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ANALYSI S
| . Background of the Present Crisis

Wthin the past thirty-five years the world has experienced two
gl obal wars of trenendous violence. It has w tnessed two
revol utions--the Russian and the Chinese--of extrene scope and
intensity. It has also seen the collapse of five enpires--the
G toman, the Austro-Hungarian, German, Italian, and Japanese--
and the drastic decline of two nmajor inperial systens, the
British and the French. During the span of one generation, the
i nternational distribution of power has been fundanentally
altered. For several centuries it had proved |nﬁ053|ble for any
one nation to gain such preponderant strength that a coalition
of other nations could not Intine face it with greater
strength. The international scene was nmarked by recurring
peri ods of violence and war, but a system of sovereign and
I ndependent states was mai ntai ned, over which no state was able
to achi eve hegenony.

Two conpl ex sets of factors have now basically altered this
historic distribution of power. First, the defeat of Gernmany
and Japan and the decline of the British and French Enpires
have interacted with the devel opnent of the United States and
the Soviet Union in such a way that power increasingly
gravitated to these two centers. Second, the Soviet Union,
unl i ke previous aspirants to hegenony, 1s aninmated by a new
fanatic faith, anti-thetical to our own, and seeks to inpose
Its absolute authority over the rest of the world. Conflict
has, therefore, becone endemc and is waged, on the part of the
Sovi et Union, by violent or non-violent nmethods in accordance
wth the dictates of expediency. Wth the devel opnent of
!ncrea5|n?I¥ terrifying weapons of mass destruction, every
I ndi vi dual faces the ever-present possibility of annihilation
shoul d the conflict enter the phase of total war.

On the one hand, the people of the world yearn for relief from
the anxiety arising fromthe risk of atomc war. On the other
hand, any substantial further extension of the area under the
dom nation of the Kremin would raise the possibility that no
coalition adequate to confront the Kremin wth greater
strength coul d be assenbled. It is in this context that this
Republic and its citizens in the ascendancy of their strength
stand in their deepest peril.

The issues that face us are nonmentous, involving the ru i
|

| f ment
or destruction not only of this Republic but of civilization

I
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They are issues which will not await our deliberations.
onsci ence and resolution this Governnent and the people
resents nust now take new and fateful decisions.
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TERMS OF REFERENCE

The fol!omﬁn? report is submtted 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 reexam nation of
our objectives in peace and war and of the effect of
t hese obj ectives on our strategic plans, in the |ight
of the probable fission bonb capablllty and possi bl e
t her nonucl ear bonb capability of the Soviet Union.

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

It nust be considered whether a decision to proceed with
a programdirected toward determning feasibility
prejudges the nore fundanmental decisions (a) as to
whet her, in the event that a test of a thernonuclear
weapon proves successful, such weapons shoul d be
stockpil ed, or (bL I f stockpiled, the conditions under
whi ch ther m ght be used in war. If a test of a
t her nronucl ear weapon proves successful, the pressures
to produce and stockpile such weapons to be held for
t he sane purposes for which fission bonbs are then
being held wll be greatly increased. The question of
use policy can be adequately assessed only as a part of
a general reexamnation of this country's strategic
pl ans and its objectives in peace and war. Such
reexam nati on woul d need to consider national policy
not only with respect to possible thernonucl ear
weapons, but also with respect to fission weapons--

viewed in the [ight of the probable fission bonb
capability and the possible thernonucl ear bonb
capability of the Soviet Union. The noral, _ _
psychol ogi cal, and political questions involved in this
probl em woul d need to be taken into account and be
gi ven due wei ght. The outcone of this reexam nation
woul d have a crucial bearing on the further question as
to whether there should be a revision in the nature of

t he agreenents, |nclud|nﬁ the international control of
aLonchegekgy, whi ch we have been seeking to reach with
the U S S R
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1. Fundanental Purpose of the United States

The fundanmental purpose of the United States is laid down in the
Preanble to the Constitution: ". . . to forma nore perfect
Uni on, establish %ustlce, I nsure donestic Tranquility, provide
for the common defence, pronote the general Welfare, and secure
the Bl essings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity." In
essence, the fundanental 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 enmerge as a consequence of this purpose: CQur
determnation to maintain the essential elenents of individual
freedom as set forth in the Constitution and Bill of R ghts;
our determ nation to create conditions under which our free and
denocratic systemcan |ive and prosper; and our determ nation
to fight if necessar¥ to defend our way of life, for which as
in the Declaration of |ndependence, "with a firmreliance on
the protection of Divine Providence, we nutually pledge to each
ot her our lives, our Fortunes, and our sacred nor."
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I11. Fundanental Design of the Kremin

The fundanmental design of those who control the Soviet Union and
the international communi st novenment is to retain and solidify
their absolute power, first in the Soviet Union and second in
the areas now under their control. In the mnds of the Sovi et
| eaders, however, achievenment of this de3|%n requires the
dynam c extension of their authority and the ultimte
elimnation of any effective opposition to their authority.

The design, therefore, calls for the conplete subversion or
forcible destruction of the machinery of governnent and
structure of society in the countries of the non-Soviet world
and their replacenent by an apparatus and structure subservient
to and controlled fromthe Kremin. To that end Soviet efforts
are now directed toward the dom nation of the Eurasian |and
mass. The United States, as the principal center of power in
t he non-Sovi et world and the bul wark of opposition to Sovi et
expansion, is the principal enenmy whose integrity and vitality
nmust be subverted or destroyed by one neans or another if the
Kremin is to achieve its fundanental design.
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| V. The Underlying Conflict in the Real mof ideas and Val ues
between the U. S. Purpose and the Krenlin Design

A. NATURE OF CONFLICT

The Kremin regards the United States as the only major threat
to the conflict between idea of slavery under the grim
oligarchy of the Kremin, which has come to a crists with the
pol ari zati on of power described in Section |, and the exclusive
possessi on of atom c weapons by the two protagonists. The idea
of freedom noreover, is peculiarly and iIntolerably subversive
of the idea of slavery. But the converse is not true. The
i npl acabl e Purpose of the slave state to elimnate the
chal | enge of freedom has placed the two great powers at
opPos!te poles. It is this fact which gives the present
pol ari zat1 on of power the quality of crisis.

The free society values the individual as an end in hinself,
requiring of himonly that neasure of self-discipline and self-
restraint which make the rights of each individual conpatible
wth the rlﬂhts of every other individual. The freedom of the
i ndi vidual has as its counterpart, therefore, the negative
responsibility of the individual not to exercise his freedomin
ways i nconsistent wwth the freedom of other individuals and the
positive responsibility to nmake constructive use of his freedom
In the building of a just society.

Fromthis idea of freedomw th responsibility derives the
marvel ous diversity, the deep tolerance, the | awful ness 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 denocratic system The free society attenpts to create and
mai ntain an environnment in which every individual has the
3ﬁportun|ty to realize his creative powers. It al so explains

y the free society tolerates those wwthin it who would use
their freedomto destroy it. By the sane token, in relations
bet ween nations, the prinme reliance of the free society is on
the strength and appeal of its idea, and it feels no conpul sion
sooner or later to bring all societies into conformty wth it.

For the free society does not fear, it welcones, diversity. It
derives its strength fromits hospitality even to antipathetic
ideas. It is a market for free trade in 1deas, secure Inits
faith that free nen wll take the best wares, and growto a
fuller and better realization of their powers in exercising
their choice.



The idea of freedomis the nost contagious idea in history, nore
cont agi ous than the idea of subm ssion to authority. For the
breadth of freedom cannot be tolerated in a society which has
cone under the dom nation of an individual or grouE of
individuals with a will to absolute power. \Were the despot
hol ds absol ute power--the absol ute power of the absolutely
powerful will--all other wills nmust be subjugated in an act of
W | 1ing subm ssion, a degradation wlled by the individual upon
hi nsel T under the conpul sion of a perverted faith. It is the
first article of this faith that he finds and can only find the
meani ng of his existence in serving the ends of the system The
system becones God, and subm ssion to the wll of God becones
subm ssion to the will of the system It is not enough to yield
outmardIY to the system-even Gandhi an non-vi ol ence I's not
acceptable--for the spirit of resistance and the devotion to a
hi gher authority m ght then remain, and the individual would
not be wholly subm ssive.

The sane conpul si on which demands total power over all nen
within the Soviet state without a single exception, demands
total power over all Communist Parties and all states under
Sovi et domi nation. Thus Stalin has said that the theory and
tactics of Leninismas expounded by the Bol shevik party are
mandatory for the proletarian parties of all countries. A true
internationalist is defined as one who unhesitatingly uphol ds
the position of the Soviet Union and in the satellite states
true patriotismis |love of the Soviet Union. By the sane token
t he "peace policy" of the Soviet Union, described at a Party
Congress as "a nore advantageous formof fighting capitalism"”
is a device to divide and i mobilize the non-Conmmuni st worl d,
and the peace the Soviet Union seeks is the peace of total
conformty to Soviet policy.

The antiPathy of slavery to freedomexplains the iron curtain,
the isolation, the autarchy of the society whose end is
absol ute power. The existence and persistence of the idea of
freedomis a permanent and continuous threat to the foundation
of the slave society; and it therefore regards as intolerable
the I ong continued existence of freedomin the world. Wat is
new, what makes the continuing crisis, is the polarization of
pﬁMB; whi ch now i nescapably confronts the slave society with
the free.

The assault on free institutions is world-wde 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 Czechosl ovakia was not in the
measure of Czechosl ovakia's material inportance to us. In a
material sense, her capabilities were already at Sovi et
di sposal. But when the integrity of Czechoslovak institutions
was destroyed, it was in the intangi ble scale of values that we
regi stered a | oss nore danagi ng than the material | oss we had
al ready suffered.

Thus unwillingly our free society finds itself nortally
chal | enged by the Soviet system No other value systemis so
whol ly 1rreconcilable wwth ours, so inplacable in its purpose
to destroy ours, so capable of turning to its own uses the nost
dangerous and divisive trends in our own SOCIet¥,_nO ot her so
skil'lfully and powerfully evokes the elenments of irrationality



I n human nature everywhere, and no other has the support of a
great and growi ng center of mlitary power

B. OBJECTI VES

The objectives of a free society are determned by its
fundanmental val ues and by the necessity for nmintaining the
material environnment in which they flourish. Logically and in
fact, therefore, the Kremin's challenge to the United States
is directed not only to our values but to our physical capacity
to protect their environnent. It is a challenge which

enconpasses both peace and war and our objectives in peace and
war nust take account of it.

1. Thus we nust make ourselves strong, both in the way in which

we affirmour values in the conduct of our national |ife,
and in the devel opnent of our mlitary and economc
st rengt h.

2. W& nust lead in building a successfull¥ functionin? _
BO|Itlca! and economic systemin the free world. It is only
y practical affirmtion, abroad as well as at honme, of our
essential values, that we can preserve our own integrity,
in which lies the real frustration of the Krenlin design.

3. But begond thus affirm ng our values our policy and actions
must be such as to foster a fundanental change in the
nature of the Soviet system a change toward which the
frustration of the design is the first and perhaps the nost
important step. Clearly it will not only be | ess costly but
nore effective if this change occurs to a maxi num extent as
a result of internal forces in Soviet society.

In a shrinking world, which now faces the threat of atomc
warfare, it 1s not an adequate objective nerely to seek to
check the Kremin design, for the absence of order anong
nations is becomng |less and |less tolerable. This fact 1 nposes
on us, in our ow Interests, the responsibility of world
| eadership. It demands that we make the attenpt, and accept the
risks inherent in it, to bring about order and justice by neans
consistent with the principles of freedomand denocracy. W
should Iimt our requirement of the Soviet Union to its
participation wth other nations on the basis of equality and
respect for the rights of others. Subject to this requirenent,
we must with our allies and the former subject Peoples seek to
create a world society based on the principle of consent. Its
framewor k cannot be inflexible. It wll consist of many
national communities of great and varying abilities and
resources, and hence of war potential. The seeds of conflicts
will inevitably exist or will cone into being. To acknow edge
this is only to acknomﬁedge t he |np033|b|I|tY of a final
sol uti on. t to acknowl edge it can be fatally dangerous in a
world in which there are no final solutions.

Al'l these objectives of a free society are equally valid and
necessary in peace and war. But every consideration of devotion
to our fundanental values and to our national security denmands
that we seek to achieve themby the strategy of the cold war.

It is only bK devel oping the noral and material strength of the
free world that the Soviet regine will becone convinced of the
faIS|tY of its assunptions and that the pre-conditions for

wor kabl e agreenents can be created. By practically



denonstrating the integrity and vitality of our systemthe free
worl d wi dens the area of possible agreenent and thus can hope
gradual ly to bring about a Soviet acknow edgenent of realities
which in sumw | eventually constitute a frustration of the
Sovi et design. Short of this, however, it mght be possible to
create a situation which will induce the Soviet Union to
accommodate itself, with or without the consci ous abandonnent

of its design, to coexistence on tolerable terns with the non-
Soviet world. Such a devel opnent would be a triunph for the idea
of freedom and denocracy. |t nust be an i mmedi ate objective of
United States policy.

There is no reason, in the event of war, for us to alter our
overal |l objectives. They do not include unconditional _
surrender, the subjugation of the Russian peoples or a Russia
shorn of its econom c potential. Such a course would _
|rrevocabIK unite the Russian people behind the regi me which
ensl aves them Rather these objectives contenpl ate Sovi et
acceptance of the specific and limted conditions requisite to
an international environment in which free institutions can

flourish, and in which the Russian peoPIes w |l have a new
chance to work out their own destiny. |f we can nake the
Russi an people our allies in the enterprise we wll obviously

have made our task easier and victory nore certain.

The objectives outlined in NSC 20/4 (Novenber 23, 1948) ... are
fully consistent with the objectives stated in this Paper, and
they remain valid. The growing intensity of the conflict which
has been i nmposed upon us, however, requires the changes of
enphasi s and the additions that are apparent. Coupled with the
Brobable fission bonb capability and possible thernonucl ear

onb capability of the Soviet Union, the intensifying struggle
requires us to face the fact that we can expect no | asting
abatement of the crisis unless and until a change occurs In the
nature of the Soviet system

C. MEANS

The free society is |imted in its choice of nmeans to achieve
Its ends.

Conpul sion is the negation of freedom except when it is used to
enforce the rights common to all. The resort to force,
|nternall¥ or externally, is therefore a last resort for a free
society. The act is perm ssible only when one individual or
groups of individuals within it threaten the basic rights of
ot her individuals or when another society seeks to inpose its
will upon it. The free society cherishes and protects as
fundanmental the rights of the mnority against the will of a
maj ority, because these rights are the inalienable rights of
each and every individual.

The resort to force, to conpulsion, to the inposition of its
Wwll is therefore a difficult and dangerous act for a free
society, which is warranted only in the face of even greater
dangers. The necessity of the act nmust be clear and conpelling;
t he act nust commend itself to the overwhelmng majority as an
I nescapabl e exception to the basic idea of freedom or the
regenerative caEaC|ty of free nmen after the act has been
perfornmed will be endanger ed.

C
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The Kremin is able to select whatever neans are expedient in
seeking to carry out its fundanmental design. Thus 1t can nake

t he best of several possible worlds, conducting the struggle on
those |l evels where it considers it profitable and enjoying the
benefits of a pseudo-peace on those |evels where it Is not
read% for a contest. At the ideological or psychol ogical I|evel,
in the strugPIe for men's mnds, the conflict is worldw de. At
the political and economic level, within states and in the

rel ati ons between states, the struggle for power is being
intensified. And at the mlitary level, the Kremin has thus
far been careful not to commt a technical breach of the peace,
al t hough using its vast forces to intimdate its neighbors, and
to supRort an aggressive foreign policy, and not hesitating
through its agents to resort to arns in favorable _
circunstances. The attenpt to carry out its fundanental design
I's being pressed, therefore, wth all means which are believed
expedient in the present situation, and the Kremin has

I nextricably engaged us in the conflict between its design and
our purpose.

