flexibility of Soviet tactics is certainly a strength. It derives 
from the utterly amoral and opportunistic conduct of Soviet policy. 
Combining this quality with the elements of secrecy, the Kremlin possesses 
a formidable capacity to act with the widest tactical latitude, with stealth and 
with speed. 

The greatest vulnerability of the Kremlin lies in the basic nature of its 
relations with the Soviet people. 

That relationship is characterized by universal suspicion, fear and 
denunciation. It is a relationship in which the Kremlin relies, not only for 
its power but its very survival, on intricately devised mechanisms of 
coercion, The Soviet monolith is held together by the iron curtain around 
it and the iron bars within it, not by any force of natural cohesion. These 
artificial mechanisms of unity have never been intelligently challenged by 
a strong outside force. The full measure of their vulnerability is therefore 
not yet evident. 

The Kremlin's relations with its satellites and their peoples is likewise a 
vulnerability. Nationalism still remains the most potent emotional-political 
force. The well-known ills of colonialism are compounded, however, by the 
excessive demands of the Kremlin that its satellites accept not only the 
imperial authority of Moscow but that they believe in and proclaim the 
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ideological primacy and infallibility of the Kremlin. These excessive 
requirements can be made good only through extreme coercion. The result 
is that if a satellite feels able to effect its independence of the Kremlin, as 
Tito was able to do, it is likely to break away. 

In short, Soviet ideas and practices run counter to the best and potentially 
the strongest instincts of men, ,and deny their most fundamental aspirations. 
Against an adversary which effectively affirmed the constructive and hopeful 
instincts of men and was capable of fulfilling their fundamental aspirations, 
the Soviet system might prove to be fatally weak. 

The problem of succession to Stalin is also a Kremlin vulnerability. In a 
system where supreme power is acquired ,and held through violence and 
intimidation, the transfer of that power may well produce a period of 
instability. 

In a very real sense, the Kremlin is a victim of its own dynamism. This 
dynamism can become a weakness if it is frustrated, if in its forward thrusts 
it encounters a superior force which halts the expansion and exerts a 
superior counterpressure. Yet the Kremlin cannot relax the condition of 
crisis and mobilization, for to do so would be to lose its dynamism, whereas 
the seeds of decay within the Soviet system would begin to flourish and 
fructify. 

The Kremlin is, of course, aware of these weaknesses. It must know that 
in the present world situation they are of secondary significance. So long 
as the Kremlin retains the initiative, so long as it can keep on the offensive 
unchallenged by clearly superior counter-force--spiritual as well as 
material--its vulnerabilities are largely inoperative and even concealed by 
its successes. The Kremlin has not yet been given real reason to fear and 
be diverted by the rot within its system. 

B. Economic 

The Kremlin has no economic intentions unrelated to its overall policies. 
Economics in the Soviet world is not an end in itself. The Kremlin's policy, 
in so far as it has to do with economics, is to utilize economic processes to 
contribute to the overall strength, particularly the war-making capacity of the 
Soviet system. The material welfare of the totalitariat is severely 
subordinated to the interest of the system. 

As for capabilities, even granting optimistic Soviet reports of production, 
the total economic strength of the U.S.S.R. compares with that of the U.S. 
as roughly one to four. This is reflected not only in gross national product 
(1949: U.S.S.R. $65 billion; U.S. $250 billion), but in production of key 
commodities in 1949: 
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U.S. U.S.S.R. 

U.S.S.R. and 
European 

Orbit 
Combined 

Ingot Steel 
(million Met. tons) 80.4 21.5 28.0 

Primary aluminum 
(thousands Met. tons) 617.6 130-135 140-145 

Electric power 
(billion kwh.) 410 72 112 

Crude oil 
(million Met. tons) 276.5 33.0 38.9 

Assuming the maintenance of present policies, while a large U.S. 
advantage is likely to remain, the Soviet Union will be steadily reducing the 
discrepancy between its overall economic strength and that of the U.S. by 
continuing to devote proportionately more to capital investment than the U.S. 

But a full-scale effort by the U.S. would be capable of precipitately 
altering this trend. The U.S.S.R. today is on a near maximum production 
basis. No matter what efforts Moscow might make, only a relatively slight 
change in the rate of increase in overall production could be brought about. 
In the U.S., on the other hand, a very rapid absolute expansion could be 
realized. The fact remains, however, that so long ,as the Soviet Union is 
virtually mobilized, and the United States has scarcely begun to summon up 
its forces, the greater capabilities of the U.S. are to that extent inoperative 
in the struggle for power. Moveover, as the Soviet attainment of an atomic 
capability has demonstrated, the totalitarian state, at least in time of peace, 
can focus its efforts on any given project far more readily than the 
democratic state. 

In other fields--general technological competence, skilled labor resources, 
productivity of labor force, etc.--the gap between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S. 
roughly corresponds to the gap in production. In the field of scientific 
research, however, the margin of United States superiority is unclear, 
especially if the Kremlin can utilize European talents. 
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C. Military 
The Soviet Union is developing the military capacity to supports its design 

for world domination. The Soviet Union actually possesses armed forces far 
in excess of those necessary to defend its national territory. These armed 
forces are probably not yet considered by the Soviet Union to be sufficient 
to initiate a war which would involve the United States. This excessive 
strength, coupled now with an atomic capability, provides the Soviet Union 
with great coercive power for use in time of peace in furtherance of its 
objectives and serves as a deterrent to the victims of its aggression from 
taking any action in opposition lo its tactics which would risk war. 

Should a major war occur in 1950 the Soviet Union and its satellites are 
considered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff to be in a sufficiently adv,anced state 
of preparation immediately to undertake and carry out the following 
campaigns. 

a. To overrun Western Europe, with the possible exception of the Iberian 
and Scandinavian Peninsulas; to drive toward the oil-bearing areas of the 
Near and Middle East; and to consolidate Communist gains in the Far East; 

b. To launch air attacks against the British Isles and air and sea attacks 
against the lines of communications of the Western Powers in the Atlantic 
and the Pacific: 

c. To attack selected targets with atomic weapons, now including the 
likelihood of such attacks against targets in Alaska, Canada, and the United 
States. Alternatively, this capability, coupled with other actions open to the 
Soviet Union, might deny the United Kingdom as an effective base of 
operations for allied forces. It also should be possible for the Soviet Union 
to prevent any allied "Normandy" type amphibious operations intended to 
force a reentry into the continent of Europe. 

After the Soviet Union completed its initial campaigns and consolidated 
its positions in the Western European area, it could simultaneously conduct: 

a. Full-scale air and limited sea operations against the British Isles: 
b. Invasions of the Iberian and Scandinavian Peninsulas; 
c. Further operations in the Near and Middle East, continued air 

operations against the North American continent, and air and sea operations 
against Atlantic and Pacific lines of communication; and 

d. Diversionary attacks in other areas. 

During the course of the offensive operations listed in the second and third 
paragraphs above, the Soviet Union will have an air defense capability with 
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respect to the vital ,areas of its own and its satellites' territories which can 
oppose hut cannot prevent ,allied air operations against these areas. 

It is not known whether the Soviet Union possesses war reserves and 
arsenal capabilities sufficient to supply its satellite ,armies or even its own 
forces throughout a long war. It might not be in the interest of the Soviet 
Union to equip fully its satellite armies, since the possibility of defections 
would exist. 

It is not possible at this time to assess accurately the finite disadvantages 
to the Soviet Union which may accrue through the implementation of the 
Economic Cooperation Act of 1948, as ,amended, ,and the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act of 1949. It should be expected that, as this implementation 
progresses, the internal security situation of the recipient nations should 
improve concurrently. In addition, a strong United States military position, 
plus increases in the armaments of the nations of Western Europe, should 
strengthen the determination of the recipient nations to counter Soviet moves 
and in event of war could be considered as likely to delay operations and 
increase the time required for the Soviet Union to overrun Western Europe. 
In all probability, although United States backing will stiffen their 
determination, the ,armaments increase under the present aid programs will 
not be of any major consequence prior to 1952. Unless the military strength 
of the Western European nations is increased on a much larger scale than 
under current programs and at an accelerated rate, it is more than likely that 
those nations will not be able to oppose even by 1960 the Soviet armed 
forces in war with any degree of effectiveness. Considering the Soviet 
Union military capability, the long-range allied military objective in Western 
Europe must envisage an increased military strength in that area sufficient 
possibly to deter the Soviet Union from a major war or, in any event, to 
delay materially the overrunning of Western Europe and, if feasible, to hold 
a bridgehead on the continent against Soviet Union offensives. 

We do not know accurately what the Soviet atomic capability is but the 
Central Intelligence agency intelligence estimales, concurred in by State, 
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Atomic Energy Commission, assign to the 
Soviet Union a production capability giving it a fission bomb stockpile 
within the following ranges: 

By mid- 1950 10-20 
By mid-1951 25-45 
By mid 1952 45-90 
By mid-1953 70-135 
By mid-1954 200 
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This estimate is admittedly based on incomplete coverage of Soviet activities 
and represents the production capabilities of known or deducible Soviet 
plants. If others exist, as is possible, this estimate could lead us into a 
feeling of superiority in our atomic stockpile that might be dangerously 
misleading, particularly with regard to the timing of a possible Soviet 
offensive. On the other hand, if the Soviet Union experiences operating 
difficulties, this estimate would be reduced. There is some evidence that the 
Soviet Union is acquiring certain materials essential to research on and 
development of thermonuclear weapons. 

The Soviet Union now has aircraft able to deliver the atomic bomb. Our 
Intelligence estimates assign to the Soviet Union an atomic bomber 
capability already in excess of that needed to deliver available bombs. We 
have at present no evaluated estimate regarding the Soviet accuracy of 
delivery on target. It is believed that the Soviets cannot deliver their bombs 
on target with a degree of accuracy comparable to ours, but a planning 
estimate might well place it at 40-60 percent of bombs sortied. For planning 
purposes, therelbre, the date the Soviets possess an atomic stockpile of 200 
bombs would be a critical date for the United States, for the delivery of 100 
atomic bombs on targets in the United States would seriously damage this 
country. 

At the time the Soviet Union hag a substantial atomic stockpile and it if 
is assumed that it will strike a strong surprise blow and if it is assumed 
further that its atomic attacks will be met with no more effective defense 
opposition than the United States and its ,allies have programmed, results of 
those attacks could include: 

a. Laying waste to the British Isles and thus depriving the Western 
Powers of their use as a base; 

b. Destruction of the vital centers and of the communications of Western 
Europe, thus precluding effective defense by the Western Powers; and 

c. Delivering devastating attacks on certain vital centers of the United 
States and Canada. 

The possession by the Soviet Union of a thermonuclear capability in addition 
to this substantial atomic stockpile would result in tremendously increased 
damage. 

During this decade, the defensive capabilities of the Soviet Union will 
probably be strengthened, particularly by the development and use of 
modem aircraft, aircraft warning and communications devices, and defensive 
guided missiles. 
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VI. U.S. INTENTIONS AND CAPABILITIES--ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL 

A. Political and Psychological 

Our overall policy at the present time may be described as one designed 
to foster a world environment in which the American system can survive 
and flourish. It therefore rejects the concept of isolation and affirms the 
necessity of our positive participation in the world community. 

This broad intention embraces two subsidiary policies. One is a policy 
which we would probably pursue even if there were no Soviet threat. It is 
a policy of attempting to develop a healthy international community. The 
other is the policy of "containing" the Soviet system. These two policies are 
closely interrelated and interact on one another. Nevertheless, the distinction 
between them is basically valid and contributes to a clearer understanding 
of what we are trying to do. 

The policy of striving to develop a healthy international community is the 
long-term constructive effort which we are engaged in. It was this policy 
which gave rise to our vigorous sponsorship of the United Nations. It is of 
course the principal reason for our long continuing endeavors to create and 
now develop the Inter-American system. It, as much as containment, 
underlay our efforts to rehabilitate Western Europe. Most of our 
international economic activities can likewise be explained in terms of this 
policy. 

In a world of polarized power, the policies designed to develop a healthy 
international community are more than ever necessary to our own strength. 

As for the policy of "containment", it is one which seeks by all means 
short of war to (1) block further expansion of Soviet power, (2) expose the 
falsities of Soviet pretensions, (3) induce a retraction of the Kremlin's 
control and influence and (4) in general, so foster the seeds of destruction 
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. 

It was and continues to be cardinal in this policy that we possess superior 
overall power in ourselves or in dependable combination with other like- 
minded nations. One of the most important ingredients of power is military 
strength. In the concept of "containment", the maintenance of a strong 
military posture is deemed to be essential for two reasons: (1) as an 
ultimate guarantee of our national security and (2) as an indispensable 
backdrop to the conduct of the policy of "containment". Without superior 
aggregate military strength, in being and readily mobilizable, a policy of 
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"containment"--which is in effect a policy of calculated and gradual 
coercion--is no more than a policy of bluff. 

At the same time, it is essential to the successful conduct of a policy of 
"containment" that we always leave open the possibility of negotiation with 
the U.S.S.R. A diplomatic freeze--and we are in one now--tends to defeat 
the very purposes of "containment" because it raises tensions at the same 
time that it makes Soviet retractions and adjustments in the direction of 
moderated behavior more difficult. It Mso tends to inhibit our initiative and 
deprives us of opportunities for maintaining a moral ascendancy in our 
struggle with the Soviet system. 

In "containment" it is desirable to exert pressure in a fashion which will 
avoid so far as possible directly challenging Soviet prestige, to keep open 
the possibility for the U.S.S.R. to retreat before pressure with a minimum 
loss of face and to secure political advantage from the failure of the Kremlin 
to yield or take advantage of the openings we leave it. 

We have failed to implement adequately these two fundamental aspects of 
"containment". In the face of obviously mounting Soviet military strength 
ours has declined relatively. Partly as a byproduct of this, but also for other 
reasons, we now find ourselves at a diplomatic impasse with the Soviet 
Union, with the Kremlin growing bolder, with both of us holding on grimly 
to what we have and with ourselves facing difficult decisions. 

In examining our capabilities it is relevant to ask at the 
outset---capabilities for what? The answer cannot be stated solely in the 
negative terms of resisting the Kremlin design. It includes also our 
capabilities to attain the fundamental purpose of the United States, and to 
foster a world environment in which our free society can survive and 
flourish. 

Potentially we have these capabilities. We know we have them in the 
economic and military fields. Potentially we also have them in the political 
and psychological fields. The vast majority of Americans are confident that 
the system of values which ,animates our society--qhe principles of freedom, 
tolerance, the importance of the individual and the supremacy of reason over 
will--are valid and more vital than the ideology which is the fuel of Soviet 
dynamism. Translated into terms relevant to the lives of other peoples---our 
system of values can become perhaps a powerful appeal to millions who 
now seek or find in authoritarianism a refuge from anxieties, bafflement and 
insecurity. 

Essentially, our democracy ,also possesses a unique degree of unity. Our 
society is fundamentally more cohesive than the Soviet system, the solidarity 
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of which is artificially created through force, fear and favor. This means 
that expressions of national consensus in our society are soundly and solidly 
based. It means that the possibility of revolution in this country is 
fun "damentally less than that in the Soviet system. 

These capabilities within us constitute a great potential force in our 
internation,--d relations. The potential within us of bearing witness to the 
values by which we live holds promise for a dynamic manifestation to the 
rest of the world of the vitality of our system. The essential tolerance of our 
world outlook, our generous and constructive impulses, and the absence of 
covetousness in our international relations ,are assets of potentially enormous 
influence. 

These then are our potential capabilities. Between them and our 
capabilities currently being utilized is a wide gap of unactualized power. In 
sharp contrast is the situation of the Soviet world. Its capabilities are 
inferior to those of our Allies and to our own. But they are mobilized close 
to the maximum possible extent. 

The full power which resides within the American people will be evoked 
only through the traditional democratic process: This process requires, 
firstly, that sufficient information regarding the basic political, economic and 
military elements of the present situation be made publicly available so that 
an intelligent popular opinion may be formed. Having achieved a 
comprehension of the issues now confronting this Republic, it will then be 
possible for the American people and the American Government to ,arrive 
at a consensus, Out of this common view will develop a determination of 
the national will and a solid resolute expression of that will. The initiative 
in this process lies with the Government. 

The democratic way is harder than the authoritarian way because, in 
seeking to protect and fulfill the individual, it demands of him 
understanding, judgement and positive participation in the increasingly 
complex and exacting problems of the modern world. It demands that he 
exercise discrimination: that while pursuing through free inquiry the search 
for truth he knows when he should commit an act of faith: that he 
distinguish between the necessity for tolerance and the necessity for just 
suppression. A free society is vulnerable in that it is easy for people to 
lapse into excesses--the excesses of a permanently open mind wishfully 
waiting for evidence that evil design may become noble purpose, the excess 
of faith becoming prejudice, the excess of tolerance degenerating into 
indulgence of conspiracy and the excess of resorting to suppression when 
more moderate measure are not only more appropriate but more effective. 
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In coping with dictatorial governments acting in secrecy and with speed, 
we are "also vulnerable in that the democratic process necessarily operates in 
the open and at a deliberate tempo. Weaknesses in our situation are readily 
apparent and subject to immediate exploitation. This Government therefore 
cannot afford in the face of the totalitarian challenge to operate on a narrow 
margin of strength. A democracy can compensate for its natural 
vulnerability only if it maintains clearly superior overall power in its most 
inclusive sense. 

The very virtues of our system likewise handicap us in certain respects in 
our relations with our allies. While it is general source of strength to us that 
our relations with our ,allies are conducted on a basis of  persuasion and 
consent rather than compulsion and capitulation, it is also evident that 
dissent among us can become a vulnerability. Sometimes the dissent has its 
principal root~ abroad in situations about which we can do nothing. 
Sometimes it ~trises largely out of certain weaknesses within ourselves, about 
which we can do something---our native impetuosity and a tendency to 
expect too much from people widely divergent from us. 

The full capabilities of the rest of the free world are a potential increment 
to our own capabilities. It may even be said that the capabilities of the 
Soviet world, specifically the capabilities of the masses who have nothing 
to lose but their Soviet chains, are a potential which can be enlisted on our 
side. 

Like our own capabilities, those of the rest of the free world exceed the 
capabilities of the Soviet system. Like our own they are far from being 
effectively mobilized and employed in the struggle against the Kremlin 
design. This is so because the rest of the free world lacks a sense of unity, 
confidence and common purpose. This is true in even the most 
homogeneous and advanced segment of the free world--Western Europe. 

As we ourselves demonstrate power, confidence and a sense of moral and 
political direction, so those same qualities will be evoked in Western 
Europe. In such a situation, we may also anticipate a general improvement 
in the political tone in Latin America, Asia and Africa and the real 
beginnings of awakening among the Soviet totalitariat. 

In the absence of affirmative decision on our part, the rest of the free 
world is almost certain to become demoralized. Our friends will become 
more than a liability to us; they can eventually become a positive increment 
to Soviet power. 
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In sum, the capabilities of our allies are, in an important sense, a function 
of our own. An affirmative decision to summon up the potential within 

ourselves would evoke the potential strength within others and add it to our 
o w n .  

B. Economic 

1. Capabilities. In contrast to the war economy of the Soviet world (cf. 
Ch. V-B), the American economy (and the economy of the free world as a 
whole) is at present directed to the provision of rising standards of living. 
The military budget of the United States represents 6 to 7 percent of its 
gross national product (as against 13.8 percent for the Soviet Union). Our 
North Atlantic Treaty allies devoted 4.8 percent of their national product to 
military purposes in 1949. 

This difference in emphasis between the two economies means that the 
readiness of the free world to support a war effort is tending to decline 
relative to that of the Soviet Union. There is little direct investment in 
production facilities for military end-products and in dispersal. There are 
relatively few men receiving military training and a relatively low rate of 
production of weapons. However, given time to convert to a war effort, the 
capabilities of the United States economy and also of the Western European 
economy would be tremendous. In the light of Soviet military capabilities, 
a question which may be of decisive importance in the event of war is the 
question whether there will be time to mobilize our superior human and 
material resources for a war effort (cf. Chs. VIII and IX). 

