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FOREWORD

The Historical Office of the 0ffice of the Secretary of Defense
was asked to undertake this historical analysis of the strategic arms
compétition in the spring of 1974 with the expectation that the project
could be completed in 18 months to 2 years. A comprehensive classified
history was to be prepared, subsequently to be followed by an unclassi-
fied version as well. The latter was envisioned as a contribution to
the public discussion of the strategic arms competition and related arms
control issues. Then-Secretary of Defense James R, Schlesinger and
others believed that the lack of sufficient historical knowledge and
analysis of the strategic arms competition as it evolved from shortly
after World War II to the early 19705 handicapped the critically important
discussion of these issues.

The lengthy period of time ultimate;y required to research, write,
and edit the history reflects the difficulties inherent in a project of
such scope and complexity. Seven years after its inception, this classified
history, the work of three respected scholars--Ernest R, May, John D.
Steinbruner, and Thomas W. Wolfe--is ready for distribution., The authors
have presented voluminous historical evidence, analyses, and judgments as
to the nature of the strategic arms competition, the interaction process,
the internal decisionmaking processes in the United States and the Soviet
Union, and many other matters.

An unclassified version of this study is now in progress. Timely
comments from readers of the present work are welcome and may be useful

in the preparation of the unclassified volume.
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Preface

This study was undertaken at the direction of Secretary of Defense
James R. Schlesinger in 1974. The 0SD Historian acted as director of
the project and general editor of the final study under the overall
guidance of the Director of Net Assessment, Andrew W. Marshall,

The principal authors of the study are Ernest R. May, Harvard
University, Thomas W. Wolfe, Rand Corporation, and John D, Steinbruner,
Yale University and the Brookings Institution. The choice of recognized
scholars from outside government to prepare the study reflected the
Secretary's preference for an objective work as free as possible from an
institutional point of view. Therefore, although commissioned, supported,
and published by the Department of Defense, the study is not "official
history." It represents the views of the authors rather than the
Department of Defense. The authors do not concern themselves with what
policy ought to be but with what it has been. The study should be
regarded as a contribution by the authors to the continuing national
discussion and analysis of the important strategic issues treated in the
study.

Secretary Schlesinger prescribed the preparation of a thorough,
objective, critical, and analytical history of the strategic arms
competition between the United States and the Soviet Union since 1945,
with emphasis on the long-term historical view. He asked also for
careful reconstruction of the events of the first 10 to 15 years after
World War IT because of the seminal nature of the postwar period. The

ix
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history was to focus on the dynamics of the competition--the factors

and decisions that underlay changes in the major strategic offensive

and defensive forces since 1945. Secretary Schlesinger believed that
placing the strategic arms competition in critical historical perspective
could provide & more authoritative basis than has existed in the past

for discussion and debate of strategic issues, and for analysis of inter-
pretations, hypotheses, and myths pertaining to the subject. As the final
product, he had in mind an unclassified version of the study.

The classified history provides a systematic survey and analysis of
the period 1945-1972 with some additional information and observations
regarding more recent years. A special effort was made to provide thorough
coverage of the first dozen years after 1945 in the conviction that this
period is essential to an understanding of developments during the 1960s
and 1970s. Many basic patterns of relationship and interaction were
established during this period and many decisions that established long-
term trends and policies were taken by both sides to the competition.
Presentation of the Soviet side of the competition was a major objective
of the study and represents an important achievement in view of difficul-
ties in acquiring information, both because of the secrecy of Soviet
decision processes and consequent actions and the problems of recovering
intelligence files and data for periods more than a few years back.

The objectives of the study include the following:

1. To permit testing of current hypotheses about the competition
and the interaction process against a more complete historical record

than has previously been available.

X
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2. To characterize U.S. and apparent Soviet strategies for the
arms competition.

3. To permit more and better comparisons and contrasts between
U.S. and Soviet programs.

4. To improve our capacity for shaping U.S. programs and policies
through a better knowledge and understanding of Soviet actions and
responses to U.,S5. actions.

5. To help in the creation of improved models and new hypotheses
about the competition based on the more complete historical record.

6. To help clarify thinking within the Defense community and the
Congress and among the public interested in defense, arms control, and
strategic issues.

Competition, in the basic sense of the term, has existed between the
United States and the Soviet Union since 1945, There has existed in varying
degree and intensity a sense of rivalry, contest, emulation, and struggle
for superiority between the two in many of the interactions that are
characteristic of relations between nations. This study has focussed on
the nature and extent of the arms competition between the two countries,
and particularly on those arms which are referred to as strategic. These
are primarily long-range nuclear weapons and vehicles with which the two
countries can directly threaten each other's homelands. But other weapons
and forces of lesser range and power ‘also had important strategic impact,
especially in the earlier days, and had to be taken into account. These
included not only medium and intermediate-range ballistic missiles and
strategic defensive forces but alsc general purpose forces--sea, land,
and air.

X1
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The search for similarities between the past and present is of vital
importance, particularly on the Soviet side. Exacting analysis of the
historical past can yield evidence of long-term trends and recurrent and
repetitive cycles of behavior which assist our understanding of the present
and our planning for the near future. It can add a greater measure of
assurance, if not predictive capacity, to our actions. Technical observa-
tions made 15 or 20 years ago remain highly pertinent; they may even have
far greater utility in the present than they had at the time they were
made,

Similarly, the search for variations in behavior and programs, for
the unstable as well as the stable, for constraints as well as initiatives,
can lend illumination to hypotheses and models of the competition. To get
at the interaction process between the United States and the Soviet Union,
a major objective of the study, a consistent effort has been made to focus
on the perceptions, assessments, and reactions of both sides,

Arrangement and presentation of so complex a subject has been difficult.
Some observations about the form and content of the study may therefore be
helpful, In part, such unevenness, imbalance, and duplication as exist
derive from the multi-authorship of the study. There are variations in
organization and structure between chapters, differences in breadth and
depth of treatment, shifts in emphasis and focus, and differences in the
manner and degree to which authors combine historical description and
historical analysis. In part, these differences derive also from the
amount and quality of evidence available to the authors. For the earlier

chapters, the paucity and lack of quality of materials on the Soviet side

xii

UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

resulted in broader and more general treatment of the subject. For
the period since 1960, the documentation is much richer and the focus
narrower and more precise, particularly for the Soviets, where the
concentration is chiefly on weapons, forces, and deployments,

The strengths and weaknesses of the study are largely the result of
the availability or nonavailability of evidence, which was, of course,
much harder to come by on the Soviet side. Accordingly, to present a
comprehensive account of what happened, and to essay interpretations
and judgments, it has been necessary, as in almest all analyses involving
the Soviet Union, to resort to speculation and inference to build bridges
to understanding and to fill gaps.

Special mention should be made of information drawn from intelligence
sources, It should be borne in mind that intelligence data, particularly
about weapon systems and military forces, is periodically revised and
updated and therefore some of the information in this study may be subject
to change.

Statistical data is drawn from a number of sources, among which some
inconsistencies are inevitable, The 0SD Comptroller prepéred a special
study on the U.S, defense budget from 1945 to 1976 which is the basis for
much of the budget data in this study, Other statistical sources have
been used to present budget information not found in the Comptroller study{
including comparative U.S. and Soviet data.

There are a number of differences between statistical tables in the
text and the appendices (chiefly Appendix 7), particularly with reference

to forces and weapon systems. These occur principally because the data in
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the tables iﬁ the text are compiled from a number of different sources
which are not consistent in categorization or presentation of content.
Thus, these sources use a variety of categories for presenting informa-
tion on forces and weapon systems--total inventories, deployed forces

and systems, systems on hand, ready forces and systems, etc. No single
consistent set of data for all of the information required was available,
and it was often necessary to compile new tables which, although they
contain similar information, may be inconsistent with other tables in the
study. These inconsistencies are not significant and do not affect the
text. 1In spite of the differences between text and appendix tables, it
was judged desirable to include the more comprehensive appendix tables
because they provide useful and ready reference not available elsewhere
in the study.

That the study is not exhaustive follows from the nature and scope of
the subject. It wquld have been unmanageable if it had attempted to
include all aspects--both U.S. and Soviet——of the strategic arms competition.
Therefore, such important aspects as the political, diplomatic, and intelli-
gence records have not been treated comprehensively. Many questions and
problems remain to be answered. A great deal of sustained historical
analysis must be done if we are to derive the fullest benefits from this
historical approach.

Major supporting studles were prepared under the direction of the
Army, Navy, and Alr Force, by the Institute for Defense Analyses and the
Rand Corporation, and by the 0Office of the Historian, 0SD. fhese provided
invaluable collections of data and points of view that contributed a great

deal to the final study. A list of these materials is appended. The
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authors conducted a large number of interviews with former officials and
other knowledgeable persons, thereby greatly enriching their understanding
and interpretation of the historical record. Research into original
records by the authors and their assistants constituted a major part of
the effort and lends increased authority to the final product.

So many people and organizations contributed to this project in some
degree that it is difficult to be certain that all are acknowledged.

Mention has been made above of the valuable studies prepared by the military
services and research organizations, which 1nvolved scores of participants.
Other important studies were prepared in the Office of the Historian, OSD.
A comprehensive chronology of the strategic arms competition was compiled
by Herman Wolk, Dean Stevens, Jack Shick, Col. Jack B. Shaw, USAF, and
Alice C. Cole, Samuel R. Williamson and Samuel F. Wells, with the
asslstance of Steven Rearden, prepared special supporting studies for the
earlier periocd. Frank Walter made an invaluable contribution to the later
chapters on the Soviet side through his penetrating research into the
intelligence records. Ronald Hoffman contributed a serles of excellent
research memoranda on continental defense for use in Chapter V. Particular
acknowledgment is due Harold Poppe of the CIA for his indispensable efforts
in facilitating the work of the authors and researchers.

Special thanks are owing to those who attended seminars and provided
informed criticism: Paul Nitze, Robert W. Komer, Ray Cline, Spurgeon Keeny,
John DesPres, Lt. Gen. Glenn Kent, USAF, V/Adm. Gerald Miller, Ronald Stivers,
Henry S. Rowen, Graham Allison, and William W. Kaufmann. A large number of

readers of parts of the manuscript provided helpful and constructive
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criticism that resulted in the correction of errors and the addition of
new information and ideas. These included Herbert F.-§Brk, Raymord Garthoff,
Jack Ruilna, McGeorge Bundy, William W. Kaufmann, Johg Coyle, Karl F.
Spielmann, Victor Jackson, Frederick M. Sallagar, Arthur Steiner, Maurice
Matloff, Samuel A. Tucker, Richard M. Leighton, Henry Glass, Dorils Condit,
and Steven Rearden. Especially close and critical reviews by Max Rosenberg,
Howard M. Ehrmann, and Stuart Rochester resulted in improved and more
accurate text and documentation. '
Jhe administration of the project would have been impossible without
the assistance of Col. Jack B. Shaw, USAF, Col. Daie L. Reynolds, USAF,
and Sgt. Charles Hawley, USAF. Gloria Duarte typed most of the manuscript
one or more times and performed remarkably in keeping track of a large
variety of drafts and assembling the finished study. _Ihf final editing
of the documentation fell to Alice C. Cole, who brought order out of chaos
with her usual skill, rapidity, and tact.
Finally, Andrew W. Marshall, who provided general oversight of the
project, was a model of patience, support, and understanding. His constant
interest, encouragement, and constructive criticism kept the project

always afloat and insured its completion.

(_;Z,qul, Lﬁt/—dﬁ—\,gx

Alfred Goldberg
Historian
Office of the Secretary of Defense
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CHAPTER 1
THE ORIGINS OF THE COMPEfITION:
THE UNITED STATES FROM 1945 TO 1948

When hostilities ceased at the end of World Har II, a new world
order was already emerging. Of all the participants, only the United
States and the Soviet Union remained as world powers. The other prewar
world powers -- Germany, Japan, France, and Great Britain -- were all
reduced to second class status. The great'change in the U.S. world role
in the early postwar years occurred in part because of perception of
the Soviet Union as an aggressive, expanding power which threatened
all the non-Communist worlid, including ultimately the United States.
The perception of the Soviet Union as the on1;d;;jor military threat, par-
ticuTarly in Yestern Europe, influenced 1.5. national security policy.
On the Soviet éide, perception of the United States as the major rival
and as a threat to the Communist worid, exerted a similar influence,
Rivalry between the two powers took many forms. The development of
competitive military forces was merely one, and strategic weaponry

~ .
came to serve as a leading measurement of their relative power and standing.

When Vorld Yar I1 ended in the summer of 1945, the United States
held a great advantage over the Soviet Union in strategic air power.
It had B-29 bombers which could reach targets deep in the Soviet Union
from advanced bases and carrier aircraft able to attack Soviet coastal
areas. It had a large inventory of conventional bombs, and it had the

components for one atomic bomb and materials for others. Although the
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Soviet Union possessed huge ground forces positioned near territory

potentially of great or even vital interest to the United States, it had

no bombers that could reach the United States and no nuclear weapons.

In the first 2 or 3 years after the war, the United States
dismantled most of its military forces and did little to increase its
stockpile of atomic bombs. In fact, as of April 1947, the'Chairman of
the new.Atomic Energy Commission, David E. Lilienthal, informed the
President that there were no atomic bombs available Eor immediate use.1
Meanwhile, the Soviet Government invested heavily in a new long-range air
force, an atomic bomb development program, and research on missiles.

In its broadest sense, competition
may be said to have started at this time, when the Soviets began to seek what
the United Stafes already had. The strategic arms competition, a part
of the larger competition, commenced soon after World War II, when the
Soviets gave priority to strategic forces in their perennial quest to

catch up with and surpass the United States.

For this reason, & history of the strategic arms competition ought
to start with an account of Soviet actions. There are, however, three
compelling reasons for focusing initially on Washington. First, one

needs a sense of what the Soviets may have thought they were trying to

* . P

catch up with., Second, the initial period of competition involved changes

in the United States which had no counterparts in the Soviet Union. The

* For a discussion of Soviet perceptions, see Chapter III,
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United States, for the first time, committed itself to a continuing
role of active world leadership. Russia, on the other hand, had
functioned as a world power for more than twe centuries. Third, we
know more about the United States. Without necessarily assuming
behaved
that the two powers / alike, one can reconstruct the development
of U.S. strategic forces and of ideas concerning their use and
concerning competition with the Soviets and frame questions concerning
L

parallel developments on the Soviet side, where the evidence is

more fragmentary.

The Early Cold War

By the 1950s, the relationship between the United States and the
Soviet Union was aptly characterized as '"Cold War." It is not easy,

however, to say when this Cold War commenced.

Viewed historically, U.S.-8Soviet competition was almost inevitable.
It had been prophesied more than a century before, in the 1830s, by
De Tocgueville, who had remarked the underlying differences and potential
antagonism between the two nations: “"There are at the present time two

great natiogs in the world, which seem to tend towards the same end . . ..

I allude to the Russians and the Americans. . . . Their starting-peint is

different and their courses are not the same; yet each of them seems
2
marked out by the will of Heaven to sway the destinies of half the globe."

- -

Many of the characteristics of the Soviet state are derivations orn
continuations from the Czarist empire. Political despotism,

-J-
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police terror, and limitation on individual liberties came directly
from Czarist Russia. So did some imperialist and expansionist impulses.
The maintenance of a large military establishment has been continuous in
modern Russian history, and the Russian people are accustomed to living
with it

Antagonism between thé United States and Soviet Russia can be traced
back to the beginning of the'Soviet regime in the Bolshevik Revolution of
1917, kommitment to an open society and fear of revolutionary change
combined in the United States to produce strong ideological opposition to
communism, even during the bitter years of the Depression. Not until 1933
did the United States formally recognize the Soviet Union and establish full

e

diplomatic relations.

Between 1§39 and 1941, in the era of the Nazi-Soviet pact, Americans
scarcely differentiated between the two. After the Germans invaded Russia
in mid-1941, Senator Harry S. Truman reflected a widely held opinion when
he said that Nazis and Communists were equally evil and that the world

would be well off if they destroyed each other.3

Recollection of this long-term unfriendliness dimmed during the short
period when the United States and the Soviet Union were allies against
the Nazis. Americans who had embraced the Russians as comrades-in-arms
construed the militant Soviet behavior after the war as a sudden réversa1.

Had they had longer memories,
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they would perhaps have perceived much of what was happening as
traditional relationship.

merely a return to the / The suspension of most differences
between the United States and the Soviet Unibn during World War II
in the face of the mutual enemy had not really altered the underlying
hostility.

In the first half of 1945, which saw the death of Roosevelt and
the surrender and complete occupation of German;, differences between
the two states became increasingly apparenf. The Soviets criticized
American and British failure to include tﬁem in negotiations for surrender
of German forces in Italy. They condemned the decision at the end of
the war in Eurcpe to terminate lend-lease.* The United States Government, for
its part, took the Soviet Union to task for xaising new questions
concerning the constitution of the United Nations and for seeking to put
Communists in control of Poland, Rumania, and Bulgaria. By August 1945,

when Truman met with Stalin and Churchill at Potsdam, U.S.-Soviet

relations were already visibly troubled.

At the end of World War II the U.S.-Soviet relationships dominated
international politics. Britain, though a victor in the war, lacked the
strength and will to play a large independent role. Most of Europe was
in a state approaching chaos. On the other side of the globe, Japan had

been conquered, and China was torn by civil war. Across the intervening
. rd

* The decision was made in May but shipments were terminated only
in August,

-5-
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landmass, from the Mediterranean to the South China Sea, movements for

national independence and for social or economic reform were producing
turmoil. Almost everywhere the United States and the Soviet Union were
in direct or almost direct confrontation. In Germany and Korea, their armies
stood opposite one another., In Western Europe, the Middle East, and
"East Asia, Communists, under.orders from or at least in league with
Moscow, Tesisted the establishment or continuance of governments favorable
to or favored by the United States, inspired to fervor by belief that
the aftermath of war left bourgeois societies ripe for revolution. In
Eastern Europe and other areas under Soviet influence, propertied and
educated elites meanwhile sought support from allies in the American

—
public, hoping desperately for rescue by the American govermment. These
circumstances would probably have pitted the United States and the

Soviet Union against one another even without fundamental ideological

cleavage and a previous history of animosity.

In 1945-46, the year following Potsdam, American-Soviet differences
intensified. Meetings of the Council of Foreign Ministers saw sharp
N
exchanges and few concessions by either side. In December 1945, the
United States publicly attacked the Soviet Union for failing to fulfill
its commitment to withdraw from northern Iran. Spokesmen for the United States
became less and less guarded in criticizing Soviet policy im Europe and in

opposing any Soviet role in the administration of occupied Japan.

-6-
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Still, the hopefulness of the war years persisted, even at high
official levels. At sessions of the Council of Foreign Ministers,
Secretary of State James F. Byrnes continued to seek working agreements
with the Soviets, The U.S. Baruch plan for international control of
nuclear energy, though full of reservations reflecting suspicion of
the Soviet Union, had some conciliatory features, for it offered promise
that the United‘States would voluntarily give %p its monopoly control

of what some comméntators had already dubbed "the absolute weapon.”
Prominent U.S. figures continued to voicg faith in future cocoperation,
among them former Vice President Henry A. Wallace, who sat in Truman's
Cabinet as Secretary of Commerce. From the American standpoiﬁt, one
could not yet accurately characterize the American-Soviet relationship

p—

as one of Cold War.

. Only during the second and third years of peace, from the summer of
1946 to the gummer of 1948, did this perception develep. Within the
executive branch in the United States, consensus emerged that the Soviet
Govermment intended to expand the domain of communism, that it had ne
inclination to compromise its aims for the sake of good relations with
the West, ;nd that it might therefore seize any safe opportunity to
discredit, undermine, or overthrow any non-Communist government. Set
forth elegantly and forcefully by State Department Soviet expert George F.

Kennan in dispatches from Moscow in 1946, which circulaged widely in

Washington, this conception of Soviet behavior gained currency in officialdom.
-7-
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In October 1946, George M. Elsey of the White House staff prepared

a memorandum summarizing the thinking among officials ;nd government experts

concerned with Soviet affairs. Presented to President Truman over the

signature of Clark Clifford, Special Counsel to the President, this

memorandum equated Communists with Nazis and likened the challenge to that

faced by the Western powers when they mistakenly appeased #Hitler in the

1930s., It indicated that many of Truman's advisors and aides already felt

concern that rapid demobilization of U.S. military fbrces, matched by

no comparable demobilization on the Soviet side, was producing increasing

disparity in power, It mentioned evidence that the Soviets were working to

develop strategic weaponry and went so far as to say that the '"United States
4

must  be prepared to wage atomic and biological war.,"

Those who might have argued differently had departed the government.
Wallace had been fired in the early autumn of 1%946. Byrnes was about to go,
in part because he was thought to have offered too many concessions to
Moscow. Loyalty-security investigations, which put in jeopardy the jobs
of Federal employees gho could be accused of ever showing pro-Soviet
inclinations, discouraged questioning of the consensus from within the

bureaucracy.

Somewhat more slowly, alarm manifested itself in Congress and among
the public. In March 1946, when former Prime Minster Winston Churchill

delivered his celebrated "iron curtain" speech at Fulton, Missouri, most
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American newspapers expressed surprise, even though Churchill's

criticism of the Russians was relatively mild and was bracketed by

pleas for nmutual understanding and cooperation. Soon, however, it became common
for editorials to describe the Soviet_Union in terms previously applied

to Axis powers. Many candidates for office in 1946 campaigned as
anti-Communists, and the November elections, giving the Republican Party
majorities in both Houses of Congress, swept out almost all those in
either party who Ead or might have displayed sympathy with the Soviets.
Meanwhile, labor union leaders generally identified as "liberals™ battled
Communist elements in their own organizations and European Communist labor
federations, which were rivals of non-Communist federations. 'Revelatiéns,
first in Ottawa and then in Washington, of Soviet wartime espionage in
Canada and the United States served to convince many citizens that the
Soviet Union had all along anticipated and prepared for postwar antagonism

and that hopes for cooperation were chimerical.

In these circumstances, the Truman administration moved toward
more resolute oppesition to any further extension of Soviet or Communist
influence. In June 1946, the President discussed with s defense advisors
»~
the possibility of remobilizing and sending 30 divisions to Europe if the
Russians should attempt to extend their sphere in Germany. A few months
later, when advised that the Soviet Union might make demands on Turkey which

would jeopardize Turkish independence, the Preaident authorized firm

diplomatic support of the Turks, If the Soviets did not relent, Truman

~9-
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said, he was prepared for war.5 When the harsh winter of 1946-47

caused the British to conclude that they could no longer prop up

Turkey and Greece, they asked the Americans to take over. The President
delivered a dramatic message to Congress in March 1947, not only assuming
these commitments but declaring, in what came to be called the Truman
Doctrine, that the United States should back political elements anywhere in
the world that were fighting against Communist subversion. Congress
applauded his language and voted the aid requested for the Turks and Greeks.
Much of the impetus for this policy derived from the situation in Greece,
where the Greek Government was already engaged in a desperate struggle
against guerillas supported by neighboring Communist states. U.S. miligary
and economic aid helped defeat the insurgents after two more years of
struggle. -

In the summer of 1947, Byrnes's successor in the State Department,
General George C. Marshall, put forward his famous Marshall Plan for large-~
scale economic aid to Europe. Although the offer included the Soviet Union
and other Communist states, the expectation was that they would find
American conditions unacceptable, since the primary purpose of the program
was to alleviate ecdhomic and social problems in Western Europe, make non-
Communist governments more popular and more stable, and thus frustrate the
subversive designs of Communist leaders.

In spite of hardening American attitudes, U.S. policy still gave at
least an appearance of flexibility, Marshall's offer té-Communisé
governments was one evidence. Another was the relative caution with which
the Administration moved toward setting up a non-Communist regime in

the Western-occupled zones of Germany. Yet another was its policy

10
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toward China, where Chiang Kai-shek's Nationalists were visibly losing
ground before Communist forces. Even though American military planners
thought that relatively small numbers of American advisors could

assume directionAof the Nationalist armies an&-perhaps turn the tide,

and even though the U.S. Ambassador in China pleaded for such advisors,

6
the Administration decided that rescue of Chiang was not worth the risk.

The relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union
4

became steadily morehhostile. The Soviet government not only rejected
Marshall's offer in the summer of 1947 but apvised all Communist-controlled
governments in Europe to do likewise. Presumably following guidance from
Moscow, Communist parties in Western Europe ceased cooperation with
bourgeois parties and resorted to demonstrations, strikes, and other
tactics calculated to block successful economic 2tabilization. In Hungary,
Communists seized complete control of a government in which there had
previcusly been-at least a pretense of representation of non-Communist
elements. In Czechoslovakia, which supposedly had a model coalition
regime, Communists forcibly ousted non~Communists from the government in

February 1948 and ended most of the arrangements which had distinguished

that state fmom others in Eastern Eurcpe.

The coup in Czechoslovakia made more of an impression in the United
States than almost any other event in the early history of thE.COld War.
It vividly recalled Hitler's successful takeover‘just befo;e World War II.
It was seen as proof that ne deals or compromises with Coumunists could ever
work. Even though Yugoslavia's defection from the Soviet camp a few months
later elicited from Moscow violent words but little action, the Czech

. -11-
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coup continued to be read by many as signaling an intention by
the Soviet Union to take the offensive before the Western Eurcpeans

regained strength.

Reinforcing this view was Soviet action in June 1948 gealing off
all road and raill communications with Berlinm, where the United States,
Britain, and France had sectors of occupation. Offering the Western
powers an apparent choice between acquiescence or a resort to military
farce, this Berlin blockade was seen as a trial of will and determina-
tion comparable to those repeatedly provoked by'Hitler in the 1930s.

Apprehension gpread that, as in the 1930s, the outcome might be a new

world war.

Service Planning, 1945-48

Prior to 1948, the developing rivalry with the Soviet Union remained
almost exclusively political in character; U.S. military programs

seemed to be largely unaffected.

Although the future Alr Force remained part of the Army until
September 1347, the Army and Navy went their separate ways. Indeed,
they were so sep;rate that Secretary of War Robert P, Patterson told
a congressional committee in 1946: "There is no way you can get . .
an overall view of/;:fional defense. You ask me questions about the

Navy, and I say I do not know, and I do not.. . . you have to operate

in the dark." Planning with regard to future military forces went on
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more or ieww independently within each of the Services. Some of

this planning commenced before the end of the war, and assumptions
and force projections developed not only before the Cold War but even
before Hiroshima and Nagasaki continued to e;ert influence for some

time after the war.

The Army's plans were the most coherent even if, in the end, the
least realistic. They envisioned a future war somewhat like the European
war of 1939-45, Conditions would be different i; that initial air
bombardment would hamper both sides. Neverfheless, the crucial phases
of the war would once again entail industrial and military mobilizatioen,
movement across the seas of large expeditionary forces, and, eventually,.
the conquest of territory by infantry supported by armor, artillery,
and land-based or sea-based tactical aircraft-——Army plans gave a rough
order of priority to the following: (1) ready ground forces suitable
to deal with emergencies and to serve as cadre for rapid mebilizatien -~
ideally around 25 divisions; (2) universal military training or some
form of peacetime selective service that would make it possible to
mobilize quickly a trained army of several million men; and (3) develop-

ment of new,vehicles, ordnance, and aircraft that might be produced in

quantity when mobilization came.

. . . . s
Assumptions in the Navv wers not Aissi=ilar., Tnitial postwar plans

drawn up in 1943 took it for granted that the task of the Navy in a
. . Vi
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future war would be, first, to clear the seas of enemy submarines;
second, to safeguard and transport ground forces moving to distant
theaters; and, third, to provide seaborne air and artillery support
for ground force operations. Not entirely discounting the possible
effect of initial strategic bombing, these plans made a case for main-
taining larger ready forces than would be needed if the United States
could mobilize as safely and slowly as in the two wérld wars. They
called for a "balanced fleet" built around a minimum of 12 attack
carriers, a variety of supporting surface shi;s, and 80 submarines.
Some airmen in what subsequently became the Air Force held a
different view of the future. The most powerful group of high-ranking
officers came from the bomber forces. Although tﬁé;e were differences
among them over bocbing policy -- whether to emphasize military/
industrial targets or urban targets -- there was general agreement
that nuclear airpower was likely to be decisive in a future war. The
first phase could well be the only phase, with the side more damaged
at the outset having no choice but te surrender to the side less damaged.
If it did not, 4ts conquest would require little more than a mopping-up

operation by ground forces.

Tactical airmen tended to think in terms of battlefield airpower;

their influence showed in plans for a postwar Air Force whiclr included

14—




fighters, tactical bombers, and transpert aircraft., Ideally, the
planners agreed, this Air Force should consist of 138 groups. Forced
to take realistic account of the money that might be available, they
settled on a practical objective of 70 groups. Of these, 20 would
consist of heavy and medium bombers for strategic air operations;

40 would consist of fighters, tactical bombers, and reconnaissance air-

craft; the remainder would be made up of transport planes.
L]

Since nene of the Services received the money it requested in
any of the impediate postwar fiscal years, each had to pare planned
force levels. The Army had to retreat from the notion of maintaining
25 divisions in peacetime. The Navy had to plan on having oniy 8 attack
carriers instead of 12, and the Air Force had to reduce its projected
strength from 70 groups to 55, sacrificing primarily transport groups
while preserving the balance between bombers and fighters. The general
assumptions and force plans of the Services, however, remained essentially

unc hanged. 8

Until 1948, Service spokesmen going to Capitol Hill to
defend funding requests showed little evidence of being influenced
either by the accelerating Cold War or by an awareness that Hiroshima might

have marked a revolutionary change in the nature of warfare. 1In

retrospect, the proposed programs seem more appropriate for 1928 than

1948,

Part of the explanation is that leaders in_ the Servjces were pre-
occupied with occupation duties and especially with demobilization.

The magnitude of their tasks is barely suggested by numbers. Between

-15-
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1 July 1945 and 1 July 1948, the Army went from almost six million

to a little over half a million. In operational ships and aircraft,

if not in personnel, the Navy and Air Force shrank correspondingly.

The sheer effort of moving men and materiel back to the United States,
processing discharges, and destroying, selling, or storing supplies,
equipment, ammunition, guns, vehicles, and the rest demanded most of

the military's time and attention. While demobilization was in progress,
the-Services found it difficult to focus in any organized way on

questions relating to possible future wars.

were
More important still, the leaders of the Services /engaged in

intense debate with one another about the future organization of
the military establishment. During World %War II, a number of people
in Congress.and in the Army had become convinced that the nation would
be better off with oné unified military Service. In general, Army
of ficers saw merit in there being a single chief of staff and general
staff. With few exceptions, Navy officers had the opposite reaction.
They feared that a unified high command would be dominated by ground

N
force officers and airmen who lacked adequate appreciation of the
importance of seapower and what the maintenance of seapower entailed.
The central interest of Army airmen was to gain independence, and they

were of two minds as to whether this would be furthered more by some

form of unification or simply by creating a third, coequal Service.