W have no such freedom of choice, and |east 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
t he fundanmental conflict in the realmof ideas. The idea of
sl avery can only be overcone by the tinely and persistent
denonstration of the superlorltr of the idea of freedom
Mlitary victory alone would only partially and perhaps onIK
teanrarlly affect the fundanental conflict, for although the
ability of the Kremlin to threaten our security mght be for a
time destroyed, the resurgence of totalitarian forces and the
re-establishnment of the Soviet systemor its equival ent would
not be IonP deIaYed unl ess great progress were made in the
fundanmental conflict.

Practical and ideol ogical considerations therefore both inpel us
to the conclusion that we have no choice but to denonstrate the
superiority of the idea of freedomby its constructive
application, and to attenpt to change the world situation by
means short of war in such a way as to frustrate the Kremin
desi gn and hasten the decay of the Soviet system

For us the role of mlitary power is to serve the national
purpose by deterring an attack upon us while we seek by other
means to create an environnent in which our free society can
flourish, and by flghtln?, I f necessary, to defend the
integrity and vitality of our free society and to defeat any
aggressor. The Krenmin uses Sovi et n1I|tarK power to back up
and serve the Kremin design. It does not hesitate to use
mlitary force aggressively if that course is expedient in the
achi evenent of its design. The differences between our
fundanment al purpose and the Kremin design, therefore, are
reflected in our respective attitudes toward and use of
mlitary force.

Qur free society, confronted by a threat to its basic val ues,
naturally will take such action, including the use of mlitary
force, as may be required to protect those values. The
integrity of our systemw /||l not be jeopardi zed by any
nmeasures, covert or overt, violent or non-violent, which serve



t he purposes of frustrating the Kremin design, nor does the
necessity for conducting ourselves so as to affirmour val ues
in actions as well as words forbid such neasures, provided only
they are appropriately calculated to that end and are not so
excessive or msdirected as to make us enem es of the people

I nstead of the evil nmen who have ensl aved them

But if war cones, what is the role of force? Unless we so use it
t hat the Russian people can perceive that our effort is
directed against the reginme and its power for aggression, and
not against their own interests, we wll unite the regi ne and
the people in the kind of last ditch fight in which no
underlying problens are sol ved, new ones are created, and where
our basic Prlnc!ples are obscured and conprom sed. If we do not
in the application of force denonstrate the nature of our
objectives we will, in fact, have conprom sed fromthe outset
our fundanmental purpose. In the words of the Federalist (No.
28) "The neans to be eanoKed must be proportioned to the _
extent of the mi schief."” The m schief nmay be a global war or it
may be a Soviet canpaign for limted objectives. In either case
we shoul d take no avoidable initiative which would cause it to
become a war of annihilation, and if we have the forces to
defeat a Soviet drive for limted objectives it may well be to
our interest not to let it beconme a global war. Qur aimin
applying force nust be to conpel the acceptance of terns
consi stent with our objectives, and our capabilities for the
aﬁpllcatlon of force should, therefore, within the limts of

at we can sustain over the |long pull, be congruent to the
range of tasks which we nmay encounter.
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V. Soviet Intentions and Capabilities
A. POLI TI CAL AND PSYCHOLOG CAL

The Kremin's design for world dom nation begins at hone. The
first concern of a despotic oligarchy is that the |ocal base of
its power and authority be secure. The massive fact of the iron
curtain isolating the Soviet peoples fromthe outside world,
the repeated political purges within the USSR and the
institutionalized crines of the MVD [the Soviet Mnistry of
Internal Affairs] are evidence that the Krenlin does not feel
secure at home and that "the entire coercive force of the
socialist state" is nore than ever one of seeking to inpose its
absol ute authority over "the econony, manner of life, and
consci ousness of people" (Vyshinski, The Law of the Sovi et
State, p. 74). Simlar evidence in the satellite states of
Eastern Europe | eads to the conclusion that this sane policy,
in | ess advanced phases, is being applied to the Kremin's
col oni al ar eas.

Being a totalitarian dictatorship, the Krenmin's objectives in
these policies is the total subjective subm ssion of the
peopl es now under its control. The concentration canp is the
prototype of the society which these policies are designed to
achieve, a society in ich the ﬁersonallty of the individual
IS so broken and perverted that he participates affirmatively
in his own degradati on.

The Kremin's policy toward areas not under its control is the
elimnation of resistance to its will and the extension of its
I nfl uence and control. It is driven to follow this pollcY
because it cannot, for the reasons set forth in Chapter 1V,
tolerate the existence of free societies; to the Kremin the
nost mld and inoffensive free society is an affront, a
chal | enge and a subversive influence. Gven the nature of the
Kremin, and the evidence at hand, it seens clear that the ends
toward which this policy is directed are the sane as those
where its control has already been established.

The means enpl oyed by the Kremlin in pursuit of this policy are
limted only by considerations of expediency. Doctrine is not a
limting factor; rather it dictates the enploynent of violence,
subversion, and deceit, and rejects noral considerations. In
any event, the Kremin's conviction of its own infallibility
has made its devotion to theory so subjective that past or
present pronouncenents as to doctrine offer no reliable guide
to future actions. The only apparent restraints on resort to



war are, therefore, calculations of practicality.

Wth particular reference to the United States, the Kremin's
strategic and tactical policy is affected by its estimte that
we are not only the greatest inmmedi ate obstacle which stands
between it and world dom nation, we are also the only power
whi ch could release forces in the free and Soviet worlds which
could destroy it. The Kremlin's policy toward us is
consequent |y ani mat ed bK a gecullarly virul ent blend of hatred
and fear. Its strategy has been one of attenpting to underm ne
the conplex 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 foll owed the sound principle of seeking
maxi mumresults with mnimumrisks and commtnents. 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
Krem in becone convinced that it could cause our downfall by
one conclusive blow, it would not seek that solution.

n considering the capabilities of the Soviet world, it is of
prime inportance to renenber that, in contrast to ours, they
are being drawn upon close to the maxi num possi ble extent. Al so
in contrast to us, the Soviet world can do nore with |ess--it
has a | ower standard of living, its econony requires less to
keep it functioning, and its mlitary machi ne operates
effectively with | ess el aborate equi pnent and organi zati on.

The caBabiIities of the Soviet world are being exploited to the
full because the Kremin is inescapably mlitant. It is
I nescapably militant because it possesses and is possessed by a
wor | d-wi de revol uti onary novenent, because it ' is the
I nheritor of Russian inperialism and because it is a
totalitarian dictatorship. Persistent crisis, conflict, and
expansion are the essence of the Kremin's mlitancy. This
dynam sm serves to intensify all Soviet capabilities.
Two enor nous organi zations, the Communi st Party and the secret
olice, are an outstanding source of strength to the Krenin.
In the Party, it has an apparatus designed to i npose at hone an
| deol ogi cal uniformty anbong its people and to act abroad as an
I nstrunment of propaganda, subversion and espionage. In its
police apparatus, it has a donestic repressive instrunent
guar ant eel ng under present circunstances the continued security
of the Krenmin. The denonstrated capabilities of these two
basi ¢ organi zati ons, operating openly or in disguise, in nmass
or through single agents, is unparalleled in history. The
party, the police and the conspicuous m ght of the Soviet
mlitary machi ne together tend to create an overall inpression
of iare3|st|ble Sovi et power anong many peoples of the free
wor | d.

The ideol ogical pretensions of the Krenmlin are another great
source of strength. Its identification of the Soviet system

wi th comuni sm its peace canpaigns and its chanpi oning of

col oni al peoples nmay be viewed Wwth apathy, if not cynicism by
t he oppressed totalitariat of the Soviet world, but in the free
wor | d these ideas find favorable responses in vul nerable
segnents of society. They have found a particularly receptive
audi ence in Asia, especially as the Asiatics have been



| npressed by what has been plausibly portrayed to them as the
rapi d advance of the USSR from a backward society to a position
of great world power. Thus, in its pretensions to being (a%_the
source of a new universal faith and (b) the nodel "scientific"
society, the Kremin cynically identifies itself with the
genui ne aspirations of |arge nunbers of people, and pl aces
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
nei ther institutional nor 1deological, which should be taken

I nto consideration. The extraordinary flexibility of Sovi et
tactics is certainly a strength. It derives fromthe utterly
anoral and opportunistic conduct of Soviet policy. Conbining
this quality wwth the el enents of secrecy, the Kremin _
Possesses a form dabl e capacity to act wth the w dest tactical

atitude, with stealth, and wth speed.

The greatest vulnerability of the Kremin lies in the basic
nature of its relations with the Sovi et peopl e.

That relationship is characterized b% uni versal suspicion, fear,
and denunciation. It is a relationship in which the Krenlin
relies, not only for its power but its very survival, on _
intricately devised nechani sns of coercion. The Soviet nonolith
IS held together by the iron curtain around it and the iron
bars wthin it, not by any force of natural cohesion. These
artificial mechanisnms of unity have never been intelligentl
chaIIenged_by a strong outside force. The full neasure of their
vulnerability is therefore not yet evident.

The Kremin's relations with its satellites and their ﬁeoples I S
i kewi se a vulnerability. Nationalismstill remains the nost
potent enotional -political force. The well-known ills of
col oni al i sm are conpounded, however, by the excessive demands
of the Kremin that its satellites accept not only the inperial
authority of Mdscow but that they believe in and proclaimthe
I deol ogi cal prinmacy and infallibility of the Kremin. These
excessive requirenments can be made good only through extrene
coercion. The result is that if a satellite feels able to
effect its independence of the Krenmlin, as Tito was able to do,
it is likely to break away.

In short, Soviet ideas and practices run counter to the best and
otentlaIIY t he strongest 1nstincts of nen, and deny their nost
undanment al aspirations. Agai nst an adversary which effectively

affirmed the constructive and hopeful instincts of nen and was
capable of fulfilling their fundamental aspirations, the Soviet
system m ght prove to be fatally weak.

The probl em of succession to Stalin is also a Krenmin
vul nerability. In a systemwhere suprene power is acquired and
hel d through violence and intimdation, the transfer of that
power may well produce a period of instability.

In a very real sense, the Kreminis a victimof, its own
dynam sm This dynam sm can becone a weakness if it is _
frustrated, if inits forward thrusts it encounters a superior

force which halts the expansi on and exerts a superior



counterpressure. Yet the Kremin cannot relax the condition of
crisis and nobilization, for to do so would be to lose its
dynam sm whereas the seeds of decay within the Soviet system
woul d begin to flourish and fructify.

The Kremin is, of course, aware of these weaknesses. It nust
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 unchall enged by clearly
superior counter-force--spiritual as well as material--its
vulnerabilities are largely inoperative and even conceal ed by
its successes. The Krenlin has not yet been given real reason
to fear and be diverted by the rot within its system

B. ECONOM C

The Kremlin has no economc intentions unrelated to its overal
$0I|C|es._Econonlps in the Soviet world is not an end in itself
The Kremin's policy, in so far as it has to do with econom cs,
Is to utilize economc processes to contribute to the overal
strength, particularly the war-nmaking caPa0|ty of the Soviet
system The nmaterial welfare of the totalitariat is severely
subordinated to the interest of the system

As for capabilities, even granting optimstic Soviet reports of
production, the total economc strength of the US. SSR
conpares wth that of the U S as roughly one to four. This is
reflected not only in gross national product (1949: USSR $65
billion; US. $250 billion), but in production of key
commodities in 1949:

Lsﬂésnd
EUROPEAN
u. S USSR ORBI T
COVBI NED
I ngot Steel
mllion 80. 4 21.5 28.0
met. tons)
P{inary
al um num
(t housand 617.6 130- 135 140- 145
met. tons)
El ectric
power
(billion 410 72 112
kwh)
Crude oil
(mllion 276.5 33.0 38.9

met. tons)

Assum ng the mai ntenance of present policies, while a large U S
advantage is likely to remain, the Soviet Union will be _
steadllﬁ reduci ng the di screpancy between its overall economc
strength and that of the U S. by continuing to devote
proportionately nore to capital investnent than the U S



But a full-scale effort bK_the U.S. would be capabl e of
|

precipitately altering this trend. The USSR today is on a near
maxi mum production basis. No matter what efforts Mscow m ght
make, on Y a relatively slight change in the rate of increase
in overall production could be brought about. In the U S., on
t he ot her hand, a very rapid absol ute expansi on could be _
realized. The fact renmmins, however, that so |long as the Soviet
Union is virtually nobilized, and the United States has
scarcely begun to summon up its forces, the greater _
capabilities of the U S are to that extent I noperative in the
struggle for power. Mreover, as the Soviet attainment of an
atom c capability has denonstrated, the totalitarian state, at
| east in tinme of peace, can focus its efforts on any given
project far nore readily than the denocratic state.

n other fields--general technol ogi cal conpetence, skilled | abor
resources, productivity of |abor force, etc.--the gap between
the USSR 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 tal ents.

C. MLITARY

The Soviet Union is developing the mlitary capacity to F port

its design for world dom nation. The Soviet Union actua
possesses arned forces far in excess of those necessary
defend its national territory. These arned forces are pr
not yet considered by the Soviet Union to be sufficient
initiate a war which would involve the United States. Th
excessive strength, coupled now wth an atom c 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 victinms of its aggression fromtaking any
action in opposition to its tactics which would risk war.

up
l'y
to
obabl y
to
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Shoul d 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 advanced state of preparation imedi ately to
undertake and carry out the follow ng canpaigns.

a. To overrun Western Europe, with the possible
exception of the |berian and Scandi navi an Peni nsul as;
to drive toward the oil-bearing areas of the Near and
M ddEe East; and to consolidate Communi st gains in the

ar East;

b. To launch air attacks against the British |Isles and
air and sea attacks against the |ines of comunications
of the Western Powers in the Atlantic and the Pacific;

c. To attack selected targets with atom c weapons, now
i ncluding the |ikelihood of such attacks agal nst
targets I n Al aska, Canada, and the United States.
Alternatively, this capability, coupled wth other
actions open to the Soviet Union, mght deny the United
Ki ngdom as an effective base of operations for allied
forces. It also should be possible for the Soviet Union



to prevent any allied "Normandy" type anphi bi ous
operations intended to force a reentry into the
conti nent of Europe.

After the Soviet Union conpleted its initial canpaigns and
consolidated its positions in the Western European area, it
coul d sinul taneously conduct:

a. Full-scale air and limted sea operations against the
British Isles;

b. I nvasions of the |Iberian and Scandi navi an Peni nsul as;

c. Further operations in the Near and M ddl e East,
continued alr operations against the North Anerican
continent, and air and sea operations against Atlantic
and Pacific lines of conmunication; and

d. Diversionary attacks in other areas.