The capability of the American economy to support a build-up of 
economic ,and military strength at home and to assist a build-up abroad is 
limited not, as in the case of the Soviet Union, so much by the ability to 
produce as by the decision on the proper allocation of resources to this and 
other purposes. Even Western Europe could afford to assign a substantially 
larger proportion of its resources to defense, if the necessary foundation in 
public understanding and will could be laid, and if the assistance needed to 
meet its dollar deficit were provided. 

A few statistics will help to clarify this point. 
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Percentage of Gross Available Resources Allocated to Investment, 
National Defense, and Consumption in East & West, 1949 

(in percent of total) 

Gross 
Country investment Defense Consumption 

U.S.S .R. 25.4 13.8 60.8 

Soviet Orbit 22.0* 4.0+ 74.0* 

U.S. 13.6 6.5 79.9 

European NAP 20.4 4.8 74.8 
countries 

*Crude estimate. [Footnote in the source text.] 
?Includes Soviet Zone of Germany; otherwise 5 percent. [Footnote in the 

source text.] 

The Soviet Union is now allocating nearly 40 percent of its gross available 
resources to military purposes and investment, much of which is in war- 
supporting industries. It is estimated that even in an emergency the Soviet 
Union could not increase this proportion to much more than 50 percent, or 
by one-fourth. The United States, on the other hand, is allocating only about 
20 percent of its resources to defense and investment (or 22 percent 
including foreign assistance), and little of its investment oudays are directed 
to war-supporting industries. In an emergency the United States could 
allocate more than 50 percent of its resources to military purposes and 
foreign assistance, or five to six times as much as at present. 

The same point can be brought out by statistics on the use of important 
products. The Soviet Union is using 14 percent of its ingot steel, 47 percent 
of its primary aluminum, and 18.5 percent of its crude oil for military 
purposes, while the corresponding percentages for the United States are 1.7, 
8.6 and 5.6. Despite the tremendously larger production of these goods in 
the United States than the Soviet Union, the latter is actually using, for 
military purposes, nearly twice as much steel as the United States and 8 to 
26 percent more aluminum. 
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Perhaps the most impressive indication of the economic superiority of the 
free world over the Soviet world which can be made on the basis of 
available date is provided in the following comparisons (based mainly on the 
Economic Survey of Europe, 1948): 

Comparative Statistics on Economic Capabilities of East and West 

European 

NAT USSR 

U.S. Countries (1950 Satellites 

1948-9 1948-9 Total Plan) 1948-9 Total 

Population 

(millions) 149 173 322 198 ~: 75 273 

Employment in non- 

Agricultural 

Establishments 45 31 ¢ 

(millions) 

Gross National 

Production 250 84 334 65:1: 21 86 

(billion dollars) 

National Income per 

capita 1700 480 1040 330 280 315 

(current dollars) 

Production Data §: 

Coal 

(billion tons) 582 306 888 250 88 338 

Electric Power 

(billion KWH) 356 124 480 82 15 97 

Crude Petroleum 

(million tons) 277 1 278 35 5 40 

Pig Iron 

(million tons) 55 24 79 19.5 3.2 22.7 

Steel 

(million tons) 80 32 112 25 6 31 
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Cement 

(million torts) 35 21 56 10.5 2.1 12.6 

Motor Vehicles 

(thousands) 5273 580 5853 500 25 525 

:~1949 data. [Footnote in the source test.] 

§For the European NAT countries and for the satellites, the data include output by major producers. 

[Footnote in the source text.] 

It should be noted that these comparisons understate the relative position 
of the NAT countries for several reasons: (1) Canada is excluded because 
comparable data were not available; (2) the data for the U.S.S.R. are the 
1950 targets (as stated in the fourth five-year plan) rather than actual rates 
of production and are believed to exceed in many cases the production 
actually achieved; (3) the data for the European NAT countries are actual 
data for 1948, and production has generally increased since that time. 

Furthermore, the United States could achieve a substantial absolute 
increase in output and could thereby increase file allocation of resources to 
a build-up of the economic and military strength of itself and its allies 
without suffering a decline in its real standard of living. Industrial 
production declined by 10 percent between the first quarter of 1948 and the 
last quarter of 1949, and by approximately one-fourth between 1944 and 
1949. In March 1950 there were approximately 4,750,000 unemployed, as 
compared to 1,070,000 in 1943 and 670,000 in 1944. The gross national 
product declined slowly in 1949 from the peak reached in 1948 ($262 billion 
in 1948 to an annual rate of $256 billion in the last six months of 1949), and 
in terms of constant prices declined by about 20 percent between 1944 and 
1948. 

With a high level of economic activity, the United States could soon attain 
a gross national product of $300 billion per year, as was pointed out in the 
President's Economic Report (January 1950). Progress in this direction 
would permit, and might itself be aided by, a build-up of the economic and 
military strength of the United States and the free world; furthermore, if a 
dynamic expansion of the economy were achieved, the necessary build-up 
could be accomplished without a decrease in the national standard of living 
because the required resources could be obtained by siphoning off a part of 
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the annual increment in the gross national product. These are facts of 
fundamental importance in considering the courses of action open to the 
United States (cf. Ch. IX). 

2. Intentions. Foreign economic policy is a major instrument in the 
conduct of United Suites foreign relations. It is an instrument which can 
powerfully influence the world environment in ways favorable to the 
security and welfare of this country. It is also an instrument which, if 
unwisely formulated and employed, can do actual harm to our national 
interests. It is ,an instrument uniquely suited to our capabilities, provided we 
have the tenacity of purpose and the understanding requisite to a realization 
of its potentials. Finally, it is an instrument peculiarly appropriate to the 
cold war. 

The preceding analysis has indicated that an essential element in a 
program to frustrate the Kremlin design is the development of a successfully 
functioning system among the free nations. It is clear that economic 
conditions are among the fundamental determinants of the will and the 
strength to resist subversion and aggression. 

United States foreign econotnic policy has been designed to assist in the 
building of such a system and such conditions in the free world. The 
principal features of this policy can be summarized as follows: 

(1) assistance to Western Europe in recovery ,and the creation of a viable 
economy (the European Recovery Progr~un); 

(2) assistance to other countries because of their special needs arising out 
of the war or the cold war and our special interests in or responsibility for 
meeting them (grant assistance to Japan, the Philippines, and Korea, loans 
and credits by the Export-Import Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and 
the International Bank to Indonesia, Yugoslavia, Iran, etc.); 

(3) assistance in the development of underdeveloped areas (the Point IV 
program and loans and credits to various countries, overlapping to some 
extent with those mentioned under 2): 

(4) military assistance to the North Atlantic Treaty countries, Greece, 
Turkey, etc.; 

(5) restriction of East-West trade in items of military importance to the 
East; 

(6) purchase and stockpiling of strategic materials; and 
(7) efforts to re-establish an international economy based on multi-lateral 

trade, declining trade barriers, and convertible currencies (the GA'I"r-ITO 
program, the Reciprocal Trade Agreements program, the IMF-IBRD 



PART I1: THE KEY DOCUMENTS 63 

program, and the program now being developed to solve the problem of the 
United States baiance of payments). 

In both their short and long term aspects, these policies and programs are 
directed to the strengthening of the free world and therefore to the 
frustration of the Kremlin design. Despite certain inadequacies and 
inconsistencies, which are now being studied in connection with the problem 
of the United States balance of payments, the United States has generally 
pursued a foreign economic policy which has powerfully supported its 
overall objectives. The question must nevertheless be asked whether current 
and currently projected programs will adequately support this policy in the 
future, in terms both of need and urgency. 

The last year has been indecisive in the economic field. The Soviet Union 
has made considerable progress in integrating the satellite economies of 
Eastern Europe into the Soviet economy, but still faces very large problems, 
especially with China. The free nations have important accomplishments to 
record, but also have tremendous problems still ahead. On balance, neither 
side can claim any great advantage in this field over its relative position a 
year ago. The important question therefore becomes: what are the trends? 

Several conclusions seem to emerge. First, the Soviet Union is widening 
the gap between its preparedness for war and the unpreparedness of the free 
world for war. It is devoting a far greater proportion of its resources to 
military purposes than are the free nations and, in significant components of 
military power, a greater absolute quantity of resources. Second, the 
Communist success in China, taken with the politico-economic situation in 
the rest of South and South-East Asia, provides a springboard for a further 
incursion in this troubled area. Although Communist China faces serious 
economic problems which may impose some strains on the Soviet economy, 
it is probable that the social and economic problems faced by the free 
nations in this area present more than offsetting opportunities for Communist 
expansion. Third, the Soviet Union holds positions in Europe which, if it 
maneuvers skillfully, could be used to do great damage to the Western 
European economy and the maintenance of the Western orientation of 
certain countries, particularly Germany and Austria. Fourth, despite (and in 
part because of) the Titoist defection, the Soviet Union has accelerated its 
efforts to integrate satellite economy with its own and to increase the degree 
of autarchy within the areas under its control. 

Fifth, meanwhile, Western Europe, with American (and Canadian) 
assistance, has achieved a record level of production. However, it faces the 
prospect of a rapid tapering off of American assistance without the 
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possibility of achieving, by its own efforts, a satisfactory equilibrium with 
the dollar area. It has "also made very little progress toward "economic 
integration", which would in the long run tend to improve its productivity 
and to provide an economic environment conducive to political stability. In 
particular, the movement towards economic integration does not appear to 
be rapid enough to provide Western Germany with adequate economic 
opportunities in the West. The United Kingdom still faces economic 
problems which may require a moderate but politically difficult decline in 
the British standard of living or more American assistance than is 
contemplated. At the same time, a strengthening of the British position is 
needed if the suability of the Commonwealth is not to be impaired and if it 
is to be a focus of resistance to Communist expansion in South and South- 
East Asia. Improvement of the British position is ,also vital in building up 
the defensive capabilities of Western Europe. 

Sixth, throughout Asia the stability of the present moderate governments, 
which are more in sympathy with our purposes than any probable successor 
regimes would be, is doubtful. The problem is only in part an economic 
one. Assistance in economic development is important as a means of 
holding out to the peoples of Asia some prospect of improvement in 
standards of living under their present governments. But probably more 
important are a strengthening of cenmd institutions, an improvement ill 
administration, and generally a development of an economic and social 
structure within which the peoples of Asia can make more effective use of 
their great human and material resources. 

Seventh, and perhaps most important, there ,are indications of a let-down 
of United States efforts under the pressure of the domestic budgetary 
situation, disillusion resulting from excessively optimistic expectations about 
the duration and results of our assistance programs, and doubts about the 
wisdom of continuing to strengthen the free nations as against preparedness 
measures in light of the intensity of the cold war. 

Eighth, there are grounds for predicting that the United States and other 
free nations will within a period of a few years at most experience a decline 
in economic activity of serious proportions unless more positive 
governmental programs are developed than are now available. 

In short, as we look into the future, the programs now planned will not 
meet the requirements of the free nations. The difficulty does not lie so 
much in the inadequacy or misdirection of policy as in the inadequacy of 
planned programs, in terms of timing or impact, to achieve our objectives. 
The risks inherent in this situation are set forth in the following chapter and 
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a course of action designed to reinvigorate our efforts in order to reverse the 
present trends and to achieve our fundamental purpose is outlined in Chapter 
IX. 

C. Military 

The United States now possesses the greatest military potential of any 
single nation in the world. The military weaknesses of the United States 
vis-~t-vis the Soviet Union, however, include its numerical inferiority in 
forces in being zmd in total mmlpower. Coupled with the inferiority of 
forces in being, the United States ,also hacks tenable positions from which to 
employ its forces in event of war and munitions power in being and readily 
available. 

It is true that the United States armed forces are now stronger than ever 
before in other times of apparent peace; it is also true that there exists a 
sharp disparity between our actual military strength and our commitments. 
The relationship of our strength to our present commitments, however, is not 
alone the governing factor. The world situation, ,as well as commitments, 
should govern; hence, our military strength more properly should be related 
to the world situation confronting us. When our military strength is related 
to the world situation and balanced against the likely exigencies of such a 
situation, it is clear that our military strength is becoming dangerously 
inadequate. 

If war should begin in 1950, the United States and its allies will have the 
military capability of conducting defensive operations to provide a 
reasonable measure of protection to the Western Hemisphere, bases in the 
Western Pacific, and essential military lines of communication; and an 
inadequate measure of protection to vital military bases in the United 
Kingdom and in the Near and Middle East. We will have the capability of 
conducting powerful offensive ,air operations against vital elements of the 
Soviet war-making capacity. 

The scale of the operations listed in the preceding paragraph is limited by 
the effective forces and material in being of the United States and its allies 
vis-h-vis the Soviet Union. Consistent with the aggressive threat facing us 
and in consonance with overall strategic plans, the United States must 
provide to its allies on a continuing basis as large amounts of military 
assistance as possible without serious detriment to the United States' 
operational requirements. 

If the potential military capabilities of the United States and its allies were 
rapidly and effectively developed, sufficient forces could be produced 
probably to deter war, or if the Soviet Union chooses war, to withstand the 
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initi,'d Soviet attacks, to stabilize supporting attacks, and to retaliate in turn 
with even greater impact on the Soviet capabilities. From the military point 
of view alone, however, this would require not only the generation of the 
military forces but also the development and stockpiling of improved 
weapons of ,all types. 

Under existing peacetime conditions, a period of from two to three years 
is required to produce a material increase in military power. Such increased 
power could be provided in a somewhat shorter period in a declared period 
of emergency or in wartime through a full-out nation~d effort. Any increase 
in military power in peacetime, however, should be related both to its 
probable military role in war, to the implementation of hnmediate and long- 
term United States foreign policy vis-~t-vis the Soviet Union and to the 
realities of the existing situation. If such a course of increasing our military 
power is adopted now, the United States would have the capability of 
eliminating the disparity between its milit~u'y strength and the exigencies of 
the situation we face; eventually of gaining the initiative in the "cold" war 
,and of materially delaying if not stopping the Soviet offensives in war itsel£ 

vii. PRESENT RISKS 

A. General 

It is apparent from the preceding sections that the integrity and vitality of 
our system is in greater jeopardy than ever before in our history. Even if 
there were no Soviet Union we would face the great problem of the free 
society, accentuated many fold in this industrial age, of reconciling order, 
security, the need for participation, with the requirements of freedom. We 
would face the fact that in a shrinking world the absence of order among 
nations is becoming less and less tolerable. The Kremlin design seeks to 
impose order among nations by me,ms which would destroy our free and 
democratic system. The Kremlin's possession of atomic weapons puts new 
power behind its design, and increases the jeopardy to our system. It adds 
new strains to the uneasy equilibrium-without-order which exists in the 
world and raises new doubts in men's  minds whether the world will long 
tolerate this tension without moving toward some kind of order, on 
somebody's terms. 

The risks we face are of a new order of magnitude, commensurate with 
the total struggle in which we ,are engaged. For a free society there is never 
total victory, since freedom and democracy are never wholly attained, are 
always in the process of being attained. But defeat at the hands of the 
totalitarian is total defeat. These risks crowd in on us, in a shrinking world 
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of po "lafized power, so as to give us no choice, ultimately, between meeting 
them effectively or being overcome by them. 

B. Specific 
It is quite clear from Soviet theory and practice that the Kremlin seeks to 

bring the free world under its dominion by the methods of the cold war. 
The preferred technique is to subvert by infiltration and intimidation. Every 
institution of our society is an instrument which it has sought to stultify and 
turn against our purposes. Those that touch most closely our material and 
moral strength are obviously the prime targets, labor unions, civic 
enterprises, schools, churches, and all media for influencing opinion. The 
effort is not so much to make them serve obvious Soviet ends as to prevent 
them from serving our ends, ,and thus to make them sources of confi~sion in 
our economy, our culture and our body politic. The doubts and diversities 
that in terms of our values are part of the merit of a free system, the 
weaknesses and the problems that are peculiar to it, the rights and privileges 
that free men enjoy, and the disorganization and destruction left in the wake 
of the last attack on our freedoms, all are but opportunities for the Kremlin 
to do its evil work. Every advantage is taken of the fact that our means of 
prevention and retaliation are limited by those principles and scruples which 
are precisely the ones that give our freedom and democracy its meaning for 
us. None of our scruples deter those whose only code is, "morality is that 
which serves the revolution". 

Since everything that gives us or others respect for our institutions is a 
suitable object for attack, it also fits the Kremlin's design that where, with 
impunity, we can be insulted and made to suffer indignity the opportunity 
shall not be missed, particularly in any context which can be used to cast 
dishonor on our country, our system, our motives, or our methods. Thus the 
means by which we sought to restore our own economic health in the '30's,  
and now seek to restore that of the free world, come equally under attack. 
The military ,aid by which we sought to help the free world was frantically 
denounced by die Communists in the early days of the last war, and of 
course our present efforts to develop adequate military strength for ourselves 
,and our allies are equally denounced. 

At the same time the Soviet Union is seeking to create overwhelming 
military force, in order to back up infiltration with intimidation. In the only 
terms in which it understands strength, it is seeking to demonstrate to the 
free world that force and the will to use it are on the side of the Kremlin, 
that those who lack it are decadent and doomed. In local incidents it 
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threatens and encroaches both for the sake of local gains and to increase 
anxiety ,and defeatism in ,all the free world. 

The possession of atomic weapons at each of the opposite poles of power, 
and the inability (for different reasons) of either side to place any Irust in the 
other, puts a premium on a surprise attack against us. It equally puts a 
premium on a more violent and ruthless prosecution of its design by cold 
war, especially if the Kremlin is sufficiently objective to realize the 
improbability of our prosecuting a preventive war. It also puts a premium 
on piecemeal aggression against others, counting on our unwillingness to 
engage in atomic war unless we are directly attacked. We run all these risks 
and the added risk of being confused and immobilized by our inability to 
weigh and choose, and pursue a firm course based on a rational assessment 
of each. 

The risk that we may thereby be prevented or too long delayed in taking 
all needful measures to maintain the integrity and vitality of our system is 
great. The risk that our allies will lose their determination is greater. And 
the risk that in this manner a descending spiral of too little and too late, of 
doubt and recrimination, may present us with ever narrower and more 
desperate alternatives, is the greatest risk of all. For example, it is clear that 
our present weakness would prevent us from offering effective resistance at 
any of several vital pressure points. The only deterrent we can present to 
the Kremlin is the evidence we give that we may make any of the critical 
points which we cannot hold the occasion for a global war of annihilation. 

The risk of having no better choice than to capitulate or precipitate a 
global war at ,'my of a number of pressure points is bad enough in itselL but 
it is multiplied by the weakness it imparts to our position in the cold war. 
Instead of appearing strong and resolute we are continually at the verge of 
appearing and being alternately irresolute and desperate; yet it is the cold 
war which we must win, because both the Kremlin design, and our 
fundamental purpose give it the first priority. 

The frustration of the Kremlin design, however, canno! be accomplished 
by us alone, as will appear from the analysis in Chapter IX, B. Strength at 
the center, in the United States, is only the first of two essential elements. 
The second is that our allies and potential allies do not as a result of a sense 
of frustration or of Soviet intimidation drift into a course of neutrality 
eventually leading to Soviet domination. If this were to happen in Germany 
the effect upon Western Europe and eventually upon us might be 
catastrophic. 
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But there are risks in making ourselves strong. A large measure of 
sacrifice ,and discipline will be demanded of the American people. They 
will be asked to give up some the benefits which they have come to 
associate with their freedoms. Nothing could be more imporlant than that 
they fully understand the reasons for this. The risks of a superficial 
understanding or of an inadequate appreciation of the issues are obvious and 
might lead to the adoption of measures which in themselves would 
jeopardize the integrity of our system. At any point in the process of 
demonstrating our will to make good our fundamental purpose, the Kremlin 
may decide to precipitate a gener~d war, or in testing us, may go too far. 
There are risks we will invite by making ourselves strong, but they are 
lesser risks than those we seek to avoid. Our fundamental purpose is more 
likely to be defeated from lack of the will to maintain it, than from any 
mistakes we may make or assault we may undergo because of asserting that 
will. No people in history have preserved their freedom who thought that 
by not being strong enough to protect themselves they might prove 
inoffensive to their enemies. 

viii. ATOMIC ARMAMENTS 

A. Military Evaluation of U.S. and U.S.S.R. Atomic Capabilities 

1. The United States now has an atomic capability, including both 
numbers and deliverability, estimated to be adequate, if effectively utilized, 
to deliver a serious blow against the war-making capacity of the U.S.S.R. 
It is doubted whether such a blow, even if it resulted in the complete 
destruction of the contemplated target systems, would cause the U.S.S.R. to 
sue for terms or present [prevent] Soviet forces from occupying Western 
Europe against such ground resistance as could presently be mobilized. A 
very serious initial blow could, however, so reduce the capabilities of the 
U.S.S.R. to supply and equip its military organization ,and its civilian 
population as to give the United States the prospect of developing a general 
military superiority in a war of long duration. 