=16~
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Dispute over unification continued from 1945 to 1947, Although
Truman originally leaned to the Army view, he was moved by some of
the Navy's arguments. Concluding also that the Navy had strong
congressional and public support, he accepted a formula endorsed by
Navy Secretary James V. Forrestal, and Congress incorporated this
formula in the Naticnal Security Act of 1947. It vested in a Secre-
tary of Defense "general direction" of the National Military Estab-
lishment, consisting of separate Army, Navy, and Air Force Departments.
It also formally established the Joint Chieés of Stafi, theretofore
a body without a legislative charter, to perform collectively the
tasks of an overall chief of staff. In amendments based on experience,
Congress 2 years later provided that the Secretary of Defense head
a Department of Defense of which the three Service Departments would

be components, and that the fourth member of the JCS be entitled

Chairman and be served by a small staff.

Many other issues remained unresolved. The Army and the Air
Force still differed over their respective responsibilities for air
&
operations. Although they agreed that artillery and fighter-interceptors

both had roles to play in air defense, they disagreed as to the most

desirable mix of the two and as to whether operational command should
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lie with gunners primarily concerned with target destruction or with
airmen concerned also about the survival of pilots. The Navy and

the Air Force, meanwhile, differed even more violently concerning
seaborne aviation. World War II had seen fliers within the Navy

win a decisive victory over their long-term rivals, the champions

of battleships and cruisers. Dominating all naval elements but the
submarines, the naval fliers believed that carrier-borne aircraft
could not only contrel the seas but could and sHould provide most of
the air support likely to be needed by the American ground forces in
the initial stages of any foreseeable future war. Teo Air Force aviators,
on the other hand, carriers seemed an extravagance -- highly vulnerable
and serving almost no purpose that could not be serJ;; wore cheaply
and effectively by land-based planes. Since bombers and fighters
were gaining steadily in range, they could, in the Air Force's view,
ensure control of the air over most, if not all, the sea lanes and
provide most, if not all, of the support required by expeditionary
forces. Though not going so far as to advocate the scrapping of all
carriers, Air Force planners proposed that the Navy confine itself to
operating surface vessels, including carriers, while the Air Force
assumed control of all aircraft, including any that might operate
from seaborne platforms. The gap between the two Services could

-.- A

hardly have been greater.

For a year following passage of the National Security Act, the

top officers of the Services were locked in conflict over language



SECRE-

that would define their respective roles and missions. Long special
sessions held by the Secretary of Defense with the JCS at Key West,
Florida,in March 1948, and at Newport, Rhode Island, in August 1948,
finally produced ambiguous compromise language which assured the
Navy of control over carrier aircraft and of a mission not confined
exclusively to attacks on targets at sea, while at the same time
assigning the Air Force primary responsibility for strategic air

operations.

Battles over unification and definitign of roles and missions
occupied much of the time and energy of leaders in the Service; during
the whole pericd prior to the middle of 1948. 1In the circumstances,
it is understandable that they did not devote much attention to review

of postwar force plans which, in any case, the President and Congress

seemed little disposed to implement.

That plans and force projections continued largely to ignore the
development of nuclear weapons is also understandable if one notes all
the uncertainty which existed concerning such weapons. Since
information about the bomb, its design, and its effects was very
closely held, scarcely more than a handful of military officers
knew enough to think in practical terms about how the weapons might

be used. For a few years, too, it appeared that strong international

- s
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controls might be imposed on the use of atomic weapons. Well after

the end of 1946 when the Soviets finally rejected the Baruch Plan,
planning papers in the Pentagon and State Department continued

to discuss international control as a live possibility. Not until

1949 did it become the accepted assumption that this would not be

the case.9 The few officers who did have knowledge of nuclear

weapons had to assume in any case that they would remain very scarce

and ppse problems in operational use, for fissionable material was
thought to be rare; the processes for converting iz into actual bombs
were complicated, delicate, and time-consuming; and the bombs them-
selves were expected to remain large, clumsy, and inaccurate. Since the
atomic bomb dropped at Bikini atoll in 1946 missed its target of captured
and surplus ships by a wide margin, knowledgeable military and naval planners

could hardly recommend heavy dependence on nuclear weapons.

A further complicating factor was the slowness with which a
postwar nuclear weapons program developed. The Army had managed the
wartime Manhattan Project but had made little effort to retain it,
chiefly because it did not consider it an appropriate function and
because it feared political complications. Moreover, there was
strong agitation in Congress and among scientists for civilian
control of nuclear energy. In mid-1946, Congress authorized creé}ion
of a civilian Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), with a General
Advisory Committee and a Military Liaison Committee to provide it

with advice, respectively from scientists and military and naval officers.

-20-
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It was early 1947 before this apparatus began to function. Since many
facilities had meanwhile shut down and many scientists and engineers

had gone off to industry or academia, the new AEC inherited a program in
shambles. The commissioners needed time to plan and thus were slow to
begin prodding the military establishment to specify needs and wants for

nuclear weapons.

Given demobilization, debate over unification and roles and missions,
and the state of atomic energy programs, tiie Services deferred efforts
to make realistic plans for future wars or to consider the possible
hmplicationsof/;tilear revolution. Although committees within the JCS -
organization, representing all the Services, began studying these
subjects as early as December 1945, their work yielded only tentative
concepts, never formally approved by the Chiefs, There was no joint
emergency war plan until the very eve of the Berlin crisis in 1948. ¥
Nor were there even Service plans going much beyond those developed
during the late stages of World War II. In March 1948, the Chief of
Staff of the new Air Fofce received from his Aircraft and Weapons Board
a report that the Services lacked plans for strategic bombing operations
employing nuclear weapons and did not even have an adequate program for develop-
ing appropriate forces.ll

The small research and development budgets of the Services, to be

sure, were funding work on future strategic weapon systems. All were

-21-
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committed to the principle voiced by General Eisenhower when he was
Chief of Staff of the Army in 1946: 'We must be superior to any nation
on any kind of weapon or equipment which we need." * While no actual
effort was justified in terms of Soviet programs that needed to be
paralleled or defended against or even anticipated, each Service had in
development one or more weapon systems which it justified in part or in
whole }n terms of potential for posing a strategic threat to the Soviet
Union. The Army hoped eventually to have not only éefensive surface-to-
air missiles but also very long-range surface-to-surface missiles. 4s early
as mid-1946, the Navy represented its projected carrier force as '"a most
suitable means of waging atomic bomb warfare, and in late 1947, it
justified its plans for a nuclear-powered submarine partly in terms
of its prospedtive capability as a platform for launching a 500-mile-
range "strategic guided“missile" or providing terminal guidance for

13
a longer range land-launched missile.

Except in such research and development, however, the U.S. military
establishment cannot be characterized prior to 1948 as engaged in a
strategic arms competition with the Soviets or as a force within the United
States Government promoting such competition. On the contrary, evidence
concerning actual U.$. military programs -- procurement, deployment, budgetary

/

allocations, and overall force posture -- in the period 1945-48 can only

be construed as indicating little national urge toward competition in

armaments, strategic or other.
-22-
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Outside the military establishment there was, however, a developing body
of doctrine which would provide a rationale more elaborate than General
Eisenhower's simple principle of superiority in a strategic arms competition.

It revolved around the concept of deterrence.

In 1946, Bernard Brodie and four other social scientists published

a book entitled The Absolute Weapon. Although the contributors differed

among themselves, they agreed that the atomic bomb required massive

,
changes in assumptions not only about actual warfare but about peacetime

relations among rival powers. One of the authors contended that the
bomb could serve for "determent." Fear of it could be sufficient to

15
prevent any ambitious state from embarking on or even risking a general war.

The fundamental idea did not seem new. Especially in the Navy, but
in the other Service as well, many officers had trouble understanding
the novelty of what came to be called "deterrence" because they had
long believed that the United States could secure peace by maintaining
and displaying ready military forces and the will to use them. But
the conceptsaof nuclear deterrence, as it took form, was distinctive in
assuming that a government could face destruction of its own natural

Life even though it reckoned itself able, in conventional terms, to win

a war, that is, to defeat an opposing power's armed forces and to

- s

conquer some or all of its lands.

-23-
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So long as the United States retained a nuclear monopoly, the

novel features in this theory of nuclear deterrence did not become
fully apparent. They were not to be widely appreéiated for many
years. In the early postwar period, many Americans seized upon
"deterrence" as signifying only a situation in which the United States

deterred war by the threat of its atomic arsenal.

This notion of deterrence had profound appeal. fhe public

accepted the general proposition that the United States should not revert
!

to isolationism, that it bore responsibility for preservation of world
peace, and that this responsibility required greater military readiness
than in the past. At the same time, great uncertainty prevailed as to
the economic fuﬁyre. Fear-of a new depression alternated with fear of
runaway inflation, and except among a handful of convinced Keynesians,
the assumption prevailed that the proper role of government was to get
its budget into balance. The levels of preparedness recommended by the
Services seemed to the President and Congress to be far too costly.

The President preferred to emphasize maintenance of a base for mobilizing

a large army.

Despite polls indicating that a majority of the public approved
of universal training, Truman could not convince the Congress.
Many Representatives and Senators sensed that their constituents
- y
would eventually turn against a program that would come to seem
a peacetime draft. Many also questioned whether preparing for long-

term mobilizatjion of several million citizen soldiers was the most

effective means for meeting the nation's global responsibilities,

~24-
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for even Army witnesses waffled on whether UMT would be preferable

to maintenance of regular divisions.

In the spring of 1946, Congress displaved some independence in
dealing with the Administration's defense proposals, even though both
Houses had large Democratic majorities and some disposition persisted to
help a new President-through a difficult period. .UHT legislation did not
pass. Though the draft was extended for thi sake of filling billets
in occupation forces, the basic law was so amended as to handicap any efforts
by the Army to maintain effective combat units. The Military Affairs, Naval
Affairs, and Appropriations Committees of the two Houses registered their
preferences in votes trirming funds for the Army proper while granting all
that had been asked for the Army Air Forces, gratuitously increasing
funds for nuclear activities still administered by the Army, and awarding
the Navy not only the money requested by the Administration but some of
the additional sums needed for forces which had been vetoed by the
President and his Bureau of the Budget. For the most part, naval airpower
benefited. fongress thus showed an early disposition to favor emphasis

on nuclear weapons and airpower as opposed to creating a base for large-scale

manpower mobilization or maintaining combat-ready ground forces.

After the elections of November 1946, with the Republican Party
‘. #

controlling both the House and Senate, all Administration proposals

received unsympathetic treatment. Not only did a UMT bill once again fail
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passage, but the draft was terminated altogether, and the House
Appropriations Committee made deep cuts in funds for both the War and

the Navy Departments,

The committee's action to reduce by 10 percent the allocation
for aircraft procurement was reversed on the floor by a coalition of
Democrats and members of the Republican majority. The Senate then
voted ‘not only to restore all other reductions in ehe Air Force budget
but to provide more money for it than the Administration had asked.
Both Houses showed favor to the Air Force while sharply curtailing funds

for the other Services, and the legislative record made it clear that

members thought that, in doing so, they were buying bombers that would

carry atomic bombs,

The Senate impaneléd a committee under Senator Owen Brewster of-
Maine to consider what should be the nation's policy with regard to airpower,
To some extent, the formation of this committee was also influenced by
ongoing Navy-Air Force debates. Certainly the committee's hearings
provided one arena 5? contest for spokesmen of the two Services. Meanwhile,
Truman named a parallel Presidential commission, headed by Thomas K. Finletter,
Lo survey the same set of questions. In large part, Truman's objective was to
preserve executive prerogative and to protect himself iq.case pot%ntial
campaign issues should arise. The Finletter commission's heariﬁgs, however,

provided yet another arena for the interservice struggle.
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At the time, the outcome of work by these two bodies did
not seem wholly foreordained. The Bikini tegts had seemingly
demonstrated that carriers were not necessarily vulnerable to atomic
bombs and that the existing bombs could not be delivered on any target
with assurance of accuracy. As Secretary of Defense Forrestal summarized
the situation in early 1948, the case for heavysinvestment in land-based
strategic air forces was shaky. The medium-range B~29 remained the
best Air Force bomber. The B-30 might prdve to be a better plane, but
would have no: greater range. While the B-36 could span an ocean, it was
slow, clumsy, and required a 10,000-foot runway with 40 inches of
subsurface construction. The 4,000-mile radius B-52 was at least & years
from being operational and might not pass its tests. Close scrutiny,
Forrestal implied, could create skepticism as to whether bombers and

. 16
atomic bombs represented a realistic deterrent,

In fact, the Brewster and Finletter groups bv the beginning of

HA)
lQ&QAboth conclided that these weapons could and would serve such a purpose.
The only mgqjor difference between the two was that the Brewster Committee

endorsed procurement of both land-based and sea-based bombers, while the

President's appointees advocated chiefly investment in the Air Force.

The two bodies were not unaware of the points cited by Forrestal.
am A
Indeed, Air Force and Navy witnesses had called attention to every shortcoming

in each other's forces, Members of the committees were convinced, however,

-27-
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that the Soviets would not hesitate to expand their domain by threat or by
use of military force. The Finletter commission identified 1933 as a

point of particular peril when Russia would have recovered most of the
strength sapped by the war and when -- unless steps were taken in the

meant ime -~ America's inventory of weaponry would largely have disintegrated.
Members of the two bodies could see no means of successfully deterring

Russian expansion other than by threat of large-scale nuclear attack.
!

Given the newness of the theory of deterrence, the two groups
not surprisingly confused the gquestion of how to prevent war with the
question- of how to fight a war should deterrence fail. Said the
TBrewster committee, '. . . the capability of the Unitea_étates most likely
to discourage an aggressor against attack upon this Nation, mest effeciive
in thwarting such an attack if launched, and most able to deal out retaliation
to paralyze further attack is air power." Y Both bodies, of
course, had the recent congressional debates in mind. They could ﬁgt
realistically consider alternative approaches to preparedness. The

major practical question before them was whether to present a strong

case for realy air forces, md they chose to do so.

The reports of the two groups, however, reinforced a tendency
already present in Congress and the country to regard the scrategit

nuclear bomber for practical purposes as the primary weapon which the

~28-
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United States needed. The reasons for this tendency were apparent. Since
the probable enemy was far away, huge in extent, and largely landlocked,
offensive operations other than aerial bombing appeared difficult if not
impossible. In spite of the mixed verdict of the U.S. Strategic
Bombing Survey}QAir Force bomber advocates stoutly maintained that the
initial phase of a new war would be its decisive phase, and the atomic
bomb lent weight to this thesis. Legislators‘and other leaders of
opinion, trapped between dread of Soviet communism on the one hand and

!
dread of deficit spending on the other hand, were receptive. Moreover,
if such publie funds as were spent for defense went chiefly for airerafrt,
maximum economic-political benefits would accrue, for aircraft production
employed large numbers of workers in California, Texas, Washington, and
Misscuri and, in addition, created demand for engines, parts, steel, and
aluminum, the preoduction of which employed large numbers of people in

populous
Michigan, Illinois, Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, and other/states.

:

Evidence of public and congressional responsiveness to the notion
that the long-range bomber was the sovereign deterrent and war-winner
had some “impact on the Services. The Navy's growing emphasis on
possible strategic operations by its carrier-based planes and nuclear
submarines has already been noted. The Air Force likewise called more
and more attention to its strategic forces. Though not changing the

. ’

balance between bombers and fighters in its force projections, it assigned

to the Strategic Air Command all long-range bombers and some fighters and
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other aircraft. Also, Air Force headquarters made a deliberate
decision not to segregate the small number of bombers adapted to
carry atomic bombs but to label the entire bomber force as a nuclear

strike force. 13

Even though American military forces had not by 1948 made any
signif icant adaptation to either the Cold War or the nuclear era,
doctrine and force posture were edging toward concentration on one
type of war with one specific enemy, establishing thus a framework

in which comparative strength in strategic armament would seem to

be the central determinant of national security.
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CHAPTER 11

THE IVOLUTICH OF U.S. STRATESZY AND TCRCES, 1948-50

The years 1348-50 saw four convergent developments moving the
United States toward zonscious ccmpetition.with the Soviet Union which
would emphasize the comparative level of strategic offensive weaponry.
First, because of Soviet moves interpreted as possibly preparatory to
military action against Western Burope, the United States formally
committed itself to fight in defense of that region. Second, because of
that comzitment and the attendant sense of crisis, the military Services
begar sericously to consider the possibilﬁty that war with the Soviet
Union might treak out withirn tne next several years. Third, in spite_
of the commitment to Eurocpe, & consensus that the Soviet Government was
pent on some form of expansion, and intelligggfe estimates rating the
Soviet Union as a formidable military power, the Administration continued
to éssign priority to & balanced budget at some sacrifice of military
readiness. A movement tc reverse priorities gathered strength slowly.
Fourth, administrators, scientists, and engineers achieved advances open-
ing a prospect that nucleer wearons could be had in large quantities and

in packages of widely varying size and yield.

&

Progress of the fold War

The most important politizal consequence of the crises of 1348 was
acceptance by the United States of a2 formal, long-term commitment to
.- ”
defend Europe. President Truman interpreted the Czech coup as possibtly

portending-a Soviet attempt to score gains in Europe oy threatening to

use or even using military forcs. de apparerntly did not think it likely

v

eI -

v=at the Soviets would astuselly mora <heir armies
* ™~



have before him evidence of nervousness on the part of Western Euro-
peans and American representatives in Western Europe, and he and his
foreign policy advisors concluded that this nervousness could best be
quieted if the United States signaled that it‘would meet force with
force. Hence, Truman went before Congress in March 1948, reiterated
his determination to prevent the subjugation of free governments, and
acked for reinstatement of selective service, enactmen£ of universal
military training legislation, and a supplementary appropristion for
defense. At the time, he had in hand no specific proposals from the

military establishment. His impulse was more to make a political

gesture than to accomplish eny particular change in military posture. 1

The President and his advisors were prompted in pért by knowledge
that Western European governments were already discussing among them-
selves a possible defénsive alliance., American officials were giving
them every encouragement to take this step and even ninting that, if the
alliance materialized, the United States might later become a party to
it. The United 3%tates had breached its doctrine of mvoiding entangling
alliances in 1947 ;hen the Senate acceptad the Rio Treaty in which the
United States joined other Americen Republics in pledging collective
defense of the Western Hemisphere. Explorator& conversations with
senators, particularly Arthur H. Vandenberg of Michigap, & former isola-
tionist converted to belief in collective security, persuaded'éecretary
Marshall, Under Secretary Robert A. Lovett, and others in the State
Department that the Senate might take the further step of consenting to
an entangling alliance withn Europeans, The condition precedent, however,

was that the EBuropeans themselves demonstrate solidarity and determination.

Yy,
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This hope was partially fulfilled in March 1948 wher 5
European governments (Britain, France, Belgium, Netherlands, and Luxemburg)
signed the Xrussels Tresty. One possible obstacle crumbled shortly
afterward when France, which had frequently followed an independent
line, joined Britein and the United Stﬁtes irn agreeing to grant inde-
pendence and sovereignty to e non-Communist West German government.
Outcries in Moscow against the Brussels Pact and the new West German
regime helped meanwhile to keep alive a sense o} high tension between
West and Zzst. And in early June 1948, Senator Vandenberg gratified
his friends in the State Department by securing a vote of 64 to 4 in
the Senate for e resolution implicitly endorsing United States sdherence
to the Brussels Pact.

Hard on the heels of the Vendenberg Resolution came the Berlin
¢crisis. Momentarily, there passed through Weshington & sense that war
might actually be at hand. 1In view of ell his earlier bold stetements,
the risk of undoing the prospective American-Buropean alliance, and the
fact that he was starting his campeign for & second term, Truman scarcely
considered abandoning Berlin. At the same time, he showed no inclination
to test the.blockade with an armed convoy. Instead, he elected to try
maintaining a communication and supply route through the air lanes which
had not yet been closed off. At moments between June end September he
and his advisors feared that the Russians were abqut to izterrupt the

airlift and force upon them a more painful choice. Amopé the expedients

which they adopted in hope of preventing such Russian action was an osten-
a

taticus transfer of one group of BE-2Q0s to/vase in occupied Cermarny and

two groups tc hases in the United Kingdom. Although these groups did not
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include any of the planes specially prepared for carrying atomic bombs,
Moscow wae expected to get the message that outbreak of war could bring
nuclear sttack on the Soviet Union. Secretary Marshall and others later
concluded that this message had been received. 2 That conditions did
not become worse and that s negotiated setilement appeared possible en-

couraged an inference that the nuclear threat had been decisive.

Tﬁe Berlin crisis eased somewhat, but the airlift went on., Truman
surprised almost everycne by winning the election. ! Not long after he
began his new term, the North Atlantic Treaty was signed -- on h April
1949, While the treaty was under debate in the Senste, negotiations over
Berlin came to a successful end, and road and rail connections reopened.

In an stmosphere less charged with tension, some skeptI;;sm surfaced

about the projected FEuropean alliance. Dean Acheson, who had replacéd an
ailing Marshall as Secrétary of State,had the duty of defending the treaty.
Reflecting the consensus within the executive branch, Acheson offered
categorical assurance that the United States would not heve to maintain
troops in Europe. In rounding up votes, Vandenberg cited Acheson's words.
He and others conten&éd that the security of Europe would be assured as long
as the Russians knew that the United States had sworn to defend other mem-

bers of NATO and had the atomic bomb in its arsenal. 3 The Senste

finally accepted the treaty on 23 July 194G.

In the Far East, 1948-49 saw the final disintegration of Chiang
Kai~shek's position on the Chinese mainland. He and the remnant of his
army withdrew to the island of Taiwan in 1949. In response to congressional
and public accusations that the Administration had passed up opportunities

it -
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to prevent the success of the Chinese Communists, Secretary Acheson at

the end of 1549 issued a documertary "White Faper," defending tne thesis
that Chiang's regime had been too weak and corrupt to be saved. Leaders
in the Administration believed -- erroneously as it turned out -- that

the "White Paper" would put an end tO debate. In the spring of 1950, the
President made plain that the United States would not attempt to defend
Teiwan if the Chinese Communists pursued Chiaqg there. Meanwhile, the
Administration prgceeded with plans to end the occupation of Kores,
leaving a shaky authoritarian regime in dontrnl, and te sign, with the
concurrence of other wartime allies, but not of the Soviet Union, a peace
treaty with 2 now recenstructed Jspan. Reflecting discussioﬁ in the
National Security Council, Secretary Acheson outlined the general position
of the United States in a speech to the Natiaahl Press Club in Japuary 1950
in which he described the defense perimeter of the United States in Asia

as including orly Japan and the Philippines.

In the Middle Emst, 2 long period of conflict had temporarily ceased
in 1949 afier the new Jewish state af Israel secured its borders by force
and obtaiqu recognition from most of the great powers. Against the risk
of renewed conflict between Arabs and Jews, possibly creating opportuni-
ties for Soviet meddling, the United States, Britain, and France issued a
tripartite declarstion in May 1950 pledging themselves to preserve tke

existing boundaries among Middle Eastern states. ’

In the spring and summer of 194G, there was 4 growing feeling that
perhaps the Cold War had passed its peak, Stalin's retreat on the issue

of Western access tc Zerlin ned teen widely interpreted as evidence “Iat
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the Soviet Union had recognized the recklessness of challenging the

West. Heedlines in newspapers and questions at Presidential conferences
increasingly concerned themselves with domestic rath;r than international
issues. With much attention focused on the trial in New York of Alger
Hisg, & former State Department officimsl mccused of having perjured him-
self in denying that he passed secrets to Communists in the 1930s, it
appeared that even concern sbout communism was turning itward. One index
of the, shift was & regular Callup swrvey of public opinion of the possible
desirebility of increasing the size of the militar; establishment. In
February 1948, before the Czech coup, €1 percent were reported to favor
enlarging the Army, 63 percent to favor enlarging the Navy, and T4 percent
to favor enlarging the Air Force. In February 1949, with the Berlin
blockade still in effect, the comparable percentages were 56, 57, and TO.A
The fact that.more than helf the respondents wanted across-the-board in-

creases and more than two-thirds wanted an expanded Air Force evidenced

continuing concern. On the other hand, the trend seemed plain.

In September 1949 came Truman's announcement, subsequently con-
firmed from Moscow, that the Soviet Union had exploded a nuclear device. The
news should not have caused surprise. Scientists had slways conceded that
the Soviets would eventually be able to build a bomb., BEstimates as to when

they would accomplish this feat had varied, with some date in the early

]

19508 generally thought most likely. The Soviet achlevement came a little
soonef than expected. The President and other Administration spokesmen

Played down its significence. After a few days, the press did likewise.

Speakirg for the JCS, Army Lt. Gen,Alfred M. Gruenther was to comment

Attty ot g2
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within less than 5 months that the Soviet test marked a moment in

history comparable to Pearl Harbor or Hiroshima, for it signaled the
vulnerability of the United States to surprise attack "of infinitely
greater magnitude than that of 1941." 5 In retrospect, this assessment
seems not far off the mark. Nonethelgss, the apparent immediaste effects
were slight. The most visible was public surfacing of internal govern-
mental debate over the scale of America's guclear weapons program and the
issue of whether or not to proceed with the development of & hydrogen bomb,
the latter concluding with & terse announcement by the President on

31 January 1950 that he had directed the AEC to develop such a bamb,

Despite uproar over the "loss" of China, the shift eway from interest
in the outside world seemed to continue. In February 1950, in a speech
at Wheeling, West Virginia, Senator Joseph R. MeCarthy of Wisconsin publi-
cized the thesis that the foreign problems to which Truman had responded
since 1945 were largely to be explained as the work of Communist sym-
pathizers hidden in Washington and were to be remedied not by alliances,
aid programs, or military preparations but by investigation and purge of
the executive branch. Although the outbreak of the Korean War at the end
of June was to reawesken public awareness that there were woes in the world
not all of America's making, "McCarthyism” was to retain popular eppeal

for years to come.

War Planning

- #
Within the military establishment, the years frem 1948 to 1950 saw
serious consideration of the question of what the United States might do

if war with the Soviet Union actually occurred.
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In the first half of 1948, Service intelligence estimates credited
the Soviets with 175 divisions, the best 40 of which were thought to be
s0 positlioned and equipped that they could at any time strike in force
across western Germany and into the Low Countries and France. Backing
up these ground forces were thought to be 9,000 fighter plenes, 1,800
air defense interceptors, many with Jet engines, and a large number of B-29-type
bombers. In addition, the Soviets were supposed to have 279 sutmarines,
some of new types, at least'A_énd perhaps 19 of which were captured .
vessels of Type XXI, capable of long-range, long-subéerged operations. &

At thaet time, in the season of the Czech coup and the Berlin blocka&e,
the United States had virtually completed demobilization of its wertime
forces. Although some occupation functions continued, EEEJmilita:y'es-
tablishment had largely completed its transition to a peacetime footing
assumed to be permanent., Total military manpower was below 1.5 million.

The Army's ready reserve force for dispatch abroad consisted of two and
one-half divisions. The Air Force and Navy together had approximately
6,000 fighters of which 375 were specifically designated for air defense;

The Air Force
1,000 were jets. / retained 567 B-29s, supplemented by 45 B-50s. |
Thirty-two of the B-29s could carry atomic bombs but, as the Berlin crisis
was to make evident, no preparations had been made for besing these planes
or bomb assemblies within range of Soviet targets. 8 According to the

o y

current Intelligence estimates the Soviets had overwhelming mmerical

superiority in every category except naval vessels and atomic bombs.

Yet the military establishment had now to consider seriously what

should be done in the event that war broke out in the near future. In the
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spring of 1948, the JCS-apprcved their first postwar emergency wer plan,
code-named HALFMOOR. Actuelly & composite of separate Service plans
developed during prior months, it gave a cleer indicetion of the pessimism
with vhich all the Services viewed the prospect of entering into combat

with the forces allowed them by the existing remlities of American poli-
5 )

ies.

The HALFMOON plan assumed that Russian armies would overrun most of
! .. - A./ .
Burope:ij 50 days. Although the American and British navies might be

x
LS

able to keep open thgiégi%ggggl'hméri;an and Allied fighter forces would

be unable to prevent punighing air bombardment of the United Kingdom.

The plan called for retreat by U.S. occupation forces gnd an effort,
which might or miéht not succeed, to hold a line scmewhere on the'Continent,
perhaps at the Pyrenees, while Navy carriers moved into the eastern Mediter-

renean to bleock a Soviet move against the Cairo-Suez region.

Strategic bombing wes the only offensive action which the plan could
posit. Army planners assumed gloomily that any chance of retaining a
foothold on the Continent depended on bombing that would slow the west-
ward march of the Red Army, but neither the Navy nor Air Force segments
of HALFMOON offered much hope that this would, in faect, occur. The HNavy
could promise only token raids egainst targets in the southern U.S.S.R,

The Air Force had to scknowledge that it cquld not launch strategic bombing
until the wer was well underway. Since the plan was prepared before the
Barlin crisis, the B-29 force was s8ll in the United Stat;; and not within

bombing range of the Soviet Union. DNot oﬁly were few of the B-29s fitted

1% carry nuclear weapons but only a limited number of bomber crews were

* With the exception of one rotat’_wadron in Germany.
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fully trained for such missions. 10 In pddition to putting the right planes
and crews at forward bases, the Air Force would have to cbtain nuclear

and nonnuclear components from the AEC end transport them abroad. It

would also have to move = . one or both of the only two fully trained
assembly tesms. With everything in place, a team needed 24 to 36 hours

to put together a bomb. On the assumption that air bases on the Continent
would be overrun elmost immediately and that those in the United Kingdom
would become u.ntenable,‘withizil— ;hé e
Army, with Navy backing, was to move into Iceland and Pakistan so that the

Air Force could have alternative bases within range of major Soviet targets.

The Air Force estimated imitially that &

[ A

. ¥ BN colculat-
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ing thaet their destruction would cut Soviet industrial production in half. .
Air Command (SAC)

As of the time when the plan was adopted, however, the Air Force Strategir/
lacked

/data and SAC bomber pilots hed no target folders. 1

r

Although contingency planning can be academic, that of 1948-49 had an
unusual degree of reelism because of the succession of crises commencing
with the coup in Czechoslovekia. Senior officers perceived how ill-prepared
tneir Services were for a war that at times seemed Just sbout to commence.
Concurrent steff work on a possible war 5 O mOTe years lﬁ_the.fﬁtﬁré“'
helped to lLink contemplation of currént sherteomings with thought about
budgets and future force goals. Although successors to HALFMOON were
developed in joint committees, each of the Services studied the issues

irdevendentls.

etiextion went chiefly +c the question of how e

In the iir Toree,

strategic bomcing offensive might be speeded up and made more effective.



