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The Evolution of the Attitudes; Thinking, and Planning of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff with Regard to U.S, Military
Apsistance to Iran, lrdq, Pakistan; Indochina,

Taiwan, Korea, and Thalland,

Speaking to Congress on 12 March 1947, President Truman declared
that it should be the poliey of the United States "to support free
peoples vwho are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or
by outside pressures," and to “assist free peoples to work out their
own destinies in thelr own way." 1In response to the President's plea,
Congress authorized emergency military aid programs to assist Greece
and Turkey to meet the Communist threat. Ald to Greece and Turkey
marked the beginning of what in fact proved to be a continuous military
asslstance program, Although aid programs were already in operation in
China, Korea, and the Phillippines, these were more to fulfill com-
mitments originated during World War II than to meet the challenge of
cold war. Not until the autumn of 1943, when Congress passed the
Mutual Defense Asslatance Act, were the various uncoordinated military
:ﬁd prggrams absorbed into one comprehensive, non-emergency weapon in

e cold war, :

The Role of the Joint Chlefs of Staff in the Pormulation
ol Basic Ald Policy

: The Truman Doctrine generated an extended policy discussion with-
in the U.S, Government that occupiled the two years preceding passage
of the Mutuzl Defense Asasistance Act, In these policy discussions the
Joint Chlefs of Staff played an inconspicuous, but apparently influ-
entlal, role. Foreign ald policy was evolved primarily by the State-
War-Navy-Coordinating Committee (SWNCC) and 1ts sucoessor, the State-
Army-Navy-Air Force Coordinating Committee (SANACC); only in their
occasional ccmments on SWNCC and SANACC papera are the views of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to be discerned. Nevertheless, the concept of
asgistance favored by the Joint Chiefs of Staff was incorporated in
fﬁ§c§asic military aid policy devised by the National Sscurity Council

Two weeks after the enunciation of the Truman Doctrine, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff directed one of their committees to make a study to
determine which countries, from the standpoint of U,S., national securi-

, should receive U,S. aesIEEEﬂEET‘Iﬁ'?é%BBﬁEE‘fﬂ'ﬁﬁIE‘HI?@EEI%e a
study emerged--which, although ite conclusions were only "Noted," not
"Approved," by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, nevertheless stated the theme
to be developed in theilr attitude towards U,S, assisgtance during the
decade to follow. Although the conclusions of this study applied to
both econamic and military ald, the Joint Chiefs of Staff subsequently
devatedd little attention to economic ald policy. Thelr interest lay
mainly in military aid, and they seemed content to leave economic aid
to civilian agencles.

As set forth in the study, the objective of & sound program of
assistance should be to obtain as firm friends of the United States
nations located in areas strategically important for fighting an ide-
ological war (i.e., war against the USSR and its satellites) and pos-
sessing sound economies and armed forces strong enough to sustain their
national independence and furnish real assistance to the United States
in wartime. U,38, aid should therefore positively assist allles, or
potential allies, to maintain such forces and to achleve or retain
sound economies. The mere giving of asaistance, that is, asslstance
not directed towards the attainment of such meaningful results, would
not assure the strengthening of the national security of the United -
States X

Despite the fact that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had not formally
approved i1ts conclusions, the basic precepts of this study scon became
the established position, not only of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but
also of the U,S, Govermment. When asked to comment on a paper dealing
with global assistgnce, prepared by a SWNCC subcommittee, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff pointed out that strateglic implications, plus the
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considerations that V.3, national s&dfirity was parsmount and U,S. re-
gources not unlimited, mbde 1t necesdlity to apply more specific ori=-
teria to individusl caseb than the SWNOC subcommittee had used. They
also stated that cdountries likely to remain under Soviet influence, for
some of which the subcommittee had proposed certain measures of aid,
should be excluded on the grounds of U,S. national security: Instead
of commenting at greater length on the SWNGCC paper, the Joint Chiefs of
Starff sent SWNCC a copy of thelr study, asserting that it provided a
sound broad basis for future consideration of the question from the
standpoint of national security,

The approach to the problem of foreign aid thus supported by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff manifested itself in the basic statement of mili-
tary aid policy adopted by the NSC and approved by the President on
14 July 1948, This statement, to which the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
from the military point of view, found no objection, emphasized U,S..
national security as the chief consideration in undertaking military
assistance programs. As set forth in the NSC decision, U,S. security
demanded that “certain free nations™ resist Soviet-directed Comrunism.
Since some of these countries lacked the industrial facilities to
produce intricate modern armaments in the necessary quantities, they
would require, in addition to econanic aid, military assistance in
building and maintaining armed forces adequate to resist Communiat
subversion from within and Joviet pressurs from without, as well as
ultimately to inerease their military capability to withetand armed
attack. U,S. assistance programs would therefore be directed towards
strengthening the military capabllities of "certain free nations" in
order to accomplish four purposes: (1) to strengthen the security of
the United States and its probable allies, (2) to strengthen the "moral
and material resistance" of the free nations, (3} to support their

olitical and military orientation towards the United States, and
E éutg augqsnt U.S. military potential by improving U.8., armament
néuatries,

Taking its guidelines from the NSC poliey statement, the Foreign
Assistance Correlation Committee drafted a comprehensive ald policy
paper, which the Secretary of Defense, on 8 February 1949, referred to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff for comment, In their reply to the Secre-
tary, the Joint Chiefs of Staff seized upon, and lent theilr support to,
avery passage of the paper that meshed with their conviction that the
primary return sought by the United States was preservation of thes
security of the United States and itas probable alllea, They emphasized
that the objective of "improving United States security by IMPROVING
THE MILITARY POTENTIAL of those natiocns opposed to Soviet aggression'

. should be kept constantly in mind.*t

Although their chief interest lay in keeping national security the
paramount consideration in extending military aid, the Joint Chlefs of
Staff were also concermed, durlng the months preceding enactment of the
Mutual Defense Asslatance legislation (October 1949}, with the great
magnitude of the aid program that might develop from certain proposals
being considered by SANACGC. Commenting on a system of priorities
drawn up by a SANACC subcommittee, the Joint Chlefs of Staff, in
November 1948, advised the Secretary of Defense that extending aid to
all of the countries listed by the subcommittee could produce tre-
mendous commltments. They urged that, before specific decisions were
made, the probable effect on the financial and industrial capacity of
the United States, and on U,S, ability to meet the requirements of its
own armed forces, be carefully assessed. In addition, they pointed
out that token aid, which had been asslgned by the subcommittee to many
of the underdevelcped countries, bore to the reciplient the implication
of more to come, Plnally, they warned that aid spread too thinly might
not be adequate anywhere, while on the other hand, aild concentrated
where it would best serve U,3, national security might well be all or
even more than the Unlted States could provide, These views wers
published, "as of particular interest from the military viewpoint,”
with SANACC's decision approving the subcommitites paper.

The tremendous commitments foressen by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
did in fact emerge, but as a response to changed world conditions and
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with the active support of thk’g Etisliefs of Staff. The Soviet
threat to Eurcpe led to.the condlusion of the North Atlantig Treaty and

the enactment by Congress of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949,
Although intended primarily to &4rm the signatories of the treaty, this
legislation provided the framdwork for the program of worldwide mili-
tary aid that was inaugurated less than a year after passage of the acte
Following the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, the Mutual De-
fense Assistance Program (MDAP), set up under the act, was broadened to
include those Far Eastern nations threatened by Camminiem, The new re-
ciplents fell largely into the category of "underdeveloped" countries,

In the policy decisions that heralded this expansion of the aid
program, the Joint Chiefs of 8Staff played an important part., The
heightened world tension attendant upon the Korean War enhanced the
importance of the military viewpoint and gave them a stronger voice in
the formulation of foreign policy. Moreover, the creation of formal
procedures and machinery aa a result of the MDA Act cast the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in an increasingly influential role in ths formulation -
and execution of military aid policy. Thus they were aple constantly
to re-emphasize U,S, national security as the basis of the foreign aid
progranm., . . .

In January 1950, three months after passage of the MDA Act, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff sutmitted to the Seeretary of Defense a set of
objectives to serve as the military bssis for future MDAP'a., They
recommended, as the long-range, over-all objective, the "development of
conditions which will improve to the maximum extent possible, within
economic realities both current and foreseen, the ability of the United
States in event of war to implement in conjunction with our alliles a
long-~-range strategic concept, Briefly, that concept is that the United

\ States, in collaboration with its allles, will seek to impose the

allied war objectives upan the USSR by conducting a strategic offensive
in western Eurasia and a strategic defensive in the Par East." The
Joint Chiefsa of Staff also submitted a list of specific long-range
objectivea that they belleved the MDAP should achieve in each area of
the world, together with the worldwide advantages that the United
States should anticipate receiving in exchange. These benefits closely
paralleled concepts incorporated both in the NSC statement of military
g;ngflicy and, to a less detailed extent, in the JCS atudy of April

This long-range objective--building rorceé'to support the U,S,
strategic concept in global war--with some modifications and elabo-

' rations, has been recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff each year

\

since 1950, However, the progressive extension of the MDAP, after
1950, to include more and more underdeveloped countries ralsed the
question of how much the forces supported by’ the United Statea in
these countries could be expected to contribute to the execution of
‘the U,3, strategic concept in the event of global war. Most of these
countries have had forces barely adeguate to cope with internal
problems, and certainly none of significance for employment beyond
their borders in support of the U,3, strategic concept. This fact was
recognized, in & report to. the NSC on 19 January 1953, by the Secre-
taries of State and Defense, and the Director of Mutual Security.?

However, for situatlions short of global war, i.e., continued cold
war or limited hot war, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and their superiors
have recognized important advantages in aid to underdeveloped countries,
In continued cold war, subversion has been the greatest danger. There-
fore, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended that, except in the
special case of Tailwan, the United States strive to create forces
capable of performing the primary mission of maintaining internal
security. They have hoped thereby to lend stability to the local
goverrments and to help preserve their Weatern orientation.

The problem of limited hot war has increasingly occupled the
attention of the Joint Chiefs of Staff since the close of the Korean

conflict. They stated in 1954 that the United States should in the
future rely more on its allles to provide forces, particularly ground
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forces, to counter local Communist aggression, and they expanded the
long-range objective of the MDAP to ifclude provision of forces

"sufficiently adequate,to' counter locgl aggression, if it occurs, in
key peripheral areas.’ According to the concept evolved by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the United States would use the MDAP to build and -
support forces in the key peripheral areas in such a manner as to
camplement U,S5, mobile forces. Types and amounts of aid would be
fixed in relation to the military situation most likely to be faced by
each country in case of war, and to the mission its forces could best
perform., Accordingly, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended that
the forces of Iraq, Iran, Pakistan, Thailand, Korea, and the B
States of Indochina, be developed not only for the mission of main-
taining internal securdty but also for the miasion of conducting a
limited defense against external aggression.

The significance of this additionsl misaion lles 1n collective
security arrangements providing for U,S, and/or allied support of &
victim of aggression. PFollowing the close of the Korean and Indo- -
chinese hostilities, the United States took the lead in binding to the
free world, either by regional defense pacts or by bilateral security
treatles with the United States, all of the Far Esstern. and Middle
Eastern underdeveloped countries receiving U.S, milifary aid. In the
view of the Joint Chlefs of Staff, at the ssme time that the United
States was using the MDAF to develop indigenous defensive capabllities,
.S, military leaders should be engaging in joint planning activities
with allied military leaders. This planning would emphasize employ=
ment against the aggressor of cambined U.S3. and indigenous forces,.