During the course of the offensive operations listed in the
second and third para?raphs_above, the Soviet Union wll have
an air defense capability with respect to the vital areas of
its own and its satellites' territories which can oppose but
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
armes or even its own forces throughout a long war. It mgh
not be in the interest of the Soviet Union to equip full t
satellite armes, since the possibility of defections wo
exi st .

o<

It is not possible at this tine to assess accurately the finit
di sadvantages to the Sovi et Union which may accrue through th
I mpl enent ati on of the Econom c Cooperation Act of 1948, as
amended, and the Miutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949. It
shoul d be expected that, as this inplenentation progresses, the
Internal security situation of the recipient nations should
|nProve concurrently. In addition, a strong United States
mlitary position, plus increases in the armanments of the
nations of Western Europe, should strengthen the determ nation
of the recipient nations to counter Soviet noves and in event
of war could be considered as |ikely to delay operations and
I ncrease the tine required for the Soviet Union to overrun
Western Europe. In all probability, although United States
backing will stiffen their determ nation, the armanents
I ncrease under the present aid prograns will not be of any
maj or consequence prior to 1952. Unless the mlitary strength
of the Western European nations is increased on a nmuch |arger
scal e than under current prograns and at an accel erated rate,

It is nore than Ilkelx 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 mlitary
capability, the long-range allied mlitary objective in Western
Eur ope nust envi sage an increased mlitary strength in that
area sufficient possibly to deter the Soviet Union froma mgjor
war or, in any event, to delay materially the overrunni ng of
Western Europe and, if feasible, to hold a bridgehead on the

e
e



continent agai nst Soviet Union offensives.

We do not know accurately what the Soviet atomc capability is
but the Central Intelllgfnce Agency intelligence estinates,
concurred in by State, ny, Navy, Air Force, and Atom c Energy
Comm ssion, assign to the Soviet Union a production capability
giving it a fission bonb stockpile within the follow ng ranges:

By mi d- 1950 10- 20
By mid-1951 25- 45
By mi d-1952 45- 90
By mi d-1953 70- 135
By i d- 1954 200

This estimate is admttedly based on inconplete coverage of
Soviet activities and represents the production capabilities of
known or deduci ble Soviet plants. If others exist, as is
possi ble, this estimate could |lead us into a feeling of
superiority in our atomc stockpile that m ght be dangerously
n1s|ead|n%, particularly with regard to the timng of a

ossi bl e Soviet offensive. On the other hand, if the Sovi et

ni on experiences operating difficulties, this estinmate would
be reduced. There is sone evidence that the Soviet Union is
acquiring certain materials essential to research on and
devel opnent of thernonucl ear weapons.

The Sovi et Union now has aircraft able to deliver the atomc
bonb. Qur Intelligence estimates assign to the Soviet Union an
atom c bonber capability already in excess of that needed to
del i ver avail able bonbs. W have at present no eval uated
estimate regardi ng the Soviet accuracy of delivery on target.
It is believed that the Soviets cannot deliver their bonbs on
target with a degree of accuracy conparable to ours, but a
pl anning estimate mght well place it at 40-60 percent of bonbs
sorted. For planning purposes, therefore, the date the Soviets
possess an atom c stockpile of 200 bonbs would be a critical
date for the United States, for the delivery of 100 atom c
bonbs on targets in the United States woul d seriously damage
this country.

At the tinme the Soviet Union has a substantial atom c stockpile
and if it is assuned that it will strike a strong surprise bl ow
and if it is assuned further that its atomc attacks wll be
net wwth no nore effective defense opposition than the United
States and its allies have programmed, results of those attacks
coul d i ncl ude:

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
conmuni cati ons 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 thernonuclear capability
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tion to this substantial atom c stockpile would result
mendously i ncreased damage.

During this decade, the defensive capabilities of the Soviet
Union will probably be strengthened, particularly by the
devel opnent and use of nodemaircraft, aircraft warning and
conmuni cati ons devi ces, and defensive gui ded m ssiles.



NSC 68: United States (bjectives and Prograns for National
Security

VI. US Intentions and Capabilities--Actual and Potenti al
A. POLI TI CAL AND PSYCHOLOGQ CAL

Qur overall policy at the present tinme nmay be described as one
designed to foster a world environnment in which the American
system can survive and flourish. It therefore re+ects the
concept of isolation and affirnms the necessity of our positive

participation in the world community.

This broad intention enbraces two subsidiary policies. One is a

policy which we would probably pursue even if there were no
Soviet threat. It is a policy of attenpting to develop a
heal thy international community. The other is the policy of
“contai ning" the Soviet system These two policies are closely
interrelated and interact on one another. Nevertheless, the
di stinction between them is basically valid and contributes to
a cl earer understanding of what we are trying to do.

The policy of striving to develop a healthy international
conmunity is the Ionﬂ;tern1ponstruct|ve effort which we are
engaged Iin. It was this policy which gave rise to our vigorous
sponsorship of the United Nations. It is of course the
princi pal reason for our |ong continuing endeavors to create
and now develop the Inter-Anerican system It, as nuch as
contai nment, underlay our efforts to rehabilitate Western
Europe. Most of our international econom c activities can
| i kewi se be explained in terns of this policy.

In a world of polarized power, the policies designed to devel op

a healthy international comunity are nore than ever necessary

to our own strength.

As for the policy of "containnent," it is one which seeks by all
means short of war to gl? bl ock further expansion of Soviet
power, (2) expose the falsities of Soviet pretensions, (3)

I nduce a retraction of the Kremin's control and influence, and
4) in general, so foster the seeds of destruction wthin the
ovi et systemthat the Kremin is brought at |east to the point

of nodifying its behavior to conformto generally accepted

I nternational standards.

It was and continues to be cardinal in this policy that we
possess superior overall power in ourselves or in dependable
conbi nation with other |ikem nded nations. One of the nost
i mportant ingredients of power is mlitary strength. In the
concept of "containnent," the maintenance of a stron% mlitary
posture is deened to be essential for two reasons: (1) as an



~ultimate guarantee of our national security and (2?_ as an
I ndi spensable backdrop to the conduct of the polic of

"“contai nnent."” Wthout superior aggregate mlitary strength, in
being and readily nobilizable, a policy of "contalnnment"--which
is in effect a policy of calculated and gradual coercion--is no
nore than a policy of bluff.

At the sane tinme, it is essential to the successful conduct of a
policy of "containnment" that we always |eave open _
tPepOSSIblllty of negotiation wth the USSR A diplomatic
reeze--and we are 1n one now-tends to defeat the very
plcposes noent" because it raises tensions at the sane tinme that
It makes Soviet retractions and adjustnments in the direction of
noder at ed behavior nore difficult. It also tends to inhibit our
initiative and deprives us of opportunities for maintaining a

noral ascendancy in our struggle with the Soviet system

In "containnment” it is desirable to exert pressure in a fashion
which will avoid so far as possible directly chall enging Sovi et
Brest|ge, to keep open the possibility for the USSR to retreat
efore pressure wth a mnimum loss of face and to secure
political advantage fromthe failure of the Kremin to yield or
t ake advantage of the openings we |leave it.

W have failed to inplement adequately these two fundanental

aspects of "containment." In the face of obV|ousIY mount i ng
Soviet mlitary strength ours has declined relatively. Partly
as a byproduct of this, but also for other reasons, we now find
ourselves at a diplomatic inpasse with the Soviet Union, wth
the Kremin growing bolder, wth both of us holdi ng on grimy
to what we have, and with ourselves facing difficult decisions.

I n exam ning our capabilities it is relevant to ask at the

outset--capabilities for what? The answer cannot be stated
solely in the negative terns of resisting the Kremin design.
It includes also our capabilities to attain the fundanental
purpose of the United States, and to foster a world environnent
I n which our free society can survive and fl ouri sh.

Potentially we have these capabilities. W know we have themin
~the economic and mlitary fields. Potentially we also have them
in the political and psychological fields. The vast majority of
Americans are confident that the system of values I ch
ani mates our society--the principles of freedom tolerance, the
i mportance of the individual, and the supremacy of reason over
wll--are valid and nore vital than the ideology which is the
fuel of Soviet dynam sm Translated into terns relevant to the
| i ves of other peoples--our system of values can becone perhaps
a powerful appeal to mllions who now seek or find 1In
authoritarianism a refuge from anxieties, bafflement, and
i nsecurity.

Essentially, our denocracy al so possesses a uni que degree of
unity. Qur society is fundanentally nore cohesive than the
Sovi et system the solidarity of which is artificially created
t hrough force, fear, and favor. This neans that expressions of
nati onal consensus in our soc;e;y_ are soundly and solidly
based. It neans that the possibility of revolution in this
country is fundanentally less than that in the Soviet system



These capabilities within us constitute a great potential force

In our iInternational relations. The potential wthin us of
bear|ng witness to the values by which we |ive holds prom se
for a dynam c manifestation to the rest of the world of the
vitality of our system The essential tolerance of our world
out | ook, our generous and constructive inpul ses, and the
absence of covetousness in our international relations are
assets of potentially enornous influence.

These then are our potential capabilities. Between them and our

capabilities currently being utilized is a wi de gap of
unactual i zed 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 nobilized close to the
maxi mum possi bl e extent.

The full power which resides within the Arerican people will be

evoked only through the traditional denocratic process: This
process requires, firstly, that sufficient information
regarding the basic political, economc, and mlitary el enments
of the present situation be nade publicly available so that an
intelligent popul ar opinion may be fornmed. Having achieved a
cpnPrehenS|on of the 1ssues now confronting this Republic, it
wi Il then be possible for the Anerican people and the Anerican
Government to arrive at a consensus. Qut of this conmon view
wi ||l develop a determ nation of the national will and a solid
resolute expression of that will. The initiative in this
process lies with the Governnent.

The denocratic way is harder than the authoritarian way because,

in seeking to protect and fulfill the individual, it demands of
hi m under st andi ng, judgnment, and positive participation in the
I ncreasi ngly conpl ex and exacting probl enms of the nodern world.
It demands that he exercise discrimnation: that while pursuing
through free inquiry the search for truth he knows when he
should commt 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 1s easy for people to

| apse i nto excesses--the excesses of a_PernanentIy open m nd

wi shfully waiting for evidence that evil design may becone
nobl e purpose, the excess of faith becpn1n? prejudi ce, the
excess of tol erance degenerating into indulgence of conspiracy
and the excess of resorting to suppression when nore noderate
nmeasures are not only nore appropriate but nore effective.

n coping with dictatori al Povernnents acting in secrecy and
wi th speed, we are also vulnerable in that the denocratic
process necessarily operates in the open and at a deliberate
tenpo. Weaknesses in our situation are readily apparent and
subject to imediate exploitation. This Governnment therefore
cannot afford in the face of the totalitarian challenge to
operate on a narrow margin of strength. A denobcracy can
conpensate for its natural vulnerabrlity only if it maintains
clearly superior overall power in its nost inclusive sense.

The very virtues of our systemlikew se handicap us in certain

respects in our relations with our allies. Wiile it is a
general source of strength to us that our relations wth our
allies are conducted on a basis of persuasion and consent
rat her than conpul sion and capitulation, it is also evident



t hat di ssent anong us can becone a vul nerability. Sonetinmes the
di ssent has its principal roots abroad in situations about
whi ch we can do noth!n%: Sonetimes it arises |largely out of
certai n weaknesses wi thin oursel ves, about which we can do
sonet hi ng--our native inpetuosity and a tendency to expect too
much from people wi dely divergent from us.

The full capabilities of the rest of the free world are a
potential 1 ncrement 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 | ose but
thelr_§OV|et chains, are a potential which can be enlisted on
our side.

Li ke our own capabilities, those of the rest of the free world
exceed the capabilities of the Soviet system Like our own they
are far frombeing effectively nobilized and enpl oyed in the
struggl e agai nst the Kr?niln design. This is so because the

rest of the free world |acks a sense of unity, confidence, and
comon purpose. This is true in even the nost honbgeneous and
advanced segnent of the free world--Wstern Europe.

As we oursel ves denonstrate power, confidence, and a sense of
noral and political direction, so those same qualities wll be
evoked in Western Europe. In such a situation, we may al so _
anticipate a general inprovenent in the political tone in Latin
Anerica, Asia, and Africa and the real begi nnings of awakening
anong the Soviet totalitariat.

In the absence of affirmative decision on our part, the rest of
the free world is alnost certain to becone denoralized. Qur
friends wll become nore than a liability to us; they can
eventual |y becone a positive increnent to Sovi et power.

In sum the capabilities of our allies are, in an inportant
sense, a function of our own. An affirmative decision to summon
up the potential within ourselves would evoke the potenti al
strength within others and add it to our own.

B. ECONOM C

1. Capabilities. In contrast to the war econony of the Sovi et
world (cf. Ch. V-B), the Anerican econony (and the econony of
the free world as a whole) is at present directed to the
provi sion of rising standards of living. The mlitary budget of
the United States represents 6 to 7 percent of its gross
nati onal product (as against 13.8 percent for the Sovi et
Union). Qur North Atlantic Treaty [NAT] allies devoted 4.8
percent of their national product to mlitary purposes in 1949.

This difference in enphasis between the two econom es neans t hat
t he 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 investnent in production facilities for
mlitary end-products and in dispersal. There are relatively

few nmen receiving mlitary training and a relatively low rate

of production of weapons. However, given tine to convert to a

war effort, the capabilities of the United States econony and

al so of the Western European econony_mpuld be trenendous. In
the light of Soviet mlitary capabilities, a question which may



be of decisive inportance in the event of war is the question
whet her there will be time to nobilize our superior human and
mat eri al resources for a war effort (cf. Chs. VIII and I X).

The capability of the Anmerican econony to support a build-u

of
economc and mlitary strength at hone and to assi st a_buiPd-up
abroad is limted not, as in the case of the Soviet Union, so
much by the ability to produce as by the decision on the proper
al |l ocation of resources to this and ot her Burposes. Even
vestern_EuroPe_couId afford to assign a substantially |arger
Proport!on of its resources to defense, if the necessary
foundation in public understanding and will could be |aid, and
I f the assistance needed to neet i1ts dollar deficit were

provi ded.

A few statistics will help to clarify this point [Table 1].

The Soviet Union is now allocating nearly 40 percent of its

gross avail able resources to mlitary purposes and investnent,
much of which is in mar-supﬁortlng i ndustries. It is estimted
that even in an energency the Soviet Union could not increase
this proportion to much nore 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 investnent (or 22
percent including forelgn assistance), and little of its

I nvest ment outlays are directed to mar-suPPortlng i ndustri es.
In an enmergency the United States could allocate nore than 50
percent of its resources to mlitary purposes and foreign

assi stance, or five to six tinmes as much as at present.

The sanme point can be brought out by statistics on the use of

I mportant products. The Soviet Union is using 14 percent of its
I ngot steel, 47 percent of its primary alum num and 18.5
percent of its crude oil for mlitary purposes, while the
correspondi ng percentages for the United States are 1.7, 8.6,
and 5.6. Despite the tremendously |arger production of these
goods in the United States than the Soviet Union, the latter is
actual |y u3|n%,_for mlitary purposes, nearly twce as nuch
steel as the United States and 8 to 26 percent nore al um num

Tabl e 1. Percentage of Gross Avail abl e Resources Allocated to

| nvest nent, National Defense, and Consunption in East and West,
1949 (in percent of total)

[COUNTRY [GROSS | NVESTVENT |[DEFENSE |[CONSUMPTI ON |
[USSR 25. 4 13.8 [60. 8 |
[Sovi et Orbit [[22.0 (a) [4.0 (b) [74.0 (a) |
[US. [13.6 6.5 [79. 9
|[Eur opean NAT countries [20. 4 4.8 I[74. 8

(a) crude estimate. [Footnote in the source text.]

(b) Includes Soviet Zone of Gernmany; otherwise 5 percent. [Footnote in the
source text.]

Per haps the nost inpressive indication of the economc

superiority of the free world over the Soviet world which can




be made on the basis of available data is provided in
conpari sons (based mainly on the Econom c Survey of Europe,
1948) [Table 2].