Up to this juncture, SAC had not played a

large part in Air Force planning. It had been established within the
Army Air Forces in March 1946 as part of a reorgenization accompanying
demoblilization and preparation for independence from the Army. In Decem-
ber 1946, it had been made responsible to the JCS. In practice it re-
mained an entity of the AAF and later of the Alr Force, for its personnel
were all from that Service end its operational orders came from the Air
Force Chief of Staff acting as executive agent, for the JC8. Its 1nitial
commender, Gen. George C. Kenney, was merely one officer whom Air Force
headquarters consulted (and sometimes did not consult) in the course of
debates about future force structure, the operational use of nuclear weapons,

and plans for coping with the possibility of war. 12

With the Czech and Berlin crises giving sudden reality to planning
exercises, SAC began to take a more prominent role. It was Just beginning
to analyze its potentisl operational problems and in May requested data
from Headquarters USAFabout such elementary factors as minimm safe alti-
tude for Aropping atomic bombs and potential radiation effects on escort
and reconnaissance craft. In August, it received the air portion of HALF-

MOON (HARRQW) for coordination and further develoment. 13

After about a month of study, SAC proposed a set of objectives, chief
among which was that SAC gear itself to deliver be—aiag;c Bbﬁﬁé
within 48 hours after the outbreak of the war. The targets’uéfé'to
be chosen with a view to crippling Soviet industrial power and also re-

ducing to a minimum the Soviet capability for launching sir strikes agsinst

tre United Stetes. 2s e Tirst muve toward <ils cobjeesi—si, SAC recormendsd



rapidly stepping up the training of assembly crews. Except for setting
delivery of 100 bombs as the interim objective, the Air Force.

Chief of Staff approved these recommendations. 1k

By the end of the year, assembly capability had risen to 10 bombs
a day, and the JCS had approved an effort to train enough crews so that
this rate could be doubled by the end of 1949. *7 In the meantime,
" Lt. Gen. Curtis E. LeMey, one of the most aggressive commsmders in the
Service, had been recalled from Germeny in October 1948 to succeed Kenney
as Commanding General, SAC, and the highest officers in the Air Force had
spent an entire week at Maxwell AFB, Alabama, in December 1948 receiving
detailed briefings on SAC's capabilities and aspirations. At the same

meeting, SAC received top priority on Alr Force resources.

By March 1949, LeMay had not only set in high gear a refitting and
training program making SAC truly combat ready but had developed an inde-
pendent SAC war plan, which called for atomic strikes on]EP Soviet
industriel complexes within the first 2 weeks of a war. BSupporting analyses

suggested that this plan might require formationsof 300 plaﬁEE; )

- N . and . )
50 of which would be dtomic bomb carriers /250 escorts. All in all, 450

alrcraft would be kept in constant readiness. ¥For the time being, they
would be forward-based B-29s. As soon as possible, however, they would be
longer range, heavier B-36s and higher speed B-50s. To

extend the range of both bombers and escorts and to make-éAC less‘éependent
on vulnerable forward bases, there would be & matching fleet of tankers

for air-to-air refueling. 18
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As evidence that SAC was to get what it asked for as soon ms possible,
Ar Force headquarters made program changes during 1949, canceling orders _
for a number of tactical aircraft and substituting an order for two more
groups of B-36s. Other elements of the Service also suffered cutbacks
to permit acceleration of the conversion of B-2Gs t0 tankers and to hasten
development of the new, all-jet medium bomber, the B-47. The highest level
of the Air Force had sccepted the major objective of equipping, manning,
and basing SAC soc that it could deliver a massive.nuclear offensive in the

first few days of a general war. 19  The long-range bomber hed clearly

tecome the dominant weapon within the Servige.

In the Navy, no single trend of thought about a possible war predom;nated,
either before or after the exercise of putting together the HALFMOON plan.
In large part, the carrier-centered "balanced fleet” had been an instrument
designed +0 wrest control of the western Pacific from Japan. While most
navel officers considered it the best possible instrument for eontrolling
the seas, they had some difficulty with the guestion of how it might be used
against the Soviet Union, a continental power with no ocean domain and few

approachable sea frontiers.

Three réiher different lines of thinking manifested themselves. 1In
earlier years, the Navy's General Roard had been the principel body for
considering broad strategy and long-term force posture. During World War II,
it bad gone into eclipse. Afterward, it was reconstituted and during 1947-
48 it produced some papers concerning a possiblé war with Russia. On
the whole, the Zoard concluded that the Navy could not have & role such as

it had played in Werld War II. Its primary function would be to control
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the sealanes so that supplies and ground and air forces could be trans-

ported to continental theaters of operations. Its secondary function
would be to provide air support to forces fighting near the coast and to

20
bomb some accessible targets in the U.S5.S5.R.

The office of the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Operations
offered a contrasting line of thought which envisioned the Navy's playing
more than a supporting part in a Russian war. In the initial phase, it
would not only sweep the seas of enemy submarines and ;}event conquest
of the United Kingdom and other island bases off the European coast but

i
would secure control of the eastern Mediterranean. This would be the deci-
sive theater, for the United States and its allies could land amphibious
forces in the Black Sea region and there engage the Soviet Army on its home
ground. At least until the lodgments had been made, carriers would pro-
vide most of the necessary air support. Ground-based bombers, flying
across western Europe or operating from Mediterranean bases secured by the
Navy, would disrupt Soviet productian and communications but have as their
chief assignment the distraction and attrition of fighter aircraft that
might otherwise oppose amphibious operations and subsequent sea-supported
ground operations. , According to this concept, the capability for strate-
gic bombing would take second place to a naval capability for controlling

. 21
the water and air between the Dardanelles and Suez.

Elsewhere in naval headquarters, particularly in the officgs of the
Deputy Chiefs of Naval Operations for Air and for Special Weapons,* emerged

the third line of thought -~ that strategic hombing with nuclear weapons

*The DCNO (Special Weapons) was in existence for only 13 months, from
October 1945 to November 1946,
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could play a critical part in a war with Russia but that the Navy could
perform such a mission better than the Air Force. The Bkini tests of

1946 indicated that carriers could be made safe against anything except a
direct or near hit from an atomic bomb and that the inaccuracy of the bomb
reduced the likelihood of such a hit. If nuclear weapons remalned scarce,
the Soviets would not waste their meager stockpile on elusive naval targets.
Carrier-borne U.S. aircraft could, however, deliver atcmic bombs on Soviet
targets. D2V Neptune seaplanes had the capability. The new AJ-1 would be
able not only to perform the mission but, unlike ;he Neptune, to meske a

" return landing on a carrier, and AJ-1s were,to become operational as early as
1949, although acknowledging the AJ-1 to have deficiencies, the Navy's
strategic bombing advocates argued that Air Force bombers had more serious
shortcomings, not least of which was their dependence on vulnerable fixed
bases. Thelr conclusion was that carriers and carrier-based bombers

deserved priority among forces to be developed and kept in readiness.

None of thése three groups acquired the kind of dominance within the
Navy that SAC was gaining within the Alr Force. While the General Board
lacked wide influence, its views were too well reasoned to be utterly ig-
nored. Arguing essentially for a balanced fleet suited to a wide range of

N

contingencies, many of which were unforeseeable, officers in Operations
made a case for fighting in the Rlack Sea region, more for illustration
than for prescription. Many offlcers in Air and Special Weapons felt
ambivalent, for they, too, feared the unforeseeable, wanted the Navy to
retain a range of capabilities, and recognized the risks to the Service

entailed in conceding possitle value to strategic tombing. Moreover, the



upper levels of the Navy contained yet other varieties of opinion. Some
officers in the submarine service, the Bureau of Ships, and the Bureau of
Ordnance were convinced that the Navy's future hinged on development of
nuclear propulsion and sutmerine-launched missiles. 23 While the Air

Force focused on securing priority for SAC, the Navy sought Joint plans

that would leave many options open. In HALFMOON and its successors the

o Navy accepted the assignment of clearing the seas and securing forward

bases but insisted that maintenance of control over the eastern Mediterranean
have high priority and inserted language which prevénted the strategic bomb-

ing task from falling exclusively to the Air Force.

Army planning was to some extent & function of planning by the other
Services. Except for a role in air defense, Army operations in the early
phases of amny new general war would depend on the extent to which Air Force
bombing sapped Soviet capebilities for rapid ground force deployments in
adjacent areas, Alr Force and Navy fighters could provide lecal air control,
end the Navy could establish a sea traln for reinforcement. Tending to
make worst case assumptions about the actual capabllities of the other
Services and of the NATO allles, Army planners adopted the view, evident in
HALFMOON, that prospects were dim for retention of a footheold anywhere on
the Continent or even in the United Kingdom. Insofar as they indicated
any hope for effective strategic bombing, however, they seemed to regard
land-hased bombers as more likely to be effective than cﬁ;rier-based bombers.
They looked to the Navy chiefly to bring supplies and reinforcements and to
evacunte American troops in the event that no ground could be held. At

an earlier juncture, when Iran had been thought a possible scene of crisis,
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Army planners had worked with the Navy on schemes for cperations in the
eastern Mediterranean. In 1948-49, however, they displayed lack of en-
thusiasm for the notion of landings in the HRlack Sea region. Army con-
tributions to joint planning thus tended to reinforce the Air Force case

for SAC rather then the Navy case for the carrier fleet. 24

Budpets and Forces

Although the Services had to think of war as a real possibility, they
were not offered even a prospect of having significant additional resources
with which to prepare for war, Wwhen the President reacted to the Czech
coup by asking Congress t0 reinstitute the éraft and augment the defense
budget, he had not examined specifics or considered exactly whet additional
forces he wanted, VWhen he learmed that current new spending could commit
him to higher and higher budgets in future fiscal years, he recoiled,
authorizing Forrestal to seek $3.5 billion of additional appropriations,
but in categories that would not jeopardize maintenance of a rigid $15
billion celling for fiscal year 1949. As a result, the principal Adminis-
tration proposals involved short-term increases in military manpower levels.
These proposals then came under attack in Congress, with many members ask-
ing what good, it would do to increase U.S. ground forces since they would
never match Russia's 175 divisions or to build up surface navel forces in
the face of the fact that the Soviet Union had no navy to engage or slg-
nificant sealaneés to be severed. Alrpower did stir some enthustasm dn
Capitol Hill. After demying the Administration Some of tHe money it had
asked, the Republican-controlled Congress -- agalnst the wishes of Republi-

can leaders in the House -- voted an extra $822 million for the express

purpose of speeding aireraft construction. 2>  Despite public opinion
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polls endorsing preparedness, the Services had to assume $15 billion
to be an absolute limit for all fiscal year 1950 defense expenditures,

includineg stockoile purchases, and a limit that Congress might diminish.

Simultaneously. the Services found themselves for the first time
answerable not just to specialized examiners in the Bureau of the Budget
and to congressional committees inclined to focus on detaills rather than
on overall force posture but to a Secretary of Defense 'who had responsibil-
ity for presenting to the President and to Congress a unified budget for
the national military establistment. Moreover, t%e unified budget sent
to the White House would be reviewed by the Bureau of the Budget and by
congressional committees now reorganized in consonance with changes on
the executive side, with the ersfwhile Military Affairs and Naval Affairs
Committees merged as the Armed Services Committee and with each chamber's
Appropriations Committee having a single subcoummittee to deal with defense
expenditures. In the‘circumstances, it was much more difficult than in
the past for the Services to preserve differing conceptions of defense

priorities and to develop overlapping or competing capabilities.

The Alr Force ‘protested the President's budgetary rulings, saying
that they jeopardized the attainment of the 70-group goal endorsed by the
Finletter commission and by many members of Congress. Ailr Force Secretary
W. Stuart Symington complained that the staff of the Secretary of Defense
showed favoritism toward the Navy. Meanwhile, he madé-a direct
challenge by sending to his opposite number in the Navy a memorandum

saying that atomic bombs were sufficiently scarce so that they should be

reserved for 'targets of the greatest strategilc significance,”" pointing
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out that the Alr Force had primary responsivility for strategic air
cperations, and conclﬁding: "There is no Justification for development on
the part of the Navy of special equipment, or organization, for the pur-
pose of dropping atomic bombs." Though the Secretary of the Army did not
Join in this particular challenge, he did send the Secretary of Defense

& formal memorandum srguing that the advent of the stomic bomb reduced

the importance and value of the surface fleet. 26

Up to this time, the Navy had been counting qn developing postwar
forces consistent with its various conceptionsof the nation's possible
defense needs. It envisioned launching flush-deck "supercarriers' much
larger than carriers of the Midway.class, capable of handling jeﬁ aircraft
of widely varying weights, including AJ-1s and other planes fitted for -
carrying atomic bombs. Before the crises of 1948 provoked serious joint
war planning, the Havy had obtained authorization‘fram the President and
Congress to proceed with a design so that construction of the first super-

—_—

carrier could commence in fiscal year 1949. At this time the Navy was expeeting

to keep afloat'iiiEEEEEkﬁéif}iéfé;:ietiring'some of the Essex-class
when supercarriers began to enter the fleet. From the Navy's standpoint,

this was not enough, but it was equivalent to the Air Force's getting along

with 50 groﬁiﬁ‘{hétgﬂd”Of'?O'aﬂH’meaaniIe replacing the k-29s T

7

with B-36s. 2T The reaction of the Air Force and Army to the President’s

directive on the FY 1950 budget ceiling suggested that the supercarrier
or the_ii:E;;;iéE_forbéuoi_ﬁbﬁh"ﬁigﬁt”bé'15 jeoﬁagdy. _Hénge the -

Secretary of the Navy and naval officers counterattacked by raising ques-

tions in the Pentagon and the Budget Bureau as to whether the Air Force



2-36 could actually get to the Soviet Union and deliver atomic bombs

anywhere near their assigned targets. 28

Secretary of Defense Forrestal, himself a former Secretary of the Navy,
asked the JCS for an analysis of what the United States could accomplish
by strategic nuclear bombing and how it would affect the capacity of the
Soviets to wage war. Although an Air Force officer, Lt. Cen. Hubert R.
Harmon, headed the cammittee charged with this task, tHe Chief of Maval
Operations succeeded in getting terms of reference which ensured that the
estimate would be cautious, for the committee was'enjoined to look only at
the bombing projected in HALFMOON and to consider only direct effects, not
secondary effects such as fire and panic. Called for in October 1948, this
report was not ready until May 1949. It partially satisfied the Navy's
hopes by saying that nuclear bombing might well halve the Soviet Union's
industrial pfoduczion but would not bring about its defeat and would not
prevent it from conguering all of Europe. The Air Force, however, objected -
to these findings as based on insufficient investigation and succeeded in

getting yet another study commissioned. 29

Naval officerd in JCS committees meamwhile defended the theses that
maintenance of control over the eastern Mediterranean would be & crucial
task in a war and that carrier task forces in those seas and in the western
Pacific could effectlvely bomb targets in the Soviet Union. Tn the face of
the President's budget ceiling, it was evident that th; United: States could
not prepare adequately both for these operations and for the strateglc
bombing campaign outlined in the plans emanating from SAC. Army members

of JCS committees indicated their wverdict that SAC's plans were more



prcemising. The chief Army planner, Lt. Gen. Albert C. Wedemeyer,
announced his view that the emergency war plans should be changed to
provide for no U.S. operations in the eastern Mediterranean, even if the
result were loss of Middle Eastern oil. That region should be left to

the British, he said, while the U.S. Navy concentrated on supplying and
supporting ground forces in Western Europe and the western Mediterranean.
In the actuasl new emergency war plan developed in the spring of 1949, the
Army relented to the extent of including control,of the Cairo-Suez area as
an objective to be pursued, if resources were available; but it was clear
that joint war plans would not provide a justification for forces tailored
to Navy conceptions of U.S. strategic force needs as distinguished from

Mr Force/SAC conceptions of those needs. 30

Another forum in which the Navy pleaded its case was a committee
which Forrestal had created tc review the working of the 1947 National
Security Act. Headed by New York banker Ferdinand Eberstadt, who had
played an important role in developing the 1947 act, it had a mandate to
review strategic as well as organizational issues, and the Deputy Chief of
Naval Operations for Air, Vice /Amlkthur W. Radford, laid before it in de-
tail the Nawy's view of how a war might progress. He attacked frontally
the notion of a decisive initial phase in which strateglie bombing would all
but vanquish the enemy. There could be little such bombing at the outset,
he contended, and not much more during the succeeding phase of counter-

" offensive Buildup;‘ Only in the last stages, when Amer;éan and Russian
forces were grappling on land, would large-scale strategic bombing be

effective. Radford tased his argument in part on findings of the U.S.
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Strategic Zombing Survey and in part on the thesis that a major function
of strategic bombing was to draw off enemy fighters that'might otherwlise
be covering ground forces. 1In effect, Radford contended that the atomic
bomb was merely a bigger bomb, that it could not be counted on to win a

war, and, this being the case, that it would be an inadequate weapon for

deterrence of war. 31

fhe Navy presentation, together with evidence concerning current
deficiencies in the capabilities of SAC, had some ;impact on the Eberstadt
comnittee. At any rate, its report to Forrestal in November 1948 em-
phasized the fact that extisting land-based bombers required forward béses
which might or might not be tenable and that enemy air defenses might prove
effective against them. It called for maintaining a poﬁerful carrier fleet,

at least for the foreseeable future. 32

Assertions and insinuatlons by Navy representatives prompted some
questioning in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Bureau of Budget,
and the White House. The Defense Comptroller, Wilfred J. McNeil, had long
before advised caution about heavy investment in B-36 forces, given the

L]

bomber's welght, slow speed, and possible vulnerability, and Forrestal had
Bureau of the Budget Director Frank
told Truman of the bomber's deficiencies in performance.’ Pece urged the
Presldent to reflect on the larger issue of whether he wanted to risk placing
himself in g position in which, in a crisis, strategic nMuclear bdmbing might
be his only military option. Troubled by Forrestal's questlons and perhaps
by Pace's, Truman obtained from the Alr Force Chief of Staff and other Air

Force officers briefings on the plans and capabilities of SAC. He was

told that the JCS had specified as. the number one and number two tasks
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for the military establishment defense of the United States and "reduc-
tion of enemy industrial productivity below that level required to suppcrt
his war-making effort." (Actually, JCS documents defined the second task
more ambiguously and wordily as "a powerful air offensive against selected
vital elements of the Soviet war-making capacity, exploiting all capabili-
ties therefore, and taking advantage of available atomic weapons to the
extent necessary in the over-all effort to obtain the most rapid and
efficient achievement of the National War Objectives." 33) Truman was
also told "primary responsibility for both of these is charged to the Air
_Force." BRe was assured that only 4 of 14 strategic bomber groups would
consist of B-363; the rest would be B-29s suitable for missions involving
conventional instead of nuclear ordnance and that much of the remainder

of the existing or hoped-for Air Force would defend home territory. 34

Not wholly satisfied with what he heard, the President pressed and
pressed again for a formal estimate by the JCS of the probable effects of
étrategic nuclear bombing conducted by the forces available or projected.
Because of the disinclination of the Chief of Naval Operations to endorse
any conclusions going beyond those of the Harmon report, and the equally
strong disinclination of the Air Force Chief of Staff to endorse thase conclu-
sions, the President's questions went unanswered even when, after 7 months'’
delay, he asked plaintively for at least interim conclusions. He was told
that a committee of the Weapon /Sviiﬁgiion Board |, headed by Lt.Gen. John E.
Hull, would report in January 1950 and that Hull was reluctant to return

a preliminary opinion. He would eventually be told by Hull's group that

75-80 percent of the bombers would get through, destroying one-half to
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two-thirds of the targets--but he did not raceive thi: report uatil June

1950, 32

In the meantime the Services fought to a conclusion of sorts the
battle over budgetary priorities. Leaders in the Navy had early recognized
that the President's ceiling would not allow both progress on the first
supercarrier and preservation of a surface fleet with 12 carriers,

They had chosen to keep the supercarrier project and cug back to eight

active carriers.

Only with difficulty and with the acceptance of reductions in other
forces had the Navy succeeded In keeping eight carriers as a target. |
Forrestal, acting as Solomon, had partitioned thé $15 billion budget into
almost equal shares for the Serv}ge§3 but Congress reac;edcoolly to his
allocations. ~Though both again under Democratic control as a result of the
1948 elections, the two Houses ended the session by trimming back Adminis- —
tration requests for both the Navy and the Army while, like the Republican-
controlled Congress of 1948, adding $800 million to what the President had
asked for the Air Force. Representative Mahon explained the prevailing
opinion by saying, ':We greatly diminish the likelihood of World War III when
we prepare ourselves fo strike a quick and deadly blow at the very heart of
the potential enemy. . . . The only force under heaven that can now deliver
the quick and devastating blow is the United States Aig_Force. } say with-

out hesgitation that our first line offdéféﬁééﬂfg'Ehémﬂif—FbEééf"_36

While Congress acted on the FY 1950 budget, the defense estab-
lishment worked on that for fiscal year 1951. In the beginning of 1949, the

President decreed that FY 1951 defense spending should not exceed
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313 tilliinsn. In Maren, he let Forrestal go and replaced him with

Louis Jornnson, a former Assistant Secretary of War, giving Johnson the
mission of keeping the total defense budget as low as possible. Acting
on a suggestion made earlier by Forrestal, Truman also recalled to active
duty General of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower to function, in effect, as

arbiter among the Sarvices and chief budget adviser to the new Secretary.3T

Upon taking office, Johnson aesked for a review of msjor development
and procurement projects. Finding both the Air Force and the Army opposed
to the Navy's supercarrier, he peremptorily prdered its construction can-
celled. Eisenhower had already expressed misgivings about the ship. After
scrutinizing what was left in the Navy's force plans, Johnson ruled that -
the budget would permit maintenance of only six carriers. In June 1949,
discovering that outlays still threatened to exceed the $13 billion mark,
38

he recommended a cutback to four carriers.

Dismayed by these develomments, naval officers protested, but un-
availingly. In the summer of 1949, some of them decided to take their case
to the public., Through lesks to the press, followed by testimony before
the House Armed Services Committee, they made an open attack on the stra-

L]

9
tegy and force structure toward which the United States was gravitating. 3

On Capitol Hill, the issues received thelr first airing because middle-
level civilians and officers from the Navy charged publicly that the B-36
represented a poor investment gnd that Air Force procurement of the plane

had shady aspects. Press coverage concentrated on the second accusatlon,

which turned out to have no substance. The testimony of senior nawval



officers made clear, zowever, the existence of profound differences in
opinion between the Services. A subsequent series of hearings, Tunning

into the autumn of 1949, enabled them to state their case. .

Naval officers used the occasion to question whether strategic nuclear
bombers represented either the best deterrent or the primary force to keep
in readiness for the initial stages of an actual conflict. 8Seid Radford,
", . . there is no short cut, no cheap, no easy way to win a war. We must
realize that the threat of instant atomic retallation will not prevent it,
and may even invite it."” He went on to declare th;t the United States
should prepare to win a war "and win it in such a way that it can be

followed by a stable, livable peace." 4o

To the extent possible within constraints set by sééurity consldera-

tions and concern for the sensibilities of allies, Radford and other Navy

" witnesses asked how the United States would defend or liberate Western
Burope and other vitel areas if its primary weapon was the strategic nuclear
bomber. If the United Stetes relied chiefly on the threat of strategie
bombing to deter aggression, they warned, the aggressor would need only to
effect a successful Eurprise attack on bomber bases and nuclear weapons
stockpiles in order to gain free rein., This strategy could encourrge war

rather than prevent it.

Rear Adm, Ralph A. Ofstle, one of the Navy's feW experts on nuclear

weapons, cautioned Congress and the country against exaggerating the .

military or political value of nuclear bombs:
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The idea that it is within our power
to inflict maximum damage upon the enemy in
& short time without serious risk to ourselves
creates the delusion that we are $tronger than
we actually are. This, in turnm, becomes a constant
temptation for policy makers to Overcommit them-
selves, to make commitmemnts actumdly impossible to
fulrill,. b1 —

Neither in the first hearing nor in the secend did Navy witnesses
follow a common or even coherent line, Some at£§cked strategic bombing
on ethical grounds while others merely claimed-zght the Navy could do it
better than the Air Force. Radford and Ofstie gpisked self-contradiction

by arguing both theses. "=

With scme Justification, the press characterized the hearings as part
of an "admirals' revolt," prcompted largely by budget cuts, the cancellaticn
of the supercarrier, and evidence that the Air Force was supplanting the
Navy as the nation's first line of defense. Even though the second round
of hearings continued, publicity declined after the Secretary of the Ravy,
the Chief of Naval Operations, and a number of lesser officers resigned
or were retired or reassigned. In the end, the effort succeeded in making
more widely known the wesknesses of the B-36 and exposing some issues to
public view. .« It did not, however, rescue amy N;vy program or alter trends
in strategy and force posture. Radford was td‘f%hcede before the hearings

ended that the Navy's effort at persuasion had failed. b2

While the new Chief of Naval Operations, Adp. Forrest P. Sherman,
and cthers who took high positions in the Serviée continued to chemplon
an increase in carrier strength and development of the supercarrier, they

abandoned any effort to challenge the principle that strategic nuclear
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offensive forces deserved pricrity irn the force structure. Instesd, they
concentrated on developing ‘the Navy's capability for contesting SAC's

monopoly of the strategic offensive mission.

The Army had all along conceded priority to strategic nuclear offen-
sive forces. Concelvably, Army planners could have asrgued that well-posli-
tioned ground troops would more effectively deter Soviet agéression and
certainly serve more effectively to defend territory, if aggression cccurred.
At the time, the Army possessed most of the available intelligence about .
the Soviet order of battle. It held most of the maps, aerlal photographs,
and other materials covering the Soviet Union which had been captured from
the Germans. Through agencles 1n occupled Germamy, 1t conducted most of
the inte;rogation of people who had been 1n the Soviet Union or Eastern
Europe. It ran a certein number of secret agents in areas occupled by the -
Soviets, and it intercepted a significant number of signals and radic¢ com-
minications exchanged among Soviet posts and commands. From these data
. Army officers could have deduced that mamy of the alleged 175 Soviet divi-
sions were shells and that a number of the divislons in Eastern Eurorpe
counted as combat ready were in fact no ﬁore s0 than were American occupa- -
tion units?3 If so, they could perhaps have devised plans calling for a
more modest force thap the 50 American and Allied divisions ordinarily
posited as necessary to hold a line in Furope against the Soviet Army. Probably, .
however, ithe fate of the President's uriversal military treining program,
together with budgetary pressures that made questionable the malntenance
of even two combat-ready divisions and recognition that Eufope was by no
means the cnly vulnersble arez, 1nhibited Army consideration cf strategies

that would give ground forces priority over strategic air forces.



The overall level of U.S. military spending up through the end of
_fiscal year 1950 evidenced little competition with the Soviets. Although
_spgpdipg wasrmugb_higher than before World War II, the President, Congress,
the military, and most American commentators perceived it as providing

no more than minimal preparedness, not even keyed to keeping up with

the Russians in lines where imtelligence estimates described them as'goqbesj
sing or threatening to possess a lead. It is a reascnable inference that
the budget reflected an assumption shared within the national politieal
leadership that rivalry with the Soviet Union was more political and
econcmic than military and that there was éo occeasion for U.S. participa-

tion 1n an arms race.

Within tight budgetary comstralnts, however, U.S. force posture was
beginning to show a competitive character. Prior to 1648, the Services
had prepared plans much as in the years after World War I, taking account
of a wide range of conceivable developments. The crisis of 1948 and sub-
sequent events caused them to engege in some comparatively urgent and
realistic planning for large-scale direct conflict with the Soviet Union.
Limitations on funds and time, comblned with conflicts between and among
the Services'and mounting congressional enthusiasm for airpower in prefer-
ence to other types of military power, led to acceptance by the Air Force
and Army and after a struggle, by the Navy, of the principle that priority
should go to ready stretegic nuclear offensive forces -- specifically, to

" ,

SAC. And within SAC these forces were tailored to the prime contingency

of a massive attack on centers of population and industry in the Soviet

Union delivered as soon as possible after the
onset of war. Since SAC's requirements regarding numbers, types, and
_—-——’-ﬁ‘



characteristics of aireraft were all guided by this objective and by
intelligence concerning Soviet air defenses, a generally noncompetitive
defense budget was internally so allocated as to put the United States
in a posture of enterprising competition to maintain a lead over the

Soviets 1in strategle weaponry.

The Nuclear Program

Concurrently, important changes were occurring in thé nation's nuclear

veapons' and nuclear energy programs. After the AEC came into being in
t

early l9kT,_AEC Commi ssicners and their various advisors had needed a year
or so to assess what might be done. Recognizing that a key problem was-
shortage of filssicnatle material, they eventuslly took some hesitant steps
to increase the supply. In particular, they began to offer bomuses for
new finds of uranium. At the same time, they began to recrult new per-
sonnel and to screen more carefully those who had stayed on. In the
various AEC labecratories, research was encouraged on improvements in proces-
sing and in weapons design and on development of nuclear powerplants for
naval vessels and alrcraft, but debate at the Commission level remaineqd
inconeclusive. They wpre not short of money. The President indicated to
Commission Chairman David ULilienthal that he would support any reasonable
request. In fact, when presented with his initial submission, Truman asked
Lilienthal 1f he was sure that a billion dollars would be enough. i The
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy served as a forceful advocate for the
AEC on Capitol H1Ill" The Commissioners simply found 1t slow work

to decide which directions they wished to follow,

Farly in 1948, the AFC agreed that production of adequate fissionable

material for weapons should have first priority, with development of aircraft

.
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and sutmarine propulsion systems second and erergy for industrial use
third. Since the JCS -- not yet seized with serious war planning -- ex-
pressed satisfaction with planned production levels, the Commissicners
concluded that thelr top priority program required nothing more than
relatively slow-paced construction of an additional reactor at Hanford.
They expected AEC laboratories to devote most of their resources to pro-

s

pulsion research.