2. As the atomic capability of the U.S.S.R. increases, it will have an 
increased ability to hit at our atomic bases and installations and thus 
seriously h,'unper the ability of the United States to carry out an attack such 
as that outlined above. It is quite possible that in the near future the 
U.S.S.R. will have a sufficient number of atomic bombs and a sufficient 
deliverability to raise a question whether Britain with its present inadequate 
air defense could be relied upon as an advance base from which a major 
portion of the U.S. attack could be launched. 
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It is estimated that, within the next four years, the U.S.S.R. will attain the 
capability of seriously damaging vital centers of the United States, provided 
it strikes a surprise blow and provided further that the blow is opposed by 
no more effective opposition than we now have programmed. Such a blow 
could so seriously damage the United States as to greatly reduce its 
superiority in economic potential. 

Effective opposition to this Soviet capability will require among other 
measures greatly increased ,air warning systems, air defenses, and vigorous 
development and implementation of a civilian defense program which has 
been thoroughly integrated with the military defense systems. 

In time the atomic capability of the U.S.S.R. can be expected to grow to 
a point where, given surprise and no more effective opposition than we now 
have programmed, the possibility of a decisive initial ,attack cannot be 
excluded. 

3. In the initial phases of ,an atomic war, the advantages of initiative and 
surprise would lye very great. A police state living behind an iron curtain 
has an enormous advantage in maintaining the necessary security and 
centralization of decision required to capitalize on this advantage. 

4. For the moment our atomic retaliatory capability is probably adequate 
to deter the Kremlin from a deliberate direct military attack against ourselves 
or other free peoples. However, when it calculates that it has a sufficient 
atomic capability to make a surprise attack on us, nullifying our atomic 
superiority and creating a military situation decisively in its favor, the 
Kremlin might be tempted to strike swiftly and with stealth. The existence 
of two large atomic capabilities in such a relationship might well act, 
therefore, not as a deterrent, but ,as ,an incitement to war. 

5. A further increase in the number ,and power of our atomic weapons 
is necessary in order to assure the effectiveness of any U.S. retaliatory blow, 
but would not of itself seem to change the basic logic of the above points. 
Greatly increased general air, ground and sea strength, and increased air 
defense and civilian defense programs would also be neces.~ary to provide 
reasonable assurance that the free world could survive an initial surprise 
atomic attack of the weight which it is estimated the U.S.S.R. will be 
capable of delivering by 1954 and still permit the free world to go on to the 
eventual attainment of its objectives. Furthennore, such a build-up of 
strength could safeguard and increase our retaliatory power, and thus might 
put off for some time the date when the Soviet Union could calculate that 
a surprise blow would be advantageous. This would provide additional time 
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for the effects of our policies to produce a modification of the Soviet 
system. 

6. If the U.S.S.R. develops a thermonuclear weapon ahead of the U.S., 
the risks of greatly increased Soviet pressure against all the free world, or 
an attack against the U.S., will be greatly increased. 

7. If the U.S. develops a thermonuclear weapon ahead of the U.S.S.R., 
the U.S. should for the time being be able to bring increased pressure on the 
U.S.S.R. 

B. Stockpiling and Use of Atomic Weapons 

1. From the foregoing anaiysis it appears that it would be the long-term 
advantage of the United States if atomic weapons were to be effectively 
eliminated from national peacetime m-maments; the addition,'d objectives 
which must be secured if there is to be a reasonable prospect of such 
effective elimination of atomic weapons are discussed in Chapter IX. In the 
absence of such elimination and the securing of these objectives, it would 
appe,'u" that we have no alternative but to increase our atomic capability as 
rapidly as other considerations make appropriate. In either case, it appears 
to be imperative to increase as rapidly ,as possible our general air, ground 
and sea strength and that of our allies to a point where we are militarily not 
so heavily dependent on atomic weapons. 

2. As is indicated in Chapter IV, it is important that the United States 
employ military force only if the necessity for its use is clear and 
compelling and commends itself to the overwhelming majority of  our 
people. The United States c,'mnot therefore engage in war except as a 
reaction to aggression of so clear and compelling a nature as to bring the 
overwhelming majority of our people to accept the use of military force. In 
the event war comes, our use of force must be to compel the acceptance of 
our objectives and must be congruent to the range of tasks which we may 
encounter. 

In the event of a general war with the U.S.S.R., it must be anticipated that 
atomic weapons will be used by each side in the manner it deems best suited 
to accomplish its objectives. In view of our vulnerability to Soviet atomic 
attack, it has been argued that we might wish to hold our atomic weapons 
only for retaliation against prior use by the U.S.S.R. To be able to do so 
and still have hope of achieving our objectives, the non-atomic military 
capabilities of ourselves and our allies would have to be fully developed and 
the political weaknesses of the Soviet Union fully exploited. In the event 
of war, however, we could not be sure that we could move toward the 
attainment of these objectives without the U.S.S.R.'s resorting sooner or 
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later to the use of its atomic weapons. Only if we had overwhelming atomic 
superiority and obtained command of the air might the U.S.S.R. be deterred 
from employing its atomic weapons ,as we progressed toward the attainment 
of our objectives. 

In the event the U.S.S.R. develops by 1954 the atomic capability which 
we now anticipate, it is hardly conceivable that, if war comes, the Soviet 
leaders would refrain from the use of atomic weapons unless they felt fully 
confident of attaining their objectives by other means. 

In the event we use atomic weapons either in retaliation for their prior use 
by the U.S.S.R. or because there is no alternative method by which we can 
attain our objectives, it is imperative that the strategic and tactical targets 
against which they are used be appropriate and the manner in which they are 
used be consistent with those objectives. 

It appears to follow from the above that we should produce and stockpile 
thermonuclear weapons in the event they prove feasible and would add 
significantly to our net capability. Not enough is yet known of their 
potentialities to warrant a judgment at this time regarding their use in war 
to attain our objectives. 

3. It has been suggested that we announce that we will not use atomic 
weapons except in retaliation against the prior use of such weapons by an 
aggressor. It has been argued that such a declaration would decrease the 
danger of an atomic attack against the United States and its allies. 

In our present situation of relative unpreparedness in conventional 
weapons, such a declaration would be interpreted by the U.S.S.R. as an 
admission of great wealuless and by our 'allies as a clear indication that we 
intended to abandon them. Furthermore, it is doubtful whether such a 
declaration would be taken sufficiently seriously by the Kremlin to constitute 
an important factor in determining whether or not to attack the United 
States. It is to be anticipated that the Kremlin would weigh the facts of our 
capability far more heavily them a declaration of what we proposed to do 
with that capability. 

Unless we are prepared to abandon our objectives, we cannot make such 
a declaration in good faith until we are confident that we will be in a 
position to attain our objectives without war, or, in the event of war, without 
recourse to the use of atomic weapons for strategic or tactical purposes. 

C. International Control of Atomic Energy. 

1. A discussion of certain of the b~ic considerations involved in 
securing effective international control is necessary to make clear why the 
additional objectives discussed in Chapter IX must be secured. 



PART I1: THE KEY DOCUMENTS 73 

2. No system of international control could prevent the production and 
use of atomic weapons in the event of a prolonged war. Even the most 
effective system of international control could, of itself, only provide (a) 
assurance that atomic weapons had been eliminated from national peacetime 
armaments and (b) hnmediate notice of a violation. In essence, an effective 
international control system would be expected to assure a certain amount 
of time after notice of violation before atomic weapons could be used in 
w a r .  

3. The time period between notice of violation and possible use of 
atomic weapons in war which a control system could be expected to assure 
depends upon a number of factors. 

The dismantling of existing stockpiles of bombs and the destruction of 
casings and tiring mechanisms could by themselves give little assurance of 
securing time. Casings and firing mechanisms are presumably easy to 
produce, even surreptitiously, and the assembly of weapons does not take 
much time. 

If existing stocks of fissionable materials were in some way eliminated 
and the future production of fissionable materials effectively controlled, war 
could not start with a surprise atomic attack. 

In order to assure an appreciable time lag between notice of violation and 
the time when atomic weapons might be available in quantity, it would be 
necessary to destroy all plants capable of making large amounts of 
fissionable material. Such action would, however, require a moratorium on 
those possible peacetime uses which call for large quantities of fissionable 
materials. 

Effective control over the production and stockpiling of raw materials 
might further extend the time period which effective international control 
would assure. Now that the Russians have learned the technique of 
producing atomic weapons, the time between violation of an international 
control agreement and production of atomic weapons will be shorter than 
was estimated in 1946, except possibly in the field of thermonuclear or other 
new types of weapons. 

4. The certainty of notice of violation also depends upon a number of 
factors. In the absence of good faith, it is to be doubted whether any system 
can be designed which will give certainty of notice of violation. 
International ownership of raw materials and fissionable materials and 
international ownership and operation of dangerous facilities, coupled with 
inspection based on continuous unlimited freedom of access to all parts of 
the Soviet Union (as well as to all parts of the territory of other signatories 
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to the control agreement) appear to be necessary to give the requisite degree 
of ,assurance ag,'dnst secret violations. As the Soviet stockpile of fissionable 
materials grows, the amount which the U.S.S.R. might secretly withhold and 
not declare to the inspection agency grows. In this sense, the earlier an 
agreement is consummated the greater the security it would offer. The 
possibility of successful secret production operations also increases with 
developments which may reduce the size and power consumption of 
individual reactors. The development of a thermonuclear bomb would 
increase many fold the damage a given amount of fissionable material could 
do and would, therefore, vastly increase the danger that a decisive advantage 
could be gained through secret operations. 

5. The relative sacrifices which would be involved in international 
control need also to be considered. If it were possible to negotiate an 
effective system of international control the United States would presumably 
sacrifice a much larger stockpile of ,atomic weapons and a much larger 
production capacity than would the U.S.S.R. The opening up of national 
territory to international inspection involved in an adequate control ,and 
inspection system would have a far greater impact on the U.S.S.R. than on 
the United States. If the control system involves the destruction of "all large 
reactors and thus a moratorium on certain possible peacetime uses, the 
U.S.S.R. can be expected to argue that it, because of greater need for new 
sources of energy, would be making a greater sacrifice in this regard than 
the United States. 

6. The United States and the peoples of the world as a whole desire a 
respite from the dangers of atomic warfare. The chief difficulty lies in the 
danger that the respite would be short and that we might not have adequate 
notice of its pending termination. For such an arrangement to be in the 
interest of the United States, it is essential that the agreement be entered into 
in good faith by both sides and the probability against its violation high. 

7. The most substantial contribution to security of an effective 
international control system would, of course, be the opening up of the 
Soviet Union, as required under the U.N. phan. Such opening up is not, 
however, compatible with the maintenance of the Soviet system in its 
present rigor. This is a major reason for the Soviet refusal to accept the 
U.N. plan. 

The studies which began with the Acheson-Lilienthal committee and 
culminated in the present U.N. plan made it clear that inspection of atomic 
facilities would not alone give the assurance of control; but that ownership 
and operation by an international authority of the world's atomic energy 
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activities from the mine to the last use of fissionable materials was also 
essential. The delegation of sovereignty which this implies is necessary for 
effective control and, therefore, is as necessary for the United States and the 
rest of the free world as it is presently unacceptable to the Soviet Union. 

It is also clear that a control authority not susceptible directly or indirectly 
to Soviet domination is equally essential. As the Soviet Union would regard 
any country not under its domination as under the potential if not the actual 
domination of the United States, it is clear that what the United States and 
the non-Soviet world must insist on, the Soviet Union at present reject. 

The principal immediate benefit of international control would be to make 
a surprise atomic attack impossible, assuming the elimination of large 
reactors and the effective disposal of stockpiles of fissionable materials. But 
it is almost certain that the Soviet Union would not agree to the elimination 
of large reactors, unless the impracticability of producing atomic power for 
peaceful purposes had been demonstrated beyond a doubt. By the saJne 
token, it would not now agree to elimination of its stockpile of fissionable 
materials. 

Finally, the absence of good faith on the part of the U.S.S.R. must be 
assumed until there is concrete evidence that there has been a decisive 
change in Soviet policies. It is to be doubted whether such a change can 
take place without a change in the nature of the Soviet system itself. 

The above considerations make it clear that at least a major change in the 
relative power positions of the United States and the Soviet Union would 
have to take place before an effective system of international control could 
be negotiated. The Soviet Union would have had to have moved a 
substantial distance down the path of accommodation and compromise 
betore such an arrangement would be conceivable. This conclusion is 
supported by the Third Report of the United Nations Atomic Energy 
Commission to the Security Council, May 17, 1948, in which it is stated that 
" . . .  the majority of the Commission has been unable to s e c u r e . . ,  their 
acceptance of the nature and extent of participation in the world community 
required of all nations in this field . . . .  As a result, the Commission has 
been forced to recognize that agreement on effective measures for the 
control of atomic energy is itself dependent on cooperation in broader fields 
of policy." 

In short, it is impossible to hope than an effective plan lor intemational 
control can be negotiated unless and until the Kremlin design has been 
frustrated to a point at which a genuine and drastic change in Soviet policies 
has taken place. 
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IX. POSSIBLE COURSES OF ACTION 

Introduction. Four possible courses of action by the United States in the 
present situation can be distinguished. They are: 

a. Continuation of current policies, with current and currently projected 
programs for carrying out these policies; 

b. Isolation; 
c. War; and 
d. A more rapid building up of the political, economic, and military 

strength of the free world than provided under a, with the purpose of 
reaching, if possible, a tolerable state of order among nations without war 
and of preparing to defend ourselves in the event that the free world is 
attacked. 

The role of negotiation. Negotiation must be considered in relation to 
these courses of action. A negotiator always attempts to achieve an 
agreement which is somewhat better than the realities of his fundamental 
position would justify and which is, in any case, not worse than his 
fundamental position requires. This is as true in relations among sovereign 
states as in relations between individuals. The Soviet Union possesses 
several advantages over the free world in negotiations on any issue: 

a. It can and does enforce secrecy on all significant facts about 
conditions within the Soviet Union, so that it can be expected to know more 
about the realities of the free world's position than the free world knows 
about its position; 

b. It does not have to be responsive in any important sense to public 
opinion; 

c. It does not have to consult and agree with any other countries on the 
terms it will offer and accept; and 

d. It can influence public opinion in other countries while insulating the 
peoples under its con~ol. 

These are important advantages. Together with the unfavorable trend of 
our power position, they militate, as is shown in Section A below, against 
successful negotiation of a general settlement at this time. For although the 
United States probably now possesses, principally in atomic weapons, a 
force adequate to deliver a powerful blow upon the Soviet Union and to 
open the road to victory in a long war, it is not sufficient by itself to 
advance the position of the United States in the cold war. 

The problem is to create such political and economic conditions in the free 
world, backed by force sufficient to inhibit Soviet attack, that the Kremlin 
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will accommodate itself to these conditions, gradually withdraw, and 
eventually change its policies drastically. It has been shown in Chapter VIII 
that truly effective control of atomic energy would require such an opening 
up of the Soviet Union and such evidence in other ways of its good faith 
and its intent to co-exist in peace as to reflect or at least initiate a change in 
the Soviet system. 

Clearly under present circumstances we will not be able to negotiate a 
settlement which calls for a change in the Soviet system. What, then, is the 
role of negotiation? 

In the first place, the public in the United States and in other flv, e 
countries will require, ,as a condition to firm policies and adequate programs 
directed to the frustration of the Kremlin design, that the free world be 
continuously prepared to negotiate agreements with the Soviet Union on 
equitable terms. It is still argued by many people here and abroad that 
equitable agreements with the Soviet Union are possible, and this view will 
gain force if the Soviet Union begins to show signs of accommodation, even 
on unimportant issues. 

The free countries must always, therefore, be prepared to negotiate and 
must be ready to take the initiative at times in seeking negotiation. They 
must develop a negotiating position which defines the issues and the terms 
on which they would be prepared--and at what stages--to accept 
agreements with the Soviet Union. The terms must be fair in the view of 
popular opinion in the free world. This means that they must be consistent 
with a positive program for peace--in harmony with the United Nations' 
Charter and providing, at a minimum, for the effective control of all 
armaments by the United Nations or a successor organization. The terms 
must not require more of the Soviet Union than such behavior and such 
participation in a world organization. The fact that such conduct by the 
Soviet Union is impossible without such a radical change in Soviet policies 
as to constitute a change in the Soviet system would then emerge as a result 
of the Kremlin's unwillingness to accept such terms or of its bad faith in 
observing them. 

A sound negotiating position is, therefore, an essential element in the 
ideological conflict. For some time after a decision to build up strength, any 
offer of, or attempt at, negotiation of a general settlement along the lines of 
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the Berkeley speech by the Secretary of State could be only a tactic.' 
Nevertheless, concurrently with a decision and a start on building up the 
strength of the free world, it may be desirable to pursue this tactic both to 
gain public support for the program and to minimize the immediate risks of 
war. It is urgently necessary for the United States to determine its 
negotiating position and to obtain agreement with its major allies on the 
purposes and terms of negotiation. 

In the second place, ,assuming that the United States in cooperation with 
other free countries decides and acts to increase the strength of the free 
world and ,assuming that the Kremlin chooses the path of accommodation, 
it will from time to time be necessary and desirable to negotiate on various 
specific issues with the Kremlin as the ,area of possible agreement widens. 

The Kremlin will have three major objectives in negotiations with the 
United States. "Ire first is to eliminate the atomic capabilities of the United 
States; the second is to prevent the effective mobilization of the superior 
potential of the free world in human and material resources; mid the third is 
to secure a withdrawal of United Suites forces from, and commitments to, 
Europe and Japan. Depending on its evaluation of its own strengths and 
weaknesses as against the West's (particularly the ability and will of the 
West to sustain its efforts), it will or will not be preparcd to make important 
concessions to achieve these major objectives. It is unlikely that the 
Kremlin's evaluation is such that it would now be prepared to make 
significant concessions. 

The objectives of the United States and other free countries in negotiations 
with the Soviet Union (apart from the ideological objectives discussed 
above) are to record, in a formal fashion which will facilitate the 
consolidation and further advance of our position, the process of Soviet 

II The Secretary of State listed seven areas in which the Soviet Union could modify its 
behavior in such a way as to permit co-existence in reasonable security. These were: 

1. Treaties of peace with Austria, Germany, Japan and relaxation of pressures in the Far 
East~ 

2. Withdrawal of Soviet forces and influence from satellite area; 
3. Cooperation in the United Nations; 
4. Control of atomic energy and of conventional armaments; 
5. Abandonment of indirect aggression; 
6. Proper treatment of official representatives of the U.S.; 
7. Increased access to the Soviet Union of persons and ideas from other countries. 

[Footnote in the source text. For the text of the address delivered by Secretary Acheson at 
the University of California, Berkeley, on March 16, 1950, ooncemmg United States-Sovaet 
relations, see Department of State Bulletin. March 27, 1950, pages 473-478.] 
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accommodation to the new political, psychological, ,and economic conditions 
in the world which will result from adoption of the fourth course of action 
and which will be supported by the increasing military strength developed 
as an integral part of that course of action. In short, our objectives are to 
record, where desirable, the gradual withdrawal of the Soviet Union and to 
facilitate thou process by making negotiation, if possible, always more 
expedient than resort to force. 

It must be presumed that for some time the Kremlin will accept 
agreements only if it is convinced that by acting in bad faith whenever and 
wherever there is an opportunity to do so with impunity, it can derive 
greater advantage from the agreements than the free world. For this reason, 
we must take care that any agreements ,are enforceable or that they are not 
susceptible of violation without detection and the possibility of effective 
counter-measures. 