Tabl e 2. Conparative Statistics on Economc Capabilities of East
and West

SATELLI TES
U S. 1948-49 | EURPEAN NAT TOTAL USSR (1950

COUNTRI ES PLAN) 1045. 49 TOTAL

?2ﬁﬂ“%ﬂ;§5 149 173 322 198 (a) 75 273

Enpl oynent in
non-
agricul tural 45 - - 31 (a) - -
est abl i shrment §

(mllions)

G oss Nati onal

Pr oducti on
(billion 250 84 334 65 (a) 21 86

dol | ars)

Nat i onal

i ncome per
capita 1700 480 1040 330 280 315
(curent
dol | ars)

Pr oducti on
data (b):

Coal (million 582 306 888 250 88 338

t ons)
El ectric power
(billion kuh) 356 124 480 82 15 97

Cr ude

petrol eum
(nillion 277 1 278 35 5 40

t ons)

Pig iron
(mllion 55 24 79 19.5 3.2 22.7
t ons)

Steel (mllion 80 32

t ons) 112 25 6 31

Cenent
(mllion 35 21 56 10.5 2.1 12. 6
t ons)

N T -

(a) 1949 dat a.

(b) for the European NAT countries and for the satellites, the data include
out put by maj or producers.

It should be noted that these conparisons understate the
relative position of the NAT countries for several reasons: (1)
Canada i s excluded because conparabl e data were not avail abl e;
(2) the data for the USSR are the 1950 targets (as stated in
the fourth five-year P!an) rat her than actual rates of
production and are believed to exceed in many cases the
production actually achi eved; 53) the data for the European NAT
countries are actual data for 1948, and production has
generally increased since that tine.

Furthernore, the United States coul d achieve a substanti al
absol ute increase in output and could thereby increase the
al l ocation of resources to a build-up of the econom c and



mlitary strength of itself and its allies without suffering a
decline in its real standard of |iving. Industrial production
dﬁcl|ned by 10 percent between the first quarter of 1948 and

t he

| ast quarter of 1949, and by aggroxinately one-fourth

bet ween 1944 and 1949. In March 19 there were approxi mately
4, 750, 000 unenpl oyed, as conpared to 1,070,000 in 1943 and
670,000 in 1944. The gross national product declined slowy in
1949 fromthe peak reached in 1948 ($262 billion in 1948 to an
annual rate of $256 billion in the [ast six nonths of 1949),
and in terns of constant prices declined by about 20 percent
bet ween 1944 and 1948.

Wth a high I evel of economc activity, the United States could
soon attain a gross national product of $300 billion per year,
as was pointed out in the President's Econom c Report (January
1950?. rogress in this direction would permt, and m ght
itself be aided by, a buildup of the economc and mlitary
strength of the United States and the free world; furthernore,
i f a dynam c expansion of the econony were achieved, the _
necessary buil d-up could be acconplished wi thout a decrease in
the national standard of |iving because the required resources
coul d be obtained by siphoning off a part of the annual
increment in the gross national product. These are facts of
fundamental inportance in considering the courses of action
open to the United States (cf. Ch. [|X).

2. Intentions. Foreign economc policy is a major instrunent in
he conduct of United States foreign relations. It is an
nstrument which can powerfully influence the world environnent
n ways favorable to the security and welfare of this country.

t is also an instrunment which, 1f unwisely fornulated and

npl oyed, can do actual harmto 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 instrunent
peculiarly appropriate to the cold war.

t
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The preceding analysis has indicated that an essential el enent
in a programto frustrate the Kremin design is the devel opnent
of a successfully functioning systemanong the free nations. It
is clear that econom c conditions are anong the fundanental
determnants of the will and the strength to resist subversion
and aggr essi on.

United States foreign econom ¢ 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
summari zed as fol |l ows:

1. assistance to Western Europe in recovery and the creation of
a viabl e econo (the European Recovery Program;

2. assistance to other countries because of their special needs
arising out of the war or the cold war and our speci al
interests in or responsibility for neeting then1(Prant
assi stance to Japan, the Philippines, and Korea, |oans and
credits bg the Export-Ilnport Bank, the International
Monetary Fund, and the International Bank to |Indonesia,
Yugosl avia, lran, etc.);

3. assistance in the devel opnent of underdevel oped areas (the
Point IV programand | oans and credits to various countries,



overl apping to sone extent with those nentioned under 2);
mlitary assistance to the North Atlantic Treaty countri es,
G eece, Turkey, etc.; o o
restriction of East-West trade in itens of mlitary
| nportance to the East; _ _
pur chase and stockPgllng of strategic materials; and
efforts to reestablish an international econony based on
mul tilateral trade, declining trade barriers, and _
convertible currencies (the IT-1TO program the Reci procal
Trade Agreenents program the |M--1B program and the
Brpgran1nom1be|n devel oped to solve the problemof the
nited States balance of paynents).

No o A

In both their short and Ionﬁ term aspects, these policies and
prograns are directed to the stren?thenlng of the free world
and therefore to the frustration of the Kremin design. Despite
certai n i nadequaci es and i nconsi stencies, which are now bei ng
studied in connection wth the problemof the United States
bal ance of paynents, the United States has generally pursued a
foreign economc policy which has powerfully supported its
overal |l objectives. The question nust neverthel ess be asked
whet her current and currently projected prograns w |
adeguately support this policy in the future, in terns both of
need and urgency.

The | ast year has been indecisive in the economc field. The
Sovi et Uni on has made consi derable progress in integrating the
satellite econom es of Eastern Europe into the Sovi et econor%h

e

but still faces very large problens, especially w th China.
free nations have |nFortant_acconpllshnents to record, but also
have trenmendous problens still ahead. On bal ance, neither side

can claimany great advantage in this field over its relative
position a year ago. The inportant question therefore becones:
what are the trends?

Several conclusions seemto energe. First, the Soviet Union is
w deni ng the gap between its preparedness for war and the

unpr eparedness of the free world for war. It is devoting a far
greater Proportlpn of its resources to mlitary purposes than
are the free nations and, in significant conponents of mlitary
power, a greater absolute quantity of resources. Second, the
Conmruni st success in China, taken with the politico-economc
situation in the rest of South and South-East Asia, provides a
2fr|ngboard for a further incursion in this troubled area.

t hough Comuni st Chi na faces serious econom c probl ens which
may i npose sone strains on the Soviet econony, it is probable
that the social and econom c problens faced by the free nations
in this area present nore than offsetting opportunities for
Communi st 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 econony and to the
mai nt enance of the Western orientation of certain countries,
Bartlcularly Germany and Austria. Fourth, despite (and in part

ecause of) the Titoist' defection, the Soviet Union has _
accelerated its efforts to integrate satellite econony with its
own and to increase the degree of autarchy within the areas
under its control.

Fifth, neanwhile, Western Europe, with American (and Canadi an)
assi stance, has achieved a record | evel of production. However,



it faces the prospect of a rapid taperinﬁ_off of American

assi stance without the possibility of achieving, by its own
efforts, a satisfactory equilibriumwth the dollar area. It
has al so made very little progress toward "economnic
integration,” which would in the long run tend to inprove its
productlyltr and to provide an econom c environnent conducive
to political stability. In particular, the novenent toward
econom c integration does not appear to be rapid enough to _
provi de Western Germany wi th adequate econom c opportunities in
the West. The United Kingdomstill faces econom c problenms
which may require a noderate but politically difficult decline
in the British standard of |iving or nore American assistance
than is contenplated. At the sane tinme, a strengthening of the
British position is needed if the stability of the Comobnweal th
Is not to be inpaired and if it is to be a focus of resistance
to Communi st expansion in South and Sout h- East Asi a. o

| nprovenment of the British position is also vital in building
up the defensive capabilities of Western Europe.

Si xth, throughout Asia the stability of the present noderate
governnents, which are nore in synpathy with our Purposes t han
any Probable successor reginmes would be, is doubtful. The _
problemis only in part an econom c one. Assistance in econonc
devel opnment is inportant as a neans of holding out to the
Peoples of Asia sonme prospect of inprovenent I n standards of
l'iving under their present governnents. But probably nore
I mportant are a strengthening of central institutions, an
I nprovenment in adm nistration, and generally a devel opnent of
an econom ¢ and social structure within which the peopl es of
Asi a can make nore effective use of their great hunman and
materi al resources.

Sevent h, and perhaps nost inportant, there are indications of a

| et-down of United States efforts under the pressure of the
donesti c budgetary situation, disillusion resulting from
excessively optimstic expectations about the duration and
results of our assistance prograns, and doubts about the w sdom
of continuing to strengthen the free nations as agai nst

prepar edness neasures 1n |light of the intensity of the cold

war .

Ei ghth, there are grounds for predicting that the United States
and other free nations will wthin a period of a few years at
nost experience a decline in economc activity of serious
proportions unless nore positive governnental prograns are
devel oped than are now avail abl e.

In short, as we | ook into the future, the prograns now pl anned
wi Il not nmeet the requirements of the free nations. The
difficulty does not lie so nuch in the inadequacy or
m sdirection of policy as in the inadequacy of planned
programs, in terns of timng or inpact, to achieve our
obj ectives. The risks inherent in this situation are set forth
in the follow ng chapter and a course of action designed to
reinvigorate our efforts in order to reverse the present trends
?nd to achi eve our fundanental purpose is outlined in Chapter

X.
C. M LI TARY



The United States now possesses the %reatest mlitary potential
of aEy_S|ngIe nation in the world. The n1!|tarK weaknesses of
the United States vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, however, include
its nunerical |nfer!or|tK in forces in being and in total
manpower. Coupled with the inferiority of forces in being, the
United States al so | acks tenabl e positions fromwhich to enpl oy
its forces in event of war and nunitions power in being and
readily avail abl e.

t is true that the United States arnmed forces are now stronger
than ever before in other times of apparent peace; it is also
true that there exists a sharp_dlspar|t¥ bet ween our actua
mlitary strength and our commtnments. The relationship of our
strength to our present conmitnents, however, is not alone the
governing factor. The world situation, as well as conmtnents,
shoul d govern; hence, our mlitary strength nore properly
should be related to the world situation confronting us. Wen
our mlitary strength is related to the world situation and
bal anced agai nst the |ikely exigencies of such a situation, it
Is clear that our mlitary strength is becom ng dangerously

I nadequat e.

| f war should begin in 1950, the United States and its allies
will have the mlitary CapabI|ItY of conducting defensive
operations to provide a reasonable measure of protection to the
Western Hem sphere, bases in the Western Pacific, and essenti al
mlitary lines of conmunication; and an inadequate neasure of
protection to vital military bases in the United Kingdomand in
the Near and Mddle East. W will have the capability of
conducti ng powerful offensive air operations against vital
el ements of the Soviet war-making capacity.

The scal e of the operations listed in the preceding_paragraﬁh S
limted by the effective forces and material in being of the
United States and its allies vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.

Consi stent with the aPPreSS|ve threat facing us and in
consonance with overall strategic plans, the United States nust
provide to its allies on a continuing basis as |arge anmounts of
mlitary assistance as possible w thout serious detrinment to
the United States operational requirenents.

_ ( _ les of the United States and
its allies were rapidly and effectively devel oped, sufficient
forces could be produced probably to deter war, or if the
Sovi et Uni on chooses war, to withstand the initial Soviet
attacks, to stabilize supporting attacks, and to retaliate in
turn with even greater inpact on the Soviet capabilities. From
the mlitary point of view al one, however, this would require
not only the generation of the necessary mlitary forces but

al so the devel opnent and stockpiling of inproved weapons of all

t ypes.

Under existing peacetinme conditions, a period of fromtwo to
three years Is required to produce a material increase in
mlitary power. Such increased power could be provided in a
sonmewhat shorter period in a declared period of energency or in
wartime through a full-out national effort. Any increase in
n1I|tar% Bomer_ln peacetime, however, should be related both to
Its probable mlitary role in war, to the inplenentation of
i mredi ate and long-termUnited States foreign policy vis-a-vis

If the potential mlitary capabilit



the Soviet Union, and to the realities of the existing .
situation. |If such a course of increasing our mlitary power is
adopted now, the United States woul d have the capability of
elimnating the disparity between its mlltar?/ strength and the
exi gencies of the situation we face; eventually of gaining the
initiative in the "cold" war and of materially delaying if not
st oppi ng the Soviet offensives in war itself.



NSC 68: United States Cbjectives and Prograns for National
Security

VIl. Present R sks
A. GENERAL

It is apparent fromthe preceding sections that the integrity
and vitality of our systemis in greater jeopardy than ever
before in our history. Even if there were no Soviet Union we
woul d face the great problemof the free society, accentuated
many fold in this industrial age, of reconciling order,
security, the need for participation, wth the requirenent of
freedom W would face the fact that in a shrinking world the
absence of order anobng nations is becomng |ess and |ess
tol erable. The Krem in design seeks to inpose order anong
nati ons by nmeans which woul d destroy our free and denocratic
system The Krenlin's possession of atom c weapons puts new
power behind its design, and increases the jeopardy to our
system |t adds new strains to the uneasy equilibriumw thout-

order which exists in the world and rai ses new doubts in nen's
m nds whether the world will long tolerate this tension w thout
nmovi ng toward sone kind of order, on sonebody's terns.

The risks we face are of a new order of nmagnitude, conmensurate
wth the total struggle in which we are engaged. For a free
society there is never total victory, since freedom and
denocracy 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
wor| d of polarized power, so as to ?IVG_US no choi ce,
glt|ﬂately, bet ween neeting themeftectively or being overcone

y them

B. SPECI FI C

It is quite clear from Soviet theory and practice that the
Kremin seeks to bring the free world under its dom nion by the
met hods of the cold war. The preferred technique is to subvert
by infiltration and intimdation. Every institution of our
society is an instrunent which it is sought to stultify and
turn agai nst our Purposes. Those that touch nost closely our
material and noral strength are obviously the prine targets,
| abor unions, civic enterprises, schools, churches, and al
nmedi a for influencing opinion. The effort is not so nmuch to
make them serve obvious Soviet ends as to prevent themfrom
serving our ends, and thus to make them sources of confusion in
our econony, our culture, and our body politic. The doubts and
diversities that in terns of our values are part of the nerit
of a free system the weaknesses and the problens that are



peculiar to it, the rights and privileges that free nen en%oy,
and the disorgani zation and destruction left in the wake of the
| ast attack on our freedons, all are but opportunities for the
Kremlin to do its evil work. Every advantage is taken of the
fact that our neans of prevention and retaliation are limted
bK t hose principles and scruples which are precisely the ones
that give our freedom and denocracy its nmeaning for us. None of
our scruples deter those whose only code is "norality is that
whi ch serves the revolution.”

Since everything that gives us or others respect for our
Institutions is a suitable object for attack, it also fits the
Kremin's design that where, with inpunity, we can be insulted
and made to suffer indignity the opportunity shall not be
m ssed, particularly in any context which can be used to cast
di shonor on our country, our system our notives, or our
met hods. Thus the nmeans by which we sought to restore our own
econom c health in the '30's, and now seek to restore that of
the free world, come equally under attack. The mlitary aid by
whi ch we sought to help the free world was frantlcaIIY
denounced by the Communists in the early days of the [ast war,
and of course our Present efforts to devel op adequate mlitary
strength for ourselves and our allies are equally denounced.