Meanwhile, however, results of the 1948 Enipetok tests showed that
U-235 was much more usable than had been supposed and that substantially
more numerous and more powerful bombs of vdrylng designs could be produced
from already available fissionable materisl., These conclusions led engineers
and sclentists in the AEC to press for improvements in production facilities
and new efforts in weapon research. The test results had still more effeqt
on the growing number of military officers famiiiar with nuclear matters,
for these officers became able, almost for the first timé,-éd grgue‘thaf'
nuclear weaponé could actually be tallored to operating requirements and
produced in quantity. The effects of missionary work within the Services
became apparent by the end of 1948 in new commnications from the JCS, now
at work on war plans, asking the AEC to increase significantly the produc-

tion of fissionable material. k6

Responding to these requests, pressures from within, and the general
Cold War atmosphere, the AEC in 1949 reactivated the gaseous diffusion
plant at Cak Ridge, built alongside it an enriclment plait to double its
output, hurried work toward two new reactors at Hanford, and established

three additional laboratories (Brookhaven on Long Island, Knolls in

[



Schenectady, and Mound in Miamisbgrg, Ohio) to join

Argonne, Clinton, and Berkeley in pursulng research on improved production,
The Los Alamos laboratory recelved a go-ahead for further research and
development on weapons, and research on propulslon systems was once agaln

L
remanded to secondary priority. T

These new efforts had scarcely cammenced, however, before they stalled.
Much of the upper-level manhgement of the AEC became pre;ccupied during the
spring and summer of 1949 with congressional heariggs on e serles of ill-
founded charges leveled against Chairman Lilfenthal by Senator Bourke B.
Hickenlooper. Before these hearings had concluded, another diversion came

in the form of challenges to the Commission's plans from both the Pentagon

and the JCAE.

AlthOugh.part of the prompting for the new AEC program had come Irom
the JCS, these new undértakings by the AEC did not arouse undiluted en-
thusiasm in the defense establishment. Naval officers feared potential
effects that would glve the Air Force an advantage 1n the debates over
budgets and strategy then nearing their climax. Some were also concerned
because of the importance they attached to development of propulsion systems.
Partly as a result, the JCS lodged some new requirements which the AEC
viewed as unrealistic. Meanwhile, Chairman McMahon of the JCAE asked if
the scale of the AEC effort was truly-adequate. All this evidence of un-
certainty contributed to 2 decision by Truman to appoint & special sub-
coamnittee of the NSC to review the entire nuclear program. From July to
October 1949, when this review was taking place, the AEC had to continue to

mark time.
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In the latter part of 1949, the jam ended. With the Soviet nuclear
test having been detected, the NSC subcommitte{jiépointed by Truman gave
strong endorsement to the AEC plans. In the meamtime, the JCAE advocated
an even greater expansion of production and research not only on new
fission weapons but also on a fusion bomb. Willingly on all points ex-
cept the last, the Commission adopted the Jointjéémmittee's advice. [t

was then compelled by the Presidential decision of January 1950 to proceed

- —

" also with research on fusion.

! -

In the first half of 1950, the nuclear program therefore haq brisk
momentum. Additional supplies of uranium were arriving. 0QOak Ridge and
Hanford were rapidly enlarging their capacity to produce fissicnable
material. Construction of new facilities at Savaﬁ;ah River, S.C., offered
prospects that fusion research could progress without impeding output of
fission bombs. Los Alamos had gotten the warhead weight down from 10,000
pounds to 8,500 pounds and was at work on designs for lighter and smaller

49
Weapons.

As the JLS and Service staffs conducted planning exercises and
developed budgets in the aftermath of the admira¥s' revolt, they did so
in increasing awareness of the AEC's actual and potential capability for
supplying them with usable nuclear weapons. By the spring of 1950, the
number of people in the military establishment with access’to nuclear

secrets had risen to 30,000.50
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The flow of information to the designers of aircraft and other
potential carriers of nuclear weapons had become much more free. Although
actué] stockpile numbers continued to be known only to very few, there
was growing confidence that nuclear weapons might turn out to be more
readily available than previously imagined. Military men in the know
were also beginning to perceive that nuclear weapons could be produced

in a variety of shapes and sizes.

In the early years of the nuclear program, it was generally taken for
granted that most weapons produced would be for Air Force bombers, and
Air Force officers had worked with engineers at Los Alamos to redesign
the bombs tested at Bikini so that they would have greater accuracy and
be produced in shapes and quantities suitable for the B-36. The 8,500-pound

warhead grew out of such cooperation.51

Meanwhile naval officers sought weapons suitable for carrier aircraft.
Only gun-type warheads had the requisite dimensions. The Air Force objec-
ted vehemently to using fissionable material in gun-type weapons because
their efficiency was so much less than that of implosion weapons. Between
April and October 1948, however, the Mavy succeeded in reaching an under-
standing with Los Alamos for production of the gun-type Mark 8. Before
the spring of 1950, ~hen the Mark 8 reached the test stage, the engineers
at Los Alamos were able to promise implosion devices (the Tx-5, TX-7, and
TX-13) small enough to be fitted to carrier planes. Oné, the TX-7, was
Ig Be built by Douglas Aircraft and tailored for the Douglas A20, which

would be a follow-on for the AJ-1.52

By early 1950, the Army, too, had become a bidder. Army ordnance was

developing a 280 mm, cannon, and the AEC designed a gun-type [X-9 warhead
63 T
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to fit it. Again, the Air Force protested, but again its protest was

unavaih‘ng.53 Smaller, 1lighter weapons had become possible because,

after the Eniwetok tests, scientists at Los Alamos had exploited the

Thus by_June 1950, it appeared certain that nuclear weapons production
would expand. Whether or not the AEC succeeded in developing a hydrogen
bomb, it seemed sure of being able to make weapons with higher yields.
Also, the AEC promised eventually to produce much smaller and much lighter

Weapons,

ExCept for the acceleration of research, production, and the develop-
ment of new facilities after the Soviet test of August 1949, the U.S.
nuclear weapons program proceeded qujte independently of any known or suspec-
ted occurrences on the Soviet side. The AEC itself displayed 1ittle in-
terest in what the Soviets might be doing. Only the Air Force had deemed
such intelligence important enough to deserve a strenuous collection
effort. 1In 1947-48 it developed a routine for air sampling without which
the first Soviet test might have gone undetected, and it advocated in joint

bodies that high priority go to acquiring relevant information of other
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types, but the Nevy and Army successfully resisted this latter effort. 25
Advances made by the AEC prior to 1950 derived from scientific and techno-
logical enterprise not seriog;ly influenced by any sense of international
campetition.

-

The Hvdrogen Bomb56

The decision to develop & fusion weapon was taken outside the AEC and
indeed ran contrary to its advice. The scientific concept wes not new. It
had been the basis of cne line of research during World War II. One of
its champions, then and afterwards, was the physicist, Edward Teller. In
the peried of renewed nuclear research and development after 1914-8,1’81-1&.r be-
came an ardent lobbylst for an intensive effort to prove the feasibility
of controlled fusion and thus create a super weapon. Hédmade converts of

same other scientists, some people in the military establishment, and

Chairman McMahon of the JCAE.

The General Advisory Committee of the AEC, however, unanimously opposed
a concentrated effort such as Teller advoceated. Headed by J. Robert
Oppenheimer, this copmittee-gmestioned whether & weapon could actually be

produced, noted that work on it would consume a significaent share of the

raw material available for fission weapons, and made the point that the
booster principle already offered promise of btombs many times more power-

ful than those which hadsle;;iéa-ﬁifoshiﬁA and Nagasaki.’ The'onlﬁ Drdspec-

tive use for a fusion weapom-with still higher explosive yiéid, said the

Cormittee, would be for."exfgzﬂdnating civilian populations.” It would

have no military purpose. oT



Some members felt that, for this reason, the United States should
never pursue the technology. Cthers held thet it should refrain from
doing s¢ unless and until the Soviets did so. All agreed that one
argument for self-restraint on the American side was the possibility that
the Soviets might not sink rescurces into the necessary research, develop-
ment, and testling in the absence of evidence that the United States was

doing so.

After receiving the advisory committee's report, the Commission

» voted 3 ﬁa 2 against the fusion weapon program. One member of the
minority, lewis L. Strauss, formally appeal;d to Truman to reverse the
verdict, and Truman called upon Secretaries Acheson and Johnson.to sit
with Iilienthal and review the matter; Since Teller and his allies

had already succeeded in winning Johnson to their side, the result was to

give a casting vote to Achescn.

Strauss argued that the Soviets would not be influenced by what the
United States did, that, as atheists, they would not be dissuaded by moral
arguments such as those in the Oppenheimer report, and that it was "the
historic policy of the United States not to have its forces less well
armed than those of anmy other country (viz, the 5:5:3 naval ratio, etc.,
etc.)." 8 Somewhat the same argument came fram the JCS and from McMahon
and the JCAE. The JCS responded to the central objection of the Oppenheimer
group by citing troop concentrations and bases used for Soviet strategic
nuclear bombers as conceivable military targets. Primarily, however, they
emphasized that the United States should develop the weapon because the

Soviets might do so, gain an apparent technological lead, and thereby
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produce a "profoundly demoralizing effect on the American people” and
bring "inevitable jeopardy to our position ms & world power and to our

democratic way of life.” %9

Though Acheson indicated initiel misgivings, he eventually declded
to support a fusion weapon development program, accepting the advice of
Paul H. Nitze, the new chief of the Policy Flanning Staff, who warned him that
"the military and politicel advantages which would acerue to the U.S.S.R. if
it possessed even a temporary monopeoly of this weapon are sc great as to

1]
n 60 When Lilienthal learned how Acheson

make time of the essence.
lezned, he went along sc that the threesome could give the Presicent a .
unanimous recommendation, and 1t was with their report in hand that Truman

announced the decision to proceed with the "super."

The most careful recent study of the decision concludes that the
‘President had almost no choice. He could not long have withstood the com-
bined force of the Teller group, the military establishment, the JCAE, and

the elements of the public which they represented. 61

This was also
Iilienthal's conclusion., He wrote of Truman in his diary for 31 January
1950: ". ., . there ha® been s¢ much talk in Congress and everywhere and
people are so excited he really hasn't any alternatives. . . ." 62 Like
the turn in force posture toward priority for the strategic offensive, the
move to develop weapons of glgantic yleld was not so much a product of

- p

measured analysis within the government as it was a reflection of perspec-

tive prevailing in Congress and among the public thus represented.

Though the outcome may have heen foreordained, the debate over the
"super" nevertheless was significant, not least becsuse it supplied evidence

67
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that a substantial number of American officials were beginning to see the
United States as engaged in a strategic arms competition with the Soviets.
In more elaborate and sophisticated forms, the terms of this debate would
be the terms for many future debates and perhaps for debates in Moscow as

well as {n Washington.

Cpponents of the "super" proceeded from an assumption that weapons
were developed primarily for use in war. They ﬁelied heavily on an argu-
ment that the United States had little or no need for warheads of very
high yield. Those who favored development,of the bomb, on the other hanxd,
tended to reasor instead that some weapons, certainly strategic weapons,
were lmportant less for thelr probable practical use than for their sym-
bolism. They spoke only in passing about the operational functions of the
"super" and bypassed altogether the question of whether there were any
military targets that could not be totally destroyed with a boosted fission
bomb. Their principal contention was that the Soviets, should they develop
a fusion weapon shead of the Unlted States, might feel that they had a
psychological asdventage that perhaps translated into a political and mili-
tary edge. Intermediate parties such as the West Burcpeans might come to
a similar cohclusion. So might the publlic at home. One can label their
contrasting assumptions "utilitarian" and "perceptional.” They were to

manifest themselves again and again.

Some opponents of the "super" adopted in addition what may be termed
an actlcn-reaction assumption. Though contending that the United States
had no military need for the wempon, they held that they would favor adding

1¢7to the U5 aTsenal if the Soviets did so. By the sime token, the Soviets
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could necessarily be driven tc develop the "super" if the United States

led the way. Others in the Oppenheimer camp argued with greater consis-
tency that each party could be guided throughout by its own particular
requirements. Commissioner Henry D. Smyth argued, for example, "that there
would be weapons that they would want and that we couldn't use, that would
be very useful to them and wouldn't be useful to us." 63 In general, ad-
vocates of the "super" argued that the Soviets would férge shead regardless
of what the United States did. On the other hand, they alsoc argued that
the United States could not afford to allow the éoviets an apparent lesd
and would certainly have to react were the Soviets to take the initiative.

These contrasting assumptions were also to surface again and again. 64

In a sense, the development of the concept of deterrence provided the
first element for a doctrine to guide the United States in a strategic arms
competition. Acceptance by the Services of the central
role of the strateglc bombing mission supplied a second element. The
debate over the hydrogen bomb indicated some of the possible lines of future
development -- & perceptional as opposed to utilitarian conception of what
the campetition wa# about and an assumption that the behavior of each party

would be strongly influenced by the behavior of the other.

Nsc-68%°

In large part, the force posture and emergent doctrine suggesting that
campetition with the Soviets might centrally involve competition in stra-
teglc nuclear weaponry was a product of flnanclal pressure. Cther factors
mede some contribution, to be sure, not least the successes of sclentists

But financial considerations were paramount.
and engineers working for the AEC. / The questions raised by Defense cfficilals,
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the Zudget Director, arnd tre President about the B-36; the admirals' re-
volt; the not unsympathetic hearing given Radford, Ofstie, and others on
Capitol Hill; and the votes on the hydrogen bomb issue within the AEC's
General Advisory Committee and the AEC itself, all suggested some uneasiness

over existing trends.

When the President ordered on economic grounds that the defense spend-
ing during fiscal year 1951 be held below the $14.L4 billion actuslly bud-
geted, officers in all the Services, including elements of the Air Force
. other than SAC, began to fear that the United States would strip itself of
every type of ready military force other th;n strategic bombers. Similar
concern was felt in the State Department. With Secretary Jolnson exertipg
pressure in the Pentagon, and the Treasury, the Council of Ecconomic Advisors,
and the Bureau of the Budget enlisted to participate, the President obtained,
even in the aftermath of the Soviet nuclear test, an agreed NSC paper assert-
ing th;t the DEP§rtmént of Defense could, with $13 billion, "maintain sub-
stantially the same degree of readiness and posture during FY 1951 which it

will maintain in FY 1950." 66

Acheson and Nitze felt increasingly that the President made a mistake
in putting a dBalanced budget ahead of military strength. The Secretary of
State had been invited into debate on nuclear programs when asked, in effect,
to resolve the hydrogen bomb issue. When Lilienthal agreed to make the re-
port to the Presldent unanimous, he conditioned his change of positicn on a
proposal that there be a comprehensive review of.kmerica‘s political and
military posture. When the President accepted this proposal and set up a

special committee under the NSC to carry out the review, Achescn and Nitze



were thereby glven an opportunity to try to effect an alteration in the

priorities governing the nation's defense posture,

A working group was created, within which the principal figures were Hitze,
heading a delegation mostly from his own Policy Planning Staff, and Maj.
Geﬁ- James H. Burns (ret.), accompanied by others, moscly civilians,
- who were aldes to the Secretary of Defense. Even though Burms and the other
Defense participants were supposed to represent Secretarleohnson, the fact
was that'they all agreed with Nitze and Acheson on tpe objective

of demonstrating to Johnson and the President a consensus that adequate de-

fense should itake precedence over a balanced budget.

Cne major problem for this working group was the fact that the actual
consensus was very superficial. The group asked the intelligence cormunity
to assess the iﬁplications of Sbviet development of nuclear weapons. CIA
enalysts predicted that £he Russians would have ore hundred 2C-KT atomic
bombs by 1953 and two hundred by late 1955. They reckoned 100 accurately
delivered bombs to be sufficient for preventing "immediate" American counter-
action, 200 sufficient to "destroy the U.S. capabilities for offensive war"

.
and perhaps even to "prove decisive in knocking the U.S. ocut of a war."
Nevertheless, said the analysts, the Soviets were not likely toc resort to
any military operations other than very limited ones against zlready weakened
areas unless provoked or thoroughly convinced both that their objectives had
to be achieved by war and that a successful surprise attack could neutralize
U.8. strateglc forces and the U.S. mobilization base. CIA's analysts con-

cluded that the appropriate measures for the United States were to strengthen

air defense areas to insure that U.8. strateglc bombers would nct be destroyed
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on the ground and meanwnil:s to deveiop other forms of mili:.zv power :n
order not to be so dependent on a force that might turn out to be vulner-

able, 67

The Services differed from CIA in appraisal both of Soviet force
posture and of probable Soviet behavior. The Army G-2 said that CTA nnder-
estimated actual and planned Soviet military strength. Air Force Intelli-
gence argued that a basic Soviet aim was to take over the United States
through a revolution brought on by a war and that the Soviets were likely
therefore to precipitate a war whenever they perceived themselves as

possessing military superiority. 68

In jodnt estimates, the Service
intelligence agencies advised that the Soviets would probably have two
hundred 20 KT bombs a year earlier —— that is, by 1954 -- and passibly an
operational hydrogen bomb together with B-29 type bombers equipped for
refueling and perhaps a newer, faster, and 1ongef range bomber plus nuclear-
armed guided missiles. Army, Navy, and Air Force estimators seemed in
agreement that the Soviets would concentrate on building their strategic
offensive and defensive forces with the aim initially of posing a threat to
the United States to offset that posed by the United States against the
U.S.5.R., but with the aim also of being able to actually destroy U.S.

69
strategic forces and damage U.S. war-making potential if war should come.

Defense members of the working group voiced some concern about the
possibility that the Soviets would achieve nuclear superiority. Burns
warned at one point that the United States could-"lose thé armaments race

in the atomic energy field." 70

72
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fn trne other "znd, Hajeeb Halaby, one of tre CSD 2ivilians on the
team, put on record his view that the crucial problem was rot Soviet
power or even Moscow's perception of Saoviet power but rather Western
European percepticns of whether or not the United States could and would

1
live up to its commitments under the North Atlantic Treaty. T

The working group eventually achieved an internal consensus. Its
" members agreed that until the mid-1950s the United States could retain an
edge in strategic offensive nuclear power if it simply continued diligently
along lines already being followed, The emphasis in'the near future should
go to general purpose forces -- especially those of the Eurcpean allies --
and to contlinental defenses.
During the next four or flve years we must

build up strength in non-atomic weapons on the part

of ourselves and especlally our allies in Western

Eurcpe, which will counterbalance Russia's improved

position in the atomic energy field. . . . . We

must also make s8ll reasonable efforts to lessen

Russia's ablility to drop bombs on ourselves or our

friends. T2

A few outslde consultants were interviewed by the working group. Their

comments suggested some of the variety of oplinion conslstent with the general
agreement that the Soviet Union constltuted a threat and that some higher level
of activity by the Unlted States was called for. OCppenheimer and President
James Bryant Conant of Harvard drew an identical conelusion -~ that the

United States should revise its mix of military capabilities. Oppenheimer

spoke of, gventual "comgiéte débé;&énéé”SE-iﬁ;‘éﬁoﬁié boﬁ%" ahd.Conahi_ofm
“cutting back on strategic air power and putting more emphasis on land forces

and tactical air power.” Chester I. Barnard of the Rockefeller Foundaticn

c..13
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and Commissicner Smyth of the AEC were nearer to Nitze and 3Burns in con-
cluding that the United States should continue energetic development of
strategic forces but build up other types of forces alongside them.

Robert A. Lovett, temporarily out of goverrment service, produced a
different set of observations. Perhaps because he approved the Presi-
dent's efforts to keep the budget;balancgd, he saw the report as not neces-
sarlly implying a higher level of ﬁilitary readiness but rather an increase
in U.S. will and capacity for propaganda and covert operations designed to
.cause trouble for the Russians within their own sphere., Physicist Ernest O.
Lawrence felt a need to stay far ahead in scientific R&D, especially

. 73
in strategic weaponry.

Secretary Johnson had already indicated that one option for the
United States would be merely to step up a bit what it was already doing.
After learning of some of the debate between the CiAién& the Service
intelligence agencies and belng warned that the English physicist XKlaus Fuchs
could have brought the Russlans abreast of U.S. work on a fuzing mechanism
for a hydrogen bomb, Johnson had recommended, and the Preslident had approved,

h
acceleration of and added funding for work on the fusion device. 7

[ 3

Cautioned by the variety of opinion among the comsultants anmd probably
aware of the still greater variety of opinion that might surface within the
military establishment,other parts of the executlve branch, and the Congress,
the working group confined itself largely to penning generalities that would
command wide agreement. Its draft of a paper eventually to be labeléd
NSC 68 characterized the world as polarized "between the idea of freedom
under a goverrment of laws, and the idea of slavery under the grim oligarechy

Nt A e
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of the Kremlin/" It spoke of ";he implacable purpose of the slave state
to eliminate the challenge of freedomJ"..%he Soviets were said therefore
to have a "fundamental design" calling first for preservation of absolute
power within their own sphere but also necessarily 'for the complete sub-
version or forcible destruction of the machinery of government and struc-
ture of society in the countries of the non-Soviet world and theilr
subservient
replacement by an apparatus and structure / to and controlled from
the Kremlin." Since the United States was the formidable bbstacle to this
design, -antagonism was sure to persist until there occurred "a fundamental
change in the nature of the Soviet system, a change éoward which the frustra-

75
tion of the design is the first and perhaps the most important step.'”

Though the language may seem extravagant in retrospect, one should
recall that the document was composed at a time when Senator Joseph R.
McCarthy's name was beginning to become a household word and when almost
no one with aspirations in public life was likely to dissent openly from
even more extreme characterization of the Soviets. During hearings on the
hydrogen bomb 1issue, for example, Senator McMahon successfully pressed both
witnesses and colleagues to agree that the Soviet Government embodied "total

evil," 76

And the ldnguage laid a foundation for the general conclusion
that the United States would have to pursue its policy of containment for
the foreseeable future, that such a policy required "superior aggregate
military strength, in being and readily mobilizable," and that, in view

of the Service intelligence agencies' estimates of overall Soviet capabilities,

strategic and tactical, "our military strength is becoming dangerously

inadequate."

75
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One long section of NSC-68 reviewed alternatives to continued develop-

ment of strategic offensive nuclear forces, pointing out their infeasibil-
ity. The nature of the Soviet system was sald to preclude either abolition
of nuclear weapons or international control. The West could never trust
Soviet promises; the possibility of a "no first-use" pledge or other measures
which might make nuclear weapons nonoperational, like poison gas in World
War II, was set aside on a variety of grounds. One was concern lest, "in
our present situation of relative unpreparedness in conventional weapons,
such a declaration would be interpreted by the U.S.5.R. as an admission of
great weakness and by our allies as a clear indication that we intended to
abandon them." A second was an estimate th;t development of the requisite
conventional forces would cost too much. A third was doubt that the Soviets
would believe a no-use pledge by the United States or would keep such a
pledge 1f it were mutual. The only sure means of deterring Soviet use of
a;omic_ueapons, sald NSC-68, was for the United States to possess "over-—
whelming atomic superiority” and "command of the air." The final count

was an argument that the United States might need nuclear weaponry to win a

war.

Other than dismissing radical departures from current strategy, NSC-68
did not ventu;e far from generalities. In line with Lovett's prescriptionm,
it made a case for more extensive and adventurous covert operations, but it
did not otherwise prescribe whether a higher level of effort by the
United States should take the form of more aircrqft for SA;, more ground
forces for the U.S. Army, more military assistance for NATO allies, or a
combination of programs. Nor did it even hint at how much nigher the

level of effort should be. Nitze believed privately that the_American
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defense budget should go from %l: billion to $40 billion a year. He felt
that Burns and the other Pentagon representatives were thinking more in
terms of an additional $5 billion or so per year. 77 'he actual
language of NSC-68 was sufficiently vague so that it was endorsed by men

who went on either to comment that little or no new spending would be

needed or to call for only limited additions to the budget. Although Edward
W. Barrett, the Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs, read NS5C-68

as pointing toward "a gigantic armaments race,"” State Department Soviet
expert, Lewellyn Thompson judged "that no very great increase in our present
rate of expenditure would be called for, but rather a better allocation of
resources and a unified national policy." Thompson's fellow Soviet expert,
Charies x. Bohlen, had receatly told a congressional committee that he did
not think the Russians had been deterred from war by U.S. nuclear weapons
and that, indeed, he had "not been able to detect the slightest influence
on Russian poiicy resulting from our possession of the A bomb." Neverthe-~

less, his conclusion with regard to NSC-68 was that the United States should

pursue intensive research and development on strategic weaponry, both

defensive and offensive, as a substitute for "a full-scale rearmament program

of the standard nature." /98

The Secretary of the Navy said that there should be no expansion of
military spending not somehow compensated for by cuts elsewhere in the
Federal budget. Secretary of the Army Gordon Gray pronounced it his con-
clusion that NSC-68 provided no justification for spending large/adnitional
sums for offensive weapons. It did, he thought, warrant increased alloca-
tions for such items as Army air defense missiles. Vannevar Bush, former
head of the Research and Development Board, spontaneously seconded Gray by

calling for "a change of emphasis” in U.S. defense programs, shifting funds
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from SAC bombers to air defense radar, surface-to-air missiles, agd anti-tank
weapons. The Alr Force saw NSC-68 as not only arguing the case for strategic
alrpower but as also possibly opening the way for challénges to the pre-
dominance of the strategic bomber. Air Force Secretary Symington guardedly
declared that the study was unduly specific in citing 1954 as the year when
the Soviets would become capable of a surprise nuclear attack which could
seriously damage the United States, 1f "opposed by no more effective opposi-
tion than we now have programmed"; othérwisé the study was "vague in

7
phrasing.” 3 '

Although Secretary Johnson was loyally holding defense spending to
the limits set by the President and had at one juncture denounced his own
representatives on the working group for conspiring with the Stdte Depart-
ment to subvert the President's policy, he raised no objectlon to the final
text. Indeed, he reported to the White House that the reaction of tne
Services and the JCS was generally favorable ana that he himself wanted

"implementation of tne policies contained in this paper.” 80

Truman recognized that NSC-68 challenged his own policy of holding down
defense expenditures in order to keep the budget in balance. He probably
recognized also that whatever its shortcomings as a plece of analysis
clearly lining up policy choices, it would serve as a splendid campaign
document for anyone seeking to persuade Congress or the country that the
Administration's defense programs were inadequate. The evidence that Truman
saw NSC-68 1inm such a light is a communication from him to members of the
NSC, adding the administrator of the foreign economic aid program, the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman of the Council of

Economic Advisers to those who would review the document. Those agencies

7%



had helped to write the earlier NSC paper endorsing lowered defense ex-
penditures; the Budget Bureau was on record as advocating no increase in de-
fense spending until after FY 1954. The President also directed "that

no publicity be given to this Report or its contents without my apprcval."al

A formal NSC meeting to consider NSC~-68 ended merely with an agreement
that an ad hoe committee, including representatives of th? officials added
by the President, would examine and report on its programmetic implications.
During ;ucceeding weeks, the National Security Resouyrces Board tried a
flier by calling for $15.5 billion to be spent over the next five fiscal
years for civil defense and strategic stockplles. Its request was promﬁtly
shot down as "excessive." Ry late May the ad hoc committee had ready a
shopping list that, if adepted 1in toto, could have added over $5 billion
to FY-1951 allocations for economic and military eid, propaganda,

82

covert operations, and clvil defense. The comparable shopping list for

additions ta U.S. military programs remzined under debate within the Pentagon.

In the ordinary course of events, the practical significance of N5C-68
would have becone app?rent between August and December when the budget for
fiscal year 1952 was prepared and reviewed. Nitze and Burns had done thelr
work sufficiently well so that the President probably would have felt com-
pelled to fix a higher celling, even if it entailed a deficit. What would

have been the new ceiling or' the relative share for strategic weaponry
no one can ]udgET-“REEﬁéiﬁagligz;;tions-on-futﬁre budeets were conducted
in an enviromment totally transformed as a result of the outbreak of the

Korean confliet.

9
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NSC-68 and debates on its implementation nevertreless retain sig-
nificance in part because they indicate that the overall U.S. defense
budget would soon have evidenced a shared national belief that the
United States was engaged in military competition with the Soviet Union,
Even without Korea, it would have ceased to be the case that competition
mirrored itself chiefly in allocations within the military establishment.
NSC-68 and the attendant discussion also suggest, however, that, in the
absence of the Korean conflicet, evidence of more gompetitiveness in over-
all defense spending could have been accompanied by a shift in the char-
acter of competition manifested in force postures. A defense budget
developed in peacetime on the premises of NSC-68 could have involved re- _
duced emphasis on strategic offehsive forces and increased emph&sis cn
air and missile defense or theater general purpose forces. As of mid-1950
the Urnited States was beginming to engage in 1ong;term military competl-

tion with the Soviets, but the terms of competiticn remained in flux.

80
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CHAPTER 111
SOVIET POSTWAR DEFENSE PROGRAMS
1945-48

In retrospect, Soviet military forces between 1945 and 1948 do not
seem s0 imposing as to justify the degree of alarm expressed by American
political and military leaders, an alarm sounded not only in public appeals
for spending on defense but also/tgnfidential documents such as NSC papers.
Beginning in 1945, the Soviet Army, like the U.S. Army, was demobilized.
CIA estimated in 1947 that it had been cut from over 10 million to about 2.6
million and that total Soviet military manpower, including security troops,
had dropped from 12.4 million to below 3.8 million. Adhering to the formula
that a unit existed unless there were three pieces of evidence to the con-
trary, all U.S. intelligence services described the Red Army as—having 175
divisions; but it should have been evident from the manpower estimates that
most of these divisions were shells. The Soviet air forces were only begin-
ning to modernize, and the only Soviet bombers with range to cover Western
Europe and U.S. bases in the Western Pacific were 105 TU-4s, exact copiles
of the U.S. B—29.l

Since the Soviet Union had suffered enormous war damage, including
probably more than 20 million military and civilian casualties, a hard look at
Soviet milittary capabilities during 1945-48 should have produced strong skepti-
cism about the proposition that the Red Army was poised to strike at Western
Europe. One of the Americans best situated to ﬁass judgment, Harry Rositzke, who
headed CIA efforts to collect clandestine intelligence within the U.S5.5.R., says
that, in fact, he continually questioned the estimates oflSoviet strength and
readiness which were circulating in Hashington.2 His evidence strengthens the

impression that much of what was written and said about the Soviet threat was a
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function less of evidence about what the Soviets were actually doing than
of fear about what they might do.

Large Soviet military forces did materialize later. By mid-1950 the
Red Army had perhaps a million more men than in 1948, and U.S. intelligence
counted not only a larger number of divisions than in 1948 but twice as
many mechanized divisions. It was supported by 2,400 tactical bombers, in-
cluding an initial installment of jet IL-28s, and more than 7,500 fighters, of
which almost 2,000 were advanced MIG-15s. The Soviet navy had 100 new
ships,and more than 60 new submarines, all built since World War II.

The force of TU-4s had jumped from 100 to 500, and lhe successful test of
August 1949 demonstrated that large resources had been poured into a nuclear
weapons development program. Especially in view of the losses the Soviet
Union had suffered in World War II, the level of investment in modern military
forces seems remarkably high.