. Alsa, the United States should give its allies scms indication of &
strategic plan wherebdy U.3. forces would come to their aid to meet an
armed attack, If aggression ocourred in any of the key peripheral
countries, the forces possessing limited defensive -capabilities would
fight a delaying action during the pericd of time necessary to move in
U.S. moblle forces and to mobillize the rorcea of any other oountrien :
allied to the viotim of asgresaion.' l'WL,-,-\ SR R

. The Jbint Chiefs of Staff, in the post-xbrean War yearu, thus
evolved a concept of military assistance to underdeveloped countries
that was, in effect, an integral part of the broader concept of U.3.:
reaction to limited war, They did so mainly under pressure of events
in the Far Eaat, It was, in fact, the pressure of svents in the Far
East that had, in 1950, stimulated the decisions that transformed the
MDAP from a program oriented principally towards Western Burcpe to one
.- that encompaasad a large portion of ‘the non-Cammunist world. .= @i -

Bvolution of Aid Prog;am in the Par East

.. In the policy discussions praoading pasaage of the nna Act, il
neither the Joint Chlefs of Staff nor their civilian superiors mani-
fasted much concern for the Par East. The lines of cold war were much
more sharply drawn in Western Eurcpe and this was the area where, in
a global conflict, the United States would take the satrategie of- -
fensive, Therefore, the efforts of U,3. policy-makers were concentrated
principally on plans for re-aming Western Burope. Although China,

- Korea, and the Philippines were receiving socme U.,3, ald, the Soviet
menace was not as clearly apparent in the Far East, Morecover, in
global war the United States intended to remain on the strategle de-
fensive in Asia. .

Bven as Congress debated the MDA Act, however, it became apparent
that thae collapse of Nationalist resistance on the Chinese mainland
-was but a matter of weeks. The success of Cammunist arms in the
Chinese Civil War stimulated concern for the threat to U.3. security
posed by the growing power of Communiam in Asia. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff were perhaps more slarmed at this threat than the civilian
members of the NSC, who were at thls time drafting new pelicles towards
the Far East. Disillusioned with past attempts to aid Chiang Kai-shek,
the NSC tended to regard the situation in Asia as hopeless., Thelr
attitude was apparent in.a draft statement of policy calling maraly
for encouragement of Asian countries threatened by Communism,’

-u-



The Joint Chiefs of Staff, howavay, believed that more than mere
encouragement was hecessary in order to protect U.S, intereats in Asla.
Taking advantage of a section in the MDA Act authorizing the President
to Bpend $75 million to combat Cepmunism in the "general area of
China," the Joint Chiefs of Staff .submitted a plan for spending this
meoney. They defined the "general area of China" as "not only China
proper, but also such areas as Hainan and Formosa, French Indo-China,
Burma and Thailand." % Besides reaapmending aid programs to these
countries, they proposed changes 1lh the draft NSC policy that clearly
indicated their desire that the United States not merely encoursge,
but actively support, Far Eastern nations threatened by the Communists *
The NSC accepted the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the
revised policy statement, approved by the President on 30 December
1949, listed as one of the basie U,S, security objectives in Asia the
"Development of sufficient military power in selected non-Coammnist
natlons of Asla to meintaln internal security and to prevent further
encroachment by communism."/?

Although U,3, polley as approved by the NSC now called for Asian
aid programs, the President indicated that whether or not an aid
program to the "general area of China" was put into effect would depend
on future circumstances, The President's reservations, of course,
stemmed from the.controversy over the knotty problem of the Chinese
Naticnalists, who had now taken refuge on the ialand of Taiwan. The
Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, felt that immediaste aid to the "general
ares of China" was neceaaary. In the early montha of 1950 they made
several proposals for launching aid programs designed to deter or
prevent further encroachment of Communism in the area. At the same
time, they made clear their belief that the $75 millicn authorized by
the MDA Act would be only a modest initial step in what would prove to
- be a continuing and long~term requirement, ¥

The proposals of the Joint Chiefs of Staff were treated with
little sense of urgency until the U,S, decision to oppose with force
ths Communist invasion of South Korea clearly pointed to the necessity
of strengthening antl-Communist elements elsewhere in the PFar East.

By the end of 1950, aild programs were under way in Indechina, Talwan,
and Thailand, and South Korean forces wvere being rapidly enlarged to
fight under the United Nations Command in that country.

Because af the emergency basis upon which the Far Eastern pregrams
were launched, and because of the unusual situations in the reecipient
countries, the Joint Chiefe of Staff were compelled to relate military
assistance in each country more to the exigencies of the moment than
to broad, long-range objectivea, During the war years, orderly pursuit
of a coordinated regional plan with an ultimate regional objective was
virtually impossible. The manner in which these programs developed
will become apparent in considering the MDAP in Taiwan, Indochina,
Thailand, and Korea.

Ald to the Chinese Natlonalists on Tziwan

7.8, aid to the govermment of Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek dates
from 1938 when the President, under certain discretionary powsrs
permitted by the Neutrality Act, suthorized a loan of $25 million to
China for the struggle against Japan, Throughout World War II the
scope of assiatance to China grew progressively broader. Besldes
financial assistance of considerable magnitude, the United States
provided the Chinese with Lend-Lease and other types of military as-
sistance in the smount of approximately $392 million, and established
a military mission in Chungking to advise the Chinese on the use of:
U.3. equipment, In addition, large numbers of Chinese military person-
nel were trained by U.3, instructors at 1natallations in China, India,
and the United States.

U.S. 2id programs were continued in the post-war years, Initially,
this ald was provided to help the Chinese rebulld thelr shattered

economy and rid the country of the Japanese. After the beglnhning of
the Civil War, however, sentiment in the United States grew for helping
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the Nationalists, and after 1947 aig was primirily & response to the

rising threat of the Chinese C ats, This aid included continue
ation of wartime lend-lLease programs; tiansfer of naval vessels, and
creation of military advisory missions. The China Aid Act of 1948
made &vailable, in addition to large sums of economic aid, $125 million
in military assistance,#

_ As Chiang Kai-shek's position grew increasingly precarious, de-
bate sharpened within the U,S, Govermnment over the advisability of
continued aid to the Nationalists. Early in 1949 the President decreed
that, although assistance under the China Aid-Act would not be sus-
pended, no effort would be made to expedite shipments.7 The debate
assumed another dimension, however, as the Naticnallsts began re-
grouping on Taiwan., This island was of considerable strategic im-
portance to the United States.and, unless the United States took prompt
counter-measures, was almost certain to fall to the Chinese Communists,

The civilian policy-makers, in late 1948, had turned to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for an asseassment of Talwan's strategilc importance to
the United States, Although reaffirming the 1sland's strategic im-
portance, the Joint Chlefs of Staff had stated that it was not im-
portant enocugh to U,3, security to warrant commiting U.S, grmed f{orces
to its defense, A year later, they recommended measures short of
comnitting armed force to deny Taiwan to the Communists. Among these
measures was "a mogest, well-directed, and closely supervised program
of military aid."?The State Department, howesver, had written the
Nationalists off as & lost cause, and the NS¢ declined to accept the
advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. - In January 1950, the FPresident
announced the suspension of further aid to the Chlnese Nationalists.’f

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, were stlill concermed with the
threat to U,S, security posed by the growth of Communist power in Asla,
and by the almost certain capture of Taiwan by the Chinese Communists,
The Nationalists on Taiwan were keeping the Communists ocoupied and
diverting their strength from Southeast Asia, whose importance to U.S,
security the NSC had formally recognized by recommending ald programs
in that area. To the Joint Chilefs of Staff, aasisting the Nationalists
gseemed 2 logical way to help hold the line against Communist ene
croachment in Southeast Asia. Therefore, in May 1950 they renewed
their plea that aid be resumed,*® )

. Within two months, the outbreak of the Korean War and the posting

of the Seventh Pleet to the Straits of Taiwan made further debate
unnecessary, The Unitad States, now fighting in Korea, was in no
position to permit the fall of Taiwan to the Communists. Therefore,
when the Joint Chiefs of Staff in July 1950 again detailed the stra-
tegic importance of Taiwan and again. appealed for resumption of mili-
tary asalstance, in order to develop the ability of the Chinese ar
Naticnalista to defend Talwan, the NSC and the President approvedr® A
survey mission visited Taiwan and laid the basis for developing &
materiel program. In May 1951 a Military Assistance Advisory Group
.{MAAG) was established to superintend the materiel program and to
assist in training Nationalist forces.

From the heginning of the ald program on Taiwan, the overwhelming
strength of Chiang Kai-shek's armmy in relation to the atrength of the
native Taiwanese made internal security a problem of minor significance.
In contrast to U.S, military sid programs in most other underdeveloped
countries, the MDAP on Taiwan was never intended to build forces to
maintain internal security. Throughout the period of the Korean War,
i1t had but one objective, to increase the potential of the Nationalist
forces for the defense of Taiwan,*

Although this remained the stated objective throughout the Korean
War, the Joint Chilefs of Staff had in mind an additional purpose for
which Chinese Nationalist troops might be utilized. The possibility
of expanded hostilitles in the Far East was ever-present during the
conflict in Korea, Chinese Nationalist forces constituted a sizeable
pool of antl-Communist manpower that might, circumstances permitting,
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be employed outside of Taiwan. Both during and after the Korean War,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered these forces &s & potentially
avallable strateglic reserve, After the Mutual Defense Treaty between
the United States and the Nationalist Government waas ratified in
Pebruaryl955, providing the political basis for making Nationalist
forces avallable for defense of the Far East in general, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff considered them as a readily available strategic
reserve, The NSC, in statements of U.S. policy towards Talwan, also
regarded Chinese Nationalist forces as a strategic reserve.d

The forces deemed necessary to accomplish the objective of de-
fending Talwan were stated by the Joint Chilefs of Staff in terms of
major units recommended for MDAP support. In 1951, 1952, and 1953
they recommended that the United States support a Chinese Nationalist
amy of twenty-one divisions and an armored force command, a navy of
about eighty-five combat veaaels, a small marine force, and an air
force of twenty-six squadrons,”

With aome minor changes, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended
the same mission and forces for Talwan throughout the years of the
Korean War. In 1953, however, the Eisenhower Administration came to
power conmlitted to carrying out new policies in the Far East. These
new policles, in turn, compelled a re-exsmination of the mission of
the Chinese Nationalist forces supported by the United States.