At the sane tinme the Soviet Union is seeking to create _
overmhelnlng mlitary force, in order to back up infiltration
a

|
with intimdation. In the only terms in which it understands
strength, it is seeking to denonstrate to the free world that
force and the will to use it are on the side of the Krenlin,
that those who lack it are decadent and dooned. In | ocal
incidents it threatens and encroaches both for the sake of
| ocal gains and to increase anxiety and defeatismin all the

free world

The possession of atom c weapons at each of the opposite poles
of power, and the inability (for different reasons) of either
side to place any trust in the other, puts a premumon a
sprPrlse attack against us. It equally puts a premiumon a nore
viol ent and ruthl ess prosecution of its design by cold war,
especially if the Kremin is sufficiently objective to realize
the inprobability of our prosecuting a preventive war. It al so
puts a prenm um on piecemeal aggression agai nst others, counting
on our unwillingness to engage in atom c war unless we are
directly attacked. We run all these risks and the added risk of
bei ng confused and i nmmobilized by our inability to weigh and
c]boose,h and pursue a firmcourse based on a rational assessnent
of each.

The risk that we may thereby be prevented or too |ong delayed in
taking all needful neasures to maintain the integrity and
vitalrty of our systemis great. The risk that our allies wll
| ose their determnation is greater. And the risk that in this
manner a descending spiral of too little and too |ate, of doubt
and recrimnation, may present us wth ever narrower and nore
desperate alternatives, is the greatest risk of all. For
exanple, it is clear that our present weakness woul d prevent us
fromoffering effective resistance at any of several vital
&ressure_p0|nts. The only deterrent we can present to the

remin is the evidence we give that we may nmake any of the
critical points which we cannot hold the occasion for a gl obal



war of anni hil ati on.

The risk of having no better choice than to capitul ate or
precipitate a global war at any of a nunber of pressure points
I's bad enough in itself, but it is nultiplied by the weakness
It inparts to our position in the cold war. |nstead of
aPpearlng_stron and resolute we are continually at the verge
0 appearlnﬂ and being alternately irresol ute and desperat e,

et 1t is the cold war which we nust win, because both the
rem in design, and our fundanental purpose give it the first
priority.

The frustration of the Kremin design, however, cannot be
acconpl i shed by us alone, as will appear fromthe analysis in
Chapter I X, B. Strength at the center, in the United States, is
only the first of two essential elenents. The second is that
our allies and potential allies do not as a result of a sense
of frustration or of Soviet intimdation drift into a course of
neutrality eventually | eading to Soviet dom nation. If this
were to happen in Germany the effect upon Wstern Europe and
eventual | y upon us m ght be catastrophic.

But there are risks in making ourselves strong. A |arge neasure
of sacrifice and discipline will be demanded of the rican
peopl e. The% wi Il be asked to give up sonme of the benefits
whi ch they have come to associate with their freedons. Not hing
coul d be nore inportant than that they fully understand the
reasons for this. The risks of a superficial understandi ng or
of an inadequate appreciation of the issues are obvious and
m ght |lead to the adoption of neasures which in thensel ves
woul d j eopardi ze the Integrity of our system At any point in
t he process of denonstrating our will to nake good our
fundanmental purpose, the Kremlin may decide to precipitate a
general war, or in testing us, may go too far. These are risks
we will invite by making ourselves strong, but they are |esser
ri sks than those we seek to avoid. Qur fundanental purpose is
nore likely to be defeated fromlack of the will to maintain
it, than fromany m stakes we may neke or assault we may
under go because of asserting that wll. No people in history
have preserved their freedom who thought that by not being
strong enough to protect thenselves they m ght prove
I noffensive to their enem es.

rs
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VIIl. Atom c Armanents
A. M LI TARY EVALUATION OF U.S. AND USSR ATOM C CAPABI LI TI ES

1. The United States now has an atom c capability, including
bot h nunbers and deliverability, estimated to be adequate, if
effectively utilized, to deliver a serious blow against the
war - maki ng capacity of the USSR It is doubted whether such a
blow, even if it resulted in the conplete destruction of the
contenpl ated target systens, would cause the USSR to sue for
terns or prevent Soviet forces from occupying Western Europe
agai nst such ground resistance as could presently be nobili zed.
A very serious initial blow could, however, so reduce the
capabilities of the USSR to supply and equip |ts_n1I|tarb _
organi zation and its civilian population as to give the United
States the prospect of developing a general mlitary
superiority in a war of |long duration.

2. As the atomi c capability of the USSR increases, it wll have
an increased ab|I|t% to hit at our atom c bases and
installations and thus seriously hanper 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 USSR
w || have a sufficient nunber of atom c bonbs and a sufficient
deliverability to raise a question whether Britain with its
present inadequate air defense could be relied upon as an
advance base fromwhich a major portion of the U S attack
coul d be I aunched.

It is estimated that, within the next four years, the USSR wi ||
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 nore effective
opposi tion than we now have programed. Such a bl ow could so
seriously danmage the United States as to greatly reduce its
superiority in econom c potential.

Ef fective opposition to this Soviet capability will require _
anong ot her measures greatlr i ncreased air warning systens, air
def enses, and vi gorous devel opnent and i npl enentation of a

civilian defense program whi ch has been thoroughly integrated
wth the mlitary defense systens.

In tinme the atom c capability of the USSR can be expected to
grow to a point where, given surprise and no nore effective
opposi tion than we now have programed, the possibility of a
decisive initial attack cannot be excl uded.



n the initial phases of an atom c war, the advantages of
tiative and surprise would be very great. A police state
g behind an iron curtain has an enornous advantage in
ai ning the necessary security and centralization of
ion required to capitalize on this advantage.

0n—+5—

4. For the nonment our atomic retaliatory capability is probably
adequate to deter the Kremin froma deliberate direct mlitary
attack aPalnst oursel ves or other free peoples. However, when
it calculates that it has a sufficient atom c capability to
make a surprise attack on us, nullifying our atom c superiority
and creat!nﬂ a mlitary situation decisively in its favor, the
Kremlin mght be tenpted to strike swiftly and with stealth.
The existence of two |arge atom c capabilities in such a
relationship mght well act, therefore, not as a deterrent, but
as an incitenent to war.

5. A further increase in the nunber and power of our atomc
weapons i s necessary in order to assure the effectiveness of
any U S retaliatory blow, but would not of itself seemto
change the basic |ogic of the above points. Geatly increased

eneral air, ground, and sea strength, and increased air

efense and civilian defense prograns woul d al so be necessary
to provide reasonabl e assurance that the free world could
survive an initial surprise atomc attack of the weight which
it is estimated the USSR will be capable of delivering by 1954
and still permt the free world to go on to the eventual
attai nment of its objectives. Furthernore, such a build-up of
strength coul d safeguard and increase our retaliatory power,
and thus m ght put off for sone tinme the date when the Sovi et
Uni on coul d cal culate that a surprise blow would be
advant ageous. This woul d provide additional tinme for the _
effects of our policies to produce a nodification of the Sovi et
system

6. If the USSR devel ops a thernonucl ear weapon ahead of the
U S., the risks of greatly increased Sovi et pressure_aPalnst
all the free world, or an attack against the U S., will be
greatly increased.

7. If the U S. develops a thernonucl ear weapon ahead of the
USSR, the U S. should for the tinme being be able to bring
I ncreased pressure on the USSR

B. STOCKPI LI NG AND USE OF ATOM C WWEAPONS

1. Fromthe foregoing analysis it appears that it would be to
the | ong-term advantage of the United States if atom c weapons
were to be effectively elimnated fromnational peacetinme
armanments; the additional objectives which nust be secured if
there is to be a reasonabl e prospect of such effective
elimnation of atom c weapons are discussed in Chapter I X In
t he absence of such elimnation and the securing of these
obj ectives, it would appear that we have no alternative but to
I ncrease our atom c capability as rapidly as other
consi derati ons nake appropriate. In either case, it appears to
be inperative to increase as rapidly as possible our general
air, ground, and sea strength and that of our allies to a point
where we are mlitarily not so heavily dependent on atonic



weapons.

2. As is indicated in Chapter 1V, it is inportant that the
United States enploy mlitary force only 1f the neceSS|tK for
Its use is clear and conpelling and commends itself to the
overwhel mng majority of our people. The United States cannot
t herefore engage in war except as a reaction to aggression of
so clear and conpelling a nature as to bring the overmheln1n?
maj ority of our people to accePt the use of mlitary force. In
the event war conmes, our use of force nust be to conpel the
accept ance of our objectives and nust be congruent to the range
of tasks which we nmay encounter.

In the event of a general war with the USSR, it nust be _
anticipated that atom c weapons will be used by each side in
the manner it deens best suited to acconplish its objectives.
In view of our vulnerability to Soviet atom c attack, it has
been argued that we mght wsh to hold our atom c weapons only
for retaliation against prior use by the USSR To be able to do
so and still have hope of achieving our objectives, the non-

atomc mlitary capabilities of ourselves and our allies would
have to be fu IY devel oped and the political weaknesses of the
Soviet Union fully exploited. In the event of war, however, we
could not be sure that we could nove toward the attai nment of
t hese objectives without the USSR s resorting sooner or |ater
to the use of its atomc weapons. Only if we had overwhel m ng
atom c super|0r|t¥ and obt ai ned command of the air m ght the
USSR be deterred fromenploying its atom c weapons as we
progressed toward the attai nnent of our objectives.

In the event the USSR devel ops bK 1954 the atom c capability
whi ch we now anticipate, it is hardly conceivable that, if war
cones, the Soviet |eaders would refrain fromthe use of atomc
weapons unless they felt fully confident of attaining their
obj ectives by ot her neans.

In the event we use atom c weapons either in retaliation for
their prior use by the USSR or because there is no alternative
met hod by which we can attain our objectives, it is inperative
that the strategic and tactical targets agai nst which they are
used be appropriate and the manner I n which they are used be
consistent with those objectives.

It appears to follow fromthe above that we shoul d produce and
stoc_Blle t her nronucl ear weapons in the event they prove

feasi ble and woul d add significantly to our net capability. Not
enough is yet known of their potentialities to warrant a
judgnent at this tinme regarding their use in war to attain our
obj ecti ves.

3. It has been suggested that we announce that we will not use
atom c weapons except in retaliation against the prior use of
such weapons by an aggressor. It has been argued that such a
decl aration woul d decrease the danger of an atom c attack
against the United States and its allies.

I n our present situation of relative unpreparedness in
conventi onal weapons, such a declaration would be interpreted
by the USSR as an adm ssion of great weakness and by our allies



as a clear indication that we intended to abandon them
Furthernore, it is doubtful whether such a declaration would be
taken sufficiently seriously by the Kremin to constitute an

I mportant factor in determ ning whether or not to attack the
United States. It is to be anticipated that the Krenmlin would
wei gh the facts of our capability far nore heavily than a

decl arati on of what we proposed to do with that capability.

Unl ess we are prepared to abandon our objectives, we cannot nake
such a declaration in good faith until we are confident that we
will be in a position to attain our objectives w thout war, or,
in the event of war, wthout recourse to the use of atomc
weapons for strategic or tactical purposes.

C. | NTERNATI ONAL CONTROL OF ATOM C ENERGY

1. A discussion of certain of the basic considerations involved
in securing effective international control is necessary to
make cl ear why the additional objectives discussed in apter
| X must be secured.

2. No systemof international control could prevent the
production and use of atom c weapons in the event of a
prol onged war. Even the nost effective system of international
control could, of itself, only provide (a) assurance that
atom ¢ weapons had been elimnated fromnational peacetine
armanents and (b) immediate notice of a violation. In essence,
an effective international control system would be expected to
assure a certain anount of tinme after notice of violation
bef ore at om ¢ weapons coul d be used in war.

3. The tinme period between notice of violation and possi bl e use
of atom c weapons in war which a control system could be
expected to assure depends upon a nunber of factors.

The di smantling of existing st ockpi |l es of bonbs and the
destruction of casings and firing nechani snms could by

t hensel ves give little assurance of securing tine. Casings and
firing mechani sns are Eresunably easy to produce, even
surreptitiously, and the assenbly of weapons does not take nuch
time.

| f existing stocks of fissionable materials were in sonme way
elimnated and the future production of fissionable materials
effectively controlled, war could not start with a surprise
atom c attack.

In order to assure an appreciable tine |ag between notice of
violation and the tinme when atom c weapons m ght be avail abl e
in quantity, it would be necessar¥ to destroy all plants
capabl e of making | arge anmounts of fissionable material. Such
action would, however, require a noratoriumon those possible
peacetlre uses which call for large quantities of fissionable
materi al s.

Ef fective control over the production and stockpiling of raw
materials mght further extend the tine period which effective
I nternational control would assure. Now that the Russians have
| earned the techni que of producing atom c weapons, the tine



bet ween violation of an international control agreenent and
production of atom c weapons w |l be shorter than was estinmated
I n 1946, except possibly in the field of thernonuclear or other
new types of weapons.

4. The certainty of notice of violation also deRends upon a
nunber of factors. In the absence of good faith, it is to be
doubt ed whet her any s¥sten1can be designed which wll give
certainty of notice of violation. International ownership of
raw materials and fissionable materials and international
owner shi p and operation of dangerous facilities, coupled wth
I nspection based on continuous unlimted freedom of access to
all parts of the Soviet Union (as well as to all parts of the
territory of other signatories to the control agreenent) appear
to be necessary to give the requisite degree of assurance
agai nst secret violations. As the Soviet stockpile of _
frssionable materials grows, the amount which the USSR m ght
secretly withhold and not declare to the inspection agency
grows. In this sense, the earlier an agreenment is consummated
the greater the security it would offer. The possibility of
successful secret production operations also Increases with
devel opnments whi ch na¥ reduce the size and power consunption of
i ndi vi dual reactors. The devel opnment of a thernonucl ear bonb
woul d increase many fold the damage a gi ven anount of
fissionable material could do and would, therefore, vastly
i ncrease the danger that a decisive advantage coul d be gai ned
t hrough secret operations.

5. The relative sacrifices which would be involved in
i nternational control need also to be considered. If it were
possi ble to negotiate an effective system of international
control the United States would presumably sacrifice a nmuch
| arger stockpile of atom c weapons and a nuch | arger production
capacity than would the USSR The opening up of national
territory to international inspection involved in an adequate
control and inspection systemwould have a far greater inpact
on the USSR than on the United States. If the control system
I nvol ves the destruction of all large reactors and thus a
nmoratori um on certain possible peacetinme uses, the USSR can be
expected to argue that it, because of greater need for new
sour ces of energﬁ,_mould be making a greater sacrifice in this
regard than the United States.

6. The United States and the peoples of the world as a whol e
desire a respite fromthe dangers of atomc warfare. The chief
difficulty lies in the danger that the respite would be short
and that we m ght not have adequate notice of its pending
term nation. For such an arrangenent to be in the Interest of
the United States, it is essential that the agreenent be
entered into in good faith by both sides and the probability
against its violation high,

7. The nost substantial contribution to security of an effective
I nternational control system would, of course, be the opening
up of the Soviet Union, as required under the UN plan. Such
ogenlng_up is not, however, conpatible with the maintenance of
the Soviet systemin its present rigor. This is a major reason
for the Soviet refusal to accept the UN plan.

The studi es which began with the Acheson-Lilienthal commttee



and cul mnated in the present UN plan nade it clear that

I nspection of atomc facilities would not al one give the
assurance of control; but that ownership and operation by an

I nternational authority of the world's atom c energy activities
fromthe mne to the |last use of fissionable materrals was al so
essential. The del egation of sovereignty which this inplies is
necessarb 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 dom nation is equally
essential. As the Soviet Union would regard any country not
under its dom nation as under the potential if not the actual
dom nation of the United States, it is clear that what the
United States and the non-Soviet world nust insist on, the
Sovi et Union at present rejects.

The principal imrediate benefit of international control would
be to make a surprise atom c attack inpossible, assum ng the
elimnation of large reactors and the effective disposal of
stockpiles of fissionable materials. But it is alnpbst certain
that the Soviet Union would not agree to the elimnation of
| arge reactors, unless the inpracticability of producing atomc
power for peaceful purposes had been denonstrated beyond a
doubt. By the sane token, it would not now agree to elimnation
of its stockpile of fissionable materials.