The quegtion arises whether the military buildup in evidence by
mid-1950 was planned lgng in advance or whether it reflected a Soviet
reaction to threatening gestures and language from the West. In
large part, the effort to answer this question will be deferred to a later
chapter* because it links so closely with the question of whether or
how the Soviet goveg;ment reacted to the large-scale American strategic
force buildup during the Korean conflict of 1950-53. This chapter

sketches in what is known or can be inferred concerning decisions on

Soviet force

*See below, pp. 242-50,
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posture made in the Immediate aftermath of World War |1I.

It has to be emphasized that the evidence is meager. It consists in
large part of data regarding the forces that subsequently materialized together
with public utterances which were designed to produce effects rather than
make disclosures, testimony from defectors whose knowledge was at best
partial and whose reports were often blased, and a handful of memolirs-=-by
military men writing about World War 1 but letting slip some comments on
postwar events; by engineers involved in aircraft and weapons design; and,
above all, by Nikita Khrushchev. While the American side of the American-
Soviet strategic relationship can be reconstructed from a body of infprma-
tion so vast that it can only be sampled, the Soviet side has to be pieced
together from random fragments like those which archeologists would use to
study a lost civilization. |

Consequently, there is temptation to take the United States
as a model and to assume that, in the absence of-contradictory evidence,
generélizations developed from American data are applicable, pari passu, to
the Soviet Union. Intelligence analysts continually warn against such
"mirror-imaging.'' It is important at the outset,therefore,to underline
differences between the two structures which existed before the strategic
arms competition commenced and which for the most part have persisted since.

Fir;t. ;ost Important and most obvious is the fact that Soviet policies
are based on assumptions drawn from Marxist-leninist philosophy. One which
is particularly noteworthy here is an assumption that capitalists must in
2ll circumstances regard a socialist society as a mortallthreat. it follows
that leaders of bpurgeois governments such as those of the United States or
Britain will accept peacefu! coexistence or some measure of cooperation, as
in World War 11, only when their own conflicts paralyze them or when they
perceive the balance of forces to be so adverse that war against socialism

SILREE. &



involves excessive risk of bringing on revolutionary war at home. From
Stalin to Brezhnev, from Vyshinsky to Dobrynin, Soviet leaders and
representatives have believed that conciliatory actions by bourgeois
states are usually to be explained as a product of fear. Although Wester-
ners are inclined to interpret Soviet behavior in similar fashion, the
Soviet view has tended to be more doctrinaire and less liable to admit
. the possibility of exception.

‘

This general assumption must have colored decisions on postwar foreign
and defense policy made by Stalin and his subordinates. From their stand~
point, the United States had been an enemy from 1917 onward. It had been seen as
one of the most determined and most cunning of socialism's enemies, for it
had been the last major power to accord diplomatic recognition to the Soviet
regime, and it had successfully played the jackal in World War II as in World War
I, entering only after its various bourgeois rivals had exhausted one another.
Soviet historical writing.depicts U.S. diplomatic recognition as entirely
a function of the great Depression and American need for Soviet trade, and
it represents lend-lease aid and the alliance of World War II as a
cynical, opportunistic, and not entirely unsuccessful endeavor to pit
Russians against Germang and thereby save American and British lives. There
is no reason to suppose that Stalin and his advisers and agents held any
contrary view, nor is there any reason to suppose that they ever expected
the postwar relationship with the United States to be anything other than

.. 4

antagonistic.
Second, and not unrelated, the Soviet leadership, when compared with
that of the United States, consisted of men with longer experience and

greater technical knowledge concerning military affairs. As of 1945-46 this was
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much less true than it would be by the end of the 1970s when the Soviet
Presidium would still be dominated by men who held high office in World
War II, but the advisers to Stalin did tend to be men of longer experience
than the advisers to Truman, and Stalin himself, of course, had been at the
helm for 20 years. Whereas Americans were inclined to perceive 1945 as
the beginning point for a new era, Stalin must have seen it more as the end
of an interruption--as a point at which, with the menace of Hitler dissipated,
he could resume what he had commenced earlier. '
g Thirdly, the Soviet system was more subject than the American to direc-
tion from the top. To be sure, the Soviet Ungon was not free of bureaucratic
competition resembling that prevalent in the United States. Mission elemeqts
in the armed S:rvices surely had some role in framing requirements. It is
hard to conceive, for example, that needs for air defense were not partly
defined by subunits that had particular tasks--the operation of antiaircraft
guns, detection of incoming planes, counteraction by 1nterce§tors, etc. -— for in
any system, the men with operating responsibilities and expertise would have
been assumed to know something about the dimensions of their task, the
requisite manning levels and maintenance needs, and even desirable weapon
characteristics,

-

Even in this respect, however, there weré several important differences
between the Soviet system and that of the United States. The Soviet armed
Services were not counterparts of the U.S. Services. Although the Soviet
navy yearned to be like the U.S. Navy or the Royal Navy, in practice it

remained subordinate to the army. TIts chief operational functions had been

coast defense and riverine warfare. When Admiral V. A. Alafuzov
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wrote in Morskoi Shornik'/ 1946 of a possible independent role for the navy,

his article was rapidly followed up by another, from Admiral G. Levchenko,
atoning, - characterizing the aavy as ''the Faithful helper'of the Red Army.j
Similarly, the air forces were in practice auxiliaries of the ground forces.
Some elements within the ground forces possessed independent strength at
least equal to that of the navy or air forces. This was true of armor and
especially of artillery, for the Red Army used large quantities of artillery
and had separate artillery divisions with separate paths of
advancement for artillery officers + On occasion, Soviet artillerists
boasted of the decisive importance of their weapons ‘'n terms faintly reminis-
cent of those used by American and British airmen. Stalin himself once spoke
of artillery as '‘the god of war." 4 Insofar as there were contests in the
Soviet Union comparable to those between the air ftorce anq navy in the
United States, they probably involved more parties, and more parties within
each Service.

The role of industrial producers was also different. Industries pro-
ducing defense goods belonged to the state apparatus. After early 1946,
when there was some reorganization and most of the responsible supervisory
bodies were relabeled ministries rather than commissariats, the chief
military-industrial sJLdivisfons were: Armaments, Aircraft, Shipbuilding,
Agricultural Machine Building (including munitions), Transport Machine
Building (including tanks and motorized transport), Machine Building and
ifnstrument Making, and Ferrous Metallurgy. Within these erganizations, es-
timates of production capabilities and, probably, recommendations’as to
efficient allocations of material and manpower filtered up from individual

plants through functional or regional glavks to become consolidated proposals

for the State Planning Commission and other overall coordinating bodies.
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The heads of design bureaus enjoyed special status and personal access not
only to ministers but to Stalin himself. Through liaison offices and the
like, the military Service:?:he producers and designers of military goods ex-
changed information at various levels. Recommendations moving up through the
military-industrial hierarchy were thus not drawn up in total ignorance of
military thinking. They did, however, reach high-leve! decision-makers
through a separate stream, and they must sometimes have presented considera-
tions different from those emphasized by the Serwices,

In any event, many Soviet officials who dealt with military force re-
quirements had to think in terms of overall’ resource allocation. With re-
gard to antiaircraft guns, for éxample, planners at some level had to con-
sider not only how many such quns should ideally be deployed but how man}
should be produced, given competing demands for other types of guns, and
what should be the total output of guns, given campeting demands for machine
tools, steel, skilled workmen, etc. Planning in the Soviet Union was more
comprehensive than in the peacetime United States. Moreover, the planners

usually employed a longer time horizon. Although they must frequently have

been concerned with year-to~year or even month-to-month adjustments, they

worked within the framework of a 5-year plan, and they had to think
accordingly.
The Soviet and U.S. Governments also differed in that it was common

Soviet practice for people at upper levels to set performance goals without
much consultation with the people who had to meet those goals. Treating non-
fulfiliment of the goals as personal rather than organiiational failings,

the Soviets typically replaced or punished nonper forming

managers or commanders rather than aliocating additional resources. This



practice created incentives f&r managers or commanders to do the best with
what they had, to be very cautiocus in claiming what they could do if they
jhad more resources, and sometimes to engage in pretense or deception
rather than admit inability -todo a job.

During the war and for a short period thereafter, the highest body to
deal with postwar force planning was the State Committee for Defense (the
GOKO). With Stalin as chairman, it consisted oﬁ/%enmers or candidate members
of the party Politburo, each of whom alsc headed up a major commissariat or
had a mandate as a sort of super commissar. For example, Lavrenti Beria
headed the secret police. Lazar Kaganovich was Com;issar for railroads
with jurisdiction over all transportation. Georgl Malenkov superintended
aircraft production and planning relating to occupied areas. N. A. Voznezensky

was, among other things, chairman of the State Planning Commission and pre-

sumably had a mandate to see that other sectors of the economy made contribu-

. e

tions to war production. o "-Harshal Klementi Voroshilov until
1944 and then General Nikolai Bulganin, though both political appointees
rather than professional military men, provided additional liaison with the
armed forces.

Stalin unquestionably dominated the GOKQO. He had access to any obtain-

.

able information; and he showed unslakeable thirst for data about weapons
design , manufacture, and use and about the strengths and weaknesses of mili-
tary-industrial managers and military officers. !n addition to reports
through regular channels, tidbits of all types presumably.came to him from
Main Economic Administration and Main Military Administration of the secret

police. Furthermore, Stalin had developed to a science the techniques for

getting underlings to do what he wanted.
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During 1945-46, Stalin reorganized his government, doing away with
the GOKO. Although Politburo members who had been on the GOKO continued
to have specialties, most were relieved of managerial responsibilities.
Most of the commissariats became ministries, and the men heading them
reported directly to Stalin. When they perceived a policy issue, they
were supposed to consult with the appropriate Politburo member, Only
if a minister felt unable to resolve it would the issue be brought to
the full Politburo, with Stalin in the chair. But Stalin would know about
it, and would usually be better informed than h}s Politburo associates
about those issues. Also, the ministers had reason to see their own
fortunes as wholly dependent on Stalin rather than on others in the party.
The effect of the reorganization--almost surely intentional--was to enhance
Stalin's control and diminish the roles of all others.

Thus, despite the existence of tureaucracies - competing for scarce re-
sources under conditions of high uncertainty, the Soviet system has to be
seen as subject to a high degree of centralized direction. Although Soviet
leaders could only choose among options that seemed feasible and although
results might not materialize for a long time, they were in a better posi-
tion than their American counterparts to select and pursue conscious policies.
At the end Qf the war, Stalin restored his own utter preeminence. Questions
about Soviet postwar defense policy are therefore guestions about what
Stalin decided to do, given options that would be offered to him from
the military and industrial establishments, his own prior history, and
the tenets of Marxism-Leninism to which he subseribed. -

There can be little doubt that some postwar force planning took
place during the war and while the GOKO still functioned. Some inten-

sive review of long-range military needs had occurred at the end of the

89



1930s, during the final period of the great purge and at a time when Soviet
leaders thought it possible that their country might develop in peace while
the bourgeois states fought among themselves and weakened one another, and
perhaps created conditions for successful Communist revolutions. From
this review had emerged plans for increasing the military strength of the
Soviet state. |t was apparently intended that first emphasis go to weapons
which would give ground forces greater strength and speed--more powerful and
more quickly mobile artillery; faster and more heavily armed ground support
aircraft; and heavier and faster tanks and troop vehicleS. Second emphasis
was to go to a surfaCe_and undersea fleet which could undertake offensive
as well as defensive missions and interfere with seaborne supply and rein-
forcement of hostile armies on the Eurasian continent. 7 Though worsening
conditions after 1940 and the ocutbreak of war in 1941 interrupted progress,
it is reasonable to assume that these plans were not simply discarded. Ir
all Tikelihood, Stalin began sometime in 1944, if not earlier, to review
the question of how, if at all, these plans should be revised in light of
wartime experience and foreseeable postwar conditions. In the same period
he must also have been asking what would be the industrial and other demands
R

for postwar rehabilitation of the Soviet economy and resumption of progress
toward domestic economic goals.

The first decision which Stalin announced publicly concerned the post-
war navy. In July 1945 he declared that the Soviet Union would build a
strong fleet. 8 He did not say what its composition would be, and, as of
that date, he may have decided nothing more specific than that rebuilding of
shipyards should have high priority and that the yards should construct

naval vessels rather than merchantmen.
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The period between the end of the European war in May 1945 and the
issuance of the new five-year plan in February 1946 witnessed some high-
level debate about postwar military forces. In the winter and spring of
1944 -45 Stalin sought detailed information about types and qualities of
planes that might be produced after the war. He questioned not onlty A.l.
Shakhurin, the Commissar for Aviation Industry, but alsc Shakhurin's deputy.-
designer Alexander Yakovlev, and he received information from the various
design bureaus which opérated with some degree of autonomy under the Commis-
sariat's Central Design Bureau--those of Yakoviev, Andrel Tupolev. Sergei
i lyushin, and the teams, LAGG (Semyon Lavochkin, Gorbunov, and Gudkov) and
MIG (Artem Mikoyan and Gurevich}. A speci;l committee on the exploitation
of the German economy headed by Malenkov meanwhile gathered data on German
aircraft technology, and Soviet intelligence agents in North America re-
ceived special instructions to gather material on U.S. and Canadian jet
engine research.

At least from the time when the Germans began to use jet fighters on the
eastern front, Stalin was prodding Soviet engineers to duplicate this tech-
nology. Presumably in execution of plans by Malenkov's committee, German
jet engine specialists were rounded up en masse in June 1945 and brought
to the Soviet Union. By autumn lively debate was in progress among designers
as to wheth;r it would be better to copy the bottle-shaped German ME 262 or
to go instead for jet fighters of native Soviet design. Champions of the
latter course {Yakovlev, |lyushin, and the MIG and LAGG teams)} prepared a
formal memorandum, Goihg beyond the particutar dispute, it argued that ''a
serious lag in our aviation'' would create '"'a dangerous situation.' This

memorandum served as one point of focus for a meeting of members of the

party central commjttee in December 1945, presided over by Stalin.
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Some months later, in April 1946, Stalin was presented with a long-
range plan for jet fighter development. Presumably, it resulted from collabora-
tive work among the design bureaus, with some assistance from air force
officers and some advice from the Ministry of Foreign Trade abouf imported
components that might become available. This plan called for a first genera-
tion of jet fighters using German Junkers JuMO-004 and BMW-003A engines with
1800-2000 pounds thrust--the nearly completed MIG-9 and Yak -15, There was
to follow as quickly as possible a second generation using engines imported
from Britain which could develop almost 5000 pounds ‘thrust. Stalin expressed

skepticism that the British would release these engines, saying, '"Just what

kind of fool would sell his own secrets!" Anastas Mikoyan assured him, how-
ever, that the deal could be made. The ptan further called for a third
generation of fighters, 50ré years down the line, which would be

powered by Soviet-made engines of up to 17,600 pounds thrust.

Stalin accepted the plan. Moreover, he ordered Yakovlev and the MIC
team to have small formations of Yak ~15s and MiG-9s ready to appear at the
Tushino air show in August 1946. Subsequently, engines were bought from the
British, and an extensive additional campaign was mounted to round up German
aeronautical enginee;; and put them to work in Russia. 10

Stalin had clearly decided that military aviation should have high
priority in the immediate postwar years. Sometime between the spring of 1945
and the spring of 1946 he also autho;ized large-scale production of the piston-
engine TU-4 (Bull), Andrei Tupolev's copy of the U.S. B-29. In‘fhis case,
he did not opt for the highest attainable technology. He must have been

aware that the United States would soon have the more advanced B-36, and

there is some reason to believe that Tupolev himself took the position that



a better bomber could be developed if Stalin would tolerate some delay.
For thils type of alrcraft, however, the dictator evidently judged early
production and deployment to be more important than advanced performance
characteristics. He did say that he wanted a bomber which could reach the
United States, but he did not seem to attach high priority to its production.11
Stalin also apparently concluded the Soviet Union should push ahead
rapidly in developing missiles., The subject must have received some attention
during the war, for, in accordance with what appeared to be a well-prepared
plan, the Red Army, when moving into Germany, seized laboratories and facilities
involved in developing the V-1 and V-2, and their data and some of their
personnel were sent to the Soviet Union. Testimony from Leonld Vladimirov
suggests, however, that Stalin's personal interest may have been awakened -
slightly later, when a letter was sent to him by several Soviet rocket engineers
warning that the Western powers had captured the most valuable German materials
and people and that the Soviet Union could face grave peril if it failed to pur-
sue an energetic research and development program of its own. Whether as a
result of earlier deliberation or of this warning from engineers or of a greater
feeling of confidence that the West would take no counter-action, Stalin did
authorize a further intensive effort to identify and bring to the Soviet Union
German rocket specialists. Two laboratories operated. One was at Moscow/
Kaliningrad, the other at Moscow/Khimki. In addition, a test facility at
Kapustin Yar went up on the lower Volga. At some point, one or both of the
laboratories received some German engineers previously held in detention at
Sukhumi on the eastern coast of the Black Sea.12 ‘Given thaé there was an acute
shortage of construction equipment and material, particularly concrete, and
that war-damaged transportation facilities in southwestern Russia were strained

to the utmost, the order to build these facilities suggests that missile

research had high priority.
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In still another area, that of nuclear power, Stalin showed keen

interest in pushing toward the technological frontier. 13 within the
Soviet scientific community there had long been nuclear physicists.
Their research before the war was on a par with that in the West, and
they had had significant government support, probably based on belief that
they might develop a new source of energy for industry. The war interrupted
and slowed their work. With increasing indications that an at;mic bomb
might be feasible, they were given additional resources ;rom 1943 onward.
Then, if not eariier, their résearch came under the supervision of
Lavrenti Beria, an arrangement that imposed restraints but also provided accéss tc
facilities in the vast prison and labor camp system and to the scientists,
technicians, and skilled workers populating parts of this system. Develop-
ment of a Soviet atomic bomb was accorded some degree of priority. WUranium
mining was underway in the Fergana Valley region of the Soviet Union early
in 1945. In November Stalin established a First Chief Directorate under
the Council of Ministers to oversee further efforts. Supplies in occupied
territories were confiscated, and intensive mining commenced in eastern
Germany and (zechoslovakia. Meanwhile, a 1.5-meter diameter cyclotron in
Moscow was completed for use by lgor Vasilevich Kurchatov and others in
""Laboratory No. 2 of the Academy of Sciences," and a 10-watt graphite re-
actor modeled almost exactly on orie at Hanford, Washington, was started.
During 1945-46, probably in the early part of the latter year, when
the Five-Year Plan was being completed, Stalin decided on overall alloca-
tions for defense. At the same time, he effected the governmental reor-
ganization mentioned earlier, and the erstwhile commissariats,in some

cases divided up, merged, or retitled, became ministries. In the case
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of the military establishment, there came into being a Ministry of the
Armed Forces, with Stalin himself as the minister. Reporting to him
were three headquarters organizations--those of the mavy, the land forces,
and the ailr forces. What had previcusly been aviation of the Red Army
thus became, for practical purposes, a separate Service. In addition,
the ministry had more or less autonomous directorates for artillery,
armor, and air defense (PV0). The long-range ailr force (LRA) once again
became a separate command, directly under the authority of the minister.

Primarily, Stalin was engaged in demobilizing the giant forces of
World War I1. Red Army manpower was reduced by more than 70 percent by
1948, and air forces wanpower by about 50 percent. But it seems clear
that Stalin also ordained rapld modernization of the forces that were to
survive. In the ground forces, the absolute number of armored units was
to rise, and most rifle divisions were, in a very short period of time,
to become motorized. The Ministry of Transport Machine Building was

14
reportedly directed to produce 5,000 armored military vehicles per year.

In the military budget proper, our best estimate is that the ground
forces,including "mobilization troops" received about 41 percent of the
total outlays for 1947, the air forces received approximately 17 percent;
and the navy’s-sharg,excluding naval air, amounted to 11 percent. 1In all
probability, however, it was anticipated that the air forces and navy
allocations would go up, for the large numbers of TU-4s and MIG-15s that
entered service in the late 1940s must have been'on order by 1947.
Certainly, this was the case for the Sverdlov-class cruisers, new classes
of destroyers, and Z-, W-, and Q-class submarines copying German technology

15

which began to come off the ways.
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All in all, it would appear that Stalin in 1946 elected the following
as a postwar defense policy. The Soviet Union would have ground forces of
diminishing total size but with increased mobility and striking power. |t
would as rapidly as possible develop the new type of artil1ery‘promised by
German experiments with the V-1 and V-2, including weapons usable for stra-
tegic warfare, if possible at intercontinental range. It would also develop
rapidly for both battlefield and air defense use tactical aircraft equal

s
or superior to any in the world, and it would build up a bomber force po-
tentially capable of strategic operations anywhere in gurope and Asia. It

would also expand and modernize its surface and undersea fleets, though not

as yet building vessels capable of any other than guerre de course opera-

tions outside of Soviet coastal zones.

To some extent, Stalin's defense policy may be explained as a
relatively farsighted response to foreseeable demands on Soviet military
forces. It was clear that both Germany and Japan had been utterly defeated.
Nelfther could become a threat to the Soviet Union for at least 10 vyears,
probably more. The other neighbors of Russia were weak. The economies of
France and other states in Western Europe were shaky, and most of their
governments were divided, with Communist parties wielding great influence
in their parliaments. China was torn by civil war. There seemed little

. ;- the decade, 1945-55 --
reason for Soviet leaders to fear in the near termia new land invasion of
their homeland and hence little reason for maintaining huge ground forces.

It would have been reasonable for Stalin to feel that the Red Army

during this Feriod . .
should be equipped/ for four missions: (1) Maintenance of domestic security;

(2) occupation duty in Germany, Austria, Korea, and possibly Japan; (3)

prompt aid to a friendly government in Eastern Europe in the event of an
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uprising or invasion; and (4) prompt support for Communists elsewhere in
Europe or Asia if they should effect a revolution and be threatened by
counterrevolutionaries. Small mobile ground forces with lots of firepower
were ideally suited to these missions.

While the effects of World War 11 persisted, Stalin could feel
Great Britain and the United States would represent the chief threats to
the Soviet Union and to communism as an international force, and that these
powers were unlikely to attack in the first instance with their own ground
troops. At any rate, there would be plenty of whrning i1f they made ready
to stage such an attack. For the foreseeable future, their principal weapons
would be ships and airplanes. On this assdmption, it made sense for the
Soviet Union to build sea and air defenses and develop weapons that could
be used for operations against their fleets and their homelands--long-range

submarines, heavy bombers, and long-range missiles.

It is possible that reasoning along these lines guided
Stalin's choice. To be sure, some of his decisions did not precisely fit
such reasoning. The ground forces he decreed were somewhat larger than
necessary for their missions unless Stalin contemplated their fighting as
far away as France or Spain, in which case they were too small. The new
classes of cruisers and destroyers did not have the range or armament to

N
cope with enemy fleets unless covered by shore-based aircraft or artillery,
and while some of the new submarines would have fhe potential range. they
were too light to carry‘the torpedo load for effective operations against
enemy fleets or ocean shipping. The TU-4 could carry bombs as far as
Britain, but it could not reach the United States, and étalin's policy

apparently did not involve high pressure for a follow-on bomber with inter-

continental range and the ability to get past Americazn air defenses.



It may be, however, th;t these anomalies are more apparent in
retrospect than they could be at the time. It may even be that they are
not anomalies at all--that, for example, Stalin conceived his naval program
as only a first phase in a longer range scheme or that he had faith that
any bomber would soon be made obsolete by long-range missiles. It is
not at all inconceivable that Stalin thought Soviet postwar forces to
be tailored exactly to the conditions that might confront them. And
it must be borne in mind that Stalin may well have expected developments
after the first postwar decade to resemble developments of the
1920s, with some or éll of "the West European stafes regaining strength
and the United States becoming preoccupied with its own affairs.

Yet another possibility is that Stalin conceived of the postwar
Soviet military establishment less as a force designed for military
operations than as an instrument of foreign pelicy. In the 1920s and
1930s, Stalin had behaved very cautiously. Taking the position that
development of a strong Communist state in Russia had to have priority,
he had chosen not to risk the safety of Russia for the sake of assisting
revelutions elsewhere. On more than one occasion, he had, in fact,
commanded foreign Communists to sacrifice advantages in order toc help
the Soviet Union. ~The little we know of his relations with leaders of
Communist parties in Europe, the Americas, and Asia suggests, furthermore,
that he was scornful of most of them.

Nevertheless, there is evidence that in the late 1930s Stalin saw

s A

the approach of a second world war as heralding a new era. In Europe
and perhaps in Asia, it could create conditions similar to those that
brought the Bolsheviks to power in Russia. Though any such vision must
have dimmed when the Germans attacked and it seemed for a time that

communism might be extirpated in Russia
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itself, it may have revived as the tide of war turned. C(ertainly by
1944, if not earlier, Stalin was supposing that the postwar era might
see Communists in power in parts of Eastern Eurcope. Then and in the
succeeding vear, he and his diplomats and military commanders lent strong
support to Communist parties in Poland, Rumania, Bulgaria, and Yugo-
slavia.

Stalin showed signs of still being extremely cautious. His
government did not exploit opportunities to promote Communist fortunes 1in
Finland. It was slow-to do so in Hungary, and it made no open objection to
temporary cooperation by Communists in Czechoslovakia and Western Europe
with bourgeois pérties. In Asia, not only did Stalin refrain from giving
direct aid to the Chinese Communists, he dealt with Chiang Kai-shek in
such a way as to imply that he expected his success. While Stalin may
have hoped that conditions would so evolve as to favor Communist prospects,
he was evidently not eager for situations in which the Soviet Union might
find itself backing Communist regimes embattled against counterrevolutionaries
who might well have British and/or American support.

Looking several years ahead, however, Stalin may possibly have
seen as an alternative to a repetition of events of the 1930s a
situation in which Europe remained weak while the United States be-
came distracted. Should history unfold so, Stalin would look out on
foreign scenes exhibiting more attractive opportunities for extension
of the Communist faith. 1In such circumstances, the Soviet Union might
be able to aid revolutions abroad simply by seemiﬁg milipa;ily strong.
Without having to risk actual combat, it could insure fear,

confusion, and division among bourgeois factions and nations.
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Stalin's decisions on postwar forces could be construed as having
this end in view. By emphasizing armor and motorized transport for ground
forces while disguising the extent of demobllization, he could create an
impression that the Red Army was capable of rapld action anywhere in
Europe with mobile striking forces acting as a vanguard for hordes of in-
fantry. The possession of a long-range air force could seem to give the
Soviet Union a capability for deterring support of counterrevolution by
the British and Americans. A modernized fleet and alr defense forces
with advanced fighters would minimize any appearance that the Soviet
Unicon might itself be deterred from action by threat of strategic repriéal.
If accurate long-range missiles could be developed, they could eventually
substitute for the LRA and, if they had intercontinental range, serve as
a visible threat even to the distant United States.

If Stalin's thinking was dominated by concern about foreign perceptions
of Soviet military strength, some of his choices are puzzling. Deep cuts
in ground force strength, for example, involved a large gamble on the
effectiveness of the techniques by which the Red Army would attempt to
deceive Western intedligence services; and the buillding of crulsers and
destroyers of limited range added little to the appeérance of either
offensive or defensive strength. Still, it is not unlikely that esti-
mates of probable appearances entered as much into Stalin's calculations
as did estimates of the actual combat strength which thé-Five—Yea; Plan

would yield.
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Stil)l another possibility is that Soviet defense policy mirrored
some of Stalin's domestic concerns. At the end of the war, he faced
immense uncertainties. Through all its past history, Communist Russia
had seemed in peril, the possibility always imminent that powerful bour-
gecis states would once again sponsor counterrevolutionaries. This peril
had formed a targe part of the justification for dictatorship. regimentation,
deprivation, and deliberate resort to police terror by the party leadership.
Now the peril was less, or at least had become more remote and theoretical.
Though Stalin undoybtedly remained convinced that the methods of the past
were still necessary if the goals of the Bolshevik revolution were to be
attained, it must have seemed to him an ogen questicn whether the Russian
people would submit to discipline as readily as in the years before the war.
And restoration of the prewar regimen would be all the more difficult bé-
cause the war itself had required him to relax certain controls, appeal
to patriotism rather than party loyalty, pefmit advancement into the
civil and military elites of people qualified more by talent than by
ideology, and allow contact between Russians and Westerners.

In these circumstances, S5talin had to deal with the broad question of
how scarce resources were to be parcelled out in the immediate future. |In
all regions of the U.5.5.R., especially those that were battle-scarred,
local party leaders would be begging.for the wherewithal to restore.and
increase production of farms and factories. Among them were men such as
Nikita Khrushchev in the Ukraine and P. K. Ponomarenko in Byelorussia, who
had networks of allies not only in their regions but in the party and
government hierarchies in Moscow. To the exte;t that Stalin denied their
demands and at the same time set them exacting goals, he might stimulate

conspiracies. 0On the other hand, he could also expect many of the same



resources, especially skilled manpower, raw materials, transportation,
communication, and construction equipment, to be sought by the military.
Even though subject to party discipline and continually watched, the
military remained in some degree separated from the party. As Had been
evident in the drastic purges just before the war, Stalin had special dread
of conspiracy among men who controlled troops, guns, ships, and aircraft.
Some moves by Stalin were almost certainly influenced by desire to prevent
any Individual from acquiring much concentrated power. The dissolution of
the GOKO may have been one such act. Within the inner circle of his govern-
ment, he temporarily demoted Malenkov while showing favor toward Zhdanov,
and he allowed Zhdanov to conduct a new purge. divining and rocoting out
heresies in the party and among scientists, academicians, writers, and the
like, and also to lead in creating the new international éominform. This
so-called 'Thdanovshchina, continued even after Zhdanov's death in August 1948,
in the military establishment, Stalin removed from any place of prominence
the wartime ground force hero, Marshal Georgi Zhukov. He not only removed
but imprisoned the wartime Air Force commander, Marshal Novikov,and Minister
of Aviation Industry Shakhurin, and he removed and demoted the Navy com-
mander, Admiral N. G:KuznetSOV.
Some of these changes were doubtless solutions to individual problems.
It was rumored that Novikov, the Air Force commander, was removed for taking
too much private booty out of German;. Another version had it that he
R p
somehow earned the personal enmity of Stalin's dissolute son, Vasily, who
held general officer rank in the air force. Some testimony from aircraft
designers and from Khrushchev suggests that Stalin judged the whole avia-

tion establishment to have been badly run toward the end of the war and
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that this accounted for his displeasure not only with Novikov and Shakhurin
but also with Malenkov, who had been the GOKO member with that portfolio.16

It nevertheless seems likely that jealousy for his own status entered
into some of these personnel shifts, and it is at least possible that the
same motive affected Stalin's decisiomson resource allocation. To divide
funds among a number of Service elements, building up the separate interests
of the air defense force, the LRA, the navy, the armored force, and the
artillery, and returning the infantry and its generals to a status of equality,
could have been/E;egtalin as serving domestic poiitical as well as
strategic and foreign policy ends.