In his first State of the Union message, President Eisenhower
announced that the Seventh Fleet would no longer be employed to “shield
Communist China.” In the President's declaration was at least the
implication that Nationalist forces supported by the MDAP were now free
to take the offensive against the Communist malnland, Within three
meonths, however, the United States, by delaying shipment of Jet air-
craft to Taiwan, wrung from Chiang Kal-shek a commitment to %ndertake
no offensive operations not sanctioned by the United States ¥ Never-
theless, throughout 1953 the NSC was considering 2 more active role
for Chineee Nationalist forces,

Although thinking in perhaps more modeet terms than the NSC, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff also favored bullding Chinese Nationalist
offensive capabilities., On 8 July 1953, they recommended that Chiang's
forces be adequate, not only to defend Tailwan, but also to conduct
ralds against the mainland and against seaborne commerce with the
mainland, to offer a constant threat to the mainland, and to add
significantly to the milita ary atrength potentially available to the
free world in the Far East.” These additions to the MDAP objective
were incorporated into an NSC pelley statement approved by the Presi-
dent on 6 November 1953, This statement of policy also contained the
declaration that the military potential developed on Taiwan by the MDAP
would be used in accordance with U,S. national security policies. 27

Adoption of the new policy towards Taiwan prompted the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to re-examine the adequacy of Chiang Kal-shek's forces
to carry ocut the additionsl missione. On 18 January 1954 they in-
formed the Secretary of Defense that, to accomplish the missions en-
visaged by NSC policy, these forces would have to be augmented., Budget-
ary considerations, however, stood in the way of any significant en-
largement, and the Joint Chlefs of Starff were asked to reconsider their
opinion. In reply, they recommended force objectives substantially
the same as earlier ones, but made clear that, while these were the
maximum possible within budgetary limitations, they were the very
minimum necessary to support U,S, strategy. They still belleved larger
forces to be militarily desirable, in fact, essentlal, if the missions
sanctioned by the NSC were to be carried out. But they were unwilling
to recommend that aid programs in other countries be reduced in“order
to provide the requisite funds. And despite the disparity between
force objectives and missions, the Joint Chlefs of Staff advised that
1t would be “"inappropriate" to revise approved NSC policy.3?

Throughout 1954 the Nationalists had been engaging in minor
offensive operations by launching, with U,S, support, occaaional raids
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against the mainland. The COmmuniaE attack on the offshore islands in
September, however, caused anxiety. in Washington lest the United States
be drawn into another conflict with Communist China., The President,
over the opposition of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, directed that, pend-
ing review of U,S. policy in the Far East, the provisions of NSC
pollcy that applied to Naticnalist raids be suspended, Sanction for
U.S. support of these raids was cmitted from a revision of policy in
the Far EBaat adopted by the NSC in December 1954, and from a revision
of policy towards Taiwan adopted in January 1955, These policy state-
ments, however, did include defense of the Nationalist-held offshore
islands %n the objective for which the MDAP was developing forces on
Taiwan, &

With the offensive missions eliminated by U,S. policy, and con-
sequently from the MDAP objectives recommended by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the emphasis of the MDAP again shifted to building the de- .
fensive capabilities of Nationalist forces. From the beginning of the
ald program, neither the Joint Chiefs of Staff nor the civilian policy=-
makers were under any illusion that, unaided, Chinese Nationalist
forces could defend Taiwan. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recognized
that, 1f the Chinese Reds launched a determined assault on Taiwan, the
United States would have to furnish substantial air, naval, and
logistical support to the Nationalista. The conclusion of the Mutual
Defense Treaty between the United States and the Nationalist Govern-
ment in December 1954 bound the United States to provide this support
in the event of such an invasion attempt.®

The Joint Chilefs of Staff made no essential change in the ob-
Jective of the MDAP on Talwan after the offensive missions were elimi-
nated early in 1955. The current objeetive, recommended on 18 February
1957, is to assist in organizing, training, and equipping Naticnalist
milit forces in order to maintain and to increase thelir effective-
ness (1) for the defense of Taiwan, Penghu (the Pescadores), and the
Nationalist-held offshore islands, {2) for contributing to the
collective non-Communiat strength in the Far East, and (3) for such
other action as may be mutually agreed upon under the terms of the
Mutual Defense Treaty.V

To attain this objective, the Joint Chlefs of Staff recosmended,
as a basis for programming materiel and scheduling treining, an army
of twenty-one infantry divisions and nine reserve infantry divisions,
a navy of eighty-five combat ships, a marine division and LVT battalion,
and an air force of twenty-four squadrons and twenty-nine AAA )
battalions., With minor differences, these force objectlves also
represent forces in being at varicus stages of development,d*

As of 30 June 1956, Chinese Nationalist forces were Judged to be
capable of performing the missions derived from the MDAP objective.
In the face of an attempted Communist invasion, Nationalist forces
were considered capable of defending Taiwan, the Peacadores, and the
offshore islands if adequate U,S, air, naval, and logistical support
were furnished. U,S, observers believed that, for the defenaive&,
mission, the combat effectiveness of Nationalist forces was good.

The MDAP in Indochina

Like the MDAP on Taiwan, U,S, aid to Indochina had its origins in
the disintegration of the position of the free world in Asia during
1950. In both Taiwan and Indochina, the invaslion of South Korea was
the most important factor stimulating development of the aid program..
Although the decislon to help the French Unlon Forces in Indochina
antedated the Korean invasion by three months, the scope of the MDAP
wea broadened and the pace stepped up after the outbreak of war made
it clear that Korea, Tailwan, and Indochina were parts of the same
problem,

The French had heen waging a costly, indecisive campalgn sgainst
the Viet Minh for four years when, in late 1949, the collapse of
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Nationalist resistance in China'fgihd the Chinese Communists to furnish
materiel support to the Viet Mirh'and to raise the threat of overt
intervention in the struggle for Indochina., Thereafter, the French
position steadily deteriorated. U.S, officlals became alarmed lest

all of Southeast Asia fall to Communiam, )

The Joint Chilefs of Staff appreciated both the strategic ime
portance of Southeast Asia to the United States and the gravity of the
sltuation developing in Indochina, and they took the lead in advo-
cating strong U.S. efforts to prevent a Communist victory in the area.
As early as December 1949, they had laid the foundation for an immedi-
ate aid program by 1nc1ud1n3 Indochina in their definition of the
"general area of China," for which Congress had provided $75 million
in the MDA Act, In January 1950, they recommended that the program
for spending this money give first priority to anti-Communist forces
in Indochina, and that $15 million be promptly a&llocated for this
purpose, The NSC in February determined that U.S, security interests -
were threatened in Scutheast Asia and that the situation called for
"all practicable efforts" to halt the spread of Communism in that area,
Indochina, decided the NSC, was the key to Southeast Asia and was
under immediate threat. Therefore, on 10 March 1950 the Pysfident
authorized the lnauguration of an aid program in Indochina,

Although the decision had been mada, implementation lagged, and
during the next two months the Joint Chiefs of Staff continued to
advise prompt initiation of the program. It was not until the Korean
wvar provided the necessary impetus that the MDAP in Indochina was
treated as a matter of urgency. In July a survey mission visited
Indochina and subtmitted a report that not only covered materiel re-
quirements but also analyzed the problem faced by the French and the
adequacy of their response to 1t, Also in July, the first elements
of the U,5, MAAQ, whose functions were limited to superintending the
materiel program, began arriving in Sailgon,

In the minds of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the MDAP in Indochina
had two objectives. The first was to help restore and maintain in-
ternal security, which involved supporting Frsnch and native forces
adequate to suppress the indigenous Viet Minh movement. The second
was to discourage Comrunist aggression, which involved supporting
sufficient French and native forces to deter the Chinese Communists
from overtly entering the war, PFrom 1950 through the middle of 1952
these remained the objectives of the MDAP in Indochina, recommended
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff,*®

In 1952 the NSC added a third objective--to assist in developing
indigenous forces that could eventually maintain internal security
without help from French units. From the beginning eof U,S. involve-
ment in Indochina, the Joint Chiefs of Staff had attached great im-
portance to bullding Vietnamese, Cambodian, and Laotian national
armies that would have a measure of autonomy but would still serve
under PFrench command, They felt that such armies would not only
provide fresh troops to relieve veteran Prench and native units from
static defense, but would slso be a means of identifying non-Communist
Indochinese more ¢learly with the war effort. The French reluctantly
agreed to go along with this proposition, although they steadfastly
refused to permmit the United States to enlarge the MAAG in order to
help train the new armies .7

In practical effect, all three of fhese obJectives were, after
mi1d-1953, encompassed in the cone over-riding goel of aiding the French
to carry out a new plan for winning the war, .

Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff believed that this new plan
offered socme hope of victory, they looked with disfavor upon most
Prench policies and actions in Indochina. They felt that the large
MDAP gave the United States some rights in determining the manner of
prosecuting the war. They therefore advocated the use of the MDAP as
a lever to induce Prance to adopt pelitical, economie, and military
policles more in accord with U.S, views. Although U,S, negotiators

v
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did in fact attach conditione of this type to the MDAP throughout
the war, the French rarely fulfilled the conditions.¥

During the war years, orderly planning, programming, and end-use
supervision of gid to Indochina was a difficult and often impossible
undertaking, Materiel requirements naturally fluctuated with the pace
and scope of operations and with the fortunes of French arms, Experis
ence taught that the adminlistrative procedures required by the MDAP
were too cumbersome and time-consuming to provide satisfactory support
to forces engaged in combat operationa, Morecver, the large and fre-
quently unpredictable demands of the war often made it necessary to
reduce the programs in other countries in order to provide funds for
emergency requirements in Indochina, The Joint Chiafs of Staff be-
lieved that, to overcome these drawbacks, a special fund for Indochina
ought to be sat up under the direct supervision of the Secretary of
Defense, but the ammistice arranged at Geneva in July 1954 ended
discussion of the matter.,

In terms of major units, French and native forces receiving U,S,
equipment and support varied considerably throughout the war, mainly
as a result of organizational changes rather than alteration in the
atrength of forces. Between 1950 and 1954 combined French and in-
digenous forces supported by the MDAP varied between 450,000 and
500,000 men of all arms. However, the magnitude of the program is more
clearly revealed by the monetary expenditurea than by the units support-
ed., The total cost to the United States of the Indochinese war was
approximately $2.8 billion., A little more than half of this amount
was spent for economic aid and for financial support of the French P
budget. The remainder, about $1.3 billion, was spent under the MDAP.

When the Geneva Conference ended the Indochinese war, the United
States was providing France with equipment and support for both Prench
Union and Indochinese forces of the following general magnitude. The
Army consisted of eighty-seven French battalions, sixty-seven Vietnam-
ese battalions, nine Cambodlian battalions, and seven Laotian battalions,
Although these were forces in being, the Joint Chiefs of Staff stated
the force cbjectives mainly in terms of French and indigenous divisions,
reflecting their preoccupation with the necesasity for divisional organ-
ization as the core of the Franco-Indochinese Army. The statement of
force objectives also reflected the hope that native divisions would
assume an increasing shars of the burden from the French. Naval and air
forces were principally French., The Air Force operated 272 aircraft in
~ thirteen squadrons, while the Navy had fifty-seven combat ships, inchud-

ing a CVL borrowed from the United States for the duration of the war,¥

Following the Geneva Armistice, conditione of near chacs prevailed
in all three of the Associated States of Indochina, holding forth dim
hope that continued U,3, ald would produce satisfactory results. Never-
theless, the NSC in August 1954 decided that, working through the Prench
only wvwhen neceasary, the United States would assist Viet Nam, Cambodia,
and Laos to develop forces capable of maintaining internal security. In
addition, the NSC decided that the United States, wherever possible,
should assume re:apnslbility for training the armies of Southeast
Asian countries. )