Finally, the absence of good faith on the part of the USSR nust
be assuned until there 1's concrete evidence that there has been
a deci sive change in Soviet policies. It is to be doubted
whet her such a change can take place w thout a change in the
nature of the Soviet systemitself.

The above considerations nmake it clear that at |east a major
change in the relative power positions of the United States and
t he Soviet Union would have to take place before an effective
system of international control could be negotiated. The Sovi et

ni on woul d have had to have noved a substantial distance down
the path of accommopdati on and conprom se before such an
arrangenent woul d be conceivable. This conclusion is supported
by the Third R9ﬁort of the United Nations Atom c Energ%_ _
Comm ssion to the Security Council, May 17, 1948, in ich it

Is stated that ". . . the majority of the Comm ssion has been
unable to secure . . . their acceptance of the nature and
extent of participation in the world conmunity required of al
nations in this field.... As a result, the Conm ssion has been

forced to recognize that agreenent on effective nmeasures for
the control of atomc energy is itself dependent on cooperation
i n broader fields of policy."

In short, it is inpossible to hope than an effective plan for

i nternational control can be negotiated unless and until the
Krem in design has been frustrated to a point at which a
genui ne and drastic change in Soviet policies has taken pl ace.



NSC 68: United States (bjectives and Prograns for National
Security

| X. Possi bl e Courses of Action

I ntroduction. 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
Broiected_prograns for carrying out these policies;
. lIsolation;
c. Var; and o o _
d. Anore rapid building up of the political, economc, and
mlitary strength of the free world than provided under a, with
t he purpose of reaching, if possible, a tolerable state of
order anong nations w thout war and of preparing to defend
ourselves In the event that the free world is attacked.

The role of negotiation. Negotiation nust be considered in
relation to these courses of action. A negotiator always
attenpts to achieve an agreenent which is sonewhat better than
the realities of his fundanmental position would justify and
which is, in any case, not worse than his fundanental position
requires. This is as true in relations anbng sovereign states
as in relations between individuals. The Sovi et Union possesses
several advantages over the free world in negotiations on any
| ssue:

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 nore about the realities of the free world's

osition than the free world knows about its position;

. It does not have to be responsive in any inportant sense to
publ i ¢ opi ni on; _
c. It does not have to consult and agree with any ot her
countries on the ternms it will offer 'And accept; and
d. It can influence public opinion in other countries while
i nsul ating the peoples under its control.

These are inportant advantages. Together with the unfavorable
trend of our power position, they mlitate, as is shown in
Section A bel ow, against successful negotiation of a general
settlenment at this tinme. For although the United States
pr obabl y now possesses, principally in atom c 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
bylhtself to advance the position of the United States in the
cold war.

The problemis to create such political and econonmic conditions
in the free world, backed by torce sufficient to inhibit Soviet



attack, that the Kremin will accommodate itself to these
condi tions, gradually w thdraw, and eventually change its
policies drastically. It has been shown in Chapter VIII that
truly effective control of atomc ener%y woul d require such an
oPen|ng 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 circunstances 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
free countries will require, as a condition to firmpolicies
and adequate prograns directed to the frustration of the
Krem in design, that the free world be continuously Brepared to
negoti ate agreenents wth the Soviet Union on equitable terns.
It is still argued by many ﬁeople_here and abroad t hat
equi t abl e agreenents with the Sovi et Union are possible, and
this viewwl!l gain force if the Soviet Union begins to show
signs of accommmbdation, even on uni nportant issues.

The free countries nmust always, therefore, be prepared to _
negoti ate and nust be ready to take the initiative at tinmes in
seek|n8 negoti ation. They nust develop a nagptlatlng posi tion
whi ch defines the issues and the terns on ich they would be
prepared--and at what stages--to accept agreenents wth the
Soviet Union. The terns nust be fair in the view of popul ar
opinion in the free world. This neans that they nust be
consistent with a positive programfor peace--in harmony wth
the United Nations Charter and providing, at a mninum for
the effective control of all armaments by the United Nations or
a successor organi zation. The ternms nust not require nore of
t he Sovi et Union than such behavior and such participation in a
wor | d organi zation. The fact that such conduct by the Sovi et
Uni on i s inpossible without such a radical change in Sovi et
policies as to constitute a change in the Soviet system would
then enmerge as a result of the Kremin's unwillingness to
accept such ternms or of its bad faith in observing them

A sound negotiatin? position is, therefore, an essential elenent
in the ideological conflict. For sone time after a decision to
build up strength, any offer of, or attenpt at, negotiation of
a general settlenent along the [ines of the Berkeley SEeech by
the Secretary of State could be only a tactic.' Neverthel ess,
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 programand to
mnimze the imediate risks of war. It is urgently necessary
for the United States to determne its negotiating position and
to obtain agreenent with its major allies on the purposes and
terms of negotiation.

n the second place, assum ng that the United States in
cooperation wth other free countries decides and acts to

I ncrease the strength of the free world and_assun1n? t hat the
Krem in chooses the path of accommobdation, it will fromtinme to
time_be necessary and desirable to negotiate on various
specific issues with the Kremin as the area of possible
agreenent w dens.



The Kremin will have three mjor objectives in negotiations
wth the United States. The first is to elimnate the atomc
capabilities of the United States; the second is to prevent the
effective nobilization of the superior potential of the free
world in human and material resources; and the third is to
secure a wthdrawal of United States forces from and _
comm tnents to, Europe and Japan. Depending on its eval uation
of its own strengths and weaknesses as agal nst the West's
(Partlcularly the ability and will of the West to sustain its
efforts), it will or will not be preBared_to make i nport ant
concessions to achieve these nmjor objectives. It is unlikely
that the Kremlin's evaluation is such that it would now be
prepared to nake significant concessions.

The objectives of the United States and other free countries in
negotiations with the Soviet Union (apart fromthe ideol ogical
obj ectives di scussed above) are to record, in a formal fashion
which will facilitate the consolidation and further advance of
our position, the process of Soviet accommobdation to the new
political, psychol ogical, and econom c conditions in the world
which wll result from adoption of the fourth course of action
and which will be supported by the increasing mlitary strength
devel oped as an integral part of that course of action. In
short, our objectives are to record, where desirable, the
gradual w thdrawal of the Soviet Union and to facilitate that
process by maki ng negotiation, if possible, always nore
expedi ent than resort to force.

It nust be presuned that for sone tinme the Kremin wll accept
agreenments only if it is convinced that by acting in bad faith
wnenever and wherever there is an opportunity to do so with
I mpunity, it can derive greater advantage fromthe agreenents
than the free world. For this reason, we nust take care that
any agreenments are enforceable or that they are not susceptible
of violation without detection and the possibility of effective
count er measur es.

This further suﬁgests that we will have to consider carefully
the order in I ch agreenents can be concl uded. Agreenent on
the control of atomc energy would result in a relatively
greater disarmanent of the United States than of the Sovi et
Uni on, even assum ng consi derabl e progress in building up the
strength of the free world in conventional forces and weapons.
It mght be accepted by the Soviet Union as part of a
del i berate design to nove agai nst Western Europe and ot her
areas of strategic inportance with conventional forces and
weapons. In this event, the United States would find itself at
war, having previously disarnmed itself in its nost inportant
weapon, and woul d be engaged in a race to redevelop atom c
weapons.

This seens to indicate that for the tine being the United States
and other free countries would have to insist on concurrent
agreenent on the control of nonatom c forces and weapons and
perhaps on the other elenents of a general settlenment, notably
peace treaties with Germany, Austria, and Japan and the
W t hdrawal of Soviet influence fromthe satellites. If,
contrary to our expectations, the Soviet Union should accept
agreenents Pron15|ng effective control of atom c energy and
conventional armanments, w thout any other changes in Sovi et



policies, we would have to consider very carefully whether we

coul d accept such agreenents. It is unlikely that this problem

w il arise.

To the extent that the United States and the rest of the free
worl d succeed in so building up their strength in conventi onal
forces and weapons that a Soviet attack with simlar forces
could be thwarted or held, we will gain increased flexibility
and can seek agreenents on the various issues in any order, as
t hey becone negoti abl e.

n the third place, negotiation wll play a part in the building
up of the strength of the free world, apart fromthe _

| deol ogi cal strength discussed above. This is nost evident in

t he problens of Germany, Austria, and Japan. In the process of
bui l ding up strength, It may be desirable for the free nations,
wi t hout the Soviet Union, to conclude separate arrangenents

w th Japan, Western CGermany, and Austria which would enlist the
energi es and resources of these countries in support of the
free world. This wll be difficult unless it has been
denonstrated by attenpted negotiation with the Soviet Union
that the Soviet Union is not prepared to accept treaties of
peace which woul d | eave these countries free, under adequate
saf equards, to participate in the United Nations and in

regi onal or broader associations of states consistent with the
United Nations' Charter and providing security and adequate
opportunities for the peaceful devel opnment of their political
and economc life.

Thi s denonstrates the inportance, fromthe point of view of
negotiation as well as for its relationship to the buildin uE
of the strength of the free world (see Section D below), of the

robl em of closer association--on a regional or a broader
asi s--anong the free countries.

n concl usi on, negotiation is not a possi ble separate course of
action but rather a means of gaining support for a program of
bui |l di ng strength, of recordi ng, where necessary and desirabl e,
progress in the cold war, and of facilitating further progress
while helping to mnimze the risks of war. Utimtely, it is
our objective to negotiate a settlement with the Soviet Union
(or a successor state or states) on which the world can pl ace
reliance as an enforceable instrunment of peace. But it is

I nportant to enphasize that such a settlenent can only record
the progress which the free world will have made in creating a
political and econom c systemin the world so successful that
the frustration of the Krenmlin's design for world dom nation
w il be conﬁlete. The analysis in the follow ng sections

i ndi cates that the building of such a systemrequires expanded
anF_apceIerated prograns for the carrying out of current

pol i ci es.

A. THE FI RST COURSE- - CONTI NUATI ON OF CURRENT POLICIES, WTH
ggEFEPESAND CURRENTLY PRQIECTED PROGRAMS FOR CARRYI NG QUT THESE

1. Mlitary aspects. On the basis of current prograns, the
United States has a | arge potential mlitary capability but an
act ual Capablllt{EthCh, t hough inmproving, 1s decl|n|ng
relative to the SR, particularly in light of its probable



fission bonb capability and possi bl e thernonucl ear bonb
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, the United States and its
allies, apart froma powerful atomc blow, will be conpelled to
conduct del ayi ng actions, while building up their strength for
a general offensive. A frank evaluation of the requirenents, 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 that there is a
sharp and growi ng disparity between them

A review of Soviet policy shows that the mlitary capabilities,
actual and potential, of the United States and the rest of the
free world, together with the apparent determ nation of the
free world to resist further Soviet expansion, have not induced
the Kremin 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, nodified only
when its probing revealed a determ nation and an ability of the
free world to resist encroachment upon it. The relative
mlitary capabilities of the free world are decI|n|n?! wth the
result that its determ nation to resist may al so decline and
that the security of the United States and the free world as a
whol e will be jeopardi zed.

Fromthe mlitary point of view, the actual and potenti al

capabilities of the United States, given a continuation of
current and projected prograns, Wl becone |ess and | ess
effective as a war deterrent. |nprovement of the state of
readi ness will becone nore and nore i nportant not only to

i nhibit the | aunching of war by the Soviet Union but also to
support a national policy deS|Pned to reverse the present

om nous trends in international relations. A building up of the
mlitary capabilities of the United States and the free world
Is a pre-condition to the achievenent of the ob%ectlves_
outlined in this report and to the protection of the United

St at es agai nst di saster.

Fortunately, the United States mlitary establishment has been
devel oped into a unified and effective force as a result of the
policies |aid down by the Cbngress_and t he vigorous carryin
out of these policies by the Adm nistration in the fields o
bot h organi zati on and econony. It is, therefore, a base upon
whi ch increased strength can be rapidly built wth maxi mum
efficiency and econony.

2. Political aspects. The Soviet Union is pursuin? the
initiative in the conflict wwth the free world. Its atomc
capabilities, together with its successes in the Far East, have
|l ed to an increasing confidence on its part and to an
i nc

reasing 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, om nous signs of further
deterioration in the Far East. There are al so sone indications
that a decline in norale and confidence in Wstern Europe may
be expected. In particular, the situation in Germany is
unsettl ed. 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 mlitary actions outlined in ChaPter
V, the determ nation of the free countries to resist probably
woul d | essen and there would be an increasing tenptation for
themto seek a position of neutrality.

Politically, recognition of the mlitary inplications of a
continuation of present trends will nmean that the United States
and especially other free countries will tend to shift to the

defensive, or to foll ow a dangerous pplicK of bluff, because
the mai ntenance of a firminitiative in the cold war is closely
related to aggregate strength in being and readily avail abl e.

This is Iarge!Y_a_probIenwof the incongruity of the current
actual capabilities of the free world and the threat to it, for
the free world has an economic and mlitary potential far
superior to the potential of the Soviet Union and its
satellites. The shadow of Soviet force falls darkly on Western
Eur ope and Asia and supports a policy of encroachnment. The free
wor| d | acks adequate neans--in the formof forces in being--to
thwart such expansion locally. The United States will therefore
be confronted nore frequently with the dilemma of reacting
totally to a limted extension of Soviet control or of not
reacting at all (except with ineffectual protests and half
measures). Continuation of present trends is likely to |ead,
therefore, to a gradual w thdrawal under the direct or indirect
ﬁressure of the Soviet Union, until we discover one day that we

ave sacrificed positions of vital interest. In other words,
the United States would have chosen, by |ack of the necessary
deci sions and actions, to fall back to isolation in the Wstern
Hem sphere. This course would at best result in only a
relatively brief truce and would be ended either by our

capitul ation or by a defensive war--on unfavorable terns from
unf avor abl e positions--against a Soviet Enpire conprom sing all
or nost of Eurasia. (See Section B.)

3. Econom c and soci al aspects. As was pointed out in Chapter
VI, the present foreign econom c policies and prograns of the
United States will not produce a solution to the problem of
i nternational econom c equilibrium notably the problemof the
dol l ar gap, and will not create an econom c base conducive to
political stability in many inportant free countries.

The European Recovery Program has been successful in assisting
the restoration and expansi on of production in Wstern Europe
and has been a major factor in checklnP_the dry rot of
Communi smin Wstern Europe. However, little progress has been
made toward the resunpt!on by Western Europe of a position of
influence in world affairs commensurate with its potenti al
strength. Progress in this direction will require integrated
political, economc, and mlitary policies and prograns, which
are supported 3%_the United States and the Western European
countries and ich will probably require a deeper
participation by the United States than has been contenpl at ed.

The Point IV Program and ot her assistance progranms w |l not
adequat el y supplenent, as nOM/pro%ected, the efforts of other
| mportant countries to devel op effective institutions, to
|nProve the admnistration of their affairs, and to achieve a
su

ficient neasure of econom c devel opnent. The noderate



regimes now in power in many countries, like India, |ndonesia,
Paki stan, and the Philippines, will probably be unable to
restore or retain their popular support and authority unless
they are assisted in bringing about a nore rapid inprovenent of
t he econom ¢ and social structure than present progranms w ||
make possi bl e.

The Executive Branch is now undertaking a study of the problem
of the United States bal ance of paynents and of the nmeasures
whi ch n1%ht be taken by the United States to assist in
establ i shing international economc equilibrium This is a very
I mportant project and work on it should have a high priority.
However, unl ess such an economi c programis matched and
suppl enented by an equally far-sighted and vigorous political
and n1I|tarK program we w |l not be successful in checking and
rolling back the Kremin's drive.