This further suggests that we will have to consider carefully the order in 
which agreements can be concluded. Agreement on the control of atomic 
energy would result in a relatively greater disarmament of the United States 
than of the Soviet Union, even ,assuming considerable progress in building 
up the strength of the free world in conventional forces and weapons. It 
might be accepted by the Soviet Union as part of a deliberate design to 
move against Western Europe and other areas of strategic importance with 
conventional forces and weapons. In this event, the United States would 
find itself at war, having previously disarmed itself in its most important 
weapon, and would be engaged in a race to redevelop atomic weapons. 

This seems to indicate that for the time being the United States and other 
free countries would have to insist on concurrent agreement on the control 
of non-atomic forces and weapons and perhaps on the other elements of a 
general settlement, notably peace treaties with Germany, Austria, and Japan 
and the withdrawal of Soviet influence from the satellites. If, contrary to 
our expectations, the Soviet Union should accept agreements promising 
effective control of atomic energy and conventional armaments, without any 
other changes in Soviet policies, we would have to consider very carefully 
whether we could accept such agreements. It is unlikely that this problem 
will arise. 

To the extent that the United States and the rest of the free world succeed 
in so building up their strength in conventional forces and weapons that a 
Soviet attack with similar forces could be thwarted or held, we will gain 
increased flexibility and can seek agreements on the various issues in any 
order, as they become negotiable. 
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In the third place, negotiation will play a part in the building up of the 
strength of the free world, apart from the ideological strength discussed 
above. This is most evident in the problems of Germany, Austria and Japan. 
In the process of building up strength, it may be desirable for the free 
nations, without the Soviet Union, to conclude separate arrangements with 
Japan, Western Germany, and Austria which would enlist the energies and 
resources of these countries in support of the free world. This will be 
difficult unless it has been demonstrated by attempted negotiation with the 
Soviet Union that the Soviet Union is not prepared to accept treaties of 
peace which would leave these countries free, under adequate safeguards, to 
participate in the United Nations ,and in regional or broader associations of 
states consistent with the United Nations' Charter and providing security and 
adequate opportunities for the peaceful development of their political and 
economic life. 

This demonstrates the importance, from the point of view of negotiation 
as well as for its relationship to the building up of the strength of the free 
world (see Section D below), of the problem of closer association--on a 
regional or a broader basis--among the free countries. 

In conclusion, negotiation is not a possible separate course of action but 
rather a means of gaining support for a program of building strength, of 
recording, where necessary and desirable, progress in the cold war, and of 
facilitating further progress while helping to minimize the risks of war. 
Ultimately, it is our objective to negotiate a settlement with the Soviet Union 
(or a successor state or states) on which the world can place reliance as an 
enforceable instrument of peace. But it is important to emphasize that such 
a settlement can only record the progress which the free world will have 
made in creating a political and economic system in the world so successful 
that the frustration of the Kremlin's design for world domination will be 
complete. The analysis in the following sections indicates that the building 
of such a system requires expanded and accelerated programs for the 
carrying out of current policies. 

A. The First Course--Continuation of Current Policies, with Current and 
Currently Projected Programs for Carrying out These Policies. 

1. Military aspects. On the basis of current programs, the United States 
has a large potential military capability but an actual capability which, 
though improving, is declining relative to the U.S.S.R., particularly in light 
of its probable fission bomb capability and possible thermonuclear bomb 
capability. The same holds true for the free world as a whole relative to the 
Soviet world as a whole. If war breaks out in 1950 or in the next few years, 
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the United States and its ,allies, apart from a powerful atomic blow, will be 
compelled to conduct delaying actions, while building up their strength for 
a general offensive. A frank evaluation of the requirements, to defend the 
United States and its vital interests and to support a vigorous initiative in the 
cold war, on the one hand, and of present capabilities, on the other, indicates 
th,'u there is a sharp and growing disparity between them. 

A review of Soviet policy shows that the military capabilities, actual and 
potential, of the United States ,and the rest of the free world, together with 
the apparent determination of the free world to resist further Soviet 
expansion, have not induced the Kremlin to relax its pressures generally or 
to give up the initiative in the cold war. On the contrary, the Soviet Union 
has consistently pursued a bold foreign policy, modified only when its 
probing revealed a determination and an ability of the free world to resist 
encroachment upon it. The relative military capabilities of the free world 
are declining, with the result that its determination to resist may also decline 
and that the security of the United States and the free world as a whole will 
be jeopardized. 

From the military point of view, the actual and potential capabilities of the 
United States, given a continuation of current and projected programs, will 
become less and less effective as a war deterrent. Improvement of the state 
of readiness will become more and more important not only to inhibit the 
launching of war by the Soviet Union but also to support a national policy 
designed to reverse the present ominous trends in international relations. A 
building up of the military capabilities of the United States and the free 
world is a precondition to the achievement of the objectives outlined in this 
report and to the protection of the United States against disaster. 

Fortunately, the United States military establishment has been developed 
into a unified and effective force as a result of the policies laid down by the 
Congress and the vigorous carrying out of these policies by the 
Administration in the fields of both organization and economy. It is, 
therefore, a base upon which increased strength can be rapidly built with 
maximum efficiency and economy. 

2. Political Aspects. The Soviet Union is pursuing the initiative in the 
conflict with the free world. Its atomic capabilities, together with its 
successes in the Far E,'tst, have led to an increasing confidence on its part 
and to an increasing nervousness in Western Europe and the rest of the free 
world. We cannot be sure, of course, how vigorously the Soviet Union will 
pursue its initiative, nor can we be sure of the strength or weakness of the 
other free countries in reacting to it. There are, however, ominous signs of 
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further deterioration in the Far East. There are also some indications that 
a decline in morale ,and confidence in Western Europe may be expected. In 
particular, the situation in Germany is unsettled. Should the belief or 
suspicion spread that the free nations are not now able to prevent the Soviet 
Union from taking, if it chooses, the military actions outlined in Chapter V, 
the determination of the free countries to resist probably would lessen and 
there would be ,an increasing temptation for them to seek a position of 
neutrality. 

Politically, recognition of the military implications of a continuation of 
present trends will mean that the United States ,and especially other free 
countries will tend to shift to the defensive, or to follow a dangerous policy 
of bluff, because the maintenance of a finn initiative in the cold war is 
closely related to aggregate strength in being and readily available. 

This is largely a problem of the incongruity of the current actual 
capabilities of the free world and the threat to it, for the free world has an 
economic and military potential far superior to the potential of the Soviet 
Union and its satellites. The shadow of Soviet force falls darkly on Western 
Europe and Asia and supports a policy of encroachment. The free world 
lacks adequate means-- in the form of forces in being--to thwart such 
expansion locally. The United States will therefore be confronted more 
frequently with the dilemma of reacting totally to a limited extension of 
Soviet conlrol or of not reacting at all (except with ineffectual protests and 
half measures). Continuation of present trends is likely to lead, theretore, 
to a gradual withdrawal under the direct or indirect pressure of the Soviet 
Union, until we discover one day that we have sacrificed positions of vital 
interest. In other words, the United States would have chosen, by lack of 
the necessary decisions and actions, to fall back to isolation in the Western 
Hemisphere. This course would at best result in only a relatively brief truce 
and would be ended either by our capitulation or by a defensive war--on 
unfavorable terms from unfavorable positions--against a Soviet Empire 
compromising all or most of Eurasia. (See Section B.) 

3. Economic and social aspects. As was pointed out in Chapter VI, the 
present foreign economic policies and programs of the United States will not 
produce a solution to the problem of international economic equilibrium, 
notably the problem of the dollar gap, and will not create an economic base 
conducive to political stability in many important free countries. 

The European Recovery Program has been successfld in assisting the 
restoration and expansion of production in Western Europe and has been a 
major factor in checking the dry rot of Communism in Western Europe. 
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However, little progress has been made toward the resumption by Western 
Europe of a position of influence in world affairs commensurate with its 
potential strength. Progress in this direction will require integrated political, 
economic and military policies ,and programs, which are supported by the 
United States and the Western European countries and which will probably 
require a deeper participation by the United States than has been 
contemplated. 

The Point IV Program and other assistance programs will not adequately 
supplement, as now projected, the efforts of other important countries to 
develop effective institutions, tc~ improve the administration of their affairs, 
and to achieve a sufficient measure of economic development. The 
moderate regimes now in power in m,'my countries, like India, Indonesia, 
Pakistan, and the Philippines, will probably be unable to restore or retain 
their popular support and authority unless they ,are ,assisted in bringing about 
a more rapid improvement of the economic and social structure than present 
programs will make possible. 

The Executive Branch is now undertaking a study of the problem of the 
United States balance of payments and of the measures which might be 
taken by the United States to assist in establishing international economic 
equilibrium. This is a very important project and work on it should have a 
high priority. However, unless such an economic program is matched and 
supplemented by an equally far-sighted and vigorous political and military 
program, we will not be successful in checking and rolling back the 
Kremlin's drive. 

4. Negotiation. In short, by continuing along its present course the free 
world will not succeed in making effective use of its vastly superior 
political, economic, and military potential to build a tolerable state of order 
among nations. On the contrary, the political, economic, and military 
situation of the free world is already unsatisfactory and will become less 
favorable unless we act to reverse present trends. 

This situation is one which militates against successful negotiations with 
the Kremlin--for the terms of agreements on important pending issues 
would reflect present realities and would therefore be unacceptable, if not 
disastrous, to the United States and the rest of the free world. Unless a 
decision had been made and action undertaken to build up the strength, in 
the broadest sense, of the United States and the free world, an attempt to 
negotiate a general settlement on terms acceptable to us would be ineffective 
and probably long drawn out, and might thereby seriously delay the 
necessary measures to build up our strength. 
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This is true despite the fact that the United States now has the capability 
of delivering a powerful blow against the Soviet Union in the event of war, 
for one of the present realities is that the United States is not prepared to 
threaten the use of our present atomic superiority to coerce the Soviet Union 
into acceptable agreements. In light of present trends, the Soviet Union will 
not withdraw and the only conceivable basis for a general settlement would 
be spheres of influence and of no influence--a "settlement" which the 
Kremlin could readily exploit to its great advantage. The idea that Germany 
or Japan or other important areas can exist as islands of neutrality in a 
divided world is unreal, given the Kremlin design for world domination. 

B. The Second Course--Isolation. 

Continuation of present trends, it has been shown above, will lead 
progressively to the withdrawal of the United States from most of its present 
commitments in Europe and Asia ,'rod to our isolation in the Western 
Hemisphere and its approaches. This would result not from a conscious 
decision but from a failure to take the actions necessary to bring our 
capabilities into line with our commitments and thus to a withdrawal under 
pressure. This pressure might come from our present Allies, who will tend 
to seek other "solutions" unless they have confidence in our determination 
to accelerate our efforts to build a successfully functioning political and 
economic system in the free world. 

There are some who advocate a deliberate decision to isolate ourselves. 
Superficially, this has some attractiveness as a course of action, for it 
appears to bring our commitments and capabilities into harmony by reducing 
the former and by concentrating our present, or perhaps even reduced, 
military expenditures on the defense of the United States. 

This argument overlooks the relativity of capabilities. With the United 
States in an isolated position, we would have to face the probability that the 
Soviet Union would quickly dominate most of Eurasia, probably without 
meeting armed resistance. It would thus acquire a potential far superior to 
our own, and would promptly proceed to develop this potential with the 
purpose of eliminating our power, which would, even in isolation, remain 
as a challenge to it and as an obstacle to the imposition of its kind of order 
in the world. There is no way to make ourselves inoffensive to the Kremlin 
except by complete submission to its will. Therefore isolation would in the 
end condemn us to capitulate or to fight alone and on the defensive, with 
drastically limited offensive and retaliatory capabilities in comparison with 
the Soviet Union. (These ,are the only possibilities, unless we are prepared 
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to risk the future on the hazard that the Soviet Empire, because of over- 
extension or other reasons, will spontaneously destroy itself from within.) 

The argument also overlooks the imponderable, but nevertheless drastic, 
effects on our belief in ourselves ,and in our way of life of a deliberate 
decision to isolate ourselves. As the Soviet Union came to dominate free 
countries, it is clear that many Americans would feel a deep sense of 
responsibility and guilt for having abandoned their former friends and allies. 
As the Soviet Union mobilized the resources of Eurasia, increased its 
relative military capabilities, and heightened its threat to our security, some 
would be tempted to accept "peace" on its terms, while many would seek to 
defend the United States by creating a regimented system which would 
permit the assignment of a tremendous part of our resources to defense. 
Under such a state of  affairs our national morale would be corrupted and the 
integrity and vitality of our system subverted. 

Under this course of action, there would be no negotiation, unless on the 
Kremlin's terms, for we would have given up everything of importance. 

It is possible that at some point in the course of isolation, many 
Americans would come to favor a surprise attack on the Soviet Union and 
the are~ under its control, in a desperate attempt to alter decisively the 
balance of power by an overwhelming blow with modern weapons of mass 
destruction. It appears unlikely that the Soviet Union would wait for such 
an attack before launching one of its own. But even if it did and even if our 
auack were successful, it is clear that the United States would face appalling 
tasks in establishing a tolerable state of order among nations after such a 
war and after Soviet occupation of all or most of Eurasia tbr some years. 
These tasks appear so enormous and success so unlikely that reason dictates 
an attempt to achieve our objectives by other means. 

C. The Third Course--War. 

Some Americans favor a deliberate decision to go to war against the 
Soviet Union in the near future. It goes without saying that the idea of 
"preventive" war-- in the sense of  a military attack not provoked by a 
military attack upon us or our allies---is generally unacceptable to 
Americans. Its supporters argue that since the Soviet Union is in fact at war 
with the free world now and that since the failure of the Soviet Union to use 
all-out military force is explainable on grounds of expediency, we are at war 
and should conduct ourselves accordingly. Some further argue that the free 
world is probably unable, except under the crisis of war, to mobilize and 
direct its resources to the checking and rolling back of the Kremlin's drive 
for world dominion. This is a powerful argument in the light of history, but 
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the considerations against war are so compelling that the free world must 
demonstrate that this argumeut is wrong. The case for war is premised on 
the assumption that the United States could launch and sustain an attack of 
sufficient impact to gain a decisive advantage for the free world in a long 
war and perhaps to win an early decision. 

The ability of the United States to launch effective offensive operations 
is now limited to attack with ,atomic weapons. A powerful blow could be 
delivered upon the Soviet Union, but it is estimated that these operations 
alone would not force or induce the Kremlin to capitulate and that the 
Kremlin would still be able to use the forces under its control to dominate 
most or all of Eurasia. This would probably mean a long and difficult 
stn~ggle during which the free institutions of Western Europe and many 
freedom-loving people would be destroyed ,and the regenerative capacity of 
Western Europe dealt a crippling blow. 

Apart from this, however, a surprise attack upon the Soviet Union, despite 
the provocativeness of recent Soviet behavior, would be repugnant to many 
Americans. Although the American people would probably rally in support 
of the war effort, the shock of responsibility for a surprise attack would be 
morally corrosive. Many would doubt that it was a "just war" and that all 
reasonable possibilities for a peaceful settlement had been explored in good 
faith. Many more, proportionately, would hold such views in other 
countries, particularly in Western Europe and particularly after Soviet 
occupation, if only because the Soviet Union would liquidate articulate 
opponents. It would, therefore, be difficult after such a war to create a 
satisfactory international order among nations. Victory in such a war would 
have brought us little if at all closer to victory in the fundamental ideological 
conflict. 

These considerations are no less weighty because they are imponderable, 
and they rule out an ,attack unless it is demonstrably in the nature of a 
counter-attack to a blow which is on its way or about to be delivered. (The 
military advantages of landing thc first blow become increasingly important 
with modern weapons, and this is a fact which requires us to be on the alert 
in order to strike with our full weight as soon as we are attacked, and, if 
possible, before the Soviet blow is actually delivered.) If the argument of 
Chapter IV is accepted, it follows that there is no "easy" solution and that 
the only sure victory lies in the frustration of the Kremlin design by the 
steady development of the moral and material strength of the free world and 
its projection into the Soviet world in such a way as to bring about an 
internal change in the Soviet system. 
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D. The Remaining Course of Action---a Rapid Build-up of Political, 
Economic, and Military Strength in the Free World. 

A more rapid build-up of political, economic, and military strength and 
thereby of confidence in the free world than is now contemplated is the only 
course which is consistent with progress toward achieving our fundamental 
purpose. The frustration of the Kremlin design requires the free world to 
develop a successfully functioning political and economic system and a 
vigorous political offensive against the Soviet Union. These, in turn, require 
an adequate military shield under which they can develop. It is necessary 
to have the military power to deter, if possible, Soviet expansion, and to 
defeat, if necessary, aggressive Soviet or Soviet-directed actions of a limited 
or total character. The potential strength of the free world is great; its 
ability to develop these military capabilities and its will to resist Soviet 
expansion will be determined by the wisdom and will with which it 
undertakes to meet its political and economic problems. 

1. Military aspects. It has been indicated in Chapter VI that U.S. 
military capabilities are strategically more defensive in nature than offensive 
and are more potential than actual. It is evident, from an analysis of the 
past and of the Wend of weapon development, that there is now and will be 
in the future no absolute defense. The history of war also indicates that a 
favorable decision can only be achieved through offensive action. Even a 
defensive strategy, if it is to be successful, calls not only for defensive 
forces to hold vital positions while mobilizing and preparing for the 
offensive, but also for offensive forces to attack the enemy and keep him off 
balance. 

The two fundamental requirements which must be met by forces in being 
or readily available are support of foreign policy and protection against 
disaster. To meet the second requirement, the forces in being or readily 
available must be able, at a minimum, to perform certain basic tasks: 

a. To defend the Western Hemisphere and essential allied areas in order 
that their war-making capabilities can be developed; 

b. To provide and protect a mobilization base while the offensive forces 
required for victory are being built up; 

c. To conduct offensive operations to destroy vital elements of the 
Soviet war-making capacity, and to keep the enemy off balance until the full 
offensive strength of the United States and its allies can be brought to bear; 

d. To defend and maintain the lines of communication and base areas 
necessary to the execution of the above tasks; and 
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e. To provide such aid to allies as is essential to the execution of their 
role in the above tasks. 

In the broadest terms, the ability to perform these tasks requires a build-up 
of military strength by the United States and its allies to a point at which the 
combined strength will be superior for at least these tasks, both initially and 
throughout a war, to the forces that can be brought to bear by the Soviet 
Union and its satellites. In specific terms, it is not essential to match item 
for item with the Soviet Union, but to provide an adequate defense against 
air attack on the United States and Canada and an adequate defense against 
air and surface attack on die United Kingdom and Western Europe, Alaska, 
the Western Pacific, Africa, and the Near and Middle East, and on the long 
lhms of communication to these areas. Furthermore, it is mandatory that in 
building up our strength, we enlarge upon our technical superiority by an 
accelerated exploitation of the scientific potential of the United States and 
our allies. 

Forces of this size and character are necessary not only for protection 
against disaster but also to support our foreign policy. In fact, it can be 
argued that larger forces in being and readily available are necessary to 
inhibit a would-be aggressor than to provide the nucleus of strength and the 
mobilization base on which the tremendous forces required for victory can 
be built. For example, in both World Wars I and 11 the ultimate victors had 
the strength, in the end, to win though they had not had the strength in being 
or readily available to prevent the outbreak of war. In part, at least, this was 
because they had not had the military strength on which to base a strong 
foreign policy. At any rate, it is clear that a substantial and rapid building 
up of strength in the free world is necessary to support a firm policy 
intended to check and to roll back the Kremlin's drive for world domination. 