The Joint Chiefs of Staff were reluctant to have the United States
involved in aid programs in countries where conditions made success so
problematichdl, The declision had already been made by the NSC, however,
and on 22 September 1954 they recommended force objectives for Viet Nam
and Cambodia. At the same time, they cautioned that, because of the
very great obstacles to succeas, U,3, ald should be provided at low
priority and without interfering with the MDAP in other countries. They
did not recommend forces for Laos because the Geneva Accords prevented
the United States from stationing a military mission in that country to
supervigse end-use. In January 1955, however, the Secretary of State
argued that political conaiderations made an aid program advisable in
Laos also, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff accedad, A civilian mission was
recruited and eventually sent to Laos to perform the functions of aMmag ¥’
Initial issue equipment for the armies of all three Assitciated States
was taken from stocks already sent te Indochina, and thus was provided
8t no edditional expense to the United States,
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In addition to materiel programs, the Joint Chiefs of Staff also
had to deal with the training progrems envisaged by the NSC. Because
of political instability and the persistence of French influence,
they were even more reluctant to commit the United States to training
programs than to materiel programs, and they enumerated certain
conditions that they belleved should be met before the United States
decided to trailn the armies of the Aasociated States,¥

These conditions could not possibly be met in Lzos, where a French
training mission operated under the Geneva Accords, and no serious
consideration was given to stationing a U.S, military mission in that
country, -As for Cambodia, the Secretary of S3tate contended that the
conditions defined by the Joint Chiefs of 3taff had been met. They
egreed, but asked that in negotiating a bilateral agrecment with .
Cambodia the United States insist on the eventual withdrawal of all
French instructors and advisors. When Cambodian politics and French
oppesition entered the plcture, the Joint Chiefs of Starff, at the be-
hest of the Secretary of State, agreed to drop this condition. The
Cambodian drift towards neutrality prevented the United States from
establishing a training mission, although such a missiocn 1s still a
U.8. objective.¥

The decision to launch a training venture in Viet Nam was dictated
largely by pelitical factors. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had recommended
that no training mission be established until politicel stabllity had
been restored. The Secretary of State, howaver, argued that the United
States should undertake to train the Vietnamese National Army as a means
of bringing about political stability. The NSC and the President de-
cided in favor of the Secretary of State, and an agreement was negotie-
ated with the French to form a joint Franco-American training misaslon,
This mission operated until final withdrawal of French forces from
Viet Nem in April 1956, whereupon the United States assumed sole
responsibility for training Vietnamese forces.¥ '

In addition to materiel programs in Viet Nam, Cambodia, and Lacs,
the United States continued to allocate ald to the French Expeditionary
Corps. This aid, however, was proportionately reduced as French forces
phased out of Indochina.

_ During the two years following the Geneva Conference, a great deal

of confusion surrcunded the objectlves of the MDAP in the Assoclated

States., The N3C in August 1954 decreed that the forces of the Assocl-
ated: States would be assisted for the purpose of maintaining intemmal
security. The Joint Chiefs of Staff, however, believed that limited
defensive capabilities were also necessary. For one thing, the N3C had
decided that U,S. strategy should rely upon indigenous ground forces to
the maxinum extent possible. For another, the withdrawal of French
forcea from Vliet Nam was expected to leave a military vacuum unless the
Vietnamese were able to take over as the French left. Finally, the fact
that the provisions of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty
had been extended to protect the Associated States did not, in the
opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, relieve those states of the
obligation to help defend themselves. The Joint Chiefs of Staff there-
fore recommended force levels adequate for both internal security and
limited defense against armed attack, The NSC and the President, how-
ever, riled otherwise, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff were directed to
recommend forces mdequate for internal security only. In reply they sub-
mitted conaiderably lower force objectives, But they warned that, as
the French withdrew, these forces would be able to offer no more than
"limited initial resistance” to any invasion by the Viet Minh.¥7

Although for two years the only mission approved by the NSC re- -
mained cne of internal security, the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1955 and
1956 recommended that the objective of the MDAP in Indochina be to
assist as practicable in organizing, training, and equipping the aimed
forces of Laos, Cambodia, and Viet Nam for the purposes of maintairarg
internal security and providing "limited initial resistance" to attack
by the Viet Minh. Moreover, the Vietnamese Armmy was organized to in-
e¢lude divisional combat elements that could eventually be treined for
the task of delaying an invasion by the Viet Minh,48
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Even though the JointMrr included Lacs with Cambodia
and Viet Nam in thelr statement of the over-sll MDAP objective in Indo-
china, the restrictions of the Geneva Accords made the prospects of
effective aid to Laos in the near future so dim that they did not recom-~
mend force obJectives for that country. But aid to Laos had been deemed
necesaary for political reasons, and they informed the Secretary of
Defense that, to maintaln internal security, one territorial and cne
infantry division would be required. In 1957 the Joint Chiefs of Staff
dropped thelr reservations and recormended force objectives for Laos of
one territorial and one infantry division, to be developed not only for
the mission of internal security but alsco for that of limited defense
against armed aggression. .

In September 1956 the NSC finally cleared up the confusion in MDAP
objectives that had persisted since August 1954, The forces of Viet Nam
and Laos were now to be developed for the missions of maintaining ine
ternal security and offering "limited initial reasistance” to any Viet
Minh lnvasion, The Joint Chiefs of Starf# at the request of ths Presi-
dent, defined "limited initial resistance” as "resistance to Communist’
aggression by defending or by delaying in such a manner as to preserve
and maintein the integrity of the government and its armed forces for
the period of time required to invoke the U,N, Charter and/or the South-
east Asla Gollective Defense Treaty or the period of time required for
the U.3. Government to determine that considerations of national security
require unilateral U,.3, assistance, and to commit U,.S., or collactive
gecurity forces to support or reinforce indigenous forces in defense
of the country attacked."”

Cambodian forces were to be developed for a mission of intermal
security only. Cambodia had been displaying more and more open friend-
ship towards Red China, and the Chief of Starf, U,S, Amy, had already
recommended a re-examinaticn of the objectives of the MDAP in Cambodig,
Not only did the NSC take away Cambodia's limited defensive mission,
but it provided for termination of all U.S. ald if Cambodie ceased to
demonstrate a will to resist subversion and maintaln its independence.
CINCPAC, however, recommended that Cambodian forces not be substantially
altered as a result of the NSC action. He proposed, moreover, that the
limited defensive mission be restored., The Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed
with CINCPAC. In April 1957 they advised the Secretary of Defense to
ggqugst gpe NSC to reconsider its decision and reinstate the defensive

sslon, .

Bven before the NSC sanctioned the defensive mission for Vietnamese
and Laotian forces, the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended force objec-
tives stated in terms of combat divisions. Por Viet Nam, they proposed
in 1955 that the United States support three infantry divisions, three
territorial divisions, sixteen patrol and landing craft, and five air
squadrons. Events in Viet Nam, however, soon led them to enlarge the
force objectives. The threat to govermmental stability posed by the
politico-religious sects made it necessary to integrate more units of
the private armmies of the sects into the National Army than had been
originally plamned. At the same time, elements of the sects tried to
overthrow the Diem Govermment,and a civil war broke cut that involved
most of the National Army in combat operations., Finally,the rapid with-
drawal of the French Expeditionary Corps promised to create the military
vacuum at the amistice line that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had foreaeen,
As & result of these developments,the Joint Chiefs of Staff in January
1956 added one territorial and one Infantry divislon to the Vietnamesa
force objectives. Further increases were authorized in 1957,when the
Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed force objectives of six light divisions
and four field divisions, fourteen combat vessels and two marine
battalions, and four air squadrong.¥®

The United States agreed to support a Cambodian force lavel of 3),000
men. In their latest statement of force objectives, the Joint Chilefs of
Staff recommended that this force be organized into one infantry regi-
ment, fifteen infantry battalions, one parachute battalion, a four=
vessel navy, and an air force of one composite squadron, Force obe-
Jectives for Laos throughout the post war years remained one light di-
vision to constitute a batile corps and one territorial division for
internal security., A composite alr squadron was added in 1957.%7

In all three Associated States the emphasis from the beginning has
been placed on developing foreces capable of assisting in the maintenance
of internal security. Once this goal has been reached, emphasis in
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Viet Nam and Laos 18 to be placed on developing forces capable also of
defense against external aggregsion by defensive delaying action,

In the judgment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the capability of
the forces of the Asscclated States to attain the objectives of the
MDAP 13 not yet satisfactory. Although the Vietnamese National Army
demenstrated "a fair degree of success” in the war against the sects,
it was not Judged, in 1956, to be capable of retarding or delaying a
Viet Minh invasion without considerable outside asslstance. With-
drawal of French forces had left the Vietnamese Navy too small to
fulfill expected missions, while the Vietnamese Alr Force, in its
first year of operation, had yet to demonstrate combat effectiveness.
Cambodian forces, hecause of faulty organization, lack of an adequate
logiatical base, and ineffective unit and individual training under
French tutelage, were not considered capable of suppressing major
internal uprisings or of conatituting an efficient bulwark against
external aggression., Laotlan forces were Judged capable of maintain-
ing internal securlty in all parts of lLaos except the two northern
provinces controlled, since the end of the Indochinese war, by the
Communist Pathet Lao. They were considered capable of establishing
control over these two provinces if air supply requirements were met
from cutside sources, Aﬁainst a Viet Minh attack in force, Laotian
forces could offer only "minor limited delay" to the invaders and,
thereafter, sustain scattered guerrilla and intelligence activities
in the enemy's rear.®

Ald to Thailand

The same reasoning that prompted the United States to come to the
assistance of the French in Indochina in 1950 led to the inauguration
of the MDAP in Thalland. The Chinese Communist menace to Scutheast
Asia endangered U.S. security in the Far East. If the French posiltion
in Indochina collapsed, Thailand would probably be the next item on
the agenda of Communist conquest. When the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
in January 1950, recommended that Indochina receive $15 million from
the appropriation for the "general area of China," they also proposed
a $10 million program for Thalland. The President approved both the
Indochinese and Thai programs on 10 March 19505Y Following the out-
break of the Korean War, the MDAP in Thailland, like the programs in
other Par Eastern ¢ountries, was considerably enlarged, In addition
to the materlel program, the United States in 1954 established a
Joint U.S. Military Advisory QGroup in Thailand to assist in training
the Thai armed forces . )

Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff initially considered using.
the MDAP to strengthen Thal armed forces as a major bulwark against
Cormunist aggression in Socutheast Asia, they recommended much less
pretentious programs than in Far Eastern countries more lmmediately
threatened. Throughout the periocd of the Korean and Indochinese wars,
their goal waa to help equip and train Thal forces adequate to main-

> tain intermal security and to reslist armed aggresaion. The forces
that they recommended to attaln this objective were nine regimental
combat teams (2/3 U.S. strength) and three AAA (AW) battalions, a
small coastal and river navy, and seven air squadrons.®

| After the close of hostilities in Indochina, the NSC, apparently —

» without objection from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, revised the U.S.

{ objectives in Thailand and dropped the provision for developing the
defensive capabllities of Thal forces, The objectives of the MDAP
defined by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1955 accordingly limited the

==prole of Thal forces to maintalning internal security. However,
Thailand had signed the Southeast Asia Paet in September 1954 and was
playing an in¢reasingly prominent part in the activitles of the pact.