1

And, of course, the hypothesis cannot be excluded that Stalin's deci-
sions on defense policy are not to be explained by reconstructing any ra-
tionale. His actions during the Great Purge lend themselves best to a
psychopathological analysis. By 1953 he was unquestionably more than
half mad. The reasons for his choices in 1945-47 may have been those of
a Nero or a Caligula,

Guided by an assumption that hostile relations with the West were in-
evitable and involving in large part merely a renewal of a long-standing
campaign "to catch up with and surpass the United States'" in technology,
Soviet defeqfe programs of the immediate postwar period clearly represented
acceptance of the proposition that the Soviet-American relationship was
competitive in all areas, including strategic weaponry. As Soviet defense
programs manifested themselves prior to the Yugoslav defection and Berlin
crisis of 1948, however, in themselves they provided as yet little pro-

vocation to the United States for a markedly stepped-up competition in arma-

ments.
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CHAPTER IV i

THE FIRST AMERICAN BUILDUP, 1950-53

After the outbreak of the Korean conflict, the concept of a Soviet
threat took firmer shape and American defense programs abruptly increased
in scale. Annual spending for defense tripled. The number of nuclear
weapons quadrupled and their destructive power increased from less than
10,000 KT in 1950 to more than 70,000 KT in 1953. équaliy noteworthy,
the number of nuclear weapon delivery systems a;so expanded greatly. As
of mid-1950, the nuclear strike force consisted of more than 200 B-29s,
B-56s, and B-36s, plus a handful of Navy aircraft. By 1953, it included
more than 1,000 Air Force and Navy aircraft} The strategic offensive
nuclear weapon systems were already beiﬁg supplemented by tactical nuclear
and strategic defensive weapons, some of which were alsc designed to be
armed with nuclear weapons. By then alsc the perceptrion of the Soviet

Union as the ”iﬁplacable enemy" had gained wide acceptance in the United

States.
War, Politics, and Budgets

On 25 June 1950, North Korean forces attacked SOuth Korea. The United
States asked for and obtained a U.N. resolution calling on the North Koreans
to withdraw. Since the Soviet Union was boycotting U.N. Security Cuvuncil
sessions because of that body's refusal to seat Communist China in place of
Nationalist China, the Soviet member could not ﬁeto the resolution. When
the North Koreans continued to advance, President Truman ordered 'the commander
of occupation forces in Japan, General of the Army Douglas A. MacArthur, to
provide air and naval support to the South Koreans. A few days later, when

collapse of South Korea's resistance seemed imminent, Truman directed

MacArcthur to send in American ground troops. TOW -y
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South Koreans and Americans finally succeeded in holding a perimeter

around the port of Pusan.

The President, his advisers, most congressmen, and nearly all commenta-
tors interpreted the North FKorean action as having been dictated by the
Soviet Union. Though intellIEEnce analysts soon concluded that Moscow's

aim had been limited to reunifying Korea under a Communist government and

that the Russians were surprfged by the reaction of the United States and
other countries, the common initial supposition persisted that Stalin staged
: assumption '
the attack as a test on the/ that the United States would register verbal
protest and do nothing more ;nd that its allies and clients in Europe &nd
elsevhere would draw the morai tha; it was not to be counted upon. In
official circles and outside thén, this interprefation of Soviet motivation
was accompanied by concern that Stalin might be planning other adventures—
against Southeast Asla or the Middle East or Yugoslavia or Finland or even
Western Europe--and that these would become easier 1f the United States
committed its meager military forces in behalf of South Korea. British

2

Prime Minister Clement L. Attlee expressed such concern. When Truman

concluded that the Umited SEates and the UN. had to intervene in Rorea, he also

concluded_fhat urgent preparation should be made for coping with possible

aggression elsewhere.

In mid-July, Truman went before Congress to propose a national response
far beyond the requirements of operations in Korea. In particular,
he czlled for greatly increaving defense spending even though it would

entail 2 defici® and new taxes. Reversing form completely he

instructed the Services to estimate what they would need to effect the
105
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policy outlined in NSC-68% and to ask for the requisite money. Truman

insisted that they give him answers in a matter of weeks.) By late

July, the President had received from the Pentagon proposals for an initial
buildup which would bring militsry manpower levels from below 1.5 million
to above 2 million. Given a stated assumption'tha;ibnly 100,000 man-years
needed to be allocated to the conflict in Korea,.tﬁe increment was designed
chiefly to strengthen the overzll defense posture Sf'the United States.

The President asked for and got & supplemental Qeféhge appropriation of

$11.7 billion.4 |

7 .
Additional spending proposals looking to the longer term began to

emerge from the Services in early August. The Secretary of Defense was
told that they might ultimately ask for another million men. By the
beginning of September, the JCS had a comprehensive wish-list. In

response to queries from the new Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense,
General Marshall and Robert A. Lovett, the JCS made some modificationms.
Forwarded to the President and accepted by him, the JCS proposals became
the basis in December 1950 for a second supplemental defensé appropriation
of $16.9 billion.”® By the end of calendar year 1950, the Truman adminis-
tration's dgfense budget for fiscal year 1951 had already tripled. In
addition, its FY 1951 budget for military assistance to allies had grown

from $1.2 billion to $5.2 billion.6

In Korea, MacArthur staged a daring amphibious landing at

Inchon,on the west Korean coast, in September and thus threatemed the North

Koreans with encirclement. As the enemy broke and retreated, MacArthur,
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forces deep into North Korea. 1In far northern Korea, however, MacArthur's

units began to encounter Chinese "volunteers,"

massed Chinese armies, and
were forced to fall back into South Korea in December,

In Washington, confidence in early success in Korea diminished.

The Services had to divert to Korea aircraft and other resources which
they had intended to deploy elsewhere. Unanticipated expenses accumulated.
The President went to Congress in 1951 for yet a third supplemental
appropriation, for $6.4 billion. In the aggregate, therédfore, new

defense obligational authority for fiscal year 1951 came to more than $48
billion. f

In November 1950, midterm congressional elections reduced the
number of Democrats but left the party in control of each House. The
elections took place too early to be influenced by the Chinese interventiocn
and the reversal of American fortunes in Korea, but Senator Joseph R.
McCarthy's allegation of Communist influence in the government evidently
had some effect on the election results.

Truman's own popularity plummeted. Because MacArthur had chron-
ically ignored instructions and had come increasingly close to insubordina-
tion in protesting restraints on his operations against the North
Koreans and Chinese,.Truman concluded that he had no choice but to
relieve MacArthur of his commands. This took place in April 1951. The
immediate reactions included tumultuous welcomes for the returning
general and cries for Truman's impeachment. When proloqged Senatg hearings
on MacArthur's relief produced evidence that Marshall and all the Chiefs

of Staff had supported the President, the public temper cooled. Polls never-

theless recorded little improvement in the President's personal standing.
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Truce pegotiations with the North Koreans and Chinese, begun in
the summer of 1951, seemed to lead nowhere, and hostilities continued
along the 38th parallel. McCarthy and other senators and tepresentatives
cabtured headlines by weans of hearipngs which produced sensational and
usually unfounded testimony about Communists and Communist sympathizers in
government alleged to be responsible not only for the "loss" of China
but for a “po win" policy in Korea. Joined with some evidence of improper
and even illegal conduct by a few Truman appointees and with unsettled
economic conditions, the stalemate in Kores ané the turbulence created
by McCarthy and his adherents put the Administration increasingly in 2

defensive stance, incapable of making any headway toward accomplishing its

domestic goals.

The Administration nevertheless continued.successfully to lead
Congress and the country toward greatly increased military preparedness.
In large part, the leadership came from the Pentagon rather than the White
House. Lovett told the Service Secretaries in November 1950 that he was
exerting himself to prevent the President and the Buresu of the Budget from
reinstituting ceiliogs. Within limits indicated by Congress, he was preﬁared
to tell the Chiefs to set force goals as if the constraints were skilled
manpower anL modern weapons, not money. In public testimony on Capitol
Hill he took the line that the FY 1952 budget, in'conFrast to those for
previous years, was governed by "military needs" rather than by Treasury

7
estimates of probable revenues. - .

Truman accepted the guidance of Marshall and Lovett. The Budget
Bureau ceased temporarily to have a large voice on defense issues. Scrutiny

of Service requests fell more to the Defense Department Comptroller,
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Wilfred J. McKeil. Although the/Chiefs of Staff went formally on record
within the Pentagon as regarding even the enlarged defense budget as
inadequate to provide for a victory in war, they defended it in public.
It was seen not as Truman's budget but as that of Marshall, Lovett, and
the JCS. For fiscal year 1952, it totaled §$60,7 billion in new

obligational authority.e

Congress voted appropriations less than $1 billion below the original
Administration request; the reductions were in minor categories. Complaints
concerning the size of the budget were more than offset by anxious queries
as to whether the Defense Department had actually asked for enough.

Senate debate was marked by an almost successful move to add $5 billion
for aircraft procurement, just in case the Air Force and Navj bad under-

9
estimated needs. 1f put in constant 1972 dollars, the defense budget (TOA)

for fiscal year 1952 came to $120.8 billion, almost equal to the $124 bil-~
full fiscal

lion for fiscal year 1945, the last/year of World War II, and well above the

two largest budgets for succeeding years, $98 billion for fiscal year 1953

and $97.9 billion for fiscal year 1968.10

Although Lovett succeeded Marshsll as Secretary of Defense only
in September 1951, be had been handling most budget management in the Pentagon
as Deputy Secretary. In planning for fiscal year 1952, Lovett's strategy
.bad been to capitalize on the temporary openhandedness of tle President
and Congress to obtain appropriations for long lead-time items that

woula not actually be in inventory for some years to come. As of
$28.6
July 1951, his staff estimated that of almost / billion available

for aircraft and naval vessel procurement, only $7.5 billion would actually
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be spent in fiscal year 1952. Assuming modest additionsl appropriations,

the staff Yurther estimsted that funds available for these

purposes would exceed actual outlays by $20.7 billion in fiscal year 1953,

and $17 billion in fiscal year 1954.11

In view of this estimate, the truce negotiations in Korea, public
grumbling about inflation, and indications that both Republican and
Democratic politicians might try to stir public protest against defense
spending, Lovett set a lower target for fiscal year 1953, 1Instead of
$60 billion plus (in current dollars), he instructed the Services to
plan on asking for less than $50 billionm, iﬁdicating that his own preferred
figure was in the neighborhood of $45 billion. The Bureau of the Budget_
proposed a ceiling of $41.2 billion. The JCS prorested both figures arg;ing
that the result would be to delay by 2 years acbievement of preparedness
at even a minimally adequate level; but McNeil advised Lovett that the
chiefs exaggerated the probable effects. Meanwhile, Lovett promised the
President that he would stretch out actual spending and thus minimize
inflationary effects and the drain on current Treasury receipts. He proposed
that the President in return agree to a defense budget for fiscal year 1953
that would exceed $50 billion and the President eventuﬁ}ly acquiesced,

.

sending to Congress a request for §$52.4 billion in new obligational authority.l2

Within the executive branch and on Capitol Hill, the funding proposals

for fiscal year 1951 and fiscal year 1952 had been defended in terms of an

RS A
alleged need to prepare for a "period of maximum danger." Intelligence

estimates drawn up after the Soviet nuclear test of 1949 described IQSQ\PS
~.

the year by which the Soviets could possess enough atomic bombs and long-

range bombers to be able to conduct a nuclear offensive against the United

Iﬂtﬁ&ﬂﬂ -
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States. If so, the Soviets might be able to stage & successful surprise
attack that would knock out SAC's bombers asnd the AEC's store of atomic
bombs. In any case, they might assume that a threat to do this, coupled
with 8 threat to destroy some American cities, would neutralize the U.S.
strategic deterrent. Such reasoning underlay NSC~68's citing 1954 as
the year when a “"disastrous situation” could exist 1f the United States
had not meanwhile added significantly to its own defenses and those of

its allies.l3

After the outbreak of the Korean conflict, the intelligence agencies
reaffirmed these estimates of the Soviet threat. In the new circumstances,
the JCS produced documents detailing what the United States should do so éhat,
when 1954 arrived, the Soviets would see enough military power opposing their
own to deter them from aggression. JCS plans became keyed ﬁo the concept
that 1954 was the year for which to prepare. In December 1950, after the
Chinese had intervened in Xorea and after Lovett had encouraged ambitious
budgeting for fiscal year 1952, the JCS proposed and won approval for a
policy of trying to meet most of their original goals by mid-1952 and
setting still higher goals for 1954. Subsequently, they took the positien
that 1953 might well p;ﬁve to be the true period of teéting‘ In answer
to questions from Congress, however, Defense Department and military spokes:
men tended to repeat that their consistent objective was to get ready-'-

for a moment of waximum danger in 1954.1‘

Forced to admit to the policy of stretching out expenditures and

carrying over approximately $60 billion in still unexpended funds, Alminis-

tration witnesses defending the FY 1953 budget found Congress less

sympathetie than in the previous year. Both the House and the Senate
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voted reductions. In contrast to the $52.4 billion asked by Truman, the
final bill appropriated only $46.6 billion.13  The upsurge in defense

spending was about to level off.

Why had it occurred? And can it be characterized as reactive—
prompted by actions on the Soviet side—or was it an instance of America's

taking the initiative in competition with the Soviets?

Obviously, the expansion of the defense budget occurred because of
the Korean War and attendant developments. Most outlays prior to June
1950 would probably have been made even if relations with Russis had been
comparatively tranquil. The subsequent increments were largely seen as__'

necessitated by a Soviet threat.

In all likelihood, there would have been some increment even in the
absence of the Korean crisis. The authors of NSC-68 seemed en route to at
least modest success in their campaign. Identifying as fundamental tasks
for U.S. military forces defense of the Westernm Bemisphere and other
essential areas, protection of a mobilization base, capacity to buy time
through early offensive operations, and protection of lines of communication
and basesu they had said in WSC-68 that the United Statés and its allies
shoula urgently develop strength "superior for at least these tasks, both
initially and throughout a war, to the forces that can be brought to bear

by the Soviet Union and its allies."l6

While their argument rested on an
appraisal of Soviet military forces as "far ipn excess of those necessary to
defend its national territory," they did not contend that the United

States should match specific Soviet military programs; instead they held that

the ideology of the Soviets made them inherently aggressive and that the
112



United States, therefore, needed evident military euperiority to deter

their aggression;;7

The North Korean attack on South Korea greatly weakened those
elements in the executive branch likely to have posed most resistance
to NSC-68. The Council of Economic Advisors, the Bureau of the Budget,
and the Treasury could no longer argue successfully for givin precedence
to a balanced budget, low taxes, and minimal inflation. After 25 5une
1350, almost no one in Washington opposed the proposition that the

United States should epend more for defense,

Not all advocacy of such a policy, however, followed the lines of
NSC~68. 1In the State Department, consensus held that the Russians possessed
the military capbbility for localized aggression or for general war and
that, in the absence of clear evidence to the contrary, the United States
should act on the assumption that they planned to use this capability
whenever the odds were in their favor. Acheson advised Truman that addi-
Lions to ready U.S. military forces "will be of some reassurance to our
friends but will not det?F our enemies; whereas what we do in the line of
stepping up production will strike fear into our enemies, since it 1is in
this field that our great capabilities and effectiveness 1ie."18  wnpe
the basic appraisal of the Soviet Union may have been similar, the conception
of what was called for differed markedly from that in NSC-68, for Acheson
did not envision an effort to achieve and maintain general military superiority
but rather an effort to keep highly visible the fact that the United States

had a long lead over the Soviet Union in military potential,
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In the Pentagon, both civilians and military men tended to focus on

specific contingencies. The civilian Secretaries joined in a letter to
of Defense

the Secretary/on 1 August 1950. Perhaps in part to rationalize abandon-
ment of efforts to keep tight budget ceilings, they said the Korean
incident "revealed the new pattern of Soviet aggression.," Characterizing
the Soviet bloc as "monolithice" and saying that satellite units were, for
practical purposes, elements of the Red Army, they identified 11 sites
around the globe as vulnerable to Soviet "use of satellitic force," 7,
including Berlin and Iran, as op;n to direct Soviet military probes, and

20 as susceptible to "internal Communistic coup d'etats." Their inclinaticm

and that of the JCS was to recommend not that the United States try to
match Soviet power but that a careful review be wade of U.S.opotentiai
commitments so that the nation would not be in the position of promising
to defend areas it was not equipped to defend.. At this juncture, the JCS--
of Staff
including the Air Force Chief /~were prepared to say that there was no
"absolute weapon'" and that atomié bombs were "essential to the security of
the United States as adjuncts to military forces in being." Bolding such
a2 view, they argued for an effort to develop forces providing local
superiority in places of vital interest together with M-Day strategic forces
and the mobilization base for achieving victory in all-out war. Once they
became aware that money was temporarily no obstacle, they emphasized the

mobilization base, proposing programs that would enable a fully

1
mobilized United States to overcome a fully mobilized Soviet bloc. s

These were distinctly different notions of how and perhaps even why
the United States should spend more on defense-—Acheson  and Nitze

emphasizing industrizl mobilization and the Chiefs emphasizing forces in
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being. The NSC process, plus need to explain the new defemse policy to

Congress and the public might have forced a confrontation among these
differing ideas, but in fact, RSC-73/4 of 25 August 1950 simply combined
them. Using the logic of RSC-68 and that of Acheson and Pentagon planners,
it declared:

The United States should hs rapidly as possible increase

the builld-up of its military and supporting stremgth in .

order to reach at the earliest possible time and maintain

for as long as necessary a level of constant military readi-

ness adequate to support U.S. foreign policy, to deter Soviet

aggression, and to form the basis for fighting a global war

should war prove unavoidable.

This agreed-upon language figured in Administration testimony in support

of the fiscal year 1951 and 1952 budgets,2?

The differing points of view evident in the exchanges of 1950 persisted
during the period when the Administration turned toward a stretch-out of
spending and a leveling -off of allocations for defense. Between August
and October 1951, various elements in the executive branch combined to draw
up for the RSC a status report on the progress of the defense buildup.

Finally integrated in NSC,114/2 of 12 October 1931, it explicitly reaffirmed

the thesis of NSC-68 that the Soviet Union was engaged in "relentless

pursuit" of world domination. The report declared that the danger of the Soviets
probing any points of weakness had increased rather than diminished. Yt por-
trayed America's allies as even more in need than earlier of baterial and
psvchological support. At the same time, the report ghétéctefiied the Soviets
as having made more rapid progress than expected toward modernizing their

ground and air forces and developing air defenses. The United States would

have to spend more to develop a ready capability for winning a war.Zl
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The more ominous appraisal of Soviet capabilities and intentions did

not derive from new evidence. A special intelligence estimate prepared in
anticipation of discussion of NSC-114/2 by the National Security Council
stressed the extreme cautiousness shown by the Soviets since June 1950

and suggested that the observed strengthening of Soviet military capabili-
ties was consistent with the hypothesis that the Soviets “fear growing

U.S. military power and its projection into a series of overseas bases
L]

encircling the Soviet bloc." Statements in the estimate concerning the
worsening political threat were supported by references to Soviet propaganda
opposing Westerﬁ rearmament and warnings that the Kremlin might decide to
shift "to new and less obviously aggressive tactics, designed to lull the
West into a false sense of security."22 The general conception of the
Soviet threat had taken firm shape in 1950. It did not depend on day-to-day
observation or review of what the Soviets were doing but rather on a
persistent view of the Soviet Union as a continuing menace to the United
States.

in 1952, after Congress's harsh treatment of the Administration's
FY 1953 budget and at a time when a changeover to Republican control of
the White Heuse and Congress seemed likely, the NSC once again conducted a
review of basic national security policy. The result, NSC-135/3 of
25 September 1952, portrayed the Soviet Union exactly as had NSC-68 and
NSC-114/2. 1t rephrased and rearranged but otherwise retained the mixed

s

list of objectives which had been in NSC-73/4:
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- « » to develop and sustaln for as long as may be necessary
such over-all strength as will (a) continuously confront
the Kremlin with the prospect that a Soviet attack would
result in serious risk to the Soviet regime, and thus
maximize the chance that general war will be indefinitely
deterred, (b) provide the basis for winning a general war
should it occur, (c) reduce the opportunities for local
Soviet or satellite aggression and political warfare,

(d) provide an effective counter to local aggression, if it
occurs,in key peripheral areas, and (e) permit the exploita-
tion of rifte between the JSSR and other communist
states and between the satellite regimes and the people
they are oppressing. 23

Increased defense spending continued thus to be keyed to all of the
different missions identified when, in the language of;NSC—73/4 updating
that of NSC-68, the Soviet Union first came to be perceived as "the
implacable enemy éf the United States and the non-Communist world"
bent upon "“the degradation, weakening and ultimate destruction of the
United States” and likely to seize immediately upon any opportunity for

mischief.

This greatly increassed spending was thus not represented as a
necessary direct response to comparable action by the Soviets. The
best estimate we can make in retrospect is that the Soviet Government
bad, in fact, increased its own defense outlays by about 25 percent during

and 14 percent in 1951.
1950 / This corresponded reasonably closely with a publicly announced
increase in allocations for defense, but Soviet budgets were only then
beginning to be analyzed in the U.S5. intelligence community,” and thelestgegtes
or assessments distributed among high officials of the U.S. Government

' la ¥ A
did not mention the apparent upturn in overall Soviet expenditures.“

This is not to say, of course, that the surge in American defense
spencing was uninfluenced by observation that the Russians were devoting
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substantial resources to defense. The size of the Red Army, the sudden
appearance of fleets of jet fighters and long-range bombers, and the
evidence of intensive work on nuclear weapons figured in many briefs for
buildup of the U.S. military establishment. The significant point

is that the same data figured in comparable briefs presented unsuccessfully
before the Forean War when the Administration maintained an arbitrary
ceiling on defense expenditures. No evidence of any new spurt in Soviet
outlays supported the reasoning for budgets of fiscal year 1951 and beyond.
That Soviet outlays had remained relatively high ever since World

War I1 may have been a necessary element in those American decisioms, but

it did pot explain them.

Nor was this overall increase in U.S. spending wholly defensive, even
if construed as a much belated response. To be sure, concern had already
surfaced about the thinness of defenses against the Red Army in Europe
and the Middle East, the frailty of some governments subject to Communist
subversion, and the possible danger to the American homeland posed by
a nuclear-armed Soviet long-range bomber force. The Korean affair indicated
that the Soviets might be more adventurous than had earlier been supposed,
especially when they could use "satellitic force” instead of their own.

Even so, the level of threat was almost the same in the second half of 1950
as in the first half. By itself, the immediate threat cannot explain a
sudden great increase in America's commitment of resources to defense, and
it seems to have even less explanatory power when one observes the reasoning
in KSC-114/2 that the threat was increasing because the Soviets were

giving an appearance of being zonciliatory.
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1f the tripling of the American defense budget is only partially
to be explained as either imitation of Soviet behavior or a defensive
response to Soviet provocation, is it to be characterized as in any
significant degree an initiative by the United States? Was the

Apmerican government seeking to assume a lead in an American-Soviet arms

race?

It is possible to concoct an argument that the Admi&istration sought
primarily to solve certain domestic problems—that severe recession had set
in and defense was in fact to help mend the economic indices. The wen
who advised Truman to put money in defense were for the most part the
conservative members of his Administration who opposed the domestic welfare
programs which offered alternative means of turning those indices around.
Although the na;ion's siege of McCarthyism eventually ran its course,
politicians in 1950 could have seen "billions for defense” as part of anm
answer to that problem. At the time, I.F. Stone, a left-wing American
journalist, put forth the fanciful notion that the Administration had
protracted the Korean conflict in order to repair its standing in the polls
and overcome any publjc or congressional resistance to its predetermined
policy of militarism.25 Any speculation sbout domestic economic ér
ﬁélitical motives behind the 1950-53 rearmament push is, however, inference
frcﬁ circumstances, lacking support in the discoverable data, and indeed
éo;;ra31cted by evidence that the President's economic advisors wé}e the

last to give ground in the matter.

More to be taken seriocusly is a hypothesis that the sudden increase

in allocation of resources to defense, destined to be virtually perwanent,
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was Iin significant paét a product of fundamental, widely shared assumptions.
The major policy documents eof 1950-52 imputed to the Syviets not only a
design to conquer the world for their own ideclogy but a basic unwilling-
ness to tolerate a world in which the ideclogy eépouaed by the United

States was dominant.

Prior to 25 June 1950, Truman, many of hias advisors, and many leaders
in Conmgress took it for granted that, with American economic aid and perhaps
even withdut it, almost all other countries would tend to imitate the
United States. Few, if any,would voluntarily imitate the Soviet Union, and
the Soviet Government, recognizing the greatly superior power of £he United
States, would not dare to interfere with this, the natural course of
history. Soviet sponsorship of North Rorea's aggression was an affronmt and
an indication tnat the previous assumption might have been in error. Also,
Ias Acheson cautioned the President, it was an indication that induced
"petrified fright" in Europeans who saw themselves as the first casualties

26 A substantial increase in

incase of a serious Soviet miscalculation.
defense spending would ensure that the Soviets and everyone else became
fully aware of the omnipotence of the United States, The abrupt change

in American behavior thus seemé best described less as a.response to
specific external provocation than as a product pf a set of rooted convic-
tions concerning the character and motives of the Soviet state, the

character and attributes of the United States, and the nature of a suirable

world order.
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Nuclear ard Missile Technologf
Technological developments influenced the ways in which the new funds
were spent, for the period in which U.S. defense budgets grew threefold
or ﬁore was also marked by major advances in nuclear weaponry, particularly
documentation of the feasibilit¥ of fusion, and, to a lesser extent, advances

in propulsion systems. Fission weapons began to become available in a

variety of shapes and sizes; and long strides occurred in the development

of missiles, both aerodynamic and ballistic, capable of being fitted with
nuclear warheads. .

Production of fissionable material was already increasing before
the onset of the Rorean conflict. By December 1950, the AEC was ;£1e
to declare that uranium ore no longer constituted a limiting factor.
Following years saw additional finds of ore in the Rockies and discovery
of immensely rich veins in western Canada. Meanwhile the capacity of the
AEC to process ore increased at an even greater rate. The new reactor at

Hanford went into operation at the beginning of 1951. Before the year

was out, proof had come in of the feasibility of fast breeder reactors
i

—_—

R -
capable of producing more fissionable material than they consumed. Even so,
with the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the JCS, and the President all
pressing for maximum ocutput, the AEC adopted a program early in 1952 for
percent - percent '
increasing by 150/ its production of U-235 and by 50 /its production of
plutonium. This program and the success of breeding permitted the AEC to
declare by early 1953 that it ecould more than meet any demands that might
be levied. By then, military staff papers were acknowledging that an era

7
of nuclear plenty had arrived.2
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The earlier promise of greater variety in warheads also became

increasingly a reality

f: They also demonstrated the feasibility
of boosting-—injecting a large qua;:ity of neutrons at exactly the moment
when a weapon was disintegrating and thus increasing by as much as -
»'”;its explosive yield. The first successful test occurred in May
1951. 'It was enough to prove the possibility of fission weapons far

sﬁallerﬂ}g_si;g“than_had been préy}ggg}y“iﬁagined.

Prior to mid-1950, the AEC had in actual production only bombs similar
to those dropped on Japan. The implosion weapons were all 5 feet in
diameter and 10 feet long and weighed at least 8,500 pounds. The gun-type
"Little Boy" was less fat but also less efficient. GCiven not only their
dimensions but all the special rigging required, they were weapons
exclusively for large bombers. The AEC had in prospect a new hmﬁlosion
assembly, the Mark 5, which would be less than 4 feet in diameter and

weigh only 3,000 pounds, and a Mark 8, a trimmed-down "Little Boy."ZB

Between mid-1950 and early 1953, the AEC perfected two additional
implosion warheads. The Mark 7 was only 2% feet in diameter and
weighed 1,700 pounds. The Mark 18 (originally Mark 13) was to be 5 feet
across but to weigh only 7,400 pounds and to carry a boosted device. It
was designed as a hedge against the possibility that thermonuclear bombs

Vo= W, ATLSRL SNE e FEL AT Ll % . - 4

could not be developed \1so,

the AEC came out with two new gun-type weapons, the Mark 11, l4 inches in

diameter and 3,600 pounds in weight, and later the Mark 9, suited for

Army artillery, only 11 inches in diameter and weighing but 803 pounds. 23
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Further, the AEC proved able to produce & thermonuclear bomb. Though
a fusion device was successfully tested in 1951, it was not suitable for use
in a bomb, for one of the critical substances had to be kept constantly
under near absolute zero. refrigeration. During 1951-52,. however, AEC
scientists hit upon principles that germ;tted fabrication of a "dry" device.
ctober-

Tried out in the IVY test series of /November 1952 as the MIKE shot, the
device had a yield of 10 MT. From that moment on, it was apparent not only
that thermonuclear warheads could be built but that they, too, could come
in small sizes as well as 1.-::rge.3.0

For the most part, to be sure, these developments occurred in AEC
laboratories and test facilities. It became certain that nuclear weapons
could be produced in large quantities and in a variety of configurations,
but this was a future certainty- %5_9:.30 June 1950, the United States
had fewer than 300 nuclear weapons, in large and unwieldy wmechanical
assemblies, As of 30 Jume 1953, the stockpile of weapons would approach
1,200, and the available mechanical assemblies would have expanded to
include significant numbers of smaller Mark 5s, Mark 7s, and gun-type -
Mark 8s apd Mark Os. :Service planners, to be sure, would still be dealing
with uhat.they dlewe& as finite numbers of nuclear weapons. As late as
1953, fierce disputes erupted over Army proposals that the AEC develop
an 8=inch diameter warhead for an artillery piece, with Air Force
spokesmen protesting that fissionable material should be reserved for

more efficient ueapons.Bl If still conceived to be scarce, however,

nuclear weapons were plainly much more abundant than earlier supbosed.

As for nuclear propulsion systems for ships or aircraft, they seemed

likely to materialize, but not until the mid-1950s at the earliest. Zapt.
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Byman Rickover had managed to become at one and the same time the Navy's
project cfficer for nuclear submarine development, the overseer of AEC
work on marine nuclear propulsion, and a chief adviser to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy. In April 1950, he had secured a firm commit-
ment that the Navy would attempt to launch a nuclear submarioe b; 1955.