Moreover, the United States and the other free countries do not now have 
the forces in being and readily available to defeat local Soviet moves with 
local action, but must accept reverses or make these local moves the 
occasion for war--for  which we are not prepared. This situation makes for 
great uneasiness among our allies, particularly in Western Europe, for whom 
total war means, initially, Soviet occupation. Thus, unless our combined 
strength is rapidly increased, our allies will tend to become increasingly 
reluctant to support a firm foreign policy on our part and increasingly 
anxious to seek other solutions, even though they are aware that 
appeasement means defeat. An important advantage in adopting the fourth 
course of action lies in its psychological impact--the revival of confidence 
and hope in the future. It is recognized, of course, that any announcement 
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of the recommended course of action could be exploited by the Soviet Union 
in its peace campaign and would have adverse psychological effects in 
certain parts of the free world until the necessary increase in strength had 
been achieved. Therefore, in any announcement of policy and in the 
character of the measures adopted, emphasis should be given to the 
essentially defensive character and care should be taken to minimize, so far 
as possible, unfavorable domestic and foreign reactions. 

2. Political and economic aspects. The immediate objectives-----to the 
achievement of which such a build-up of strength is a necessary though not 
a sufficient condition--are a renewed initiative in the cold war and a 
situation to which the Kremlin would find it expedient to accommodate 
itself, first by relaxing tensions ,and pressures and then by gradual 
withdrawal. The United States cannot alone provide the resources required 
for such a build-up of strength. The other free countries must carry their 
part of the burden, but their ability and determination to do it will depend 
on the action the United States takes to develop its own strength and on the 
adequacy of its foreign political and economic policies. Improvement in 
political and economic conditions in the free world, as has been emphasized 
above, is necessary as a basis for building up the will and the means to 
resist and for dynamically affinning the integrity and vitality of our free and 
democratic way of life on which our ultimate victory depends. 

At the same time, we should take dynamic steps to reduce the power and 
influence of the Kremlin inside the Soviet Union and other areas under its 
control. The objective would be the establishment of friendly regimes not 
under Kremlin domination. Such action is essential to engage the Kremlin's 
attention, keep it off balance and force an increased expenditure of Soviet 
resources in counteraction. In other words, it would be the current Soviet 
cold war technique used against the Soviet Union. 

A program for rapidly building up strength and improving political and 
economic conditions will place heavy demands on our courage and 
intelligence; it will be costly; it will be dangerous. But half-measures will 
be more costly and more dangerous, for they will be inadequate to prevent 
and may actually invite war. Budgetary considerations will need to be 
subordinated to the stark fact that our very independence as a nation may be 
at stake. 

A comprehensive and decisive program to win the peace and frustrate the 
Kremlin design should be so designed that it can be sustained for as long as 
necessary to achieve our national objectives. It would probably involve: 
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(1) The development of an adequate political and economic framework 
for the achievement of our long-range objectives. 

(2) A substantial increase in expenditures for military purposes adequate 
to meet the requirements for the tasks listed in Section D-1. 

(3) A substantial increase in military assistance programs, designed to 
foster cooperative efforts, which will adequately and efficiently meet the 
requirements of our allies for the tasks referred to in Section D-l-e. 

(4) Some increase in economic assistance programs and recognition of the 
need to continue these programs until their purposes have been 
accomplished. 

(5) A concerted attack on the problem of the United States balance of 
payments, ,along the lines already approved by the President. 

(6) Development of programs designed to build and maintain confidence 
among other peoples in our strength and resolution, and to wage overt 
psychological warfare calculated to encourage mass defections from Soviet 
allegiance and to frustrate the Kremlin design in other ways. 

(7) Intensification of affirmative and timely measures and operations by 
covert means in the fields of economic warfare and political and 
psychological warfare with a view to fomenting and supporting unrest and 
revolt in selected strategic satellite countries. 

(8) Development of internal security and civilian defense programs. 
(9) Improvement and intensification of intelligence activities. 
(10) Reduction of Federal expenditures for purposes other than defense 

and foreign ,assistance, if necessary by the deferment of certain desirable 
programs. 

(11) Increased taxes. 

Essential as prerequisites to the success of this program would be (a) 
consultations with Congressional leaders designed to make the program the 
object of non-partisan legislative support, and (b) a presentation to the public 
of a full explanation of the facts and implications of present international 
trends. 

The program will be costly, but it is relevant to recall the disproportion 
between the potential capabilities of the Soviet and non-Soviet worlds (cf. 
Chapters V and VI). The Soviet Union is currently devoting about 40 
percent of available resources (gross national product plus reparations, equal 
in 1949 to about $65 billion) to military expenditures (14 percent) and to 
investment (26 percent), much of which is in war-supporting industries. In 
an emergency the Soviet Union could increase the allocation of resources to 
these purposes to about 50 percent, or by one-fourth. 
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The United States is currently devoting about 22 percent of its gross 
national product ($255 billion in 1949) to military expenditures (6 percent), 
foreign assistance (2 percent), and investment (14 percent), little of which 
is in war-supporting industries. (As was pointed out in Chapter V, the 
"fighting value" obtained per dollar of expenditure by the Soviet Union 
considerably exceeds that obtained by the United States, primarily because 
of the extremely low military and civilian living standards in the Soviet 
Union.) In an emergency the United States could devote upward of 50 
percent of its gross national product to these purposes (as it did during the 
last war), an increase of several times present expenditures for direct and 
indirect military purposes and foreign assistance. 

From the point of view of the economy as a whole, the program might not 
result in a real decrease in the standard of living, for the economic effects 
of the program might be to increase the gross national product by more than 
the amount being absorbed for additional military and foreign assistance 
purposes. One of the most significant lessons of our World War 11 
experience was that the American economy, when it operates at a level 
approaching full efficiency, can provide enormous resources for purposes 
other than civilian consumption while simultaneously providing a high 
standard of living. After allowing for price changes, personal consumption 
expenditures rose by about one-fifth between 1939 and 1944, even though 
the economy had in the meantime increased the amount of resources going 
into Government use by $60-$65 billion (in 1939 prices). 

This comparison between the potentials of the Soviet Union and the 
United States also holds true for the Soviet world and the free world and is 
of fundamental importance in considering the courses of action open to the 
United States. 

The comparison gives renewed emphasis to the fact that the problems 
faced by the free countries in their efforts to build a successfully functioning 
system lie not so much in the field of economics as in the field of politics. 
The building of such a system may require more rapid progress toward the 
closer association of the free countries in harmony with the concept of the 
United Nations. It is clear that our long-range objectives require a 
strengthened United Nations, or a successor organization, to which the world 
can look for the maintenance of peace and order in a system based on 
freedom and justice. It also seems clear that a unifying ideal of this kind 
might awaken and arouse the latent spiritual energies of free men 
everywhere and obtain their enthusiastic support for a positive program for 
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peace going far beyond the frustration of the Kremlin design and opening 
vistas to the future that would outweigh short-run sacrifices. 

The threat to the free world involved in the development of the Soviet 
Union's atomic and other capabilities will rise steadily and rather rapidly. 
For the time being, the United States possesses a marked atomic superiority 
over the Soviet Union which, together with the potential capabilities of the 
United States and other free cotmtries in other forces and weapons, inhibits 
aggressive Soviet action. This provides an opportunity for the United States, 
in cooperation with other free countries, to launch a build-up of strength 
which will support a firm policy directed to the frustration of the Kremlin 
design. The immediate goal of our efforts to build a successfully 
functioning political ,and economic system in the free world backed by 
adequate military strength is to postpone and avert the disastrous situation 
which, in light of the Soviet Union's probable fission bomb capability and 
possible thermonuclear bomb capability, might arise in 1954 on a 
continuation of our present programs. By acting promptly and vigorously 
in such a way that this date is, so to speak, pushed into the future, we would 
permit time for the process of accommodation, withdrawal and frustration 
to prt~luce the necessary changes in the Soviet system. Time is short, 
however, and the risks of war attendant upon a decision to build up strength 
will steadily increase the longer we defer it. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 

The foregoing analysis indicates that the probable fission bomb capability 
and possible thermonuclear bomb capability of the Soviet Union have greatly 
intensified the Soviet threat to the security of the United States. This threat 
is of the same character ,as that described in NSC 20/4 (approved by the 
President on November 24, 1948) but is more immediate than had previously 
been estimated. In particular, the United States now faces the contingency 
that within the next four or five years the Soviet Union will possess the 
military capability 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 return, this contingency requires the intensification of our 
efforts in the fields of intelligence and research and development. 

Allowing for the immediacy of the danger, the following statement of 
Soviet threats, contained in NSC 20/4, remains valid: 
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'1C. 
"d. 
"e. 

peace. 
'~e. 

"14. The gravest threat to the security of the United States within the 
foreseeable future stems from the hostile designs and formidable power of 
the U.S.S.R., and from the nature of the Soviet system. 

"15. The political, economic, and psychological warfare which the 
U.S.S.R. is now waging has dangerous potentialities for weakening the 
relative world position of the United States and disrupting its traditional 
institutions by means short of war, unless sufficient resistance is encountered 
in the policies of this and other non-communist countries. 

"16. The risk of war with the U.S.S.R. is sufficient to warrant, in 
common prudence, timely and adequate preparation by the United States. 

"a. Even though present estimates indicate that the Soviet leaders 
probably do not intend deliberate armed action involving the United 
States at this time, the possibility of such deliberate resort to war cannot 
be ruled out. 

"b. Now and for the foreseeable future there is a continuing danger 
that war will arise either through Soviet miscalculation of the 
determination of the United States to use all the means at its command 
to safeguard its security, through Soviet misinterpretation of our 
intentions, or through U.S. miscalculation of Soviet reactions to 
measures which we might take. 

"17. Soviet domination of the potential power of Eurasia, whether 
achieved by armed aggression or by political and subversive means, would 
be strategically and politically unacceptable to the United States. 

"18. The capability of the United States either in peace or in the event 
of war to cope with threats to its security or to gain its objectives would be 
severely weakened by internal development, important among which are: 

"a. Serious espionage, subversion and sabotage, particularly by 
concerted and well-directed communist activity. 

"b. Prolonged or exaggerated economic instability. 
Internal political and social disunity. 
Inadequate or excessive armament or foreign aid expenditures. 
An excessive or wasteful usage of our resources in time of 

Lessening of U.S. prestige and influence through vacillation or 
appeasement or lack of skill and imagination in the conduct of its 
foreign policy or by shirking world responsibilities. 

"g. Development of a false sense of security through a deceptive 
change in Soviet tactics." 
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Although such developments as those indicated in paragraph 18 above 
would severely weaken the capability of the United States and its allies to 
cope with the Soviet threat to their security, considerable progress has been 
made since 1948 in laying the foundation upon which adequate strength can 
now be rapidly built. 

The Analysis also confirms that our objectives with respect to the Soviet 
Union, in time of peace as well as in time of war, as stated in NSC 20/4 
(para. 19), are still valid, as are the aims and measures stated therein (paras. 
20 and 21). Our current security programs and strategic plans are based 
upon these objectives, aims, and measures: 

"19. 

"a. To reduce the power and influence of the U.S.S.R. to limits 
which no longer constitute a threat to the peace, national independence 
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 UAI. Charter. 

"In pursuing these objectives, due care must be taken to avoid 
permanently impairing our economy and the fundamental values and 
institutions inherent in our way of life. 

"20. We should endeavor to achieve our general objectives by methods 
short of war through the pursuit of the following aims: 

"a. To encourage and promote the gradual retraction of undue 
Russian power and influence from the present perimeter areas around 
traditional Russian boundaries and the emergence of the satellite 
countries as entities independent of the U.S.S.R. 

"b. To encourage the development among the Russian peoples of 
attitudes which may help to modify current Soviet behavior and permit 
a revival of the national life of groups evidencing the ability and 
determination to achieve and maintain national independence. 

"c. To eradicate the myth by which people remote from Soviet 
military influence are held in a position of subservience to Moscow and 
to cause the world at large to see and understand the true nature of the 
U.S.S.R. and the Soviet-directed world communist party, and to adopt 
a logical and realistic attitude toward them. 

"d. To create situations which will compel the Soviet Government 
to recognize the practical undesirability of acting on the basis of its 
present concepts and the necessity of behaving in accordance with 
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precepts of international conduct, ,as set forth in the purposes and 
principles of the U.N. Charter. 

"21. Attainment of these aims requires that the United States: 

"a. Develop 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. 

"b. Assure the internal security of the United States against dangers 
of sabotage, subversion, and espionage. 

"c. Maximize our economic potential, including the strengthening 
of our peacetime economy and the establishment of essential reserves 
readily available in the event of war. 

"d. Strengthen the orientation toward the United States of the non- 
Soviet nations; and help such of those nations as are able ,and willing 
to make an important contribution to U.S. security, to increase their 
economic and political stability and their military capability. 

"e. Place the maximum strain on the Soviet structure of power and 
particularly on the relationships between Moscow and the satellite 
countries. 

'~  Keep the U.S. public fully informed and cognizant of the 
threats to our nation~ security so that it will be prepared to support the 
measures which we must accordingly adopt." 

In the light of present and prospective Soviet atomic capabilities, the 
action which can be taken under present programs and plans, however, 
becomes dangerously inadequate, in both timing and scope, to accomplish 
the rapid progress toward the attainment of the United States political, 
economic, and military objectives which is now imperative. 

A continuation of present trends would result in a serious decline in the 
strength of the free world relative to the Soviet Union and its satellites. This 
unfavorable trend arises from the inadequacy of current programs and plans 
rather than from any error in our objectives and aims. These trends lead in 
the direction of isolation, not by deliberate decision but by lack of the 
necessary basis for a vigorous initiative in the conflict with the Soviet 
Union. 

Our position as the center of power in the free world places a heavy 
responsibility upon the United States for leadership. We must organize and 
enlist the energies and resources of the free world in a positive program for 
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peace which will frustrate the Kremlin design for world domination by 
creating a situation in the free world to which the Kremlin will be compelled 
to adjust. Without such a cooperative effort, led by the United States, we 
will have to make gradual withdrawals under pressure until we discover one 
day that we have sacrificed positions of vital interest. 

It is imperative that this trend be reversed by a much more rapid and 
concerted build-up of the actual strength of both the United States and the 
other nations of the free world. The analysis shows that this will be costly 
and will involve significant domestic financial and economic adjustments. 

The execution of such a build-up, however, requires that the United States 
have an afftnnative program beyond the solely defensive one of countering 
the threat posed by the Soviet Union. This program must light the path to 
peace and order among nations in a system based on freedom and justice, 
as contemplated in the Charter of the United Nations. Further, it must 
envisage the political and economic measures with which and the military 
shield behind which the free world can work to frustrate the Kremlin design 
by the strategy of the cold war; for every consideration of devotion to our 
fundamental values ,and to our national security demands that we achieve our 
objectives by the strategy of the cold war, building up our military strength 
in order that it may not have to be used. The only sure victory lies in the 
frustration of the Kremlin design by the steady development of the moral 
and material strength of the free world ,and its projection into the Soviet 
world in such a way ,as to bring about an internal change in the Soviet 
system. Such a positive program--harmonious with our fundamental 
national purpose and our objectives--is necessary if we are to regain and 
retain the initiative and to win and hold the necessary popular support and 
cooperation in the United States and the rest of the free world. 

This program should include a plan for negotiation with the Soviet Union, 
developed and agreed with our allies and which is consonant with our 
objectives. The United States and its allies, particularly the United Kingdom 
and France, should always be ready to negotiate with the Soviet Union on 
terms consistent with our objectives. The present world situation, however, 
is one which militates against successful negotiations with the Kremlin--for 
the terms of agreements on important pending issues would reflect present 
realities and would therefore be unacceptable, if not disastrous, to the United 
States and the rest of the free world. After a decision and a start on 
building up the strength of the free world has been made, it might then be 
desirable for the United States to take an initiative in seeking negotiations 
in the hope that it might facilitate the process of accommodation by the 
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Kremlin to the new situation. Failing that, the unwillingness of the Kremlin 
to accept equitable terms or its bad faith in observing them would assist in 
consolidating popular opinion in the free world in support of the measures 
necessary to sustain the build-up. 

In summary, we must, by means of a rapid and sustained build-up of 
the political, economic, ,and military strength of the free world, and by 
means of an aff'umative program intended to wrest the initiative from the 
Soviet Union, confront it with convincing evidence of the determination and 
ability of the free world to frustrate the Kremlin design of a world 
dominated by its will. Such evidence is the only means short of war which 
eventuaUy may force the Kremlin to abandon its present course of action 
and to negotiate acceptable agreements on issues of major importance.The 
whole success of the proposed program hangs ultimately on recognition by 
this Government, the American people, and all free peoples, that the cold 
war is in fact a real war in which the survival of the free world is at stake. 
Essential prerequisites to success are consultations with Congressional 
leaders designed to make the program the object of non-partisan legislative 
support, and a presentation to the public of a full explanation of the facts 
and implications of the present international situation. The prosecution of 
the program will require of us all the ingenuity, sacrifice, and unity 
demanded by the vital importance of the issue and the tenacity to persevere 
until our national objectives have been attained. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the President: 

a. Approve the foregoing Conclusions. 
b. Direct the National Security Council, under the continuing direction 

of the President, and with the participation of other Departments and 
Agencies as appropriate, to coordinate and insure the implementation of the 
Conclusions herein on an urgent and continuing basis for as long as 
necessary to achieve our objectives. For this purpose, representatives of the 
member Departments ,and Agencies, the Joint Chiefs of Staff or their 
deputies, and other Departments and Agencies as required should be 
constituted as a revised and strengthened staff organization under the 
National Security Council to develop coordinated programs for consideration 
by the National Security Council. 



98 FORGING THE STRATEGY OF CONTAINMENT: NSC-68 

NSC-68/1, 
21 September 1950 

Background 
President Truman did not immediately approve the conclusions of  
NSC-68, but rather called for further study. The NSC created an ad 
hoc committee to develop a more detailed estimate of  programs and 
costs for NSC-68 in response to the President's directive. The ad hoc 
committee held its first meeting on 2 May 1950, and set August 1 as 
the target date for completing its study. To support the ad hoc 
group's study, the various executive agencies were asked to 
commence programming on the basis of  a "rough five-year 
projection" to implement NSC-68. 7 According to accounts by those 
participating in the process, there was considerable opposition to the 
level of spending that appeared to be required by NSC-68 until, on 
June 24, 1950, North Korean forces invaded South Korea. The shock 
of  armed aggression by Communist forces made the threat 
assessments of NSC-68 seem more realistic, and helped forge a 
consensus within the administration in support of the NSC-68 
programs. Although the 1 August deadline was not met, by 21 
September the ad hoc committee had completed NSC-68/1, consisting 
of  a basic document and 10 annexes (totalling 99 pages) detailing 
specific programs or categories of  programs for national security. 
NSC-68/1 took into account the implications of  the invasion of  South 
Korea. The total estimated price tag for fiscal year 1951 called for 
expenditures of $35.3 billion, growing to $63.4 billion by 1953. 
NSC-68/1 was submitted to President Truman along with a 
recommendation that he approve the report "as a tentative basis for 
proceeding with the initiation of the programs described" and, in light 
of  the results of  the NSC-68/1 study, approve as well the 
conclusions of NSC-68 "as a statement of current U.S. policy to be 
followed over the next four or five years." 

"First Meeting of the Ad Hoc Commiuee on NSC-68" (Memorandum of Conversation 
prepared by the Executive Secretary of the National Security Conncil, James S. Lay, Jr., May 
2. 1950). Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950.vol. 1,297-298. 
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Document 
NSC 68/1 

September 21, 1950 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
to the 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
o n  

UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES AND PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL 
SECURITY 

References: A. 

B. 
C. 

D. 

NSC Actions Nos. 351,350-_b, 342-b, 326, 321,307, 
304, 302, 295 and 289 
NSC 68 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, subject: 
"Intelligence Requirements and Mobilization", dated 
August 8, 1950 
Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 
dated September 6, 1950 

The enclosed tentative response to the President's directive in NSC 68, 
prepared by the NSC Staff with the ,advice and assistance of the Ad Hoe 
Committee on NSC 68 and of representatives from the President's staff, the 
Economic Cooperation Administration, the Bureau of the Budget, and the 
Council of Economic Advisers, is submitted herewith for consideration by 
the National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Economic 
Cooperation Administrator, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the 
Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers. 

There is also being circulated separately, for information in connection 
with this response, a set of ten related annexes, prepared by the respective 
departments and agencies as indicated in each annex. 