JAt the suggestion of the State Department, the Joint Chiefs of Staff

;re-examined the MDAP obJective for Thailand. In November 1955 they
advigsed the Secretary of Defense that the United States, by partici-
pating in the Southeast Asla treaty, waa obliged to asaist the other
signatories to develop minimum forces necessary to resist external
aggression, They therefore recommended that the United States, through
the MDAP, strive to build Thal forces capable not only of maintaining
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internal security but also of resisting external aggression and con-
tributing to collective defense efforts under the Southeast Asia

Pact. In August 1956 the NSC approved this recommendation and, as

in the decision on Viet Nam and Laos, phrased the defensive mission

as one of presenting "limited initial resistance" to extermal
aggression,*7

The force objectives recommended for Thailand by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff have not been fundamentally changed since the MDAP was
initiated. However, the latest astatement of force objectives indicates
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff envisage organizational changes that
will emphasize the division as the basic combat element of the Thai
Army. Current force ¢bjJectives are three infantry divisions, -one
regimental combat team, twenty-three combat ships and six marine
battalions, and six air squadrons. Estimating the effectiveness of
Thai forces as of 30 June 1956, the Joint Chiefs of Staff judged
that, despite wealmesses in logistices, administration, and communi-
cations, these forces were capable of maintaining internal security
and could be considered a deterrent to armed aggression,

Aid to Korea

U.S. ald to Korea had its inception in the military occupation
responsibilitiea that the United States assumed at the close of
World War II. To relieve U.S. troops of civil police functions in
South Korea, the United States organized and equipped a Korean
naticnal police force in 1945, Following formation of the Republic
of Korea {ROK) in 1948, the United States broadened the scope of
this aid, and agreed to assist in training and equipping South Korean
constabulary forcea.s?

The Joint Chiefs of Staff could find only moral Justification
for this aid. They agreed that all of Korea was likely to fall to
the Communists after the United States withdrew its occupation
forces, Therefore, no amount of military assistance would materially
benefit U.S5. national security. Nevertheless, they felt that the
United States, having equipped the constabulary, was morally obligated
to maintain and support i1t, Accordingly, the NSC provided for con-
tinued asaistance to the ROX, and the Joint Chilefs of Staff, in -
September 1949, defined the long-range objective of U.S. military
ald as development of sufficient military strength to enable the ROK
to maintain internal security. Wwhen U.S. troops left Korea in the
summer of 1949, the United States was supporting ROK Army and police
forces numbering together about 90,000 men, and a small coast guard,
on 1 July 1949, the Y.S. Korean Militarx Advisory Group (KMAG) was
activated to train South Korean forces,4®

When the MDA Act was passed three months later, South Korea
was included among the countries eligible for military assistance,
However, shipment of MDAP materiel was suspended on 20 July 1950,
follewing the North Korean attack. Although the MDAP continued to
finance U.S. training activities in South Korea, funds appropriated
for the Department of Defense provided equipment and support for the
greatly enlarged ROK forces, which were now fighting under the
operational control of the United Nations Command. During the war
years, the United States furnished azput $3 billion in materiel and
services to the South Korean forces, ’

During hostilitles the Joint Chiefs of Staff laid plans for
post war MDAP support of ROK forcea. In 1952 they stated that ROK
forces, properly trained, equipped, and positioned, would be an
important deterrent to further aggression, and they recommended that
the United States plan to develop RCOK forces capable of materially

- 14 -



-

delaying any advance by Neorth Korean forces, The objective of the
post war MDAP, they informed the Secretary of Defense, should be to
agaist the South Koreans to develop armed strength sufficlent to
maintain security and to discourage or reslist external aggression.
They advised that, for planning purposes, force objectives colncide
with forces in being--teﬁlinfantry divisions, forty-six aircraft,
and fifty naval vessels,

Operational requirements and the desire of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff that ROK forces assume increasing responsibllity for the groumd
defense of Korea led during the war to an augmentation of the ROK
Army to twenty divisicns, which enabled the Joint Chiefa of Staff to
éenlarge the objective of the post war MDAP. On the eve of the
armigtice, they stated that, if hostilities ceased, the United States
should program both MDAP materiel and training adequate to build
Korean forces strong enough to repel, rather than merely to delay,
future aggression by North Korean forces alone, Again, force.
obJjectives would be the same as forces in being.

Following the armistice, the United States, according to plan,
resumed the MDA materlel program in South Korea. It was not until
November 1954, however, that the United States and the ROK signed
an "Agreed Minute" to .govern the coperation of the MDAP. This document
spelled out the size of ROK forces that the United States would equip
end support and the details of financing and time-phasing. It also
bound South Korea to keep its forces under U.S. operational control
while the United Nations Command remained in Korea, and to cocperate
with the United States in its attempt to secure the reunification of
Korea. A month later the NSC made aid 23 Korea subject to continued
ROK cooperation with the United States, :

Each year since 1953, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have recommended
that the United States assist in organizing, training, and equipping
ROK forces capable of maintaining internal security and of repelling
aggreasion by any country other than a major power. In addition
to performing the missions indicated by this objective, ROK forces
were to assist, under the operational control of“;he United Nations
Command, in maintaining the armistice agreement.

The United States has been prevented by the growing strength
of North Korean forces from materiaslly reducing assistance to ROK
forces. However, in 1955 the NSC called for developing an effective
reserve program in order to permit the reduction of regular forces,
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended MDAP support of ten
reserve divisions in addition to the twenty regular divislons. Some
progress has been made in converting active divisions to reserve
status, thus permitting a reduction of regular forces and an enlarge-
ment of reserve forcea. At the same time, however, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff have been compelled to meet the buildup of North Korean
airpower by increasing South Korean air force objectives from three
to nine squadrons. In their lateat atatement of force objJectives,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended U.S., support for a South Korean
army of sixteen infantry divisions and fourteen reserve divisions,
a navy of sixty-one combat vessels and a marine division, and an air
force of nine squadrons

A8 of 30 June 1956 the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered that
the over=all effectiveness of ROK forces, in relation to their
misajions, was good. However, since early 1955 the Joint Chiefs of
Staff have specified that emphasis should be placed on building air
defense and mine warfare capabllities in order to bring the ROK
Navy and Air Force to & state of readiness equal to that already
attained by the ground forces.é?
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Summary of ;1d*to the Far East

With some difference of emphasis, the considerations leading the
United States to undertake large-scale military aid programs in the
Far East in 1950 were the same as those that applied in Western Europe
earlier, The national security of the United States was inereasingly
threatened by expanding Communism in Asia. In keeping with their long-
standing view that military aid should increase U.S. national security,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed using the MDAP to meet this threat.
Their persistence finally overcame the reluctance of top civilian
policy-makers who did not want the United States again to be drawn into
the Far Eastern morass. Even after the decision had been made, how-
ever, it remained for the Korean War to spotlight the danger and under-
line tge nec¢essity for considerably larger programs than originally
Planned.

Since 1950, aid to Talwan, Korea, Thailand, and the states of
Indochina, has gone through two stages, The first stage spanned the
years of war in Korea and Indochina. Conceived in emergency, the MDAP
was executed as an emergency operation from 1950 to 1954. Communisat
aggression, actual and threatened, shaped the MDAP. In Tailwan and
Thailand, the forces supperted by the United States were confronted
with the immediate threat of aggression. In Indochina and Korea, the
forces supported by the United States were actively engaged in com-
batting Communist armies, Even during the war, however, the other
face of the coln became apparent. Without internal stability, the
underdeveloped countries were as likely to fall to subversion as to
aggression. In the second, or post war, stage of military assistance,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff focused thelr attention on supporting
indigenous forces capable of insuring internal security.

Except on Taiwan, where internal security was not a matter of
great concern, and 1ln Korea, where aggression has continued to be the
paramount threat, the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered the develop-
ment of defensive capabilities as a task to be accomplished only after

. internal security had been assured. Nevertheless, following the
Korean and Indochinese conflicts, an orderly regicnal plan for using
indigenous forces to help meet the threat of aggression became feasible,
and the Joint Chlefs of Staff in April 1954 advanced their concept
of the form such a plan ought to asaume. They visualized using the

\MDAP to bulld in the Par East an “1ntegrated military structure of
indigenous armed forces,” Complemented by the moblle forces of the
United States and cother associated nations, these forces would materi-
ally reduce the demands upon U.5. armed strength in the area. To form
the political amd economic bazis for such a mllitary structure, the

«w Joint Chiefs of Staff advocated, as a long-range goal, a regional

securlity pact linking a}} of the Far Eastern non-Communist countries
with the United States.

Although a comprehensive security pact in the Far East was not
possible in the foreseeable future, principally because of long-
standing animosities among the prospective members, the United States
by the end of 1955 had concluded an extensive network of defensive
alliances in the area. Billateral treaties bound the Philippines, Korea,
the Nationalist Chinese Government, and Japan to the United States,
while a multilateral pact, the Southezst Asia Collective Defense
Treaty, Joined the United States, the United Kingdom, and France to
the Philippines, Thailand, and Pakistan., A special protocol to this
treaty extended 1ts provisions to protect Viet Nam, Cambodia, and
Laos, which were barred from military alliances by the @Geneva Accords,

The goals that the United States hopes to attain through this
blanket of U.S5. sponsored alllances, underwritten by U.S. military
asaistance, are apparent in both JCS and NSC papers. Most important
is an arc of stable, anti-Communist governments, possessing the will
and abllity to resist subversion, bordering the Communist world from- )
Japan to Pakistan. Secend is a workable mechanism for employing "
indigenous forces, with standardized equipment and common military
doctrine, in conjunction with complementary U.S. moblle forces to
deter or, if necessary, to repel Communist aggression.Sf

I
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Thus the JCS concept of military aild to underdeveloped countries
received 1ts first application in the Far East. Experience galned in
that area affected the thinking of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
devising aid programs for the Middle East.

Foundations of Aid to the Middle East

A reglonal program of military aid developed more slowly in the
Middle East than in the Par East, and with less support from the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Although Communist expansion threatened the Middle
Eagt-Mediterranean area as soon as World War II was over, the danger
was acute only in Greece, Turkey, and Iran, states bordering the
Communist empire. Furthermore, the United States deferred to British
strategic interests in the area. The Middle East did not figure
prominently in U,.S. concepts for conduct of a global war.

Iran--The Early Problem

Until 1954, Iran was the only nation in the Middle East other
than Turkey to receive grant military ald, Militarily impotent, .but
rich in oll, it was 1in 1946 an especlally attractive and vulnerable
target for Soviet subversion or aggression. But when the USSR tested
this vulnerability by delaying withdrawal of its troops from Iranian
territory, it provoked a strong reaction from the United States in
the United Nations and, more lmportant, caused U.S. policy-makers to
begin a peace-time program of aaslstance to Iran,

The foundation for such a program had been laid in World War II,
when the Unlted States sent Lend-lease aid to Iran and established
two military missions, one attached to the army and the other to the
gendarmerie, an internal security foree. In 1946 the Joint Chiefs of
Staff recommended that these missions remain in Iran and that the
United States provide Iran with reasonable amounts of materiel that
could not be used for aggression. Initiative for an Iranian aid
program had come from the State Department, but the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, having in mind the strategic importance of Iran'‘s oll resources
and 1ts potentisl use as a bhase of operations against the USSR, con-
cluded that token assistance to the Iranian military establishment
would probably serve U.S5. strategic igterests by stabliizing and
strengthening the Iranian Government,’®

Until the passage of the Mutuazl Defense Assistance Act, the
program of military aid to Iran was limited to the provision of credit
- for the purchase of equipment, In 1949 this act made Iran eligible
- for grant assistance, but objectives of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
Iran did not change significantiy. In their view, aid should be used
to develop sufficient military power to maintain internal security
and to prevent Iran from surrendering to Communism "during the ideo-
logical conflict” (i.e. the period of U.S.-Soviet competition short
of armed warfare, ) The Joint Chiefs of Staff also considered that
Iran should have the ability to cause some delay to an enemy advance
in case of global war, but in view of the difficulty Iranlan troops
had experienced in the maintenance of armored cars, light tanks, and
tank destroyers, they were reluctant to provide heavier and more
complicated vehicles.™ Development of a defeneive capability in the
Iranian army was, in their view, a long-range objective,

After Iran nationalized 1ts oil industry in the spring of 1651,
touching off two years of political turmoil, JCS statements of military
asaistance objectives were restricted even more narrowly than before
to the maintenance {or restoration) of stability and the improvement
of internal security. Comnunist opportunities for subversion multi-
plied during the chaotic National Pront regime of Premier Mossadegh,
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff ceased even to suggest development of
an Iranian capabllity to resist external aggression. This question
was not to arilse again until 1953, after Mossadegh had fallen.