4. Negotiation. In short, by continuinE alon? its present course
the free world will not succeed in nmaking effective use of its
vastly superior political, economc, and mlitary potential to
build a tolerable state of order anobng nations. On the
contrary, the political, economc, and mlitary situation of
the free world is already unsatisfactory and wll becone | ess
favorabl e unl ess we act to reverse present trends.

This situation is one which mlitates agai nst successful
negotiations wth the Kremin--for the terns of agreements on
I mpor t ant pendlng I ssues would reflect present realities and
woul d 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 attenPt to negotiate a general settlenent on terns
acceptable to us would be Ineffective and probably |ong drawn
out, and m ght thereby seriously delay the necessary neasures
to build up our strength.

This is true despite the fact that the United States now has the
capability of delivering a powerful blow agai nst the Soviet
Unton 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 atomc superlor!tx to coerce the Soviet Union into
acceptabl e agreenents. In [ight of present trends, the Sovi et
Union will not withdraw and the only conceivable basis for a
general settlenent woul d be spheres of influence and of no

nfluenced "settlenent” which the Kremin could readily exploit

o its great advantage. The idea that Germany or Japan or ot her

nportant areas can exist as islands of neutrality in a divided

world is unreal, given the Kremin design for world doni nati on.

B. THE SECOND COURSE- - | SOLATI ON

|
t
|

Conti nuation of present trends, it has been shown above, w |
| ead progressively to the withdrawal of the United States from
nost of Its present commitnments in Europe and Asia and to our
isolation in the Western Hem sphere and its approaches. This
woul d result not froma conscious decision but froma failure
to take the actions necessary to bring our capabilities into
line with our commtnents and thus to a wthdrawal under
pressure. This pressure mght conme fromour present Alies, who



wll tend to seek other "solutions" unless they have confidence
in our determnation to accelerate our efforts to build a

?uccessfPhly functioning political and econom c systemin the
ree world.

There are sonme who advocate a deliberate decision to isolate
oursel ves. Superficially, this has some attractiveness as a
course of action, for it aBpears to bring our comm tnents and
capabilities into harnony by reducing the former and by_
concentrating our present, or perhaps even reduced, mlitary
expenditures on the defense of the United States.

Thi s argunment overlooks the relativity of capabilities. Wth the
United States in an isolated position, we would have to face
the probability that the Soviet Union would quickly dom nate
nmost of Eurasia, probably without neeting arnmed resistance. It
woul d thus acquire a potential far superior to our own, and
woul d pronptly proceed to develop this potential with the
pur pose of elimnating our power, which would, even in
I solation, remain as a challenge to it and as an obstacle to
the inmposition of its kind of order in the world. There is no
way to make ourselves inoffensive to the Kremlin except by
conpl ete subm ssion to its will. Therefore isolation would in
the end condemm us to capitulate or to fight alone and on the
defensive, with drastically limted offensive and retaliatory
capabilities in conparison wth the Soviet Union. (These are
the only possibilities, unless we are prepared to risk the
future on the hazard that the Soviet Enpire, because of over-

extension or other reasons, wll spontaneously destroy itself
fromwthin.)

The argunent al so overl ooks the inponderabl e, but neverthel ess
drastic, effects on our belief in ourselves and in our way of
life of a deliberate decision to isolate ourselves. As the
Soviet Union cane to dom nate free countries, it is clear that

nanr Anmericans would feel a deep sense of responsibility and

gui [t for having abandoned their forner friends and allies. As

t he Soviet Union nobilized the resources of Eurasia, increased

its relative mlitary capabilities, and heightened its threat

to our security, some would be tenPted to accept "peace" on its
terns, while many woul d seek to defend the United States by
creating a reginented system which would permt the assignnment

of a trenmendous part of our resources to defense. Under such a

state of affairs our national norale would be corrupted and the

integrity and vitality of our system subverted.

Under this course of action, there would be no negotiation,
unl ess on the Kremin's terns, for we would have given up
everyt hing of inportance.

It is possible that at some point in the course of isolation,
many Anmericans would conme to favor a surprise attack on the
Sovi et Union and the area under its control, in a desperate
attenpt to alter decisively the bal ance of power by an
overwnel m ng bl ow w th nodem weapons of nass destruction. It
appears unlikely that the Soviet Union would wait for such an
attack before |aunching one of its own. But even if it did and
even if our attack were successful, it is clear that the United
States woul d face appalling tasks in establishing a tol erable
state of order anpbng nations after such a war and after Sovi et



occupation of all or nost of Eurasia for sone Years. These
t asks appear so enornous and success so unlikely that reason
dictates an attenpt to achi eve our objectives by ot her neans.

C. THE TH RD COURSE- - WVAR

Sonme Anericans favor a deliberate decision to go to war agai nst
the Soviet Union in the near future. It goes w thout saylng
that the idea of "preventive" war--in the sense of a mlitary
attack not provoked by a mlitary attack upon us or our allies-

-is general ly unacceptable to Arericans. Its supporters argue
that since the Soviet Union is in fact at war wmth the free
worl d now and that since the failure of the Soviet Union to use
all-out mlitary force is explainable on grounds of expediency,
we are at war and shoul d conduct ourselves accordingly. Some
further argue that the free world is probably unable, except
under the crisis of war, to nobilize and direct its resources
to the checking and rolling back of the Kremin's drive for
worl d dom nion. This is a powerful argunment in the |ight of
hlstorK, but the considerations agai nst war are so conpelling
that the free world nust denonstrate that this argunent is
wong. The case for war is prem sed on the assunption that the
United States could | aunch and sustain an attack of sufficient
I npact to gain a decisive advantage for the free world in a
| ong war and perhaps to win an early deci sion.

The ability of the United States to | aunch effective offensive
operations is now limted to attack with atom c weapons. A
power ful bl ow could be delivered upon the Soviet Union, but it
Is estimated that these operations al one would not force or
i nduce the Kremin to capitulate and that the Krem in would
still be able to use the forces under its control to dom nate
nost or all of Eurasia. This would probably nean a | ong and
difficult struggle durln? which the free institutions of
Western Europe and many freedom | ovi ng people woul d be
destroyed and the regenerative capacity of Western Europe dealt
a crippling bl ow

art fromthis, however, a surprise attack upon the Sovi et

ni on, despite the provocativeness of recent Soviet behavior,
woul d be repugnant to nanY Anericans. Although the Anerican
peopl e woul d probably rally in support of the war effort, the
shock of responsibility for a surprise attack would be norally
corrosive. ny woul d doubt that It was a "just war" and that
all reasonabl e possibilities for a peaceful settlenent had been
expl ored in good faith. Many nore, proportionately, would hold
such views in other countries, particularly in Wstern Europe
and particularly after Soviet occupation, if only because the
Sovi et Union would |liquidate articul ate opponents. It would,
therefore, be difficult after such a war to create a _
satisfactory international order anong nations. Victory in such
a war woul d have brought us little if at all closer to victory
i n the fundanental ideological conflict.

These consi derations are no | ess wei ghty because they are
I nponder abl e, and they rule out an attack unless it is _
denonstrably in the nature of a counter-attack to a bl ow which
is on its way or about to be delivered. (The mlitary
advant ages of |landing the first bl ow becone increasingly _
I nportant with nodem 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
bl ow is actuaIIY delivered.) If the argunment 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 Krenlin
design by the steady devel opnent of the noral and material
strength of the free world and its projection into the Sovi et
world in such a way as to bring about an internal change in the
Sovi et system

D. THE REMAI Nl NG COURSE OF ACTI ON--A RAPID BUI LD- UP OF
PCLI TI CAL, ECONOM C, AND M LI TARY STRENGTH I N THE FREE WORLD

A nore rapid build-up of political, economc, and mlitary
strength and thereby of confidence in the free world than is
now contenplated is the only course which is consistent wth
Progress_tomard achi eving our fundanental purpose. The

rustration of the Kremin design requires the free world to
devel op a successfully functlonln? political and econom c
Eysten1and a vigorous political offensive against the Soviet

hi on. These, in turn, require an adequate mlitary shield
under which they can develop. It is necessary to have the
n1I|tary_Pomer to deter, if possible, Soviet expansion, and to
defeat, it necessary, aggressive Soviet or Soviet-directed
actions of alimted or total character. The potential strength
of the free world is great; its ability to develop these
mlitary capabilities and its wll to resist Soviet expansion
will be determ ned by the wisdomand will with which it
undertakes to nmeet its political and econom c probl ens.

1. Mlitary aspects. It has been indicated in Chapter VI that
US mlitary capabilities are strateglca!IY nore defensive in
nature than offensive and are nore potential than actual. It is
evident, froman anal ysis of the past and of the trend of
weapon devel opnment, that there is now and will be in the future
no absol ute defense. The history of war also indicates that a
favorabl e decision can only be achi eved through of fensive
action. Even a defensive strategy, if it is to be successful,
calls not only for defensive forces to hold vital positions
whi | e nobilizing and preparing for the offensive, but also for
of fensive forces to attack the eneny and keep hi moff bal ance.

The two fundanmental requirenents which nust be net by forces in
being or readily available are support of foreign policy and
protection agai nst disaster. To neet the second requirenent,
the forces in being or readily available nust be able, at a
mnimum to performcertain basic tasks:

a. To defend the Western Hem sphere and essential allied areas
in order that their war-making capabilities can be devel oped,
b. To provide and protect a nobillzation base while the
of fensive forces required for victory are being built up;

c. To conduct offensive operations to destroy vital elenents of
t he Sovi et mar-nakln? caPaC|ty, and to keep the eneny off

bal ance until the full offensive strength of the United States
and its allies can be brought to bear; _ _

d. To defend and maintain the |ines of conmunication and base
areas necessary to the execution of the above tasks; and

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 performthese tasks
regu!res a build-up of mlitary strength by the United States
and its allies to a point at ich the conbined strength wll
be superior for at |east these tasks, both initially and
t hroughout a war, to the forces that can be brought to bear by
the Soviet Union and its satellites. In specific terns, it is
not essential to match itemfor itemwth 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 the United Kingdom and Western Europe,

Al aska, the Western Pacific, Africa, and the Near and M ddle
East, and on the long |lines of communication to these areas.
Furthernore, it is nmandatory that in building up our strength,
we enl arge upon our technical superiority by an accelerate
expl oitation of the scientific potential of the United States
and our allies.

Forces of this size and character are necessary not only for
protection agai nst disaster but also to support our foreign
policy. In fact, it can be argued that |arger forces in being
and readily available are necessary to inhibit a woul d-be
aggressor_than to provide the nucleus of strength and the
nmobi | i zati on base on which the trenmendous forces required for
victory can be built. For exanple, in both Wrld Wars | and 11
the ultimate victors had the strength, in the end, to wn
t hough they had not had the strength in being or readily
avai abl e to prevent the outbreak of war. In part, at |east,
this was because they had not had the mlitary strength on
whi ch 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 firmpolicy Intended to
check and to roll back the Kremin's drive for world
dom nati on.

Moreover, the United States and the other free countries do not
now have the forces in being and readily avail able to defeat

| ocal Soviet noves with |ocal action, but nust accept reverses
or make these |ocal noves the occasion for war--for which we
are not prepared. This situation makes for great uneasiness
among our allies, particularly in Wstern Europe, for whom
total war nmeans, initially, Soviet occupation. Thus, unless our
conbi ned strength is rapidly increased, our allies will tend to
becone increasingly reluctant to support a f|rn1fore|?n pol i cy
on our part and Increasingly anxious to seek other solutions,
even though they are aware that aﬁpeasenent means defeat. An

| mportant advantage in adopting the fourth course of action
lies inits Psycholo i cal 1 npact--the revival of confidence and
hope in the tuture. It is recognized, of course, that any
announcenent of the recommended course of action could be

expl oited by the Soviet Union in its peace canpai gn and woul d
have adverse ﬁsychologlcal_effects in certain parts of the free
worl d until the necessary increase in strength has been

achi eved. Therefore, in any announcenent of policy and in the
character of the neasures adopted, enphasis should be given to
the essentially defensive character and care shoul d be taken to
n1n|P1ze, so far as possible, unfavorable donestic and foreign
reactions.

2. Political and econom c aspects. The immedi ate objectives--to
t he achi evenent 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 Kremin
would find it expedient to accommopdate itself, first by

rel axi ng tensions and pressures and then by gradual w thdrawal .
The United States cannot al one provide the resources required
for such a build-up of strength. The other free countries nust
carry their part of the burden, but their ability and

determnation 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 economc policies. |nprovenent in

olitical and economc conditions in the free world, as has

een enphasi zed above, is necessary as a basis for building up
the will and the nmeans to resist and for dynamcally affirm ng
t he |ntegr!tK and vitality of our free and denocratic way of
life on which our ultimate victory depends.

At the sane tinme, we should take dynam c steps to reduce the
power and influence of the Krenmin inside the Soviet Union and
ot her areas under its control. The objective would be the
establ i shment of friendly regi nes not under Krem in dom nation.
Such action is essential to engage the Krenlin's attention,
keep it off bal ance, and force an increased expenditure of
Sovi et resources in counteraction. In other words, it would be
bhe current Soviet cold war techni que used agai nst the Sovi et

ni on.

A program for rapidly building up strength and inproving
political and econom c conditions wll place heavy demands on
our courage and intelligence; it will be costly; It wll be
dangerous. But hal f-nmeasures wll be nore costly and nore
dangerous, for they will be inadequate to prevent and may
actually iInvite war. BudEetary considerations will need to be
subordinated to the stark fact that our very independence as a
nati on may be at st ake.

A conprehensive and decisive programto win the peace and
frustrate the Kremin design should be so designed that it can
be sustained for as |ong as necessary to achi eve our nati onal
obj ectives. It would probably involve:

1. The devel opnent of an adequate political and economc
framework for the achi evement of our |ong-range objectives.

2. A substantial increase in expenditures for mlitary purposes
adequate to neet the requirements for the tasks listed in
Section D-1. _ o _

3. A substantial increase in nl!ltar¥ assi stance prograns,
designed to foster cooperative efforts, which wll
adequately and efficiently neet the requirenents of our
allies for the tasks referred to in Section D-1|-e. o

4. Some increase in econom c assistance prograns and recognition
of the need to continue these prograns until their purposes
have been acconpli shed. _

5. A concerted attack on the problemof the United States
bal ance of paynents, along the |ines already approved by the
Presi dent. _ _ _ _

6. Devel opnent of prograns designed to build and maintain
confi dence anong ot her peoples in our strength and
resol ution, and to wage overt psychol ogi cal warfare
cal cul ated to encourage mass defections from Sovi et
al l egiance and to frustrate the Kremin design in other



ways.

7. Intensification of affirmative and tinely measures and
operations by covert neans in the fields of economc warfare
and political and psychol ogical warfare with a viewto
fomenting and supporting unrest and revolt in selected
strategic satellite countries. o

8. Devel opnent of internal security and civilian defense
prograrns. : L : : : o

9. Inprovenent and intensification of intelligence activities.

10. Reduction of Federal expenditures for purposes other than
defense and foreign assistance, if necessary by the
defernment of certain desirable prograns.

11. Increased taxes.

Essential as Prerequisites to the success of this program woul d
be (a) consultations with Congressional |eaders designed to
make the programthe object of non-partisan |egislative
support, and gb) a Presentat|pn to the public of a full
expl anation of the facts and inplications of present
i nternational trends.