It is suggested that the enclosed report (Parts I, II, M and IV), in the form 
adopted, be submitted to the President with the recommendations that he: 

a. Approve the enclosed report as a tentative basis for proceeding with 
the initiation of the programs described therein, with the understanding 
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that there will be continuous review and revision of the specific elements 
and costs of the v,'u-ious programs and that further study will be made of 
the availability of physical materials and of the problems involved in 
effecting their proper distribution. 

b. In the light of the enclosed tentative report, approve the Conclusions 
contained in the report by the Secretaries of State and Defense (pages 60 
through 65 of NSC 68)" as a statement of current U.S. policy to be 
followed over the next four or five years. 

c. Direct the National Security Council, together with the Secretary of 
the Treasury, the Economic Cooperation Administrator, the Director, 
Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers: 

(1) To keep the enclosed tentative report under continuing review 
and to submit revisions thereof to the President when appropriate, and 
specifically to submit an initial revision not later than December 15, 
1950. 

(2) To submit to the President quarterly progress reports, beginning 
on December 15, 1950, on the implementation of the programs 
described in Annexes 1 through 7. 

(3) To submit to the President, at the earliest practicable date, 
agreed recommendations as to U.S. policies on the subjects covered in 
Annexes 8 through 10. 

It is further suggested that, if the President approves the above 
recommendations, the National Security Council direct the senior NSC staff, 
with the assistance of the Ad Hoc Committee on NSC 68 and the 
participating departments and agencies, to prepare for Council consideration 
the draft reports required in response to recommendation c above. 

It is requested that this report be handled with special security precautions, 
in accordance with the President's desire that no publicity be given the NSC 
68 series without his approval, and that the information contained therein be 
disclosed only to the minimum number of officials of the Executive Branch 

• Page  numbe r s  refer  to the source  text. 
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who need to know. 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 
Executive Secretary 

cc: The Secretary of the Treasury 
The Economic Cooperation Administrator 
The Director, Bureau of the Budget 
The Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers 

I° 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

No. 1. 

No. 2. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page" 

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Tabulation of Cost Estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 

Brief Description of Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14 s 

The Economic Implications of the Proposed Programs: 
Required Fiscal, Budgetary, and Other Economic Policies . . . . .  19 8 

ANNEXES 9 
(Circulated Under Separate Cover) 

The Military Programs 
(Prepared in the Department of Defense, except for MDAP, 
which was prepared in the Department of State) 

The Economic Assistance Program~ Including both Grants-in-Aid 
and Lo,'m s 

" The page numbers refer to the source text. 
s E d i t o r ' s  n o w :  Not included here. For descriptions of the programs, see NSC-68/4; the 

economic implications are included as Annex B to NSC-68/3. Both are reproduced later in this 
volume.  

9 Ed//or'# no/e: Not included in this volume. 
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(Prepared in the Department of State and the Economic 
Cooperation Administration) 

No. 3. The Civilian Defense Program 
(Prepared in the National Security Resources Board) 

No. 4. The Stockpiling Program 
(Prepared in the National Security Resources Board) 

No. 5. The Information Program 
(Prepared in the Department of State) 

No. 6. The Intelligence and Related Programs 
(Prepared in the Central Intelligence Agency) 

No. 7. The Internal Security Program 
(Prepared in the Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference and 
the Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security) 

No. 8. Long-term Political and Economic Framework 
(Prepared in the Economic Cooperation Administration and the 
Council of Economic Advisers) 

No. 9. Organization for Coordinating National Security Policies and 
Programs 
(prepared in the Bureau of the Budget) 

No. 10. The Economic Implications of the Proposed Programs: Required 
Fiscal~ Budgetary, and other Economic Policies 
(Prepared in the Council of Economic Advisers) 

Appendix to Annex No. 10. Technical Assumptions and 
Underlying the Economic Proiections for 1950-1955 
(Prepared in the Council of Economic Advisers) 

Analysis 
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D R A F T  

TENTATIVE REPORT BY THE 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

Oil 

UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES AND 
PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 

Part., I 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The invasion of the Republic of Korea, which occurred while this 
tentative response to the President's directive in NSC 68 was in preparation, 
has amply demonstrated both the nature of the Soviet threat to the United 
States, and the willingness of the communist leaders to employ force to 
achieve their objectives as delineated in NSC 68, even at the risk of global 
w a r .  

2. The programs which have been initiated pursuant to the President's 
message to the Congress of July 19, 1950, constitute an initial 
implementation of the long-term United States build-up as well as of specific 
measures to meet the situation in Korea. 

3. The invasion of Korea imparts a new urgency to the appraisal of 
the nature, timing, ,and scope of programs required to attain the objectives 
outlined in NSC 68. The ending of the Korean operation, however, will not 
appreciably affect these estimates. As stated in the President's mes~ge, the 
nature of this attack has removed any doubt as to the willingness of the 
communist leaders to employ force, prepared in stealth and delivered with 
surprise, in disregard of international commitments and without provocation. 
The commitment of United States forces as a part of the United Nations 
forces to defeat this local act of aggression has reduced the capability of the 
United States to react locally in the event further acts of local aggression 
take place. The demonstrated effectiveness of the equipment and training 
of the North Korean forces in combat has necessitated an upward revision 
of our previous estimates of Kremlin-dominated military capabilities. 

4. The invasion of Korea reinforces the validity of the following 
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position taken in NSC 68: "Frustration of the Kremlin design requires the 
free world to develop a successfully functioning political and economic 
system and a vigorous political offensive against the Soviet Union. These, 
in turn, require an adequate military shield under which they can develop. 
It is necessary to have the military power to deter, if possible, Soviet 
expansion, and to defeat, if necessary, aggressive Soviet or Soviet-directed 
actions of a limited or total character . . . .  In summary, we must, by means 
of a rapid and sustained build-up of the political, economic, and military 
strength of the free world, and by means of an affirmative program intended 
to wrest the initiative from the Soviet Union, confront it with convincing 
evidence of the determination and ability of the free world to frustrate the 
Kremlin design of a world dominated by its will. Such evidence is the only 
means short of war which eventually may force the Kremlin to abandon its 
present course of action and to negotiate acceptable agreements on issues of 
major importance." 

5. There are important corollaries of this position: 
a. The build-up of military strength in the free world should be 

accomplished with the utmost urgency and should provide the necessary 
military shield on a continuing basis to be maintained during whatever 
period the threat of Soviet aggression persists. Any other basis for our 
effort would impair the prospect of securing a retraction of Soviet power 
without resort to war. 

(1) The urgency of the military build-up is due both to the risks of 
local aggression at new points, and the possibility of a general surprise 
attack simultaneously upon our allies and ourselves. 

(2) Our present military situation in Korea leaves no adequate 
margin of strength, and should there be additional instances of local 
aggression we would be in no position to take effective local action. In 
other words, our present military strength is grossly inadequate to 
protect our vital national interests. The longer we remain in such a 
position the greater are the risks of events progressing toward general 
war, or of our being faced with the necessity of surrendering areas or 
principles vital to our survival. 

(3) Furthermore, there are indications that the USSR and its 
satellites are undertaking urgent programs of airfield construction, 
building up of advanced depots of supplies, and stockpiling with 
deadlines which make it appear probable that they are getting in a 
position to undertake operations in 1951 or 1952 involving a far more 
serious risk of war than the Korean aggression. 
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(4) There ,also are indications that early developments in the 
Korean situation shook the confidence of our allies in U.S. ability to 
assist in repelling aggression. Since the build-up of strength 
contemplated in the U.S. programs is a joint effort, urgent steps by the 
United States to carry forward our part of the plan are necessary to 
restore and maintain confidence and stimulate a proportionate effort by 
our allies. 
b. The military strength of the United States and cooperating countries 

should be built up to provide readily available forces that will: 
(1) Act as a deterrent against further Soviet or Soviet-inspired 

aggression. 
(2) Be able to participate in appropriate United Nations 

enforcement action in case of Soviet or Soviet-directed aggression of a 
limited character, subject to the considerations set forth in sub- 
paragraphs d and e of this paragraph. 

(3) Meet a global war. 
c. It must be pointed out that the brief descriptions of the military 

programs which are set out in Part III of this Report may be construed as 
being in conflict with the provisions of the section of NSC 68 which 
states: "...that it is necessary to have the military power to deter, if 
possible, Soviet expansion and to defeat, if necessary, aggressive Soviet 
or Soviet-directed actions of a limited or total character." If this 
paragraph in NSC 68 be interpreted to mean that our military power must 
be such as to be able to defeat Soviet or Soviet-directed actions in any 
theater which the Soviet would choose, without using the ultimate sanction 
of war against Russia itself, then the military programs set out in Part III 
hereof and the cost estimates based thereon cannot be responsive to the 
policies set forth in NSC 68. However, in determining the military 
requirements which have been used as a basis for the cost estimates 
contained herein, the Department of Defense has proceeded on an 
interpretation of NSC 68 involving the following bases: 

(1) The United States should have a military strength sufficient to 
meet her two fundamental obligations: 

(a) Protection against disaster. 
(b) Support of our foreign policy. 

(2) That in order to meet these two fundamental obligations the 
following basic tasks are envisaged: 
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(a) To provide a reasonable initial defense of the Western 
Hemisphere and essential allied areas, particularly in Europe. 

(b) To provide a minimum mobilization base while offensive 
forces are being developed. 

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

(d) To defend and maintain the lines of communication and 
bases necessary to the execution of the above tasks. 

(e) To provide such aid to our allies as is essential to the 
execution of their responsibilities. 
(3) These estimates do not include additional requirements which 

are certain to develop in the field of guided missiles. 
(4) The existence of the forces recommended herein will not insure 

that the United States will be secure against attack by air or 
unconventional means. Furthermore, the forces recommended by the 
Department of Defense will not be adequate to defeat the probable 
enemy unless augmented by the full mobilization of the United States 
and her allies. It is believed, however, that the forces recommended 
will materially assist in the maintenance of peace. 
d. The defense of Europe, in conjunction with the NATO powers, and 

the defense of the Western Hemisphere are essential elements in present 
planning to meet the contingency of a global war. With the forces 
recommended it would be possible to make available limited forces from 
the U.S. military establishment to participate in possible United Nations 
enforcement action to meet aggressive Soviet or Soviet-directed action of 
a limited local character, although this might result in some increase in the 
calculated risks in the event of global war. Whether these forces, in 
conjunction with available forces of our allies, would be able to defeat 
such aggressive Soviet or Soviet-directed action of a limited local 
character would depend upon the extent of the forces which would be 
made available to resist such action, as well as the extent of the forces 
which the Soviet and those whom they direct might make available in 
such aggression. Action against local aggression also requires an increase 
in the capacity and will to resist in the areas subject to such aggression, 
and the full cooperation (political, military, and other) of all members of 
the Community of Nations which oppose aggression. 
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e. Aggressive Soviet or Soviet-directed action might be of such 
magnitude or in such an area or areas around the periphery of the USSR 
that the force requirements covered hereby will not, even in conjunction 
with the forces of cooperating countries, provide a basis to defeat the 
aggression. Attempt to defeat such Soviet-directed action would seriously 
dissipate our strength without ever involving the USSR directly, the one 
nation which holds the power of decision. 

f. Our degree of effectiveness to meet the various po~ible actions 
outlined above is directly related to the time we have to effect our build- 
up. 
6. The following programs are expressed in dollars. Spending, however, 

is only one of the means necessary to a realization of the ends. Of more 
fundamental importance are a heightening of will and effort and the 
development of organization and procedures among our allies and between 
our allies and ourselves to insure that the results sought will be achieved. 

7. The requirements include adequate organization among the nations 
concerned and adequate management within them. Precision and 
responsibility in planning and execution of policies are now developed in 
varying degrees among the various nations involved in these joint programs. 
Along with material assistance the United States must be prepared to give 
guidance to such recipients as will need it in order to make the material 
assistance effective. The United States must be ready to insist upon and 
assist in the development of stan "dards of performance in the degree 
necessary to insure success. In a struggle in which ideas and principles play 
an equal part with guns and butter, such imponderables are as indispensable 
to the accomplishment of the fundamental purpose of the United States as 
are the tangibles with which this report principally deals. 

8. Aid pumped ,abroad without regard for the factors of management and 
organization would at best be vain and at worst harmful. An alert regard for 
opportunities to encourage and give effect to the willingness of others to do 
their part must guide foreign assistance. Not with our efforts alone but with 
their efforts as well, properly organized, and conducted in accordance with 
advanced methods of control, will we jointly provide the desired results--the 
development of strength adequate to free the world from the threat of 
aggression. If such efforts on the part of other free nations are not 
forthcoming, there would have to be a general reappraisal of our over-all 
policy. It will be essential, therefore, to assure that the effort of our allies 
keep pace with our own and that the sharing of the burdens imposed by the 
rearmament effort be equitable. Machinery for this latter purpose will also 
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be required. 
9. It must be emphasized that the programs and estimated costs in the 

following tabulation ,are not final. In the critical, complex, and rapidly 
changing international situation, it is impossible to blueprint the specific 
steps and the costs involved. It is our intention to keep the problem of NSC 
68 under continuous scrutiny. But the course we must take and the 
magnitude of the effort required are clear. The principal value of these first 
estimates is that they furnish a starting point for the major effort essential 
to our national security and to our national objectives. 

10. Time has not permitted a thorough ex,'unination of the material 
requirements necessary to effect the several programs outlined here in terms 
of the timetable for which they are scheduled. It is clear, however, that 
these programs will be competing among themselves and with civilian 
demands both here and throughout the non-Soviet world. Physical 
limitations of supply will necessitate decisions both as to the relative 
importance of the elements in the several programs and as to their timing. 
This will mean that. in addition to machinery already in existence for 
domestic allocation of materials, organization for global allocation of 
materials and the stabilization of their prices will have to be established 
within the next few months. Such machinery would have to reconcile the 
competing demands for scarce materials for the civilian economies of the 
United States, our European allies, and the rest of the non-Soviet world, on 
the one hand, with the milit,'u-y and stockpile requirements for the U.S. and 
its allies, on the other. Such machinery would in fact have to perform all 
of the functions which were performed in the last war by the combined 
materials, production, and munitions assignment boards. 

11. It will be essential to ,assure that neutrals acquire a fair share but no 
more of the available critical materials and other goods. In this connection, 
it should be noted that it will also be necessary to limit or deny the Soviet 
world's access to scarce essentials, and this problem will raise again in acute 
form the general issues of East-West trade discussed in NSC 69/1. 

12. During the first two or three years of a military build-up the risk of 
global war within that period may be increased. This risk must be accepted, 
since the alternative is to abandon the attempt to wrest the initiative from the 
USSR and ,accept piecemeal defeat at the hands of the Kremlin. 

13. Furthermore, ,attainment of the military strength contemplated by 
these programs will not in itself eliminate the threat posed by the USSR and 
assure the achievement of U.S. objectives as outlined in NSC 68. The 
military build-up is a shield behind which we must deploy all of our non- 



PART I1: THE KEY DOCUMENTS 109 

military resources in the campaign to roll back the power of the USSR and 
to frustrate the Kremlin design. The United States must at the same time, 
both by its actions and demeanor, make clear to all that it has no aggressive 
intentions; that it is not threatening the security or independence of ,any 
peaceful country. The United States must also convince the other free 
nations that this program is the only way, so long as the I ISSR continues its 
present policies and practices, to achieve eventually a peaceful and 
prosperous world. 

14. For the citizens of the United States and its allies, this effort will 
involve heavy sacrifices. The citizens of the free world will be accepting 
temporarily a sacrifice in their standards of living to make secure their right 
to live by free standards. 

Part II 

TABULATION OF COST ESTIMATES 

15. The estimates in the following tabulation represent a reasonable 
approximation of the scope ,and magnitude of the programs required by 
NSC68 as a basis for their initiation, although it should be clearly 
understood that: 

a. The individual programs in the tabulation have not yet been fully 
developed, examined in detail, or appraised jointly as a balanced total 
program by the departments and agencies concerned. 

b. They would compete with thc civilian economic needs of the United 
States and other friendly countries and with each other for many items in 
short supply. 

c. It would be essential to set up domestic and combined machinery to 
determine the allocation of scarce resources as between these competing 
purposes. 
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NSC-68/2 
30 September 1950 

Background 
President Truman did not immediately approve the budgetary and 
program recommendations of NSC-68/1, but he did, at an NSC 
meeting on 30 September 1950, approve the conclusions of NSC-68 
as a statement of U.S. security policy and direct implementation of 
those conclusions by all executive agencies and deparUnents. He 
deferred action on NSC-68/1 pending a revision of that report, which 
was to be completed by mid-November. The record of that NSC 
meeting was transmitted to the appropriate departments, along with 
the conclusions of NSC-68, as NSC-68/2. 

Document 
Report to the National Security Council by the Executive 
Secretary (Lay) 

TOP SECRET 
NSC 68/2 

WASHINGTON, September 30, 1950. 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO 
THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON 

UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES AND PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 
References: A. NSC Action No. 361 

B. NSC 68; NSC 68/1; Annexes to NSC 68/1 
C. NSC 20/4 

At the 68th Council meeting, with the President presiding (NSC Action No. 
361), the National Security Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, the 
Secretary of Commerce, the Acting Economic Cooperation Administrator, 
the Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman, Council of Economic 
Advisers, considered draft reports on "United States Objectives and 
Programs for National Security" (NSC 68 and NSC 68/1), and: 

a. Adopted the Conclusions of NSC 68 as a statement of policy to be 
followed over the next four or five years, and agreed that the implementing 
programs will be put into effect as rapidly as feasible, with the 



1 12 FORGING THE STRATEGY OF CONTAINMENT: NSC-68 

understanding that the specific nature and estimated costs of these programs 
will be decided ,as they ,are more f'u'mly developed. 

b. Deferred action on NSC 68/1 pending a revision of that report to be 
prepared by the NSC Staff for Council consideration not later than 
November 15, 1950. 

c. Noted the President's instructions that there should be no public 
discussion of this program, and specifically no public quotation of figures, 
until the appropriate time as determined by the President. 
The President has this date approved the Conclusions of NSC 68 as a 
statement of policy to be followed over the next four or five years, and 
directed their implementation by all appropriate executive departments and 
time, agencies of the U.S. Government. 

Accordingly, the Conclusions of NSC 68 are circulated herewith for 
appropriate action." 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 

NSC-68/3 
8 December 1950 

Background 
The interagency process did not respond smoothly to the directive to 
revise NSC-68/1. On 14 November 1950, the day before the revision 
was due to be completed, Paul Nitze's Policy Planning Staff 
submitted a draft of a new 78-page annex, "The Strategy of 
Freedom. ''~° In the meantime, the Joint Staff and the Defense 
Department had been unable to reach agreement on revised cost 
estimates for the defense portion of the NSC-68 programs. As a 
result, the deadline was slipped. Before the final report could be 
submitted to the President, the Chinese launched their massive 
counterattack against the UN forces on the Korean peninsula, 
prompting the President to seek an immediate supplemental 
appropriation of $16.8 billion for the Department of Defense. The 
dramatically altered situation in Korea also lent new urgency to the 

The enclosure consisted of the conclusions of NSC 68, April 14, with a small 
number of minor variations in form. 

to This annex was not included in NSC-68/3. 
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proposed U.S. military buildup, leading the Joint Chiefs and the 
Defense Department (now headed by George Marshall) to advance 
the target date for the forces called for in NSC-68/3 by 2 years, so 
that the levels projected for 1954 would be attained by June 1952.1~ 

When NSC-68/3 was completed on 8 December 1950, the Defense 
budget was still in a state of  flux. Secretary of  Defense Marshall 
provided a separate annex on Defense programs on 14 December. 
While this reflected the accelerated buildup, it still contained no new 
cost estimates; NSC-68/3 was approved without them. 