Meanwhile, under pressure from the State Department, the Joint
Chilefs of Staff had begun to consider a2 regional program of grant
military aid to Middle Eastern natlons. In November 1951 they had
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opposed grant aid for countries other than Turkey and Iran, on the
grounds that development of effective Middle Eastern forces capable

of supporting United States strateglc concepts would require an effort
out of all proportion to the military return. 73 Within a year, however,
they were prepared to support such a program, albeit with reluctance.

The first important step towards a comprehensive Middle Rastern
ald program came in April 1952, when the NSC adopted a statement
calling for the United States to take an increased share of responsi-
bility for the Middle East and to attempt through various programs,
including military aid, to influence the process of political.change
there. Opposing an increase in the scope and pace of milita-y aid
to the Middle East, the Joint Chiefs of Staff cautioned thai the NSC
proposala should be weighed with due regard to their impact upon other
military programs that were of greater importance to U.S. national
securlity.”?

In May 1952, searching for ways to implement the new NSC state-
ment, the State Department's Policy Planning Staff asxed the Joint
Chiefa of Staff to comment on possible cbjectives of aid to the Middle
East. They replied that, for one thing, ald could be used to "influ-
ence Pakiatan, Israel, Egypt, and the other Arab States to increase
their defense capabilities and to make avallable desired base facili-
ties to the Allies, with the ultimate zim of obtaining mnlitary
comuitments to a coordinated defense of the Middle East." But the
Joint Chiefs of $taff were thinidng only of aild for which the United
States would be reimbursed, and that only in very limited amounts.®

They changed their position in November 1952, when they relustantly
Joined the State Department in recommending to the Bureau of the
Budget a $100 million grant military aid program for the Middle East.
To the State Department, opportunities for use of aid seemed particu-
larly promising at that time., In Syria, Egypt, and Lebanon, corrupt
and inefficlent. anti-Western governments had been replaced by new

, regimes that gave promise of turning towards the West. Iraql leaders
had expressed interest in atrengthening thelr armed forcea. Further-
more, the United States, following the initiative of the State Depart-
ment, was about to seek the cooperation of the Arab states in forming
a Middle East Defense Organization, and the success of this under-
taling would probably depend on the amount of military equipment that
was forthcoming from the Uhited States, . .

-After reviewing the situation in the Middle East, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff felt compelled to agree to the State Department's urgent
proposals, but they complained to the Secretary of Defense that they
had not had time to give the program comprehensive study. ' Apparently,
they had not changed their position of the previous November--that
ald to the Middle East could not be expected to produce forces capable
of contributing to the execution of United States global war strategy.
Neverthelesa, they favored some small grant programs in order to
secure military rights and facilitles, to improve internal security
in Middle Eastern countries, and to provide uwltimately for inclusion
of indigenous forces in regional defense planning. They emphaslzed
that initial shipments of aid would be in token amounts, because the
Middle East had low-priority claim on scarce United States supplies
and because Middle Eastern forces would have difficulty in using
modern equipment.?

That the primary justification for grant aid to the Middle Baat
was political, rather than military, became perfectly clear when the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, in January 1953, stated their plan for execut-
ing the aid program. In the first phase, they said, aid would be
designed to maintain in power governments friendly to the West, to
improve their internal security, and to encourage formation of a
regional defense organization. Assuming the formation of such an
organization, aid would later be used to strengthen the ability of
Middle Eastern states to resist Soviet aggression.??
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Within five months, however, it became clear that U.S.-U.K. plans
for a8 regional defense crganizativn were doomed by Egyptian opposition,
and the neat sequence of aid objectives defined by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff had to be abandoned even before 1t had begun to be applied,
Now the objectives had to be stated in more vague terms: to encourage
participation of individual states in planning for regional defense
and, later, to improve reglonal defense by apportioning aid on the
basis of studles made by an allled military planning organization in
cooperation with Arab states,

But if the objectives of the program had become vague, its guiding
princlples were stated speciflcally for the first time. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff declared that the United States should, 1ir general,
support existing forces in Middle Eastern countries, with a view o
their modernization rather than their expansion. Ald should contribute
initially to the maintenance of internal security and should establish
a foundation for the eventual formation of a Middle Eastern defense
forece. Finally, it should be consistent with the technical ability
of the indigenous personnel.” These principles still apply to Middle
Eastern ald programs today.

The framework for an aid program had thus been established by
mid-1953, but it was atill necessary to designate the recipients. The
NSC stated in July 1953 that the United States should select for as-
sistance in the Middle East certzin key states--those which were most
keenly aware of the threat of Soviet Russia and those which were geo=-
graphically located to stand in the way of Soviet aggreasion. Turkey,
Iraq, Syria, Iran, and Pakistan were mentioned for special consider-
ation, over the objections of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who at the
time felt that these countries should not be placed in a special cate-
gory. DBy November, however, they had changed thelr views. They con-
cluded then that the security of the Middle East was dependent at least
initially upon an effective arrangement for cooperation among the four
"northern tier" countries--Turkey, Pakistan, Iran, and Iraq. The
United States should encourage Turlkey, Paklstan, and Iran, and possibly
Iraq, to initiate efforts to form a planning association for coordi-
nated defense of the Middle East. The Joint Chiefs of Staff cautiloned,
however, that in allecating assistance to these countries other U.S, .
military and political requirements in the Middle East should be con-
sidered, as well as U,S5, military ald commitments world-wide, A
formal recommendation that Iraq and Paqistan be found eligible for
grant assistance followed in December, _

The MDAP in Irag

In April 1954, the United States concluded an agreement providing
for military aid to Iraq. The objective of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
under the program was to provide, consistent with Irag's ability to
absorb equipment, such assistance as was required to strengthen inter-
nal securdty and defense capabilitiea. PFurther, if Iraq became a2
member of & reglonal multilateral defense organization, an additional
obJective would be to assist in equipping forces required by the plans
of such an organization. The Joint Chiefs of Staff set the force
objective for Iraq at two infantry divisions, based on forces in being
in 1954, In practice, the MDAP in Irazq was limited by a U.8.-U.K.
memorindum of understanding which provided that Irag would continue to
look primarily to the British for training and assistance,¥

Statements of MDAP objectives in Irag have not changed signifi-
cantly since 1954, In 1956 the Joint Chiefs of Staff specified that
one objective of the MDAP should be to assist Iraq in developing
forces with the capability to "resist external aggression." They have
conslstently placed primary emphasis, however, on equipping forces for
internal security. Development of an Iragqli capability to delzy a
Soviet attack through the Zagros Mountains would be of value, they
obaerved‘%n 1955, but 1t would be difficult, time-consuming, and ex-
pensive,
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In stating thelr concept for the use of combined U,S, and indige-~
nous forces to counter local Communist dggression, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff sald in 1956 that Iraq should place emphasis on the development
of a capability for unconventional warfare., They anticlipated, however,
that Iraq would not agree to a reduction of conventional forces. Thelr
latest atatement of MDAP objectives in Iraq does not mention develop-
ment of thls capabllity, but says that Iraq's forces for resistance to
external aggression should be mobile, lightly equipped, and capable of
rapid deployment, ¥ .

Iraq's force objectives have been ralsed to three infantry divi-
sions and one armored brigade., The Jeoilnt Chiefs of Staff made the
change in October 1956, during the Suez crisis, when they felt it
egspeclally important to bolster Iraq's position in the Arab world.
Another consideration, they indicatéd, was the obvious need for addi-
tional forces in the Baghdad Pact area. Their action did not, however,
indicate a policy of support for Baghdad Pact forces as such, After
U.8. hopes for a regional defense arrangement had been realized with
the creation of the Pact organization in 1955, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff went only 30 far as to say that the United States "should con-
sider" equipping forces required by Pact plans. Iraq planned to in-
crease its forces whether U,S, support was forthcoming or not.f3

In their latest estimate of Iraql capabilities, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff stated that the army could maintain internal security, but in
view of personnel and equipment shortages 1t was not consldered capable
of defending the country against Soviet attack or of contributlng
effective forces to the Baghdad Pact in the near future.®

The MDAP in Paldistan

Like Iraq, Pakistan was a beneficlary of the regional aid program
developed in 1952 and 1953 primarily to encourage a Middle Eastern
regional defense organization. Moreover, the NSC decided to accord
Pakistan special conaideration because of 1ts maried pro-Western
attitude and its key position among the countries of South Asia ® The
United States concluded a Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement with
Pakistan in May 1954.

MDAP objectives in Pakistan, as stated by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, were to provide such military assistance as was required to
maintain internal security and to assist Pakistan in equipping forces
that might be required by regional multilateral defense plans. As in
other Middle Eastern countries, the Joint Chiefs of Staff specified
that provision of such aid must be conaistent with the indigenous
ablility to absorb equipment. Objectives in Pakistan differed from
those 1in Iraq in that they did not include development of forces with
defense capabilities, other than those required by regional multi-
lateral defense plans. However, this distinetion was dropped in 1956,
Since then the Joint Chiefs of Staff have listed as an obJjective in
Paldlstan the development of forces with the capability to 'resist
external aggression," although they continue to place primary emphasis
on forces for internal security,

In 1954 the Joint Chiefs of Staff set Pakistani forces obJjectives
at four infantry divisions, one and one-half armored divislons, twelve
naval vessels, and six squedrons. Army and air force objectives have
not been changed, but the naval objective has heen increased to
seventeen vessels,

As of 30 June 1956 the Palristani army was considered by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to be adequate for maintenance of internal security.
It had a good capabllity of defending itself against attack by
Afghanistan as well as a good probabllity of initial success in
resisting an attack by India against West Paldstan. It was not capable
of defending Pakistan's borders against an attack by the USSR, nor
would 1t be even 1f the MDAP-supported forces were brought to full
strength in men and equipment. Naval equipment was obsclete and
ineffective, and the air force capability was limited to support of
ground elements against a minor military force.®f
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The MDAP in Iran

Even after development of a regional aid program for the Middle
East in 1952 and 1953, Iran continued to recelve favored consideration
from U.S. ald planners, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff, It had
been one of the first countries to receive military asaistance because
1ts proximity to the USSR made 1t extremely vulnerable to subversion
and aggression. This geographic position also made it the keystone
to defense of the Middle Eastern area and hence to the formation of
a regional defense organization.¥