The programw || be costly, but it is relevant to recall the
di sproportion between the potential capabilities of the Soviet
and non-Soviet worlds (cf. Chapters V and VI). The Sovi et Union
Is currently devoting about 40 percent of avail able resources
(gross nat i onal product_P!us reparations, equal in 1949 to
about $65 billion) to mlitary expenditures (14 percent) and to
I nvestment (26 percent), mnmuch of which is in war-supporting
I ndustries. In an enmergency the Soviet Union could increase the
al l ocation of resources to these purposes to about 50 percent,
or by one-fourth.

The United States is currently devoting about 22 percent of its
gross national product ($255 billion 1n 1949) to mlitary
expendi t ures 26 percent), foreign assistance (2 percent), and
i nvestment (14 percent), little of which is in mar-supﬁortlng
I ndustries. (As was polnted out in Chapter V, the "fighting
val ue" obtai ned per dollar of expenditure Ey_the Sovi et Union
consi derably exceeds that obtained by the United States,
Prlnarlly because of the extrenely low mlitary and civilian

|y|ng standards in the Sovi et Unlon.% In an ener?ency t he
United States could devote upward of 50 percent of its gross
nati onal product to these purposes (as it did during the |ast
war), an 1 ncrease of several tines present expenditures for
direct and indirect mlitary purposes and foreign assistance.

From the point of view of the econony as a whole, the program
m ght not result in a real decrease in the standard of |1 ving,
for the economc effects of the program m ght be to increase
t he gross national product by nore than the anmount being
absorbed for additional n1|gtar¥_and foreign assistance
pur poses. One of the nost significant |essons of our World \War
11 exPerlence was that the Anerican econony, when it operates
at a level approaching full efficiency, can provide enornous
resources for purposes other than civilian consunption while
si mul taneously providing a high standard of living. After
allowing for price changes, personal consunption expenditures
rose by about one-fifth between 1939 and 1944, even though the
econony had in the neantine increased the anount of resources
goi ng into Governnent use by $60 $65 billion (in 1939 prices).



Thi s conpari son 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 fundanental inportance in considering the
courses of action open to the United States.

he fact that the

The conparison gives renewed enphasi t
their efforts to build
t

st
probl ens faced by the free countries i [ _
a successfully functioning systemlie so much in the field
of economics as in the field of politics. The bU|Id|nP of such
a systemmay require nore rapid progress toward the closer
associ ation of the free countries in harnmony with the concept
of the United Nations. It is clear that our |ong-range
obj ectives require a strengthened United Nations, or a
successor organi zation, to which the world can |ook for the
mai nt enance of peace and order in a system based on freedom and
justice. It also seens clear that a unlfylnP i deal of this Kkind
m ght awaken and arouse the |atent spiritual energies of free
men everywhere and obtain their enthusiastic support for a
positive program for peace going far beyond the frustration of
the Kreml i n design and opening vistas to the future that would
out wei gh short-run sacriftices.

0)
n
no
CS
S

The threat to the free world involved in the devel opnent of the
Soviet Union's atom c and other capabilities will rise steadily
and rather rapidly. For the tine being, the United States
possesses a marked atom c superiority over the Soviet Union
whi ch, together with the potential capabilities of the United
States and other free countries in other forces and weapons,

I nhi bits aggressive Soviet action. This provides an opportunity
for the United States, in cooperation with other free
countries, to launch a bU|Id-uP of strength which wll| support
a firmpolicy directed to the frustration of the Krenlin
design. The 1 medi ate goal of our efforts to build a
successfullg functioning political and econom c systemin the
free world backed by adequate mlitary strength is to postpone
and avert the disastrous situation which, in |ight of the
Sovi et Union's probable fission bonb capability and possible

t her nonucl ear bonb capability, mght arise in 1954 on a

conti nuation of our present prograns. By acting pronptly and
ylgorousl¥ In such a maY that this date is, so to speak, pushed
into the future, we would permt tine for the process of
acconmodati on, withdrawal and frustration to produce the
necessary changes in the Soviet system Tine Is short, however,
and the risks of war attendant upon a decision to build up
strength will steadily increase the |longer we defer it.






NSC 68: United States (bjectives and Prograns for National
Security

CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOVIVENDATI ONS
Concl usi ons

The foregoing analysis indicates that the probable fission bonb
capabil 1ty and possi bl e thernonucl ear bonb capability of the
Sovi et Union have greatly intensified the Soviet threat to the
security of the United States. This threat is of the sane
character as that described in NSC 20/4 (approved by the
Presi dent on Novenber 24, 1948) but is nore i medi ate than had
PreV|oust been estimated. In particular, the United States now

aces the contingency that within the next four or five years
the Soviet Union will possess the mlitary capability of
delivering a surprise atom c attack of such weight that the
United States nust have substantially increased general air,
ground, and sea strength, atomc capabilities, and air and
civilian defenses to deter war and to provide reasonabl e
assurance, in the event of war, that it could survive the
initial blow and go on to the eventual attainnment of its
obj ectives. In return, this contlngenc¥_re uires the
Intensification of our efforts in the fields of intelligence
and research and devel opnent.

Al'low ng for the imedi acy of the danger, the foll ow ng
st?tgnent of Soviet threats, contained in NSC 20/4, renains
val i d:

14. The gravest threat to the security of the United
States within the foreseeable future stens fromthe
hostil e designs and form dabl e power of the USSR, and
fromthe nature of the Soviet system

15. The political, econom c, and psychol ogi cal warfare
whi ch the USSR i s now wagi ng has danger ous o
potentialities for weakening the relative world position
of the United States and disrupting its traditional
i nstitutions by nmeans short of war, unless sufficient
resi stance i s encountered in the policies of this and
ot her non-communi st countri es.

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

a. Even though present estimates indicate that the
Sovi et | eaders probably do not intend deliberate
armed action involving the United States at this
time, the possibility of such deliberate resort



to war cannot be rul ed out.

b. Now and for the foreseeable future there is a
conti nui ng danger that war will arise either

t hrough Sovi et m scal cul ati on of the

determ nation of the United States to use all the
nmeans at its command to safeguard its security,

t hrough Soviet msinterpretation of our

I ntentions, or through U S. m scal cul ati on of

Sovi et reactions to neasures which we m ght take.

17. Soviet dom nation of the potential power of Eurasia,
whet her achi eved by arnmed aggression or by political and
subversi ve 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 wth threats to its
security or to gain its objectives would be severely
weakened by internal devel opment, inportant anong i ch
are:

a. Serious espionage, subversion and sabot age,
particularly by concerted and well-directe
communi st activity.

b. Prol onged or exaggerated economc instability.
c. Internal political and social disunity.

d. I nadequate or excessive armanent or foreign aid
expendi tures.

e. An excessive or wasteful usage of our resources
in time of peace.

f. Lessening of U.S. prestige and influence
t hrough vacillation of appeasenent or |ack of

skill "and imagi nation in the conduct of its
foreign policy or by shirking world
responsibilities.

g. Devel opnent of a fal se sense of security
t hrough a deceptive change in Soviet tactics.

Al t hough such devel opnents as those indicated in paragraph 18
above woul d severely weaken the capability of the United States
and its allies to cope with the Soviet threat to their _
security, considerable progress has been nmade since 1948 in
Iay!nP t he foundati on upon whi ch adequate strength can now be
rapidly built.

The anal ysis al so confirns that our objectives with respect to
the Soviet Union, in time of peace as well as in tinme of war,
as stated in NSC 20/4 (para. 19), are still valid, as are the
ai ms and neasures stated therein (paras. 20 and 21%. Qur
current security progranms and strategic plans are based upon
t hese obj ectives, ains, and neasures:



19.

a. To reduce the power and influence of the USSR
to limts which no | onger constitute a threat to
t he peace, national independence, and stability
of the world famly of nations.

b. To bring about a basic change in the conduct of
International relations by the governnent in
power in Russia, to conformwth the purposes and
principles set forth in the UN Charter.

I n pursuing these objectives, due care nust be taken to
avoi d permanently inpairing our econony and the
anFa?ental val ues and institutions inherent in our way
of life.

20. We shoul d endeavor to achi eve our general objectives
by met hods short of war through the pursuit of the
foll ow ng ai ns:

a. To encourage and pronote the gradual retraction
of undue Russian power and influence fromthe
g&esent erimeter areas around traditional

ssi an boundaries and the enmergence of the
satellite countries as entities independent of
t he USSR

b. To encourage the devel opment anong the Russi an
peopl es of attitudes which nmay help to nodify
current Soviet behavior and pernmit a revival of
the national life of groups evidencing the _
ability and determ nation to achi eve and mai ntain
nati onal i ndependence.

c. To eradicate the nyth by which people renote
fromSoviet mlitary influence are held in a
position of subservience to Mbscow and to cause
the world at large to see and understand the true
nature of the USSR and the Soviet-directed world
conmuni st party, and to adopt a | ogical and
realistic attitude toward them

d. To create situations which will conpel the
Sovi et CGovernnment to recogni ze the practi cal
undesirability of acting on the basis of its _
present concepts and the necessity of behaving in
accordance with precepts of international
conduct, as set torth in the purposes and
principles of the UN Charter.

21. Attainnent of these ains requires that the United
St at es:

a. Develop a level of mlitary readi ness which can
be mai ntai ned as | ong as necessary as a deterrent
to Sovi et aggression, as indispensable support to
our political attitude toward the USSR, as a
source of encouragenent to nations resisting
Sovi et political aggression, and as an adequate



basis for inmmediate mlitary commtnents and for
rapi d nobilization should war prove unavoi dabl e.

b. Assure the internal security of the United
St at es agai nst dangers of sabotage, subversion,
and espi onage.

c. Maxi m ze our econom c potential, including the
strenPthenlng of our peacetinme econony and the
establi shment of essential reserves readily
avai l abl e 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 nmake
an inportant contribution to U.S._securltg, to
I ncrease their economc and political stability
and their mlitary capability.

e. Place the maxi num strain on the Sovi et
structure of power and particularly on the
rel ati onshi ps between Mdscow and the satellite
countries.

f. Keep the U S. public fully infornmed and _
cogni zant of the threats to our national security
so that it wll be prepared to support the
nmeasures whi ch we nmust accordingly adopt.

In the I'ight of present and prospective Soviet atomc
capabilities, the action which can be taken under present _
gro rams and pl ans, however, becones dangerously inadequate, in

oth tim ng and scope, to acconplish the rapid progress toward
the attainnent of the United States political, economc, and
mlitary objectives which is now inperative.

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
fromthe inadequacy of current prograns and ﬁlans rat her than
fromany error in our objectives and ains. These trends lead in
the direction of isolation, not by deliberate decision but by
| ack of the necessary basis for a vigorous initiative in the
conflict with the Soviet Union.

Qur position as the center of power in the free world places a
heavy responsibility upon the United States for |eadership. W
must organi ze and enlist the energies and resources of the free
world in a positive programfor peace which will frustrate the
Krem in design for world dom nation by creating a situation in
the free world to which the Kremin wll be conBeIIed to
adj ust. Wthout such a cooperative effort, led by the United
States, we will have to make gradual w thdrawals under pressure
until we discover one day that we have sacrificed positions of
vital interest.

It is inperative that this trend be reversed by a nuch nore
rapi d and concerted build-up of the actual strength of both the
United States and the other nations of the free world. The
anal ysis shows that this will be costly and will involve



The execution of such a bu

significant donmestic financial and econom c adjustnents.

_ i I d-up, however, requires that the
United States have an affirmative program beyond the solely
def ensi ve one of countering the threat posed by the Sovi et
Uni on. This programnust |ight the path to peace and order
anong nations in a system based on freedom and justice, as
contenplated in the Charter of the United Nations. Further, it
must envi sage the political and econom c neasures with which
and the mlitary shield behind which the free world can work to
frustrate the Kremin design by the strateg¥ of the cold war;
for every consideration of devotion to our fundanmental val ues
and to our national security demands that we achi eve our
obiectlves by the strategy of the cold war, bU|Id|ng up our
mlitary strength in order that it may not have to be used. The
only sure victory lies in the frustration of the Kremin design
b% t he steadr devel opnment of the noral and nmaterial 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 Sovi et
system Such a positive progrant-harnoni ous wth our
fundanental national purpose and our objectives--is necessary
if we are to regain and retain the initiative and to win and
hol d t he necessary ﬁopular support and cooperation in the
United States and the rest of the free world.
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This program should include a plan for negotiation with the

Sovi et Uni on, devel oped 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

al ways be readK to negotiate wth the Soviet Union on terns
consistent with our objectives. The present world situation,
however, is one which mlitates against successful negotiations
wth the Kremin--for the terns of agreenents on inportant
pendi ng i ssues would reflect present realities and woul d

t herefore 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 strenPth of the free world has been
made, it mght then be desirable for the United States to take
an initiative in seeking negotiations in the hope that it m ght
facilitate the process of accommodation by the Kremin to the
new situation. Failing that, the unwillingness of the Kremin
to accept equitable terns or its bad faith in observing them
woul d assi st in consolidating popular opinion in the free world
I n support of the neasures necessary to sustain the build-up.

n summary, we nust, by nmeans of a rapid and sustained buil d-up
of the political, economc, and mlitary strength of the free
worl d, and by nmeans of an affirmative programintended to wrest
the initiative fromthe Soviet Union, confront it with

convi nci ng evidence of the determ nation and abI|ItY of the
free world to frustrate the Kremin design of a world dom nat ed
by its will. Such evidence is the onlﬁ means short of war which
eventually may force the Kremlin to abandon its present course
of action and to negotiate acceptabl e agreenents on issues of
maj or i nmportance.

The whol e success of the proposed ﬁro%kgn1hangs ultimately on
t he

recognition by this Governnment, the ri can people, and al
free peoples, that the cold war is in fact a real war in which
the survival of the free world is at stake. Essenti al



PrereqU|S|tes to success are consultations with Congressional
eaders designed to nake the programthe object of non-partisan
| egi sl ati ve support, and a presentation to the public of a ful
expl anation of the facts and inplications of the present

i nternational situation. The prosecution of the programwl|
require of us all the ingenuity, sacrifice, and unity demanded
by the vital inportance of the issue and the tenacity to
persevere until our national objectives have been attai ned.

Reconmendat i ons
That the President:
a. Approve the foregoing Concl usions.

b. Direct the National Security Council, under the
continuing direction of the President, and with the
participation of other Departments and Agencies as _
aPproprlate, to coordinate and insure the inplenmentation
of the Conclusions herein on an urgent and conti nui ng
basis for as |ong as necessary to achi eve our
obj ectives. For this purpose, representatives of the
menber Departnents and Agencies, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff or their deputies, and other Departnents and
Agenci es as required should be constituted as a revised
and streng%hened staff organi zati on under the National
Security Council to devel op coordinated prograns for
consi deration by the National Security Council

NOTES

1. Marshal Tito, the Comruni st | eader of Yugosl avia, broke away
fromthe Soviet bloc in 1948.

2. The Secretary of State |isted seven areas in which the Sovi et
Uni on could nodify its behavior in such a way as to permt co-
exi stence in reasonable security. These were:

Treaties of peace with Austria, Germany, Japan and rel axation
of pressures in the Far East;

Wt hdrawal of Soviet forces and influence fromsatellite

ar ea;

Cooperation in the United Nations; _

Control of atom c energy and of conventional armanents;

Abandonnent of indirect aggression; _

Proper treatnment of officral representatives of the U S.;

| ncreased access to the Soviet Union of persons and ideas
fromother countries. [Footnote in the source text. For the
text of the address delivered by Secretary Acheson at the
Uni versity of California, Berkeley, on March 16, 1950,
concernln% United States--Soviet relations, see Departnent
of State Bulletin, March 27, 1950, pp. 473-478.]
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