Document  
Report to the National Security Council by the Executive 

Secretary (Lay) 

[Extracts] 

TOP SECRET 

NSC 68/3 
WASHINGTON, December 8, 1950. 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON UNITED STATES 

OBJECTIVES AND PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 

References: A. NSC 68 Series 
B. NSC Actions Nos. 361 and 386 
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, 

dated November 14, 1950 
The enclosed revision of NSC 68/1 on the subject, prepared pursuant to 

Reference C, by the NSC Staff with the assistance of representatives from 
the other departments and agencies participating in the NSC 68 project, is 
submitted herewith for consideration by the National Security Council, the 
Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Commerce, the Economic 
Cooperation Administrator, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, and the 
Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers at the regularly scheduled Council 
meeting on Thursday, December 14, 1950. 

it Marshall, George C. "Memorandum to the President by the Secretary of Defense, 14 
December 1950." Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950, vol. 1, 475. 
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Also attached for information ,are the following appendices: 

Appendix A--Tabulation of Approximate Costs of the Programs; 
Appendix B ~ T h e  Economic Implications of the Proposed Programs, 

prepared by the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers. 

There is "also being circulated separately, for information in connection 
with this report, a set of seven related annexes, prepared by the respective 
departments and agencies as indicated in each annex. 

It is recommended that, if the enclosed report is adopted, that it be 
submitted to the President for consideration with the recommendation that 
he ,approve it as a working guide and direct its implementation by all 
appropriate departments and agencies of the U.S. Government. 

it is requested that this report be handled with special security 
precautions, in accordance with the President's desire that no publicity be 
given the NSC 68 series without his approval, and that the information 
contained therein be disclosed only to the minimum number of officials of 
the Executive Branch who need to know. 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 

[Here follows a draft report by the National Security Council on United 
States Objectives and Programs for National Security. For the text, as 
amended, see NSC 68/4, December 14, the report to the President by the 
NSC.[ 

Appendix A 

Tabulation of Approximate Costs of the Programs 

TOP SECRET [r~,VASHINGTON, December 8, 1950.] 

The following tabulation of the approximate costs of the programs required 
to implement the policies outlined in NSC 68/3 over a five year period, is 
wholly tentative both with respect to the magnitude of the sums involved, 
and the rate of their expenditure. It is inserted solely to convey an idea of 
the general magnitudes likely to be required for the NSC 68 program 
according to current estimates of requirements. The four year projections 
for certain of lhe programs are subject to review in the light of the decision 
to accelerate the military progr~un ,as rapidly ,as possible, and are currently 
being reappraised. 
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Approximate Costs of Proposed Programs 
(In billions of dollars on an obligations basis) 

Programs FY FY FY FY FY 
1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 

U.S. armed forces" 

Foreign military and economic 8.697 10.409 10.237 7.650 5.010 
assistance 

Information and educational .233 .193 .198 .200 .200 
exchange 

Civilian defense---- 
Federal .150 .486 .632 .452 t 
State - -  .429 .615 .418 t 

Stockpiling 1.800 1.000 1.000 .800 - -  

Internal security (excluding the .112 .154 .163 .170 .176 
Department of Defense programs 
which will be included in "U.S. 
Armed Forces") 

Appendix B 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers 
(Keyserling) 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, December 8, 1950.] 

Note: This is based on assumptions concerning the U.S. military 
programs which appeared most reasonable on the basis of the NSC Senior 
Staff meeting of Wednesday, December 6, 1950, namely: 

a) That the sl~ength target for June 1952 would be 3.2 million men; and 
b) That the force targets for June 1954 set forth in NSC 68/1, dated 

September 21, 1950, would be accepted as targets for June 1952. 

The broad calculations flowing from these assumptions were in large 

• To be supplied by the Department of Defense. [Footnote in the source text.] 
t The assumption is made that only recurring and maintenance costs will be incurred 

after FY 1954. [Footnote in the source text.] 
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measure based on Annex A to the NSRB document of December 4, 1950, 
entitled "Instruction for Preparation and Presentation of Programs and 
Progrmn Requirements". This Annex represented a preliminary effort to 
translate these assumptions into terms of productive effort. 

Should these ,assumptions be revised substantially upwards the attached 
document would, of course, require major revision. 

THE ECONOMIC IMPI,ICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROGRAMS: REQUIRED 
FISCAL, BUDGETARY AND OTHER ECONOMIC POLICIES 

(Prepared by the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers) 

1. The top advisers to the President in the field of economic policy have 
been asked to register their appraisal of the economic impact and economic 
policy implications of the objectives of NSC 68/2, ,as approved by the 
President on September 30, 1950, ,and of the programs submitted in support 
of those objectives. It is not, of course, the function of such an economic 
appraisal to pass judgment on the adequacy of the recommended programs 
to meet the requirements of military and foreign policy in the light of the 
risks ,and needs outlined in NSC 68/2. If such an appraisal showed, 
however, that the recommended programs substantially exceeded our 
economic capabilities, or wrough! damage to the economy to an extent 
endangering our general strength, they would clearly have to be brought into 
balance. Likewise, if such an economic appraisal showed that the 
recommended programs fell substantially short of our economic capabilities, 
or imposed a burden upon the economy light in relation to the seriousness 
of the clearly revealed and commonly agreed upon national danger, that 
conclusion should be revealed forthrightly as one guide in evaluating these 
recommended programs. 

2. Because it has not been feasible, within the time available, for the 
Department of Defense to prepare procurement and expenditure estimates in 
support of the force and strength targets recommended for June 1952 and 
thereafter, only a few broad indications of economic impacts can be given 
at this time. From such preliminary calculations as can be made, however, 
certain broad conclusions emerge clearly. 

3. The programs submitted in the report represent a relatively brief 
maximum effort toward a limited objective. The strength target of 3.2 
million men for June 1952 represents about 4½ percent of the total labor 
force, as compared with over 17 percent (12.3 million men) during the peak 
of World War II, and about 6½ percent (3.9 million men) as of July 1, 1942. 
Military production at its peak would absorb not more than 15 to 20 percent 
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of the total steel supply, ,as compared with well over 50 percent during 
World W,'u" II. Yet production of ingot steel is now at ,an annual rate of 100 
million tons, as compared with 89 million tons in 1944. The absorption of 
copper would be less than one-third of supply, as compared with two-thirds 
during World War II. The absorption of aluminum would also be less than 
one-third, as compared with over 80 percent during World War II. 

4. The production rates required to achieve the targets indicated in the 
report would reach a peak in 1952 which would be substantially below our 
capabilities. Total budget expenditures on national security programs would 
probably reach a peak annual rate of about 70 billion dollars during the 
second half of the fiscal year 1952, or about 25 percent of total national 
output. If such expenditures were to reach the World War II peak burden 
of about 42 percent of national output, they would amount to about 130 
billion dollars. If they were to reach the 32 percent level achieved during 
1942, i.e., during the 12-months period following Pearl Harbor (when the 
number of men in the armed forces averaged 3.8 million men), they would 
amount to about 100 billion dollars. Such calculations are, of course, only 
illustrative. They indicate quite clearly, however, the limited character of 
the effort implied in the programs recommended in the report. 

5. This relatively limited character of the programs does not, of course, 
mean that their impact on civilian consumption would be negligible. In 
order to free the materials necessary to support the productive effort hnplied 
in these programs (with no allowance for stockpiling), the production of 
automobiles and of other metal-using consumer goods would probably have 
to be cut below their 1950 levels by sixty percent or more. Housing would 
have to be cut by more than one-third. The production of civilian radios and 
television sets would have to be cut by much more than this, if not 
eliminated entirely, in order to meet military demands for electronics. 

6. Although these represent very sharp cuts in individual items below the 
record-breaking levels of 1950, the general civilian consumption standards 
which would be possible under the proposed programs could hardly be 
described as austere, even if the relatively comfortable stan "dards of World 
War II in this country were taken to represent bedrock austerity. By the 
standards of any other country in the world, they could only be described as 
luxurious. Aggregate personal consumption in 1952, although substantially 
different in composition and somewhat less satisfactory to consumers, would 
be within 10 percent of the 1950 level. It would be nearly one fourth 
greater than the 1944 level, and over half again as great as in 1939. Even 
the production of durable consumer goods would be about half again as 
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great as in 1939. 
7. These broad estimates are based on the assumption that working hours 

and the proportion of the population drawn into the active labor force would 
increase considerably above recent levels, ,although not approaching the 
peaks of World War II. With greater increases in labor effort than assumed 
in these estimates, a substantially greater increase in total output could be 
achieved. This could provide the basis for a greater military production 
even while still maintaining the consumption standards outlined above (with 
the exception that sharper cuts in durable consumer goods would, of course, 
be necessary in order to free materials for military production). 

8. Given a major labor effort over the next two years, and given a 
substantial investment in basic productive facilities, there can be no doubt 
that the force targets presented in the report could, from the standpoint of 
our manpower and other resources, be maintained indefinitely; and that, even 
with the maintenance of these forces, the civilian consumption standards of 
1950 could be restored and improved within a few years. This is hardly the 
time to give high priority to improving the consumption standards of 1950. 
But the fact that such an achievement is within reasonably conservative 
bounds of feasibility casts light on the degree of long-term sacrifice and 
effort implied in the programs recommended in the report. Without passing 
any judgment upon the adequacy of the programs recommended in the 
report, which would be outside the scope of economic analysis, it follows 
palpably that these programs in terms of their economic implications fall 
about half way between "business as usual" and a really large-scale 
dedication of our enormous economic resources to the defense of our 
freedoms, even when defining this large-scale dedication as something far 
short of ,an all-out war or all-out economic mobilization for war purposes. 

9. Aside from the basic economic conclusion just stated, it is necessary to 
outline the economic policies which would flow from programs of the size 
and degree of acceleration recommended in the report. It is self-evident that 
defense, civilian (both industrial and consumer) and international needs are 
of such a size that none can be given an absolute priority over another. 
Perhaps the most striking example of this is the fact that fulfillment of the 
manganese stockpiling goal would require a very severe cutback in current 
steel production. A decision to attempt to achieve the full stockpile 
objective for copper by June 1952, for example, would be tantamount to a 
decision to forego any industrial expansion in this country, and to disrupt the 
economies of allied nations. It is for such reasons that so great importance 
is attached by Mr. Attlee in the current conversations to the establishment 
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of machinery for the international ,allocation of basic materials. 
10. The central and urgent requirement of economic policy, indispensable 

to the sound formation of policy in all other areas, is the continuing 
maintenance of an over-all inventory of supply ,and requirements, 
accompanied by a continued basic programming to determine the priority 
considerations which must determine the distribution of available supply 
among competing requirements. The basic requirements are military, 
stockpiling, international, industrial and consumer. These must all be 
serviced, in varying degrees, by the totality of supply. Every specific 
economic program is directed, in the final analysis, toward the matching of 
supply ,and requirements, whether it be by increasing supply, redirecting 
supply, or restricting certain requirements. And since this over-all 
programming operation is central to the whole task of economic 
mobilization, it should be located in one place. Further, this place of 
location should also be the place of location for ultimate decisions, short of 
the President, with respect to coordination of programs, settlement of 
disputes arising from conflicting policies or requirements, etc. This is true 
because no ultimate coordinator or umpire can act effectively unless armed 
with a programming operation to provide the basis for intelligent action. 
The Administrative question of where this function is located is not 
specifically within the economic sphere, but economic analysis must point 
out that until this operation is functioning on a centralized and 
comprehensive basis there can be no effective economic mobilization either 
partial or complete. 

11. The completion of the first effort at such a comprehensive balancing 
of program requirements and supply would reveal the need, and provide first 
quantitative guide lines, for the expansion of capacity in critical areas. It 
would also reveal areas where such expansion could be given only a low 
priority. Such an ,analysis is essential in order to give meaningfid and 
detailed content to the term "shortages", and in order to translate the need 
for expansion into concrete terms. 

12. Such a comprehensive programming operation is also essential to 
reveal the way in which direct controls should be used. The need for such 
controls is no longer in question. There can now be no doubt of the early 
necessity for complete allocation of basic materials throughout the economy, 
on a scale comparable to the Controlled Materials Plan of World War II. 
There can be no doubt that widespread price and wage controls will be 
required within the near future. Maximum feasible action in the fields of 
taxation and credit will be essenti,'d, not in the hope of minimizing the need 
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for direct controls, but in order to make those controls workable. The 
probable existence, under present and pending tax legislation, of a deficit of 
over 30 billion dollars (annu,'d rate) by the second half of fiscal 1952 is 
ample evidence of this. 

13. It would be the height of folly, however, to initiate a fully 
comprehensive system of direct controls before having a reasonably clear 
idea of the purposes which those controls were intended to accomplish, i.e. 
before major policy decisions had been reached in the light of a 
comprehensive analysis of the facts, and of a reappraisal of existing policies 
in the light of those facts. Controls without purpose could only weaken the 
economies of the free world and confuse the populace. Nonetheless, it 
should be emphasized that certain tasks to be accomplished by controls are 
so immediately urgent, and the size of the ultimate task so great, that the 
development of the necessary organization and staff should proceed with 
utmost speed. 

NSC-68/4 
14 December 1950 

Background 
President Truman met with his NSC on 14 December 1950 to 
consider the revised proposals for implementing the strategy of 
containment as contained in NSC-68/3. With only minor 
modifications, those proposals were "approved as a working guide for 
the urgent purpose of making an immediate start" in NSC-68/4, 
issued later that same day. At the same time, however, the President 
directed the Secretaries of State and Defense to begin yet another 
round of the iterative process "with a view to increasing and speeding 
up the programs outlined." This iterative process was to continue, in 
various forms, throughout the Cold War. 

Documents 
Report to the President by the National Security Council 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, December 14, 1950. 

NSC 68/4 

NOTE BY THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY ON UNITED STATES OBJECTIVES 
AND PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 
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References: A. NSC 68 Series 
B. NSC Action No. 393 
C. Memo for NSC from Executive Secretary, s~une subject, 

dated December 13, and three memos dated December 14, 
1950 

At their 75th meeting, with the President presiding, the National Security 
Council, the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of Commerce, the 
Economic Cooperation A&ninistrator, the Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
and the Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers, considered NSC 68/3 on 
the subject and adopted the draft report contained therein subject to the 
following mnen&nents (NSC Action No. 393): 

a. The amendments in paragraphs 4, 7-c, 9, 11 and 15, proposed by the 
Senior NSC Staff by reference memorandum dated December 14, 1950. 

b. The amendment in paragraph 5 proposed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
by reference memorandum dated December 13, 1950. 

The President then issued at the meeting the following directive (NSC 
Action No. 393-b): 

NSC 68/3 as amended is approved as a working guide for the urgent 
purpose of making an immediate start. However, since this paper points out 
that the programs contained in it are not final, I hereby direct the Secretary 
of State and the Secretary of Defense to undertake immediately a joint 
review of the politico-military strategy of this Government with a view to 
increasing and speeding up the programs outlined in NSC 68/3 as amended 
in the light of the present critical situation and to submit to me appropriate 
recommendations, through the NSC, as soon as possible. 

This review is not to delay action upon the basis of NSC 68/3 as 
amended, the implementation of which by all appropriate departments and 
agencies of the United States Government is hereby directed. 

Accordingly, the report contained in NSC 68/3, as amended by the 
Council and approved by the President, is circulated herewith for 
implementation by all appropriate departments and agencies of the U.S. 
Government as directed by the President in the above paragraph. 

It is requested that this report be handled with special security 
precautions, in accordance with the President's desire that no publicity be 
given the NSC 68 Series without his approval, and that the information 
contained herein be disclosed only to the minimum number of officials of the 
Executive Branch who need to know. 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 
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[Attachment] 

Report to the President hy the National Security Council 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, December 14, 1950.] 

REPORT BY THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL ON UNITED STATES 
OBJECTIVES AN[) PROGRAMS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 

1. The invasion of the Republic of Korea by the North Korean 
Communists imparted a new urgency to the appraisal of the nature, time, 
and scope of programs required to attain the objectives outlined in NSC 68. 
The aggression by the Chinese Communists in North Korea has created a 
new crisis ,and a situation of great danger. Our military build-up must be 
rapid because the period of greatest danger is directly before us. A greatly 
increased scale and tempo of effort is required to enable us to overcome our 
present military inadequacy. 

2. It must be emphasized that the prograJns and estimated costs in the 
tabulmion in Appendix A of NSC 68/3 are not final. In the critical, 
complex, and rapidly changing international situation, it is impossible to 
blueprint the specific steps and the costs involved. It is our intention to 
keep this problem, now so greatly accentuated, under continuous scrutiny. 
The principal value of these first estimates is that they furnish a starting 
point for the major effort essential to our national security and to our 
national objectives. 

3. The several programs hereinafter briefly de~ribed ° are all conceived to 
be mutually dependent. In accordance with the underlying concept of NSC 
68, they represent an effort to achieve, under the shield of a military build- 
up, an integrated political, economic, and psychological offensive designed 
to counter the current threat to the national security posed by the Soviet 
Union. 

T H E  M I I J T A R Y  P R O G R A M  

4. Present conditions make unacceptable the delay involved in the phasing 
of our military build-up over a four-year period. It is evident that the forces 
envisaged earlier for 19.54 must be provided as an interim program as 
rapidly as practicable and with a target date no later than June 30, 1952. 
We must also proceed at once to establish a production and mobilization 

• These  p rog rams  are descr ibed in grea te r  detail in the Annexes  to NSC 68/3. [Footnote  

in the source text.] 
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base that will pennit a very rapid expansion to lull mobilization. Such a 
course is essential in order for us to build rapidly a military strength capable 
of fulfilling our two fundamental obligations: (a) Protection against disaster; 
and (b) Support of our foreign policy. 

5. The estimates of forces herein which constituted our initial interim goal 
were based on the ,assumption that hostilities in Korea would terminate in 
FY 1951. If this assumption proves inv,--did, or if tile general world situation 
continues to worsen, these force levels will have to be increased. 

6. In arriving at these estimates of forces, with full consideration of the 
objectives of NSC 68, the following basic tasks were envisaged: 

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

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

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

d. To defend and maintain the lines of communication 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. 

7. It should be realized that the forces recommended herein: 

a. Will not insure that the United States will be absolutely secure against 
attack by ,air or unconventional means. 

b. Will not be adequate to defeat the probable enemy unless augmented 
by full mobilization of the United States and her ,allies. 

c. Will not be adequate to defeat aggressive Soviet or Soviet-directed 
actions in Soviet-selected areas around the periphery of the USSR, although 
they will act as a deterrent to further Soviet or Soviet-inspired aggression. 

FOREIGN MILITARY AND ECONOMIC AS,SISTANCE 

8. The magnitude and phasing of the MDAP reflected in this report are 
generally designed to accomplish the following: (1) to provide nations which 
are participants in the North Atlantic Treaty with those quantities and forms 
of military and economic ,aid which they will require in order to raise, 
organize, train and equip by 1954 the forces set forth as necessary for the 
defense of the North Atlantic Treaty area in defense plans currently 
approved by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (D.C. 28, dated 28 
October 1950); and (2) to furnish military assistance which will, in varying 
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degrees, assist certain other nations in Eastern Europe and the Middle East 
(Greece, Turkey and Iran) and in the Far East and Southeast Asia 
(Indochina, Indonesia, Thailand, the Philippines, Formosa, etc.) which are 
now receiving military assistance to restore or maintain internal security and, 
in the case of several countries, to perform limited defensive missions in the 
event of major external aggression. A very substantiM portion of the total 
aid proposed, perhaps 75% thereof, would take the form of arm,'unents 
produced in the United States, the remainder being primarily devoted to 
furnishing Western European nations with those additional resources which 
they will require, in addition to their own, in order (a) to support a 
complementary European production program of the magnitude now 
envisaged as necessary, and (b) to raise and maintain the forces which they 
must provide. 

9. It should be specifically noted that the phasing of the MDAP is on an 
entirely different basis than that of tile U.S. military programs--the former 
being timed, in accordance with the assumptions of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Defense Plan, to provide forces ,'Ktcquate for the defense of the North 
Atlantic area by 1954, whereas the target of the latter is to obtain the 
required U.S. forces as rapidly as practicable. Since the factors which 
governed the selection of the earlier date in the case of U.S. programs have 
equal applicability to North Atlantic defense measures, it is of the greatest 
importance that the phasing of the latter should, to the maximum degree 
possible, be brought into consonance with the phasing of U.S. programs. 
Therefore, every method should immediately be explored, and thereafter 
continue periodically to be explored, for accelerating, if possible to 1952, the 
completion date of the progranl envisaged in current North Atlantic Treaty 
defense plans, including, but not limited to, consideration of (a) "additional 
measures directed toward encouraging, persuading and enabling other North 
Atlantic Treaty nations to increase and speed up their contributions; (b) new 
methods for accelerating the work of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization; 
(c) the possibility of setting earlier production targets for MDAP armaments 
to be produced in the United States; and (d) the possibility of the United 
States assuming a substantially greater proportion than presently proposed 
of the actual task of physically producing the capital and replacement 
requirements of the forces to be raised. To the extent that such acceleration 
can be achieved, the mnounts of U.S. aid required will tend to be telescoped 
even more sharply in the earlier years and will also be increased in the 
aggregate. Even in the absence of any such acceleration, the further 
refinement of NATO defense plans and their finn pricing on an international 
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basis may indicate a U.S. aid requirement appreciably larger than that now 
proposed. 