A construction contract was let in 1951, The keel was laid in April 1952,
with the President on hand to celebrate the event. At every stage, Rick-

over maintained relentless pressure to make the project a auccess.32

Work also went forward on a nuclear-powered, long-range bomber.
Alr Force interest dated back to the era of the Manhattan Project, and
development of such a bomber had been assigned high prioritf by LeMay
when in charge of Air Force R&D in 1946-47. Subsequently, it had been
somewhat slighted on account Qf budgetary constraints and Air Force
preoccupation with nuclear weapons development. It came vigorously to
life after the opening of the Korean confliét. In 1951, contracts were
let to General Electric and Lockheed. The project came to occupy more
than 250 technicians, a larger contingent than involved in any other'ﬂ"mi
a2ndeavor at Qak Ridge, and_by 1952 engineers were predicting that
a test engine would exist by 1954 and that a nuclear enérgy—pouered aircraft
;ould be in the air by the 1960s. Because ﬁigh-level planners continued to
regard sources of nuclear energy as scarce, however, the JCS declined to
recommend to the AEC a formal military'requirement for either nuclear
powered aircraft or a nuclear propulsion plang for I
surface naval vessels.33 They probably accorded such priority to the
submarine propulsion project only because the President's commitment left

them no choice.
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In missilery, technical progress was a matter of steady advance
rather than dramatic breakthroughs. Research and testing gradually
eroded skepticism as to whether rockets could obtain much better range,
accuracy, and payload than had the V-2 of World War II.
Before mid-1950, the Army had pursued missile research more diligently
_than the other Services. Concentrating on ballistic missiles, it had
made considerable progress toward developing accurate surfaée;to-air
weapons and had hopes for a surface-to-surface weapon with a range of as
much as 1,000 miles. The Navy had trailed the Army, in large part because
of jurisdictional disputes between its Bureau of Ordnance and Bureau of
Aeronautics, the former viewing missiles as artillery and the latter viewing
them as pilotless aircraft. By mid-1950, however, the Navy was well on
its way to having operational surface-to-air missiles and one or more sur-
face-to-surface aerodynamic (or cruise) missiles with a potential range of
several hundred miles. The Air Force had shown less interest. Although
several senior officers, including General Henry H. Arnold and General
LeMay, had said after World War II that the future of airpower might well
lie with missiles, resiarch projects had fared badly when the Service adapted
itself to the budgetary stringency of the early postwar years. As of mid-
1950, it had in progress relatively slow-paced research and development on
an air-to-surface missile--RASCAL--and on two aerodynamic surface-to-
surface missiles--SNARK and NAVAHO--with potential intercontinental range.34
Promise of increased range and accuracy for missiles emerged almost
concurrently with the development by the AEC of smaller and lighter weight

fission bombs. Beginning in the second half of 1949, technicians and
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planners in the Services turned serious attention to the possibility
that missiles might be equipped with nuclear warheads. In the autumn of
that year a committee headed by Lt., Gen. John E, Hull, USA, recommended
that the Services and the AEC cooperate in mating the Mark 7 or Mark 8
warheads to 4 missiles then under design: the Army's 150-mile range
HERMES A-3, the Navy's 500-600 mile-range aerodynamic REGULUS, an Air
Force short-range air-to-surface missile {eventuwally to be the RASCAL),
and an Ailr Force intercontinental cruise missile, the SNARK. In January
1950, the Secretary of Defense approved tliis recommendation.35

After the outbreak of the Korean War, each Service accelerated its
own missile research and that of its contractors. Secretaries of Defeﬁse
urged coordination of these efforts and set up committees or offices to
effect such coordination. The Services went aléng, but individually, and
collectively through the JCS, advised that each Service be allowed to
pursue its own'research, and that was, in fact, what happened.3

Between 1950 and 1953, the Army developed 3 surface-to-surface missiles
with ranges between 12 and 150 miles--the CORPORAL, the HONEST JOHN, and
the HERMES A-3--and a missile intended to have a range of up to 600 miles,
the REDSTONE. It also began to deploy the surface-to-alr NIKE-AJAX,
by the end of 1953, and it started work on a shorter range, higher speed
HAWK and a longer range (100 miles) NI}(E-HERCULES.37

The Navy developed its 500-mile medium-range cruise missile, the
REGULUS, to the point of actual deployment by 1;5& on one surface ship and

one specially converted submarine, and additional submarines and surface
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ships thereafter. It also pursued work on two other medium-range systems,
the RIGEL and TRITON, and it initiated production of the surface-to-air

TERRIER and TALOS and an air-to-air SPARROW.-S

The Air Force became more active, developing the 650-mile range(propulsion)
MATADOR, which promised to be deployable by 1954, and pushing ahead research
on its two long-range cruise missiles, the SNARK and the NAVAHO, a 250-mile
range surface-to-air BOMARC, an air-to-air FALCON, and two air-to-surface
missiles, the RASCAL and the QUAIL, the latter intended,to function as 2

decoy.39

With the AEC promising lighter and more versatile warheads, the officers
developing missiles worked to engineer them so that they could serve as
nuclear delivery systems. As of 1952, such efforts involved not only the
four listed by the Hull Committee (the HERMES A-3, REGULUS, RASCAL, and
SNARK) but the Army's short-range CORPORAL and HONEST JOHN, the medium-
range HERMES C-1, REDSTONE, RIGEL, and TRITON, and the long-range NAVARO.
Just at that point, Los Alamos gave notice that it could produce still
smaller warheads ranging‘from 1l to 2 XT. Some general thought had already
been given to the possible use of nuclear weapons for air defemnse, and
work started at once to adapt the NIKE, TERRIER, and TALOS to carry nuclear

uarheads.bo

rl

The AEC's panoply of new weapons developed out of research already in
progress before the outbreak of the Korean conflict. Substantial additional
funding for AEC weapons programs had been provided as a result of the

reaction of the President, the executive branch, and Congress to the 1949
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Soviet puclear test and to the possibility that the Soviets might develop

a hydrogen bomb before the United States did. After June 1950, still more
money poured in, permitting acceleration of work on a fusion device and
large increases in production of ore, fissionable material, mechanical
assemblies, and capsules. None of the technical developments seem to have
been influenced by knowledge of Soviet nuclear research and development.

AEC scientists and engineers were simply exploring obvious technological
frontiers. While it seems probable that thig progress would have beem
slower if active competition with the Soviets had not stimulated high }evels
of spending for defense, it is possible that the same advanées in wvar-
head design and yield would have occurred in comparatively short order had

there been no such stimulus.

The same can be said of work on nuclear propulsion. The Korean conflict
and the dramatic change in levels of defense spending probably accelerated
progress toward a nuclear submarine and advanced the date when it became
apparent that a nuclear-powered bomber would be extremely difficult to

develop.

In the case of missiles, the impact of the intensified competition
was also iimited. Before the onset of the Korean War, the Research and
Development Board and the staff of the Secretary of Defense had been urging
a greater effort to develop missiles, and the Army and Navy had already
stepped up their programs.41 Other than speeding up,the programs, the
principal effect of the flow of new money was to awaken Air Force interest,
but USAF missile programs did not become productive until after the Korean

War. Budgeting between 1950 and 1953 affected the pace of American
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missile programs but had little impact on their character or direc-

tionm.

Nor were these programs much affected at this stage by direct
Soviet competition, although Soviet work on missiles attracted some
attention. Air Force intelligence circulated in 1950 an estimate that
the Soviets might have an intercontinentsl-range subsonic aerodynamic
“missile as early as 1956.42 Though analysts in other Services and in
CIA did not agree with this particular forecast, they did begin increasingly
to collect and call attention to evidence that the Rdssians were puilding
upon German V~weapon technology and were testing rockets of increasing
size and range. Even in 1953, however, neither planning papers concerned

with U.5. continental defense nor military intelligence estimates under-

L)

pinning JCS war plans placed emphasis on Soviet missile capabilities.“

J—

0f course, American missile programs were, to some extent, shaped by
the perceived threat. The initiasl priority given surface-to-air missiles
must have been partially a defensive reaction to information about the
buildup of the Soviet®long-range air force. The Army's efforts to develop
nuclear-armed HONEST JOHN, CORPORAL, HERMES, and REDSTONE missiles owed

Soviet .

something to concern about the / army's superior numbers. Certain features
of U.S. missile programs would surely have been different 1f the total
defense budget had not gone up and if American slarm abou; the Soviet Union
had not been steadily on the rise. They ®might not, however, have been
markedly different. The Navy's REGULUS program kept pace witﬂ the others

even though the Navy did not learn until much later that there was a
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competing Soviet program and even though there were neither actually por

in prospect very.many Soviet surface vessels likely to serve as suitable
targets.QF To a large extent, U.S. missile programs, like U.S.

nuglear wespons and nuclear propulsion programs, were propelled by a
technological dynamic largely independent of the American-Soviet competition.
One can imagine that most of these new weapons and propulsion systems
would have come along, perhaps lagging a few years but otherwise having

much the same characteristics, if there had been & less intense competition.

Force Levels and Force Plans

When the Rorean War started, the fi;st concern of the military estab-
lishment was to meet its demands while maintaining some semblance of.
power in other areas that might be threatened. This principle guided the
first set of force augmentation proposals submitted to the
Secretary of Defense by the JCS. The Army asked for an extra 150,000 men
Speéifically for Rorean operations. The Navy proposed activating an
additional ca;rier. bringing some escort vessels and transports out of moth-
balls, and enlarging the Marine Corps. The Air Force described an increase
from 48 to 58 wings as the minimum for waintaining defenses elsewhere and

4
asked yet another 4 wings for Rorea proper—a total of 62. > Pulled

»

together hurriedly, these initial recommendations were not much different

from those made when the original FY 1951 budget was in preparation.

At the time, planners in the Services continued to assume that the

Red Army could go wherever it wanted, with the United States and its allies
offer .

able to / relatively little resistance. A revised emergency war plan,

labeled SHAKEDOWN, endorsed by the JCS in mid-July 1950, resembled its

predecessors in taking for granted the ability of the Soviets to march
' 1300
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through Western Europe, at least to the Pyrenees, and to make bases in the
United Kingdom untenable. In addition, SHAREDOWN envisioned serious

though not crippling Soviet air strikes against the Dnited States. The
Air Force intelligence prediction that the Russians would have inter~
.continental missiles by the mid-1950s was part of a general estimate
crediting the Soviet long-range air force with a current capability for
surprise nuclear attack on some targets in the United States and a prospec-
tive capability by 1952 for staging such an attack on any continental U.S.

target and by 1954 of carrying off massive taids.kG

Having been surprised by events in KRorea, the JCS and their plannérs
felt obliged, as noted earlier, to make & realistic review of contingencies
which might call for use of military force. On account of ﬁhe actual or
po;ential threat to the United States itself, they made an alteration
in the basic assignment fof SAC, ordering it to give first priority teo

destroying Soviet bomber bases and nuclear weapons storage depots.47

Next in priority came the European theater. Prior to the outbreak of
the Korean conflict, it.had been declared U.S. policy to help the British
and Europeans builld up adequate defense forces of thei? own. Military aid
to North Atlantic Treaty allies had loomed large in the Administration's
original FY 1951 budget. 1Its size had been one reason for the President’s
“reducing allocations for U.S. forces, and Secretary of Defense Johnson
had taken the position that, as the Europeans became militarily self-sufficient,
the United States could cut back its own defense budget still more.48
Other officilals whose views were in any way reflected in NSC-68 felt, of

course, that this poliey involved grave risk, and after the beginning of the
131
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Rorean conflict such a view became that of the large majority, including
. ' several proposals:
the President. In August 1950, Truman invited the Pentagon to explore/

The stationing of some U.S. troops in Europeadditional to the small forces
still performing occupation and related functions in West Germany, West
Berlin, and Austria; formation of a supreme command with a combined staff,
and an arrangement for some German rearmament. Thus encouraged, the
JCS formally recommended dispatch to Europe of 4 infantry divisions,
1% armored divisions, 8 teetical air groups, and appro-

priate naval support forces. Théy also advocated a German contribution

and, to allay possible Allied concern, establishwent of a supreme command

with a U.5. general at its head.ag

Though the State Department encountered some resistance in Europe,
especilally from rhe French, the NATO Council égreed in December 1950 to
create a combined NATO force which which would be under an American Supreme
comﬁander and might include German units. Truman promptly announced that
General Eisengower would return to active duty to take the post. He also
announced that % U.S. infantry divisions would be part of the NATO force.
Fierce debates broke out in public and Congress, with Senator Taft and
former President Hoover not only attacking the policy of stationing ‘troops

.
in Europe but also questioning the President's constitutional right to take
such action without explicit consent from Congress. The challenge, however,
proved ineffectual. As a result, U.S. forces were so deployed as to make
it a virtual certainty that if the Red Army marched on Europe the United

States would be at war with the Soviet Union. 1In view of this prospect,

the JCS charged the strategic air forces to undertake a retardation mission--

—
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attacking advancing / forces in order to delay their progress and

facilitate the consolidation and reinforcement of U.S. and Allied defend-

iﬁg units.

Though destruction of Soviet offensive nuclear capabilities had
first priority in terﬁs of SAC's ellccation of resources, the retardation
mission was to take priority in timing. Although some Air Force officers
objected that this converted SAC intc almost a tactical air force at the
beck and call of the NATO Suprané Commander, the JCS voted this change
without Air Force dissent, but this did not resolve the issue.*SO

The JC5 were meanwhile voicing caution about the assumption of
risk elsewhere. Asserting *hat the "military capabilities of the United
States are not adequate to its current commitments and responsibilities,"
they recommended limiting operationms in Korea (though not necessarily
confining them to southern Korea, as Kennan urged); avoiding general war
with Communist China even if the Chinese intervened in Korea.ar attacked
Taiwan, Hong Kong, or French Indochina; éttempting to make the British
responsible for defending Iram, at leasﬁ in the first instance; assisting
Greece, Turkey, or Yugoslavia in the event of Soviet satellite attacks
with such U.S. forces as could be made available "without jeopardizing
United States security'u and preparing to react to attacks on
Finland or Afghanistan with nothing more than "political and psychological
measures."51 Prior to June 1950, the JCS had advised against assuming
any risk of war in Rorea, and the President had twice formally expressed

his agreement; theyv could hardly feel confident their advice would now

be followed, especially since the ocutcome of NSC discussions was a decision

*See below, pp. l4l-42. 133
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that specific recommendations should go to the President only when contingencies
actually arose;sz A sense that U.S5. forces might have to fight in any
nunber of places constantly informed JCS assessments of the Soviet threat

and the resources required to cope with it.

In the autumn of 1950, U.S, military leaders were conducting a limited
war in Korea. They were committed to general war with the Soviet Union in
the event of a Soviet attack on Western Europe, and, though having advised
against accepting risk of war eléeuhere, they ;ere necessarily apprehensive
about other contingencies. Also, they were aware of and concermed about
the possible growth of Soviet strategic offensive forces. It was in these
circumstances that they began to adapt to the transformation worked by the

lifting of the budget ceiling and the replacement of Johnson by the team

of Marshall and Lovett.

Only gradually did military planners develop specific proﬁosals for the
bonanza that had suddenly opened. JCS submissions in September and November
1950 revived essentially the force goals that had been developed during and
immediately after World War I1. All of the Services proposed major increases
in manpower and combat units, to be reached by 30 June 1951. The Aruy

»

prepared to go from 10 to 16 divisions; the Navy from 7 to 9 carriers and

3 Somewhat

from 70 to B5 submarines; and the Air Force from 48 to 68 uings.5
larger goals were tentatively projected for fiscal year 1954.

s

These proposals of November 1950 had a shert 1life. Among factors
arguing for review and upward revision of goals were the Chinese intervention

in Korea, the NATO Council endorsement of the NATO force concept, optimistic

TOR-SEGRET-
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reports from the AEC on progress toward smaller higher yield warheads,
prodding from a civilian Director of Guided Missiles appointed by Marshall
and Lovett, and, above all, Lovett's sense that the FY 1952 budget should
provide as much of the funding as possible for the buildup toward the

x
nation's ultimate force posture.

s

In early December 1950, after the‘passage of only 3 wveeks, the
JCS changed their proposal, calling not only for achievement of the 1954
goals as sdbon as possible, and not later than by mid-1952, but also for
enlarging the target numbers adopted only the month bekore. The Army asked
for 18 divisions and additional support units, including 100 antiaircraft -
battalions. The Navy raised the projected numbers of attack carriers to
12,carrier air groups to 14; and submarines to 100. The Air Force proposed
going to 95 wings--6 of heavy bombers, 20 of medi.n bombers, B of strategic
reconnaissance, and 61 of tactical bomber, fighter, reconnaissance, and

54
troop carrier aircraft.

By the end of fiscal year 1951, the nutber of men under arms had more
than doubled from a year before. The Army actually had 18 divisions and
100 antiaircraft battalions. The Navy had 12 attack carriers, 14 carrier
air groups, and 88 gubmarines. The Air.Force reached a strength of 87 wings,

35
including 25 strategic, 27 tactical, 20 eir defense, and 15 troop carriers.

Having meanwhile obtained funding for procurement of new weapon%y
out as far as 5 years into the future, the Services entered fiscal year
1952, and the period of struggle over the FY 1953 budget, with ambitious
goals. The Army sought en additional three divisions. Anticipating the

changes in the fleet provided for in the FY 1952 authorization--175 new
135

TOR-SECRET

*See above, pp. 109-10.



TOP-SFCRET

ships, including the first Forrestal carrier, and moder:itation of 291
others, the Navy proposed increasing its manning levelz. The Air Force
put forward a plan for going from 95 to 138 wings—the exact number called
for {n Army Air Forces postwar plans prepared during World War II. Though
the military and civilian leadership of the Air Force united in declaring
this objective absoclutely minimal, the other Services would not acquiesce.
The JCS reported to the Secretary of Defense that they could not reach

agreement. He insisted that they do 50.57

The result in October 1951 was a set of recommendations which the JCS
characterized as "designed to provide, atfizzst possible cost in manpower
and national resources a maximum deterrent to enemy aggressiog and, in
case war occurs,. give the nation a reasomable assurance of victory."
Identifying the major military tasks as (1) defense of the Western Hemisphere
and other essential areas, particular/;irope, {2) providing a minimal mobili-
zatioﬁ base, and (3) conducting initial strategic offensive operations "to
destroy vital élements of the Soviet war-making capacity and to check
enenmy offensive operations,” the JC5 explained that the nature of the
operations of the three Services-made their requirements different: "The
Army and Navy have had to provide for building the mﬂxiﬁum in sustaining
power and mobilization potemtial . . . . The Air Force has necessarily
reduced its sustaining power and mobilization potential in order to
concentrate the maximum of resources on the combat forces required for the
executlion of D~Day tasks."” These were identified as continental air
defense, especially against atomic attack, the strategic air offensive,

and retardation., This said,the JCS proposed an Army with 21 divisions
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and 117 antiaircraft patralions, a Navy with 12 attack carriers and 110

submarines, and an Air Force with 126 combat wings plus 17 troop carrier
groups. Combat wings allocated to the strategic offensive force numbered

S7; 29 wings were for air defense; 40 were for tactical lir.58

Though the National Security Council approved these objectives,
the principle of stretching out expenditures postponed their attainment.
The Services protested unsuccessfully. McNeil estimated that the Army
would in fact reach its readiness goals by Some time {n 1954, that the Navy
would get its ships more slowly but would actually ;et more new saircraft
per month than previously planned, and that almost all 143 wings and groups
of the Air Force would be fully equipped by mid-1955. Congress's severe
cutting of the FY 1953 budget, however, placed before the military
establishment the prospect of lengthy delays, perhaps eveﬂ requiring fresh

review of Service goals.59

As of the end of fiscal year 1952, the Army was up to 20 divisions and
110 antiaircraft battalions. The Navy deployed 12 heavy carriers with a
third or more of its 16 carrier air groups composed of late model aircraft.

(including 3 fighter escort wings)

It also had 110 submarines. The Air Force had 95 wings—37 strategid,-ZO air
defense, 23 tactical air, and 15 troop carrier. Moreover, the strategic
force had begun to receive the all-jet B-475, while the air defense force,
now largely equipped with F-B4g, counted as having achilevea almose Loree-

quarters of planned modernizatiog§°

Looking toward fiscal year 1954, the JCS meanwhile restated the force

goals that had appeared in their 1651 subzicsion., In a subsequent document.
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they also reiterated that fiscal restraints would prevent the Services
from achieving these goals before 1956. Addressing the possibility
that French Indochina might be conguered by Communist Viet Minh guerrillas
(aqd advocating that the United States prevent it, even if the French
pulled ocut), the JCS observed that currently programmed U.S. forces
would not be adequate to deal with such a contingency. Otherwise, however,
they meintained the same confident tone as in earlier wemoranda in which
they counseled the Administration to take "the calculated risk of the

adoption of firm and bold courses of action in the political field without

.auaiting further build-up of the military strength of the free world."61

Although the FY 1954 budget prepared in the autumn and winter of
1952-53 accommodated Congress’'s revived pressure for economy and provided for
a more extended stretch-out, the Truman administration's last full day in
office, 19 January 1953, saw the Secretary of Defense and Secretary of State
join inAa valedictory recommendation that "build-up of U.S. forces to presently
planned levels should be completed as rapidly as practicable.” o

At the end of fiscal year 1953, after 3 full years of greatly
increased defense spending, the United States had in actuality an Army with
20 divisions ®nd 135 antiaircraft batteries; a navy with 19 attack carriers,
16 carrier air groups, and 110 submarines; and an Air Force of 106 wings,

of which 41 were strateeic, 26 air defense, 23 tactical, and 1% treop

carrier.

Manpower in each Service, exclusive of the portion assignable to
Rorean operations, was just about double what it had been in June 1950.

While the number of Army ¢ivicions had doubled, the number cf antizircrafrt

138

TOR-SECREF=-_



battalions had more than tripled. In the Kavy, manpower and aircraft
assigned to carriers was also roughly twice what it had been, while
numbers in the submarine service were half again what they had been
ear}ier. In the Air Force, the number of strategic wings had grown more
than twofold; the number of air defense and tactical air wings had

increased almost threefcnld.f’-3

The Shift to Nuclear Firepouer'

*Changes in the size of the American military forces were accompanied
by even more noteworthy changes in the makeup ané orientation of those
forces. They acquired large quantities of pew egquipment, including jet
aircraft, and they shifted, at least in planning, to heavy dependence

on nuclear weapons not only for strategic offensive operations but for

theater operations and even for home defense.

Arny officers seem to have pushed strongly for greater reliance on
nuclear weapons. They had prime responsibility for planning the defense
of Europe. Before the Korean conflict, they had been concetned with the
question of how a line could possibly be held against the 175 divisions*

Soviet
credited to the / Army by U.S. Army intelligence. Aware that they had
few units and that the European allies were devoting even less of GNP to
defense than was the United States, they based emergency war plans on ao
assumption that Europe would be conquered and liberatgd, much as in World
War II.GA The rebuilding of the Army after June 1950, together with the

creation of a NATO force and the commitment of U.S. divisions as part of

that force, made this earlier assumption less tenable.

*See above, pp. 37,81-82,
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The Brussels conference of December 1950 had produced agreement not
only on establishment of the NATO force but on the proposition that the
‘Western allies should field 54 active divisions on the European fromt. U.S.
Army planners believed that this was the minimum necessary for any effort to
hold a line against the Russians. Almost from the outset, however, it
was evident that this goal could not be attained without the formation of
a large number of West German units. The Prench displayed great reluctance
to agree to rearming Germans. It was mid-1951 before a formula was
devised for a European Defense Cbmmunity. Even then, the French parliament
could not be brought to endorse it. At Lisbon in February 1952, the NATO
Council agreed to a lower goal of 50 active divisions. Even assuming that
German units would take part, and taking account of the fact that Greece
and Turkey had now been added to NATO, U.S. analysts nevertheless expressed
doubt that NATO could muster more than 35 divisions to oppose a Soviet

offensive.65

In these circumstances, Army planners cast about for altermatives. One
option which they did not pursue was to review and scale down the estimated
Soviet threat. Careful analysis of the evidence might have produced a
significantly lower estimate of the Red Afmy's offénsive strength—--even
conceivably one which would have made 35 active NATO divisions seem adequate )
for the first phase of a war. Practically speaking,-fhis option was not
avallable to U.S. Army planners. Army intelligence had generated the estimat%
of 175 divisioni %y analyzing human, communications, and signal intelligencgﬁ
in accordance with well accepted routines. With evidence of the functioniné

of a divisional headquarters, analysts assumed the existence of a full

strength unit unless they had significant evidence to the contrary.

I
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For the sake of ensuring that commanders prepared for the worst that
might confront them, such rules wmade eminent sense. It would have been
extremely difficult for officers concerned with plans and operations to
have asked for estimates based on less cautious procedures. Especially
was this so since Army officers had made such insistent use of high
estimates of the Red Army 1n.;rguments with NATO allies over the Lisbon

force goals and in testimony before Congress on the assignment of

,

American divisions to the NAfb force.67 Given prevailing opinions in

the exeéutive branch manifested in NSC papers, together with the climate
created by Senator McCarthy, it was probably out of the question for amny
responsible leader in the military establishment to have begun suggestihg

that the Soviets were not as formidable as generally supposed.

With that possiblity precluded, Army planners were left with no
obvious alternative to pessimism other than hope that technology might
somehow be exploited to offset the presumed Soviet advantage in manpower,

and the most likely candidate was nuclear weaponry.

In the crisis atmospher&™»f June-July 1950, the Army successfully
pressed for assignmerdt of tgggietardation mission to the strategic air
forces. The JCS prescribed that the mission of destroying Soviet strategic
nuclear capabilities should have first claim on SAC resources, but the
retardation mission would take priority in time. Therefore, theater

- *

companders were able to call-on the strategic ‘air forces to attack an
Soviet

—

advancing / Bnit or its base of support, and the air forces were to

s
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respond even if it meant postponing & strike on Soviet bombers or

68
nuclear storage depots.

SAC resisted the assigmment. A year and more of negotiation between
the Army, Air Force headquarters, and SAC headquarters produced an agree—
ment /fogAC to contribute to retardation by attacking industrial targets
and government control centers as well as known targets to retard Soviet

advances. 69

Never approved by the JCS, this arrangement was superseded
by an understanding between LeMay and Eisenhower in December 1951, according

to which Eisenhower's air commander, Lt. Gen. Lauris Norstad, USAF, would

develop a specific target list to be reviewed by sac.’0

The capabilities of SAC grew steadily during the Korean conflict. As
of 1950, the limitations of the B-36 were fully recognized. SAC and the
Air Materiel Command (AMC) were giving relatively leisurely study to
possible modifications in models to be purchased in fiscal year 1952. With
funds from the supplemental appropriations for fiscal year 1851, the
numbers of modifications authorized were increased, and delivery of the
remaining 200~o0dd planes was hurried up. SAC and AMC had also been studying
the projected B-52, hoping that the contractor could soﬁehow come up with
a design giving the plane speed in excess of 500 knots and truly inter-
continental range. Even though Boeing still could not quite meet the
range specifications, Air Force headquarters decided to proceed toward

procurement with deliveries to begin in 1954. ‘A similar decision was

made to proceed with the B-47. Although SAC had had little hand in
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developing this &ll-jet mediur bomber, LeMay had come to regard it

s the best one likely to be available soon. He believed that SAC
should eventually consist of long-range bombers based inm the United
States and not be dependent on uncertain and vulnerable foreign bases, but
he had doubts about the B-52, and he was advised that nuclear-powered
aircraft would not be available for at least 10 years. As?uming‘shat
an operational intercontinental missile was at least as uncertain

and perhaps believing in any case that missilesmight_neverrrepléce‘:he
manned bombers, LeMay came to the conclusion that SAC would be relisnt
for a long time on forward-based medium bombers; ‘the B-47 seemed to him
the fastest such bomber capable of carrying a high-yield fission bomb
or, if it should develop, a fusion bomb. In fact, he initiated work
on a Pilotless B~47 for the latter mission and abandoned it only when

71
convinced that B-52s could do the job.

Boeing, which had both the B-47 and B-52 contracts, was pressed
to speed production of B-47s. Although the first operational models,
delivered in 1951,.Furned out to have serious performance flaws, LeMay
successfully pressed for accelerated procurement of modified versions,
and the planes began to flow into SAC's inventory. As of September 1951,
the Air Force planned to acquire no fewer than 2,700 3_475.72 Mean-
while SAC alsoc obtained new escort fighters. Although. the B-52 was
expected ordinarily to fly alone, the B-36 and B-47 were to be escorted
1f flying daylight missions. The plane pfogrammed for the mission as

of mid-1950 had been Republic's F-84. 1In the new circumstances, LeMay

argued for a plane with longer range. The result was a comprehensive
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redesign, yielding the P-B4F, and this, too, was ordered in such
quantity that SAC's inventory of these fighters would eventually
approach 600.73 And, of course, SAC acquired a large number of tankers
and reconnaissance aircraft. As of 30 June 1950, SAC had fewer than
1,000 planes, only about 30 percent of which were post-World War II
models. As of 30 June 1953, it had more than 1,800 planes (including

tankers), more than half of which were new models.

+

At the outset of the period of expansion, it seemed possible that
SAC would soon have more planes than atomic bombs to carry in them.
Partly for this reason, in May 1951 the JCS recommended that the AEC more
than double its production capacity. In actuality, the AEC was more than

able to meet demands generated by SAC's growth.

rEvan when it appeared otherwise, the Army had given evidence of wanting
its requirements to be met by means additional to or other than SAC
retardation operations. A study prepared for the Ammy by researchers at the
California Institute of Technology offered some support for a thesis that
a relatively small number of NATO divisions could halt the Red Army if they
made largesscale use of precisely targeted, low-yield "ﬁactical" nuclear
weapons. Even before this study had been filed, the Air Force had taken
anticipatory steps to meet an Army or NATQ requirement of this type. It
developed a plan for modifyfng F-84 fighters and twin-jet, short-range B-45
tactical bombers to carry Mark 5 or Mark 8 warheads and for eansuring
that newer jet fighters and fighter-bombers would be designed to carry the

projected Mark 7. By the winter of 1950-51, there had been extensive
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study of tactical targets for nuclear weapons, and the commanding general
of the Tactical Air Command (TAC) was pressing for large outlays to
convert more B-45s even though a decision had already been made to phase
out the plane. Although the recommendation was not accepted, TAC did‘
receive authority for an ambitious indoctrination and training program.

~ In the spring and summer of 1951, Air Force headquarters directed that TAC
have a2 small operational nuclear force in Europe by the sp;ing of 1952,
assigoed "this project a priority just below that of equipping SAC for the
strategic offensive mission, and notified LeMay that TAC would take over
from SAC a portion of the retardation mission. Subsequently, a tactical’
nuclear force was developed for the Far East Command, and a plan was approved

for TAC's establishing a tactical nuclear wing to be based in the United

States and kept ready for forward deployment on call. In the meantime,
use of

TAC pressed successfully for control of development of and training in tne/

medium-range MATADOR surface-to-surface missiles capable of carrying
nuclear warheads. At one time, the Air Force envisioned having 19 squadrons of

MATADORs, but it had to settle for an authorized level of 9

~
=

-
squadrons.