The United States could not realistically consider inslusiocn of
Iran in plans for a reglonal defense organization until late 1953,
By then the Shah had regained a position of strength, and, with a new
prime minister, was looking to the United States for ald and counsel,
Immediate effects of these developments could be seen in January 1954,
in a new NSC statement of policy towards Iran that: 1) stressed the
use of military aid to strengthen the Shah, whose only real source of
power was the army; 2) made the amount and rate of aild dependent in
part on Iran's attitude towards cooperation with Turkey, Pakistan,
and Iraq; and 3) specified that aid should improve the ability of
Iranian armed forces to provide some resistance to external aggression,

The NSC felt that if a pro-Western government continued in Iran
and 1f the capabilities of the Iranian army were increased, the
country might in a year or two be willing to "move in the direction
of regional security arrangements.” U.S. thinidng at this time
cbvicusly had been influenced by the Shah's statement that i1t would
be useless to discuss multilateral security arrangements until Iran
had an army capable of putting up some kind of defense. The Joint
Chiefs of Staff did not object to any of the essential aid provisions
in the NSC paper, but they did caution that the many weaknesses of
the Iranian army could not be easlly overcome, In their opinicn,
considerable time would be needed to obtaln any major increase in
combat effectiveness. It was also evident from their comments that
they were not very sanguine about the posaibilities of achieving
effective cooperation among the four northern tier countries, 70

A year later, the N3C again expanded the objectlves of the MDAP
in Iran, even though the Joint Chiefs of Staff this time entered
strong reservations, The NSC action followed a visit to Washington
by the Shah in December 1954, during which he told the President that
Iren was willing to adapt its strategy to Middle Eastern defense if
it had reason to believe that 1t would soon be ahle to do ita ashare
towards common defense of the area. The U.S. response was reflected
in the NSC paper, which stated that one cobjective of U.S. policy in
Iran was the development of Iranian armed forces capable of making
a useful contribution to Middle Eastern defense through the conduct
of defensive delaying actions.

When they cormmented on the draft of the NSC paper in January
1955, the Joint Chiefs of Staff held that aid to Iran should not be
expanded significantly until: 1} Iran's role in defense plans for the
Middle East had been determined, and 2) Iran had demonstrated its
ability to use MDAP materiel effectively. They had first set forth
this position in September 1954; they restated it not only in January
but again in April 1955. In practice, the position of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff prevailed, for the NSC paper recognized that development of
significant defensive delaying capabilities in the Iranian armed forces
would require "a long-term program invelving U.S. expenditures sub-
stantially in excess of present levels."” It did not indicate that
such a program would be undertaken.¥l =

The Joint Chiefs of Staff did approve a moderate increase in aild
to Iran later in 1955, hoping to encourage 1ts adherence to the Baghdad
Pact, which had been slgned by Turkey and Iraq in February. This did
not, however, indicate any change in their opposition to a much larger
program. They i1gnored an opportunity o make such & change in October,
when they stated an appropriate role and mission for the Iranian army
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in defense of the Middle East~--thus fulfilling one of the two necessary
conditions that they had laid down for & significantly larger MDAP.
Their statement included an estimate of the expenditure required to
provide the desired Iranian capability, but they told the Secretary

of Defense that this estimate was "not intended as a basis for
increasing presently programmed MDA support." 74

The role and mission stated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff for
the Iranian armed forces waa to conduct a six-month defensive delay-
ing action in the Zagros Mountalns with outside operaticnal and
logistical support (including gtomic support). This mission was
derived from the concept, adopted by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in
April 1954, that retention of Turkey, the Zagros Mountain line, and
the areas to the south and west of that line would satiafy U.S.
military objectives in the Middle Easst. {The Joint Chiefs of Staff
have since replaced this concept with a plan for defense along the
Elburz Mountain line, Accordingly, the mission of the Iranian army
is now considered to be conduct of a defensive delgging action
initially from positions in the Elburz Mountains.)

When the Iranian mission was developed by the Joint Chlefs of
Staff in 1955 there were no approved force requirements for defense
of the Middle East, and in determining the size of Iranian forces
necessary to accomplish the defensive delaying mission, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff accepted the prevalling MDAP force objectives in Iran.
These called for an army of eight light infantry divisiona, four
light armored divisions, and five independent infantry brigades.

Current force objectives are six infantry divisions, full
strength; six infantry divisions, reduced strength; five independent
brigades, reduced strength; eleven naval vessels; and five air
squadrons. Army force objectives were changed in September 1956 on
the recommendation of the MAAG Chief of Iran, who felt that elimi-
nation of light armored divisions and incorporation of tanks into
the infantry divisions would increase Iran's defense c¢apabllity and
reduce support costs, The Joint Chiefs of Staff felt in November
1956 that Iran's pattern of forces should be changed to emphasize a
capability for guerrilla warfare, but they believed that Iranian
officials would not agree to a reduction of conventionasl forces until
the United States and Iran undertook combined planning. ¥

The extensive consideration given by the NSC, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, and the MAAG in Iran to a defensive role for the Iranian
armed forces indicates the special importance that the United States
has attached to Iran. It is the only underdeveloped country in the
Middle East in which a start has been made towards developing an
indigenous defense capability. Nevertheless, it is true that in Iran,
a8 in Iraq and Pakistan, the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff have placed primary
emphasis on forces to insure internal security.®

As of 30 June 1956 the Joint Chiefs of Staff considered the
Iranian Army capeble of maintaining intermal security and preserving
the government in power. It could, they thought, execute very
1limited delaying actions against an aggressor with 2 final defense
of short duration in the Zagros passes. It was incapable of sustained
combat., The Iranian Navy had a limited ability to help mzintain
internal security and suppress smuggling. The Air Force could asaist
in the maintenance of internal security but was not capable of
opposing an aggressor equipped with a modern air force, 96

Summary of Aid to the Middle East

In the Middle East, mich more than in the Far East, the United
States has provided grant military assistance with a clearly pollti-
cal purpose., Even though ald was used to help create a reglonal
defense organization, U.S. polliecy-makers, including the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, frankly aclnowledged that the benefits of such zn organi-
zation would be primarily political and psychological. It was
expected to encourage the participating nations to cooperate more
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clogely with each other and with the West; 1t was not expected to
reduce significantly the area's military vulnerability.9’

Development of a capabllity to resist external aggression has -
been listed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff as an MDAP objective in gll
three countries, but it has been considered as a goal for the
indefinite future. Only in Iran has & beginning been made towards
i1ts realization, and there, as in Iraq and Pakdstan, forces for the
maintenance of internal security continue to receive first con-
sideration under the MDAP. These forces contribute to the essential
U.3,. aim of maintaining in power Western-oriented governments,

Several factors have made 1t necessary always to consider develop-
ment of defensive capabillities @8 a secondary goal, Most important
of these factors, and one constantly emphasized by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, i1s the limited ability of the Middle Eastern nations to
absorb military equipment., Another factor is the limitation of United
States aid funds, which have not been sufficient to finance long,
costly programs in a low-priority area. A third factor has been the
lack of reglonal defense pians agreed upon by both the United States
and Middle Eastern countries. Such plans are a prerequisite to the
development of Middle Eastern forces as a complement to U.S. mobile
forces, in accordance with the concept evolved by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff for meeting local Commmnist aggression.

Recent developrents in the Middle East and in U.S. poliey towards
the area may result in the removal of some of the obstacles to a long-
range program for creation of indigenous defense capabilities.

Whereas the Middle East, 1n relation to other regions receiving
military assistance, has often been regarded by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff as a poor investment, it has gained in importance as the
Comuunist threat there has increased and British influence declined.
One indication of the new importance that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
attach to Middle Eastern aid programs was their recommendation to

the Secretary of Defense, in May 1957, that the United States assume
primary responsibility for training and equipping Iraqi armed forces,’

Furthermore, since the completion of the Baghdad Pact organi-
zation late in 1955, a start has heen made towards the formulation
of regiocnal defense plans. During the past year the Joint Chiefs of
Staff have been commenting on Baghdad Pact military studles. Now
the United Statea has become a member of the Pact's Military Committee,
linking it even closer to regional defense planning.

None of these developments, however, has as yet had any signifi-
cant effect on the aid program in the Middle East. Baghdad Pact
military plans continue to reflect the varying national interests of
the member states, and whille the Joint Chiefs of Staff have had under
consideration their own defense plans for the region, they have not
acted upon them, Thus, the United States and ita partners in the
Middle East have not reached an accord on defense plans that might
form the basia of a significantly altered MDAP.

Nor has the Eisenhower Doctrine produced any basic changes in
the 2id program. The Joint Chiefa of Staff informed the Secretary of
Defense on 13 June 1957 that the Doctrine would not have any immediate
effect on the amount of military ald for the Middle East., Changes
would come over a long period of time, they predicted, and affect not
so much the size of the aid program as its pattern--particularly if
the Middle East members of the Baghdad Pacet could set aside their
national aims, establish realistlic force requirements, and plan
toward a2 common defense against & common enemy,™

)

.23 -



787 Egig ..d.-. Assistants to Othey Comtries

é 3,
frem the Stasndpeint of Natisaal Security, ™ 26 Mar 47, CCS 092 {0-22-44) sac 2,
C3 1769/1

(TS 1769/1, Rpt by JS3C, same suhj, 29 Apr 47, sams file, sec 3,
{361 SWRCC 360, "Palicies, Precedures sad Costs of Assistance by the
Stases te Ferel;r Countries, * 24 57, (Dec 23 Jul 47), sume file,
T. 176 s y 4
12 May 47), same file, ses
14/}, .

“ Glun- 1868/57, Nets by Secys, *Basic Statement of U, 8, Policy Con
iggggg o-‘S sume fils, ses 18,
(T8) Mama, Denfisld for JCS ts SeeDaf, same suhj, 3 o-.l.n—-.

. Dezived fyem JCS 1868/59, same fi}d, ses 19, .

" Be {05) Menke, Loaky far JC3 te SecDef, ..:EB..-EEIE! ..St.
same {Qls, ses 14, uﬂ?!-#-luoa 1928/}, sams fils, (T5) SANACC 360/1)
ssme suhj, 19 Aug 48 (Dec o, | Eerﬂ-n—?!-?

& (T83 Mame, Bradley for JCS ta SecDef, "Military Ohjectives in Military

Ei Qu‘-o -lun-o.la n. g‘?‘uﬂuuibs same

.‘4 g-ﬂn E‘lgg i:g
g 19 Jan 33 ﬂﬂ. U (3=31<30)BP M 6,

8.. (P8} Mams, Erquont!o&. MDA Preograms for FY 3-..8-
Which Will Suppert U, 5, Military Strategy, * A7 Jun 54, CC8 092 (3-32+46) 00c 114,
Derzived frem JCS 2099/348, same file, EE Callins fow JCB to SaeDef,
“MDA Pregramming Quidsace far FY 1955, § Jul $3, same fils, ses 93, Derzived
. ?'auoasus.ll.b?.g’-;

B 9. (P6) Mams, Radfsrd for JCS to SecDel, "Rupert by he latordepartmental

Cammittes s Cortain U, 5. Ald Programa, ™ 3 Nov 36, CCS 091 {3-22-44) (2)
-oou.u. Parived frem JC3 2099/637, same file, (5) JC8 2099/706, Rpt by JEPC,

osgtgif.dr::;:il.
20 Fab §7), same file, BP P 16, { QIEEEU'&!& .8,
Policy in Maialand Seutheast Asia, ® 21 Due 34, CCB 092 E.Tn::n:oa 39,
Derived frems JCS 1992/583, same file, sec 38, .