10. In the event that the number of nations receiving assistance is 
increased or in the event of a major change in current military assistance 
objectives with respect to present aid recipients in the Middle or Far East, 
as, for example, in the case of Formosa or Indochina, MDAP figures would 
have to be reviewed. 

11. Our objective in providing economic aid outside the NATO areas is 
to create situations of political and economic strength in the free world 
especially in critical areas whose present weakness may invite Soviet thrusts. 
However, as a consequence of increased demands on U.S. resources 
resulting from the military defense program, claims on U.S. resources for 
foreign aid have been limited to programs that will meet most urgent and 
immediate needs. These programs have therefore been restricted to those 
fulfilling three broad purposes: (1) investment to increase the production 
and facilitate the distribution of critical materials directly needed for defense; 
(2) aid to strengthen the defense effort of our allies; and (3) aid to enable 
governments which are or can be expected to become friendly members of 
the free world to win the confidence and support of their own peoples as a 
solid foundation for political stability and national independence. More 
specifically, United Stales economic assistance should also be designed to 
reduce economic dependency of countries on the USSR and its satellites in 
order to (a) curtail the volume of shipments of  items to those Communist 
dominated areas and (b) reduce availability of foreign currencies to the 
USSR for strategic purposes in such areas as Southeast Asia and Australia. 
To reduce the drain on U.S. resources, aid programs have been held to the 
minimum believed necessary to effect these purposes. 

THE CIVILIAN DEFENSE PROGRAM 

12. The civilian defense program should contribute to a reasonable 
assurance that, in the event of war, the United States would survive the 
initial blow and go on to the eventual attainment of its objectives. Civilian 
defense programs ,are designed to serve to minimize casualties in the event 
of attack, to provide emergency relief immediately ,after attack, and to help 
preserve the productive core of the nation. Civil defense programs are 
tailored to domestic military defense programs and require close and 
continuing coordination with them. In this regard civil defense programs are 
currently being reviewed with the objective of revising them, ,as to timing 
and magnitude, in accordance with the more urgent and increased military 
program now being developed. 
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THE STOCKPILING PROGRAM 

13. The stockpiling program is designed to ,afford the United States those 
strategic and critical materials, essential for the prosecution of a five-year 
war, which would not be forthcoming from United States wartime 
production and imports from accessible sources. 

14. Plans developed up to the end of November, 1950, had been designed 
to have these stockpiles complete and physically on hand in the United 
States by 1954. 

15. The stockpile program is currently being reviewed with the objective 
to revising in accordance with and subject to the increased military 
requirements now being developed. In addition, stockpile objectives 
themselves are undergoing constant review, particularly in the light of such 
questions as the possible impact on the economic stability of nations friendly 
to the United States, substitution of other less critical materials, tests of 
necessity, and changes in military specifications. 

THE INFORMATION PROGRAM 

16. The information and educational exchange programs are designed to 
develop the maximum psychological effect from the political, diplomatic, 
economic and military measures undertaken by the United States and its 
"allies and to convey the implications of these measures effectively to the 
minds and emotions of groups and individuals who may importantly 
influence governmental action and popular attitudes in other nations and 
among other peoples. The primary effort will be directed ,at creating, in the 
areas and the nations of most critical importance to the achievement of the 
national objectives of the United States, (a) popular and governmental 
confidence and resolution in support of the shared interests of the peoples 
of the free world, and (b) psychological resistance to the further expansion, 
whether by overt or covert means, of the influence of Soviet Communism. 

17. The peoples of the Soviet Union and its satellites, as well as the 
peoples of the most vulnerable areas of the free world, are primary targets 
of this psychological offensive; 

INTELLIGENCE AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 

18. An intensification of intelligence and related activities is vitally 
necessary as a safeguard against political or military surprise and is essential 
to the conduct of the affirmative program envisaged in NSC 68. The 
intelligence ,and related programs projected in response to NSC 68 provide 
for such an intensification of effort. They are being put into execution as 
rapidly as possible without reference to the phasing of the other programs 
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presented in this report. 

THE INTERNAL SECURITY PROGRAM 

19. The elements of the accelerated program recommended by the 
Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security and the Interdepartmental 
Intelligence Conference constitute a balanced internal security program 
within the framework of the original NSC 68 project. There is every reason 
to believe that if these basic elements ,are realized they will contribute 
substantially to the accomplishment of the objectives outlined in NSC 68 by 
insuring the adequacy of the nation's internal security, which is an 
indispensable part of a nationally secure United States. The early realization 
of the objectives outlined by the ICIS and the IIC is essential in order to 
strengthen our defenses against the dangers of espionage, sabotage, and other 
types of subversion by impeding the individual and collective will of 
subversive elements to act to the detriment of internal security by increasing 
the physical hazards as well as the legal obstacles and penalties incident to 
the commission of subversive acts. Additionally, it will afford greater 
protection to the nation's critical governmental and industrial facilities; it 
will make more secure the orderly functioning of government; it will 
minimize the possibility of the clandestine introduction of unconventional 
attack media and of the exportation of strategic materials and information; 
and it will thus aid in thw,'u'ting the strategy and tactics of the Kremlin 
which are designed to weaken, dominate and destroy us as a free people. 

20. In the light of developments since the preparation of NSC 68 and in 
view of the resulting revisions in The Military Program, ever-increased 
emphasis should be afforded the projected internal security program to the 
end that the level of internal security preparedness contemplated by 1954 
may be attained by 1952, or as soon thereafter as circumstances permit. 

Presidential Proclamation 2914: 
Proclaiming the Existence of a National 

Emergency, December 16, 1950 
Background 
It was not sufficient for the President to merely direct the executive 
branch of  the government to carry out the containment programs of  
NSC-68. He also had to mobilize the country. In the weeks before 
his approval of  NSC-68/3, the President 's counsellors were being 
advised that "public opinion in this country and abroad is in a very 
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serious condition. In the absence of strong, positive leadership in 
W ash ing ton . . .  the American people are getting the impression that 
their Washin~on leadership is utterly confused and sterile. ''~2 Such 
assessments are a far cry from the common perception of an 
overwhelming national consensus in support of the strategy of 
containment in the early 1950's. That consensus had to be forged, 
and President Truman set out to do so immediately upon approving 
NSC-68/3. O11 13 December, the day before NSC-68/4 was issued, 
he met with congressional leaders from both parties to enlist their 
support for "a sharp step up in our mobilization effort to s u p p o r t . . .  
a very rapid increase in our military strength. ''13 The evening after 
NSC-68/4 was issued, he delivered a radio and television address to 
the American people, in which he drew heavily on the language of 
NSC-68 itself to warn that "our homes, our Nation, all the things we 
believe in, are in great danger . . . .  The future of civilization depends 
on what we do--on what we do now, and in the months ahead. ''14 
He made clear that the United States would have to undertake 
commitments not only in Korea, but in Europe and the rest of the 
world, and that these commitments would come at the cost of 
domestic economic programs and increased taxes. Such sacrifices 
would be necessary, he proclaimed, because "no nation has ever had 
a greater responsibility than ours has at this moment. We must 
remember that we are the leaders of the free world. ''~5 Having taken 
his case to the Congress and the public, Truman began the process of 
implementing NSC-68 on 16 December 1950, issuing a proclamation 
of a state of national emergency calling for "all citizens to make a 
united effort for the security and well-being of our beloved country 

t2 Barrett, Edward. "Memorandtnn by the Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs 
to the Secretary of State, 5 December 1950," Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950, vol. 
I, 423-424. 

13 Truman, Harry S. "White House Statement Concerning a Meeting with Congressional 
Leaders to Discuss the National Emergency, December 13, 1950," Public Papers of the 
Prea'idents of the United States: Harry S. Truman. 1950 (Washington DC: GPO, 1965), 741. 

za Truman, Harry S. "Radio and Television Report Io the American People on the National 
Emergency, December 15, 1950," Public Papers of the Presidents, Harry S. Truman, 1950, 
741-746. 

~5 Ibid., 746. 
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and to place its needs foremost  in thought and action so that the full 
moral and material strength o f  the nation may be readied for the 
dangers which threaten us." 

Document 
Proclamation 2914: Proclaiming the Existence of a 

National Emergency. December 16, 1950 

By the President of the United States of America a Proclamation 
WHEREAS recent events in Korea and elsewhere constitute a grave threat to 
the peace of the world and imperil the efforts of this country and those of 
the United Nations to prevent aggression and armed conflict; and 
WHEREAS world conquest by communist imperialism is the goal of the 
forces of aggression that have been loosed upon the world; and 
WHEREAS, if the goal of communist imperialism were to be achieved, the 
people of this country would no longer enjoy the full and rich life they have 
with God's help built for themselves and their children; they would no 
longer enjoy the blessings of the freedom of worshipping as they severally 
choose, the freedom of reading and listening to what they choose, the right 
of free speech including the right to criticize their Government, the right to 
choose those who conduct their Government, the right to engage freely in 
collective bargaining, the right to engage freely in their own business 
enterprises, and the many other freedoms and rights which ,are a part of our 
way of life; and 
WHEREAS the increasing menace of the forces of communist aggression 
requires that the national defense of the United States be strengthened as 
speedily as possible: 

Now, THEREFORE, I, HARRY S. TRUMAN.. President of the United States 
of America. do proclaim the existence of a national emergency, which 
requires that the military, naval, air, and civilian defenses of this country be 
strengthened as speedily ,as possible to the end that we may be able to repel 
any and all threats against our national security and to fulfill our 
responsibilities in the eftbrts being made through the United Nations and 
otherwise to bring about lasting peace. 

I summon all citizens to make a united effort for the security and well- 
being of our beloved country and to place its needs foremost in thought and 
action that the full moral and material strength of the Nation may be readied 
for the dangers which threaten us. 

I summon our farmers, our workers in industry, and our businessmen to 



130 FORGING THE STRATEGY OF CONTAINMENT: NSC-68 

make a mighty production effort to meet the defense requirements of the 
Nation and to this end to eliminate all waste and inefficiency ,and to 
subordinate ,all lesser interests to the common good. 

1 summon every person and every community to make, with a spirit of 
neighborliness, whatever sacrifices are necessary for the welfare of the 
Nation. 

I summon all State and local leaders and officials to cooperate fully with 
the military and civilian defense agencies of the United States in the national 
defense program. 

I summon all citizens to be loyal to the principles upon which our Nation 
is founded, to keep faith with our friends and allies, and to be firm in our 
devotion to the peaceful purposes for which the United Nations was 
founded. 

I am confident that we will meet the dangers that conl~ont us with courage 
and determination, strong in the faith that we can thereby "secure the 
Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity." 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and caused the Seal 
of the United States of America to be ,affixed. 

DONE at the City of Washington this sixteenth day of December in the 
year of our Lord nineteen hundred and fifty, and of the 

[SEAL] Independence of the United States of America the one hundred 
and seventy-fifth. 

HARRY S. TRUMAN 
By the President: 

DEAN ACIIESON 
Secretary of State 
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POSTSCRIPT TO NSC-68 
Toward a New 

National Security Strategy 

Paul H. Nitze 

speech delivered at the National War College, 
September 20, 1993 

The Grand Strategy of NSC-68 addressed threats to the United States 
and to the West which vanished with the end of  the Cold War. 
However, the idea behind NSC-68, the need for an organized 
approach to U.S. security policy, remains as valid today as it was 
after the war or at any other time. I would like to outline an 
approach to a new national security strategy to help meet the 
challenges of  the post-Cold War world. In particular, it will clarify 
what might be the objectives of a new strategy appropriate for this 
new and changed world. 
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The New Problem of 
National Security Strategy 

A national security strategy requires an understanding of foreign ,and 
security policy objectives. There is less consensus today among 
Americans about the direction of U.S. foreign and security policy 
than there was at the end of WWII. To many, U.S. objectives and its 
world role seem unclear. Where the United States once faced well- 
defined and well-articulated threats and challenges to its physical and 
political security, today it encounters an extremely complicated set of  
foreign policy problems. These new problems may appear to offer 
less direct threats to the United States, but U.S. interests in global 
stability remain at stake. It is now more difficult than ever for the 
United States to separate itself from an active role in world "affairs. 
In defining its security policy, the United States must address some 
fundamental questions about how it deals with the world: 1) What 
should our role in world affairs be? 2) What objectives should our 
intemational efforts serve? 3) What sort of  means should we employ 
in seeking these objectives'? To answer these questions we must 
begin by defining the problem. What are the current challenges to 
the United States? 

Challenges 
The end of the Cold War has seen the proliferation of new conflicts 
around the globe. These conflicts can be dangerous. Arms 
proliferation has made even small forces capable of great destruction. 
Some conflicts, particularly in the Ibrmer Soviet Union, can involve 
groups armed with the most destructive of weapons. Among these 
disputes, some involve groups with close ties to outside parties, 
heightening risk that conflicts could spill over borders. 
Foremost among the serious military threats to global peace and 
security are nuclear and chemical weapons proliferation and the 
compounding danger of ballistic missile proliferation. Furthermore, 
the end of the Cold War has not stopped arms buildups across the 
globe. Huge expenditures on conventional arms--approximately $1 
trillion per year---continue. Effective control over the spread of such 
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weaponry is dependent upon cooperation among a number of 
significant groups. 

While economic security has not traditionally been held to be a 
security issue, the interdependence of the world economy, 
demonstrated by intractability of global recession, reminds us of how 
foreign economic events affect the well-being of the United States 
Our economic vulnerability has become a security issue, something 
upon which we can no longer act independently. U.S. recovery has 
been hampered by our own budget deficit as well as by high interest 
rates abroad. Current economic problems make it hard to coordinate 
international activity efficiently for the common good; for example, 
they tend to exacerbate the reluctance of countries to open up 
domestic markets in GATT negotiations. 

Related to these economic problems are environmental ones. 
Few challenges illustrate global interdependence as sharply as the 
environment. This area is not traditionally seen as a national security 
problem. However, these issues are intemational problems both in 
cause and in cure. Global wanning is likely to have drastic effects 
on agriculture, coastal erosion, water supplies, and human and animal 
habitats. Ozone depletion raises increased health risks and threatens 
unpredictable effects on plant and animal life. Species reduction 
threatens genetic diversity as well as the biological, economic, and 
human health benefits that diversity provides. Above all, 
uncontrolled population growth, a source of many of these pressures, 
continues to accelerate. All of these problems require clear U.S. 
leadership 

The U.S. Leadership Role 
The United States continues to possess an unmatched set of  
attributes--first-class military potential, political, economic, and 
cultural strengths, demonstrated lack of territorial ambitions--- that 
make us particularly suited for intemational leadership. No other 
nation or group of nations has a comparable capacity to contribute to 
solutions of global problems. 

The United States remains in the best position to deter the use of  
nuclear weapons among the successor states to the Soviet Union, and 
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to provide necessary leverage to negotiate reductions in those 
arsenals. In Europe, we are in an excellent position to encourage and 
facilitate the peaceful resolution of nationalist tensions, containing 
and terminating conflicts quickly before they can develop into civil 
or cross-border warfare. The United States should continue to 
contribute to a peacekeeping task should European nations, including 
Germany, wish it to do so. This does not necessarily mean continued 
presence of  large numbers of American troops in Europe, only such 
forces as are wanted and for only as long as wanted. 

In the Far East a leading role could, perhaps, in time be assumed 
by Japan. However, such a role would raise considerable concern 
among other Asian nations, especially those that have experienced 
Japanese domination in the past. Furthermore, it is doubtful the 
Japanese can find it feasible to consider the interests of others as 
being comparable to their own (,and no nation can lead other nations 
unless it is able so to do). 

The dramatic recent breakthroughs in the Middle East facilitated 
by the United States reaffirm the unique qualifications of the United 
States to play the central role in that critical arena. 

The sheer size of  the U.S. economy (more than 20 percent of 
world GNP) makes a central role unavoidable in attacking 
international economic problems. Similarly, the magnitude of U.S. 
industrial and agricultural activity ensures that it will either make 
significant contribution to restoration or be a key barrier to it. All of  
this argues for a strong American role in the global arena, but there 
are also constraints, internal and extemal, on our ability to lead. 

Our foremost internal obstacle to international leadership is the 
state of our economy. U.S. economic problems, particularly our 
troublesome budget and balance of payments deficits, hamper our 
ability to act to help others. Added to this is the traditional 
skepticism of the American public toward extensive involvement in 
global affairs, especially at a time of  limited economic flexibility. 

Our principal external obstacle to providing international 
leadership is in orchestrating cooperation in the solving of  global 
problems. There has been no international consensus about how to 
deal with the increase of conflicts and disagreements. Furthermore, 
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the strains in relations with friends and allies, and the perception of 
a reduced military threat, have shifted the focus of attention to 
economic and other issues. To clarify the priorities in solving these 
problems, the United States needs to set clear policy goals. 

The Objectives of U.S. Leadership 
The lessons of the past era and the needs of the future argue that the 
fundamental U.S. foreign policy goal should be accommodating and 
protecting diversity within a general framework of world order. We 
should seek a global climate in which a large array of political 
groupings can exist, each with its own, perhaps eccentric, ways. We 
should seek to eliminate force and intimidation as acceptable means 
of  resolving disputes between these groupings. 

To assure progress toward this set of  goals we should seek to 
foster cooperative efforts among the diverse groupings necessary to 
a resolution of common problems. An emphasis on diversity 
provides certain guidelines for handling problems that are truly 
intemal to individual nations. The overriding principle must be a 
respect for sovereignty: there should be no effort to impose political, 
economic, or social preferences on others. Where possible, we 
should encourage legitimate governments that do not threaten others. 
While respecting national sovereignty, there are certain matters that 
tyrants have claimed to be internal affairs that are not. We should 
continue to recognize basic human rights as matters transcending 
national sovereignty, and we must not shy away from efforts to 
protect those rights. 

Obviously, there will continue to be problems that transcend 
national boundaries. Supranational institutions should play an 
increasing role in these, for they can deal with international problems 
more efficiently and effectively than can individual nations acting 
without central coordination. The United States can exercise 
influence adequate to achieve such a world only if it is prepared to 
lead by example. To be effective in doing so it must participate fully 
in these institutions. 

The United States should lead by example elsewhere as well, 
including restraining worldwide arms sales and transfers of  potentially 
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dangerous technologies. Just as much as our leadership role in the 
Gulf War resulted from willingness to put our own troops on the 
front line in Saudi Arabia, our ability to exercise leadership on other 
problems will depend on our willingness to put our own economic 
house in order and then devote available resources to solutions. 

Future U.S. leadership should follow a role similar to the one we 
assumed in the Gulf War effort: building coalitions and leading their 
responses to specific problems. As we apply this model in future 
scenarios, we should be creative in adapting to the peculiarities of 
each situation. The institutional basis for each coalition will 
necessarily vary--among the UN, other supranational organs, and ad 
hoc arrangements--according to interests of other states and the 
willingness of key states to support the action we desire. 

The challenges I have outlined broaden the definition of what has 
customarily defined U.S. security interests. The importance of global 
problems to the United States, their direct effect on significant U.S. 
interests, and our unique qualifications to address them demand a 
strong U.S. role in world affairs. A new national security strategy 
should, therefore, be less focused on a narrow definition of what 
constitutes U.S. security interests; it should recognize the need for 
international cooperation. We cannot act alone, but we need to take 
the lead in meeting these challenges. If ignored we will find that 
they too can significantly and adversely affect our interests. 
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