%&EEIQEE .

Gaauntz. *The Positien of te United States with Respecs to Asia, ™
Euls GC3 092 Asta (6-25-48) sec 2,

1. (79 3c31 .a?u.n...c:a.n. "Ald for China, * 17 Dec 49, on:-n
DE.:......!. pt &

12. (38) Mams, 3&3.8.-93!.!. “The Pssiticn of the United Siates

with Respect to Asia, " 29 Dec 49, CCS 092 Asia {6-25-48) soc 1, Derived frem JCS
1992/7, sams file,



|  xsee ¢
‘ST ‘ol 10V ‘08 TAF LT POV SEN P29 ‘swoniav Je a0y (1) ‘ofU swms ‘9¢/996Y

SDP VEBAS POAIST ‘Y 008 ‘Ol SUNS ‘g AP LT » "Seemaeg Purnieonss snwg

i 0, S L,
'52?"'51?5?‘235%? M Eﬁiﬂ%i‘ P
;i%;;’ﬁiis s M1 gE%;;g;sE§ :
i M b e
R
IE§';<131 ggl Eggg-;. . F;iglzi g7
¢ "5"-'1*!"“5 bt
i?:~=;;§§l§ 'ﬁsﬁigf ? {" gaiaiégii r
'Ei ;%§§E?‘ flietg W ?ggfii 'i

ifa g iilig'ﬁg ﬂE E hi‘ - E :

;. POTI0) OW 20 AOTIOL Te2I0 *OGUNG 04 DL 58F Aepyesg ‘eveent f01) TR
"



i 2N EE fpfsix f%igfzi
38f 'B'IEFS - ;F i, »§i
i B g ?fff';%x:. T i ity
g ;A
b MR %};EEE [ iy ggﬁigsﬁiﬁ
i1 25'52 EEE ‘f§=§!l'E§§§ g ii E% % ;;EE | E;iﬁii
: gE ¥ 2o 23 31 EF . 2 y 'Eit E
i el | .
il g bl 8 e
| Eh IR § i b il
LR abt I o Sl
i




o .;ﬂg HE 5" !;'i ‘

"iiéi gé:i -.-KE 53;'%%
A agg fatlily HEkY HH
i T i b {lafug it il
it EEF el dft
lfiit R i
{’iiifgi Egsfi{a‘ ! i i
i G i iy
§,§Ez§ - it g I?{ e THAT
bl | $§El§£§ 'gigsEf* §§‘;fi[ Predrys
[ngﬂiii HHAL ] bl I iy
il Bl i Ly Lol
(R Pt



€ §5F 203 propR ‘ewayy (S1) 9T 008 (1) (99-ST=9) WISV T60 £2

Al S S, O 0 0 e
i ’§'§§;§‘i§§fiif-§ﬁj i
£ | t €E'[é - 8 d ] .EF ;E i rgé .£§ fir £ EE3
S gﬁli s'g E Eliif i!'sii gEEE EEE i3 E‘!F EtE ; 555
E BE iégffg .*;friggﬁifgg Hih Effs"i igr : Eg;
g i% !{fifig';gé‘g;gégi a4

UH Sial fenflone I EChEDG R

i Tl by g on ol ¢l
B it Bt o g1 B
5 ;‘*ﬁ%i i‘%’iiiiiig‘%f if s‘!.%i ER LN

v



¥ « uaSeay '
FeIWL & PIV '

't dog
‘OfI; SwWmve ‘CP/TILT SOf W3}

poapaeg L ¥ L 900 {Ghe=P) SUTRD TSP £2D ‘95 URP §T & VUIRD )S VALY TRINNSD

o 205 aeusIRY o wesBezg, ‘JeadeR €3 £3F 297 Serpusg ‘ewmepy {92) 9

‘0 08 ‘ofy owres ‘437/2661 $OF

SIEMSISTY IRV AT CE4T L4 0% 287 ssanisefg0 muslery tro=-asaQ,
‘Jeqoeg @3 EHP 297 20TV ‘CWONY {§1) “OTU SwERe ‘§C/TTLL 5L Weay peassey - ‘o1
. L OB (SYegeP) TEIRD TEP §3D ‘95 WAL LT 4 *UEIRD JO DOV [RIGUSD) O 28] 20NN
WOLJ POAIZSE 1§ 208 (99-5T=9) TISY 260 £2D ‘LS 900 ¥ . ‘PUIIWL & BTN
Azwie wyer ogs po savdey, m-narmmM'm/pnﬂ e 1 ]

"Wy LIMTIR 0 WusBead, ‘yequen 8 932 20y Baaqwepuvy ‘ewent {32} ‘95

*1T1/6402 9OF Wiy poalZag ‘g% 300 {99-T2-8) 24D £DD

ok zg;aigﬁ.?._ 1 )
iir g BgliFpaliy Prodfieiees
e i S
e 23 BEES 3331 ErRiNEd
I 5 i il
f i it il
R st H R,
G ggigig - §E§ 255335
i o Bl e
Fop of BRI dppi] ,E :
E g I fJ*;f{,E;
gF ¥ Fikfps3; ©§CsBislf™s
L




‘04 500 {99°5T9) TIPY 268 £ 98 900 T . “IVEY Sug 0N} pavasy

Asyred ‘g°n vesares, ‘S/4T98 OSN (BRI} °LST 200 (Py=41-£) Doaey TTCEE £DD

‘94 dog 1T . ‘PEINLEJESS ENNLUR 'S’} WESOY BO POSTY OSCY PRY SIWE PRI
o0 Sosaseg smuy peeidy pesedeiy., ‘edseg 4q et 64y/9LLL 2O2.6) W

U ST YW 00T/¢44T SDF W] pearag

.'cmummnzhm

s‘f-'

fsg 5

3
N SE ;E-:
'§'F

sgii

¥
te fher &

3 355‘

o Ny

.qummmmm '!mmw ‘s

‘ol pun SANsE °C 908 {§Y-41=C) YOITY 12°CRE $0D Yev uer g

' {
" ‘ag/eent st) m"se
" 9 401104 $SING PATAL, ‘DONAS % D1 %



oy
%os =P 15 ‘e 39qr) 06 wuP o1 ‘fyne owrwe ‘Oggp g 3fy ‘9/pILl $OF foX) ‘U

wef 97 ‘we seq1)

“‘*Ty omwe ‘(0§ wer 1€ *ue 20qY) 08 WO T
o0 ‘ery sures ‘(g

‘fans scuee ‘apgp Aq 48y ‘g/PTLY 8D i8X) ‘c¢
. 0F WEP §1 , ‘NI 61 SIVNTISY AZUNTINL. ‘OdSr Aiq ¥y 'thuuotgn i /3

‘oY swsws ‘g/p1Lt DL

F
|

-‘Epszg il esg B
4 35 3REF IF 3
“§ = E-l g ¥
i
sipislste |
E'ffi'é"-‘:;ff HEE
il 1

? {§if§p ie FiT
EEE? 5:%35;%} H
§giEE=!§i;§ 1%
sEAEFE ey 3

¥ ﬂ‘sai'i 5’3
Efti 3 T
il i
i3 HUL

o s
b8 BEcgliF [oF.
il il
5l affan
ol it
'—gi !‘; ‘: 8-

g Sl
it il

2 BT H I

T ‘gngiwﬁfg
?géE ;ggigiggiagr
R

‘91 34 AW ‘o1 mmws ‘(15 g 0T *mo Deg)

18 I 81 « Y{Q) souvpp Semwrnalead souvietesy AT 656t L4, *OaSe

4q 10y ‘90L/6b0T 821 (3)

‘010 ewres ‘$1G/L60T $OL OS] peArang ‘g oee (7)

" n ‘9541
A4 s03 ssuwpprp Duymwrnabozd vaN. *D4aur Lq ¥y *oLc/440T nryr sy

«8Y SATIVUIASIU] OFRSTIT )0 MOWASIIAN], ‘FNTINE 63 GOF 20} PISIPRY ‘ewneg &3

(99-22=0) 200 90 ‘9% QX (1 . ‘(veary) swmualezg PV ‘g°f) wWa) o Sunny
déy (C1) °TIV 908 (99~27+8) 24O $DD (PS5 Ay 4T ‘we seq) 95 4



‘seay

£ E T
4 Ec be . gg * e g--i
il =‘i5!s§‘ I §§ E

a8 isrtF{ evE t§
‘ ;1 E!sg §ﬂf_"§i§-agf§§5 : ;E

oot ‘C5T/660T :
d

T8I 104 WOEE SPPIN 40 10 dsrameen. ‘DSt 44 30X ‘08/in0t $OF

‘siseg
$ *we ot} 7% Ao
‘Wi saz et w

%t 908 (10oRT-TH) VRN T T8¢ £90 vs e 3

BIE)E.F

angt
da vty

Ly
‘T ML 2K (99-C5) sunsereg 240 £2D ‘TS 2dy 91 o ‘TIS2S] DUV SOIEIg AUV
| gy 500 ‘er owes Y(1s 0L § ‘w0 20T 15 AL Tu'ISET
28 3oV Aninneg TORINY Peesdesd 30 THT BTINE PIA SOUTPISITY U] SOLINNGD)
- v aveg o8 PYV ASWRDR Wan, DSt 44 oW ‘cT/esen oot L) e

6 350400y Wia SOWHAL PUv S24T190/00 POITIP POsTRA, *1/621 Dunt L) 9L

- sog e ez 52) °T1 808 ey

L oys a8 aWET SN V0 & eeemiery



*61 908 (99-CP~9) wua] 240

» ‘0541 LZ Pum 1541 L1 2v} sursafiesyd sounisTesy ATQITITIN. e 3

‘soumspery Asayyyg avp sweabeag we aym) 3f Aq 3y '599/660T 8OF

SF MR PLOPHL ML B EW G RI[ K
82 ye Eplscpe 13s glsls sZES §pEsF 3 :
g 1 e b e it b g e
IR i‘?:i 13 :g Egi Sy 8 '{!§§ ik E{i i
13 .f-?z.,-fg i ;E[ ¢ TEpd Fly f E vy &F
gjg ¢ ;!=:EE§ ° § | %%E !3=§ 3?% i3 %i; E:
i o dpimne By L RDn e BT
Yy ey Bl ef!= 1 B
aig gs fi’ =y F E 3 i? =f §EE§ ;‘;i s=f i;
S il e g I il il b
I el el iy o Do
e o |
o hpn i R gl R
i g F %i? 175 "é{ fE Eii *vgs ; %E 5?
8 5353 : I L I P



cR ie
“ilﬁ ir aa b

: siﬁ ;? ?Ei

‘ F vm

! ,f: *82‘

5" g f

SEE R 8

%EE ;E ;g

i b

"ig' gg pii
£

9¢ 200 {7) (99°22°8) 260 £99 ‘L99/640L SOF WAL} PRAYES]
" ‘9P 908 {98=1£T) §°A 198 29D ‘99 deg 11 o ‘984T wuumm

P
j |
1

o
i

;

=3=?3‘

'l.l

. TeRORN Jo engug. m-lms_qm ‘omeye o Sy to2) *9é
smualsad senuswey AsWHTIN 4801 1.5 *DdET 48 ¥y Wuu

T ot A & ‘1D Swne ‘{Lg QAL 63 B0 3007) LS 901 01 u 1Y)

cumslosd soumewey AsUIIN (563 A8 ‘O4Br iq vy ‘99L/060T