During 1952, TAC and SAC were in competition to provide the Army
with nuclear support, for LeMay had struck his bargain with Eisenhower
and had also begun to requisition FP-B4Fs equipped to carry_ lightweight

warheads. In fact, he soon preempted the majority of such aircraft.76

In early 1933, the JCS directed that plans be made for nuclear
attack on three categories of targets: BRAVO (those that would affect the

Soviet ability to wage a nuclear strategic offensive against the
145

TOR-SECRET



 TOPNSEERET

hnited étates), DELTA (those affecting Soviet war production capacity),
ind ROMEO (those affecting the stremgth and speéd of advance of Soviet
nilitary forcess. In principle, SAC headquarters favored emphasizing
DELTA targets, but in practice, SAC planners assumed responsibility for
large numbers of the more precise targets in the BRAVO and ROMEQ categories.77
SAC thus remained the dominant nuclear force within the Air Force. On
account of the response of TAC to the Army's support requirement for
ta_cti:cal nuclear air support and because of subsequent TAC-SAC competition,
the Air Force emerged from the Korean War period with offensive force pro-
grams largely designed for delivery of nuclear weapons and with the tradi-

tional distinction between strategic and tactical forces blurred.

At the beginning of this period of expansion, the Navy had only a
relatively small part of its force assigned to a nuclear mission. Despite
~the thorough defeat of the admirals who had challenged the B-36 program
in 1949, some Navy leaders continued to criticize the thesis that a

78

strategic bombing offensive could play a decisive part in a war. At

the same time, the Navy had continued to develop a capability for carrier-
force strategic:nuclear operations. As of mid-1950, it possessed 2

squadrons each with 9 planes, fitted for carrying Mark 4 bombs. Some

’
i

months after the Korean War broke out,jfhe Navy had non-nuclear components




general war, the squadron could be put aboard — The

nuclear components were supposed them to arrive from the United States

by cargo plane. Assembly teams on board were to make the bombs opera-
tiopal within 24 hours, and the bombers were to take off for targets
assigned them by the theater commander. Althcugh several factors, princi-

pally the accident-proneness of the AJ-1, prevented much testing of such

a scenario, it was accepted as realistic. Early in 1951, _

there would always be at least‘éhe such ship in European and Mediterranean

79

wa tergz

The Navy moved in 1951 to enlarge significantly its capability for
delivering nuclear weapons. Its comstruction and modernization program
provided for eguipping every attacg carrier to store nuclear weapon com-
ponents. Work was hastened on /blggzzmbers to replace the AJ-1. Ome of
these, the A2J, was eventually to be abandoned because of powerplant
problems. Another, the A3D, would not finally materialize in prototype
until 1953. In the meantime, however, the AEC developed various smaller,

lighter uﬁpons, and in the autumn of 1951 the CNO decreed that nearly

all carrier-borme attack aircraft be modified to carry nuclear weapons.

In part, these moves reflected continued Navy interest in having a
share in the strategic offensive, For the most part, targets on lists
the
drawn up in or for/Navy's Strategic Plans Division were ports or

airfields in the Soviet Union. On the other hand, naval officers taking
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part in preparing the JCS5 target list Jjoined their Army colleagues in
insisting that a significant proportion of the stockpile be

reserved for retardation targets, and the CNO outdid the Chief of Staff
of the Army in upholding such a position within the JCS.81 The Navy
alterations in specifications for Navy aircraft do not seem to have been
adaptations designed to meet requirements of theater defense under
conditions of enemy numerical superiority in ground forces. They seem
instead to have stemmed from the Navy doctrine ;f maintaining the widest
possible array of capabilities for the widest possible range of
contingencies. Even so, by the end of 1952, it appeared as 1f the Navy,

like the Air Force, was in process of transforming its offensive forces

primarily for delivery of nuclear weapons.

The Army leaders were not content with their role. They tended
to view nuclear air support ss merely an expedient pending the develop-
ment of nuclear-armed cannon and missiles under the direct control of
ground force commanders. As noted earlier, the Army pressed forward
work on an 84nch gun and the HONEST JOHN, CORPORAL, HERMES, and
REDSTONE mifsiles, and Army spokesmen argued successfully for diverting

some fissionable material to appropriate gun-type warheads.

By 1952, Army leaders had come decidedly to the view that tactical

nuclear weapons could rectify the balance in Europe. Taking this positioen,

P

they acquiesced in reducing the force goal for NATO to 39 1/3 active

82

divisions for the central front, Actual Army forces were
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still, of course, equipped and trained for warfare involving primarily
conventional ordnance, and, with the Afmy in the lead, the JCS took
pains to caution the Secretery of Defense that the United States should
.be prepared for a variety of possibilities, not merely for general
nuclear war. Still, there was evidence of a great change from mid-1950
when the Chief of Staff of the Army and his colleagues had insisted that
puclear weapons were mere"adjuncts to military forces in being." The
JCS no; described as among the most important of needed forces in being
“those . . . capable of making early and accurate delivery of atomic
weapons to the epemy at the points where they will hurt him most." At'
the beginning of 1953, they characterized such weapons as "essentianl

to the success of our strategic plans."83

The U.S., military
_égthﬁlishgent seemed in process of becoming primarily a nuclear

force.

Why? The change was clearly not imitative of a change on the
Soviet side, for even the most dire estimates of prospective Soviet
capabilities seemed to ignore the possibility that the Soviets might
develop theater nuclear forces of their own. Intelligence analysts
appear to have assumed unguestioningly that the Soviets would reserve their
stockpile for bombs to be used by the long-range air force in a strateglc

84
offensive directed primarily ggainst the continental United States.

Was it chiefly a defensive reaction prompted by the Soviet Union's
apparent maintenance of unnecessarily large ground forces together with
evidence of unpredictatle adventurousness on the part of thé Scviet
government? Another wzy of putting the question is to ask whether it
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seems likely that the same developments would have taken place, perhaps
Soviet

over a longer period of time, 1f the / Army had been seen as a

smaller, weaker force under the control of an essentially cautious govern=~

ment. Probably not, for in other circumstances prudent American military

planners and their civilian superiors would surely have become alert at

an earlier point to the problem inherent in the notion of protecting

and preserving an area such as Europe while detonating nuclear weapons

on, over, or near it. The actual or prospectivé nuclearization of the

U.S5. Air Force, Navy air force, and Army does seem to have been in large

part a reactlon to the force posture attributed to the Soviet imion.

At the same time, it wmust be noted that this change also‘had as a
necessary precondition the technological breakthroughs achieved by the
AEC just when the threat of the Red Army aroused the most intense concerm
among American military leaders. If work on nuclear weapons had proceeded
at a slower rate while work on missiles speeded up, the American military

establistment would have probably deployed more missiles armed with TNT.

Still other factors affected the precise developments that occurred.
Debates of the previous few years on defense spending had produced con-
siderable evidence that budgeteers and Congressmen were sympathetic to
spending money on nuclear weapons. The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
continually agitated for more reliance on such weapons. In August 1951,
for example, it declared them to be “the natural armaments of numerically

185

inferior but technologically superior people. To some extent,

competition between SAC and TAC speeded up and magnified the nuclearizatiom
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of the Air Force, and that competition was influenced, at least in part,
by awareness of congressional attitudes that might affect long-term
budget shares. The Navy's participation is partially explicable in

similar terms.

After June 1950, the President abandoned his insistence that the
. AEC retain custody of nuclear weapons. He transferred & small number to
the personal custody of the Chief of Staff of the Air Forc; in April 1951.
Subsequen&ly, in Beptember 1952, he agreed that both non-nuclear and
nuclear components could be turnmed over to the military and stored not
only on carriers but at air bases abroad. The JCS welcomed the change
as providing "a degree of operational flexibility and military readiness . . .
considered 86 .
heretofore/unattainable.” Bad Truman not given indications from 1950
onward that he probably would not keep nuclear weapons forever out of the
hands of military commanders, officers in the Army, the Navy, TAC, and

perhaps even SAC might have placed much less emphasis on nuclearizing their

forces.

The factors critical to the nuclearization of D.5. forces were,
»
however, freeing-up of resources, a shared perception that there existed
a threat calling for some display of military strength, and the ripening

of a technology which could be adapted to this purpose.

Some individuals who might have gquestioned the wisdom.of this éhoice
did not do so0 becmuse of their ipclination to think in terms of the image
effects rather than possible operational use of military forces. The
military, most of whom did think more in utilitarian terms, were in the

position of having to plan how to fulfill a comuitment to defend any
151

 TOR-SECRET



TOE-SEERE].

or all of the frontiers of the “free world" against an enemy with
numerical superiority and internal lines of communications. In the
circumstances, especially given the fact that the new funds came so
suﬂdenly and that new financial restraints were imposed so scon afterward,
it is not clear that the Services had an alternative to heavier dependence

on puclear weaponry.

This turn, however, produced two major effects. First of all, it
made the United States much more.clearly the military competitor of the
Soviet Union. Earlier, the two states had been rival powers rather
than rival military powers. Now, the United States was arming with the
avowed object of demonstrating its capacity to defeat the Soviet Unign
if the Soviet Government sghould initiate a war. Secondly, it established
nuc lear firepower in American eyes as the primary gauge of competitive

military strength.
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CHAPTER V.,

FROM THE “NEW LOOK" TO SPUTNIK

The Eisenhower Administration

On 20 January 1953 Dwight D. Eisenhower succeeded Harry S. Truman
as President. A professional soldier, he had commanded Allied forces in
Europe in World War I1I, served as Army Chief of Staff from 1945 to 1948,
acted as Louls Johnson's chief advisor on the ,original FY 1951 budget,
and held the post of NATO commander in 1951-52. He brought to the presi-
dency considerable knowledge of the strategy and force posture that had
evolved since World War II, some comprehension of newer technologies,
personal acquaintance with many senior officers in the Servi;es, and ;n
understanding of--and no little cynicism about--the processes that pro-
duced the Services' force and funding requireﬁents. Eisenhower also
brought to the presidency two convictions that were often in sharp
conflict with one another. First, he believed profoundly that the
defense of Europe was vital to the security of the United States. He
had little tolerance for those in his party who espoused the "Fortress
America" concept. Second, he believed with at least equal fervor that
total govérnment spending had to be reduced; that lower taxes and a
balanced budget were essential to the nation's long-term health; and
that, as he often said, the United States would lose the Cold War

if it had to develop a controlled economy in order to wage it.

- #
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Surrounding the President were some strong and ocutspoken men whom
he respected not only for their judgment but for their past success
in the private sector of the economy: Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles, a Wall Street lawyer with formidable analytic and forensic
" gifts; Secretary of the Treasury George Humphrey, a forceful Ohio
banker virtually obsessed by a conviction that the country faced doom
if tax reductions and a balanced budget were not achieved quickly; and
Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson and his Deputy, Roger M. Kyes,
previously the chief executives of General Motors, the former a bluff,
shrewd man with a reputation for getting maximum production out of his
organization and the latter a manager known as a pitiless driver of men.

Encouraged by Humphrey, Eisenhower had the Budget Bureau direct
all departments to do everything possible to bring the FY 1954 budget
down to the level of expected tax revenues. In the Defense Department
Wilson and Kyes had meanwhile discovered to their surprise that
approximately $62 billion of previously appropriated funds would remain
unexpended as of the efid of fiscal year 1953. Kyes circulated a letter
proposing that, regardless of additional appropriations, actual ex-
penditures in fiscal year 1954 be kept below $41.2 billion. He made
tentative allocations of 36 percent for the Army (continued Korean War costs
included), 26 percent for the Navy, and 35 percent for the‘Air Forc;.
For fiscal year 1955 he proposed that expenditures fall to $34.6 billion,

38 percent for the Army (assuming the Korean War still to be in progress),

1
26.5 percent for the Navy, and 33.5 percent for the Air Force.



The Service responses in March were, to say the least..dlscouraging. The
Army declared that such a limit would mean virtually abandoning Japan
and reducing the NATO contribution to a token 2 divisions. The Navy
said it could maintain current strength but would have to stop most con-
struction and force modernization. The Air Force declared that it
would have to reduce to a state of virtual ineffectiveness all elements
except SAC. In particular, it would have to cut by more than half its
promised tactical air contribution to NATO. These replies came in the
form of letters from the Service SeCfEtafies’ who were all appointees of
the new President. They were followed by a memorandum from the JCS
asserting that such expenditure ceilings would entail unacceptable
military risks. In face of such advice, even so tough and skeptical a
man as Kyes felt obliged to back off. He and Wilson withdrew the pro-
jec&ed ceilings, substituting a general injunction to the Services to
keep spending within bounds.2

Turning instead to proposals for new appropriations, Wilson and Kyes
tried to find items in the Truman-Lovett budget that could be reduced.
Reviewing the huge carryover account and the Services' intended uses

-
for their funds, they concluded that significant sums earmarked for
Air Force aircraft procurement would probably not be used for years to
come. They concluded, in fact, that only 120 of the Air Force's
fiscal year

projected 143 wings could ?aterialize by / 1956. Hence, they decided
chiefly and related

to remove $5 billion/from the aircraft/procurement category in the
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proposed FY 1954 budget request for new funds and set 120 wings as
the near-term target for the Air Force. By this means, by imposing

new and lower personnel ceilings, by curtailing naval procurement
(and even with the inclusion in the regqular Defense budget of $2.0
billion which, under previous plans, would have been a FY 1954 sup-
plemental appropriation for Army expenses in Korea), Wilson and Kyes
were able to reduce what would have been a total Defense budget from
$41.3 billion to a proposed $36.2 billion.> |

The Administration action on Air Force funding provoked a strong
reaction by the Air Force Chief of Staff, Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenberg.
Reporters and columnists with Air force sources publicized Vandenberg's
fear that the Administration's zeal for economy would reduce the
nation's airﬁower below acceptable levels. When the revised Oefense
budget went to Congress in May 1953, Democrats in both Houses assailed
what they alleged to be the threatened impairment of America's nuclear
deterrent. Hearings and floor debate concentrated almost exclusively
on the question of Thether the reduced allocation for the Air Force
and the 120-wing goa! would provide sufficient strategic airpower. The
proposed budget survived amendments to restore some of the costs in the
Air Force budget only after Eisenhower personally vouched for the military
soundness of the Defense Department's recommendations. _On the other

items in the Defense budget, Congress strove to outdo the Administration

in economizing and, in particular, cut the Army by 5 percent.4
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Despite Vandenberg's public statements and the subsequent
controversy, the defense program embodied in the revised budget
remained substantially unchanged. The Administration conceded that
it had been able only to make alterations of the budget at the
margins. The “"year™of maximum danger" concept had already died.

The Eisenhower administration simply advertised its death and

L}

extended a stretch-dut already planned during the Truman adminis-
tration. Neilther Eisenhower nor Wilson nor Kyes denied this fact.
They promised, however, that their '"New Look" would result in
_ fiscal year

substantially different recommendations for / 1955 and beyond.

For aid with this ''New Look," the President appointed an
entirely new panel of chiefs of staff. To replace his old comrade,
General of the Army Omar N. Bradley, he named as Chairman of the JCS
Adm. Arthur W. Radford, a naval aviator who had been deeply
involved in the Navy campaign against the B-36 and who had

Command .

subsequently been Commander-in-Chief, Pacific / In this appointment

in particular, there seemed promise of a genuine "new look," not

e

only because of Radfgrd's past criticism of predominant reliance on
. -t

strategic ailrpower but also because of his prior preoccupation with

the Pacific and Asia as opposed to the Atlantic and Europe.

The President instructed the new Chiefs of Staff, in July 1953,
to undertake a comprehensive and searching review of America's
strategic needs. Tﬁgz_received this directive, moreover, at a
propitious time, Not-only was work just beginning on the FY 1955
budget, but more impdrtantly, the context for strategic planning

had just been altered in significant ways.
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The Soviet Union appeared to be entering a period of change. Stalin
had died in March 1953, and the collective leadership that succeeded
to power had surprised American Kremlinologists and intelligence analysts
by beginning almost immediately to signal po;sible new departures in
domestic and foreidn policy--a shift of resources toward greater produc-
tion of.consumer goods and a move toward reviving negotiations on issues
left over from the early postwar era.

Almost simultaneously, the Korean War came to an end. At the begin-
ning cf his Adﬁinistration, Eisenhower's dealings withvthe,holdover Jcs
*ad_been dominated by the question of how to bring about such a result.

The President had encouraged the Chiefs to recommend bold plansyzln May, he_had

endorsed in principle their proposal to use nuclear weapons-

i

o e - feven when he learned that they con-
.2 : . §

o~

-templéted u;iné 250 to 450 bombs;/‘indicating that he had not kept fuily
abreast of nuclear technology, he asked whether it was correct that 200 bombs
might wipe out civilization. He was given reassurance that AEC scientists
now believed it would take several thousand to produce such a calamity,
though'no one was certain. ° The new Soviet regime rescued the President
from having to test this uncertainty by acting as a go-between in revived
negotiations for an armistice, In July 1953 terms were agreed upon with
the Chinese and Koreans which had the effect of bringing armed conflict
to a halt.

In these cifcumstances, the new JCS could at least attempt a fresh

estimate of the Soviet threat and could consider future needs without
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having to take account of an actual limited war still in progress. By
the same token, they had to contemplate a future in which congressional
and public enthusiasm for preparedness might well diminish in the
absence of an ongoing war.

The new Chiefs started on their task by meeting together and,
without the aid of staff officers, sketching their notions as to the
force posture which the United States should slrive to achieve and
maintain. Acknowledging that their thoughts were provisional and subject
to change as they examined matters in de;ail, Radford summarized the

results on27 August 1953, at a meeting of the National Security Council.

The United States, said Radford, was militarily overextended., It
was developing large strategic forces. At the same time, it maintained
substantial general purpose forces in both Europe and Asia. It could
not maintain such a position for an extended peried, not only because
of high costs, which strained the domestic economy, but because of
excessive demands on the nation's pool of manpower. The existing
position could not long be sustained without a peacetime draft at levels
which the public might regard as unacceptable. Moreover, the overseas

. .

deployments of American forces made the United States dependent on host
countries whose long-term cooperativeness was uncertain.

Reversing the position he had taken during the B-36 controversy,
Radford now argued that the strategic forces wyere pivotal for American
security, The threat of nuclear orf thermonuclear attack on the Soviet

Union was, he said, the principal means by which the United States
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could deter not only a general war but localized probes like that in
Korea. The strategic nuclear forces therefore deserved first claim on
American resources.

Second in importance but closely allied, the admiral said, was
continental defense. In part, this involved protection of the strategic
forces so that they could strike a massive retaliatory blow even if the
Sovie;s staged a surprise attack. In part, it involved conservation of
a mobilization base sc that other forces could be assembled for later
stages of a war. (Radford had not swung altogether to the view that tﬁe
first phase of a nuclear war would be the decisive phase.) Noting that
the general subject of continental defense was under study by the NSC
staff, Radford observed that it might well entail new defense programs
in addition to those already under way.

In view of these priorities and of fiscal and manpower constraints,
Radford continued, the United States had no choice except to cut back
on general purpose forces. Numbers of military personnel should be
reduced. Significaftly smaller numbers of troops should be deployed
in Europe, Japan, and Korea. Emphasis should be placed on the mnbility
of those forces retained. Also, it should be made clear to any potential
enemy that 4f those forces were committed to battle, they would have and
use nuclear firepower. The position of the United Statés would t'hus be
one of dependence on a well-protected strafegic nuclear force, supple-
mented by small highly mobile contingents of nuclear-armed general

purpose forces.
160
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While the new Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Gen Nathan F.
Twining, seconded Radford's statement, the other two Chief; indicated
reservations. Adm. Robert B. Carney, successor to Adm. Willlam B. Fechteler
as Chief

/ of Naval Operations, cautioned that the proposed policy involved risks
which might, on closer study, appear unacceptable. Observing that air
forces could not stop a ground force attack, he urged "careful examina-
tion of the guestion whether we want to try to fight a war on the
overseas periphery--as remote as possible from the continental U.S5.--or
greatly reduce this peripheral defense." Gen Matthew B. Ridgway, .
the Chief of Staff of the Army, conceded doubt as to whether the
United States could afford to make preparation for pursuing several
different strategies, but, like Carney, he suggested that the current
choice might be to build lines of defense overseas rather than at
home. Further, he expressed doubt as to whether deterrence could be
achieved by strategic weaponry and airpower alone.

By and large, the civilians at the NSC meeting found Radford's
line of argument both persuasive and appealing. Despite Radford's
caution that monetary savings might not materialize before FY 1955,
if then, Humphrey expressed delight, terming Radford's report the best
thing that had happened since inauguration day. Kyes also voiced
approval. Though Ebserving that actual withdrawal of forces from overseas
stations might involve delicate diplomatic problems, Secretary of Staie

- 2

Dulles joined in the approbation. The Executive Secretary of the NSC
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summed up the reaction as favorable and said that he would now report

to the President, who was then in Colorado on vacation.

In fact, Eisenhower received not only this report but also one
given him in person by Secretary Dulles. Dulles reported to the NSC on
9 September that the President also reacted favorably but had serious mis-
givings about the political and psychological effects if kmerican forces in
Europe were prematurely reduced or withdrawn, Neverthe]ess, Eisenhower
approved Radford's recommendation that the NSC staff take the report as a
partial basis for drafting a set of general policy quidelines which the-

NSC could debate and possibly agree upon.?

The result was NSC 162/2, “Basic National Security Pb]icy," which
the NSC endorsed on 29 October 1953 and which the President approved the
next day. Attempting to reconcile diverse perspectives, including those
of Service staff officers who since August had had opportunity teo exert
more influence on the new members of the JCS, this paper made much less
sharp recommendations for new departures in policy. While it asserted
that American forces“'were overextended as currently deployed, it also ob-
served that any immediate reductions were out of the question because
of their possible effects on the morale of allies. The document called for
diplomatic efforts to persuade these allies that their security would be
best promoted if the United concentrated on having mobi]é general purpose

forces and massive retaliatory strategic forces. NSC 162/2 said that the

chief deterrent to Soviet aggression
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against Western Europe was ..the manifest determination of the United

States to use its atomic capability and massive retaliatory striking

" 1t also called for emphasis on "an...integrated and effective

power...
continental defense system; ready forces of the United States and its

allies suitably deployed and adequate to deter or initially to counter
aggression, and to discharge required initial tasks in the event of a

general war; and an adequate mobilization basea vena

The chief new departure embodied in NSC 162/2 came in a paragraph
which declared, "In the event of hostilities, the United States will
consider nuclear weapons to be as available for use as other munitions.”
Both the text of the document and the minutes of NSC debate iﬁdicated,:
however, that this statement of policy was not so clear-cut as it
appeared to be. Other sections of NSC 162/2 pointed out that America's
allies had objections to anv use of nuclear weapons and urged that at
least some of them be consulted before actual use occurred.

In sessions of the NSC, the President had declined to answer with a
flat affirmative a question as to whether he would authorize use of
nuclear weapons in event of a new flareup in Korea.9 He and others
appeared t% accept the stated doctrine on the grounds that another large-
scale limited war like that in Korea was highly unlikely; that any new war
would result from a Soviet initiative; and that the Soviets would probably
use nuclear weapons themselves, While the text of NSC 162/2 would be of

’

assistance to military leaders who sought to persuade a President to authorize
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nuclear bombardment, it did not quite guarantee that such authorization

would be forthcoming.

The Administration's FY 1955 budget, completed in the aftermath of
this policy review, reflected chiefly an acceleration of trends already
in progress. When the new JCS develcoped specific proposals, with all the
weight of past Service and joint staff work now bearing upon them, their
force posture recommendations were almost exactly the samg as those of
their predecessors. At the instance of the NSC, Wilson and Kyes insisted
on lower personnel ceilings. Even when the Chiefs accommodated themselves
to this demand, they asked for almost $6 billion more than the President-
and his civilian advisers wanted to allow them. Eisenhower and Wilson
firally imposed a '"mew look" in December with an order for still more
substantial personnel cutbacks. The Army bore the brunt of the withdrawal
of 2 divisiong from Korea and their deactivation.lO

Because of the evident temper of Congress as well as altered strategic
conceptions, the Administration subtracted least from the Air Force, which
was allowed a 137-wing program, though on condition that it could have only
120 wings by the end of fiscal year 1955. Within this budget, SAC was to
get nearly everything it asked for. While the Navy suffered reductions in
both ships and manpower, it could continue building super carriers and
actually increase its level of spending for carrier aircraft,

The Army, however, was given a 17-division instead of a 20-

division end-strength goal. The new appropriations for defense proposed
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to Congress by the President totalled $31 billion--36 percent for the
Air Force; 32 percent for the Navy; and less than 27 percent for the
Army. Congress lopped off approximately $1 billion, mostly again at

11
the expense of the Army.

The President and most Administration spokesmen

represented the FY 1955 budpet as embodying a radically different
strategy. Alluding guardedly to the altered doctrine on use of nuclear
weapons, Eisenhower spoke of "the full exploitation of air power and
modern weapons.'" 1In a celebrated speech;before the Council on Foreign
Relations, Secretary Dulles asserted that the United States would now
"depend primarily upon a great capacity to retaliate, instantly, by
means and at places of our choosing.'" He continued:

Now the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs

of Staff can shape our military establishment to fit

what is our policy, instead of having to try to be

ready to meet the enemy's many choices. This permits

a selecrion of military means instead of a multiplica~

tion of means. As a result, it is now possible to get,

and share, more basic security at less cost.
Wilson, Kyes, Radford, and Twining all argued on Capitel Hill that
the Administration had found the proper formula for achieving long-term

&
security at minimum cost. Though Carney and Ridgway voiced reservations,
they did so in muted tones. Efforts by a handful of Representatives
and Senators (notably, Hubert H. Humphrey of Minnesota and John F. Kennedy
of Massachusetts) to provide more money for the Army were handily defeated.

By and large, Congress and the country appeared to accept the "New Look”

as, in fact, new and, in general, acceptable.




-

N W Lo
fogem - -y
ST T T e S

In fact, even with the severe redudion imposed by Eisenhower
and his aides, the FY 1955 budget did not involve significant new
departures. It placed primary reliance on strategic offensive nuclear
forces., The cut in Army divisions from 20 to 17 followed from the
impositions of reduced personnel ceilings required by budget constraints.
The most that can be said is that the "New Look" budget’ stepped up the
tremd toward greater investment in nuclear forces and reduced investment
in general purpose forces. This process gave the;Air Force a distinct
lead over the other Services

Despite the testimony that they gave, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Services were not content with the budget they defended or with the
notion of accommodating themselves to ceilings based on Secretary
Humphrey's.principle that a balanced budget and lower taxes took
precedence over defense. The JCS used every occasion to combat this
principle and to argue that defense needs came first. Leaders of the
Army and the Navy were both intent on somehow reclaiming larger shares
of the budget, an{lmany Air Force officers, despite the favored position
of their Service, remained discontented with the spending 1imits im-
posed by the Administration. In all of the Services there was
genuine feeling that the Administration was prepared to sacrifice
security for the sake of economy, and that any opportunity shou}d be

seized if it offered promise of reversing these priorities. The
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oppertunities were to present themselves in the form of tgéhnological

advances by the Soviets,

Challenges to the "New Look”
In the midst of its efforts to advertise the "New Look"” as a

formula for long-term security, the Eisenhower administration confronted

a succession of international issues which raised questions about its
force planning.

Early in 1954, soon after the Presiderdt's budget message and
Secretary of State Dulles’s "massive retaliation” speech, a question
arose as to whether or not the United States should employ military
force in Southeast Asia in support of French efforts to retain control
of Indochina, Ever since 1946 the French had been at war with the
Viet Minh, a Communist-led force championing independence. Because
it seemed essential to do so if the French were simultaneously to
build up their military establishment at home and contribute to the
collective defense of Europe, the American government had, without
much enthusiasm, supplied money and arms for the campaigns in Indoe
china, OffIcials of the Truman administration, and Eisenhower as
NATO commander, had meanwhile exhorted the French to grant the colony
self-government and thus encourage a non-Communist nationalist move-
ment. In response, the French had made grudging changes which were
largely superficial.Viet Minh strength had steadily risen, and now

the French seemed in danger of losing at least the entire northern
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part of the colon,. Majcr elements of the French Army wqré surrounded
and under siege in the fortress of Dienbienphu. Although officials
in Paris and French generals in Indochina wvoiced optimism about the
ultimate outcome, they were suggesting as early as December 1953 that
the United States lend overt aid at least in the form of air strikes
against Viet Minh artillery positions. '

Eisenhower's initial reaction was strongly adverse. He felt
that any intervention would require ground troopé, and he said that he
was opposed in any and all circumstances to committing ground troops
in mainland Southeast Asia. At this juncture, no one in the Administration

other than JCS Chairman Radford spoke up even for providing air
support. By the spring of 1954, however, it had become evident that the
force at Dienbienphu was in a desperate condition. For a time, the
JCS gave serious congideration to possible means for intervening,
including use of nuclear weapons against Viet Minh strongholds.
Secretary of State Dulles,who had originally taken the position that
unilateral American intervention was out of the question, began instead
to say that, if D;enbienphu fell, the consequences might be intolerable,
All of Southeast Asia might be taken by Communists,and the United States
might be seen as having shown lack of will, Vice President Richard

M. Nixon leaned toward action of some kind. l'zl'he President himself

remained opposed to unilateral intervention.




There was, however, no decision for intervention. The JCS remained
divided, with Army Chief of Staff Matthew B. Ridgway particularly
vehement in arguing that air support alone would be inadequate. Congres-
sional leaders indicated that they could support intervention only 1if
the French conceded independence to the colony and if the United States
acted in concert with other allies besides France. Neither of these
conditions could be fulfilled before May 7 when Dienbienphu surrendered.

In subsequent diplomatic negotiations, Indochina was partitioned,
with the French departing, the Communists gssuming control of North
Vietnam, and independent non-Communist regimes taking form in South

Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos. In September 1954 a treaty was signed

at Manila, binding the United States, Britain, Australlia, New Zealand,

the Philippines, Pakistan, and Thailand as membe?s of the Southeast Asia
Treaty Organization to concert measures for defense of Southeast Asia.

In contrast to the North Atlantic Treaty, this pact was vague as to the
actual mutual defense cobligations of the signers. It was vaguer still
with regard to what they would do to defend the nonsignatory governments
of South Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos. Nevertheless, this treaty committed
the United States in indefinite fashion to éoncern itself should there be
an attack upon or a serious effort to subvert non-Communist regimes in

Southeast Asia.

Not long afterward, the United States accepted a more precise

engagement to defend the Chinese Nationalist government on Taiwan,

Before, during, and after the presidential campaign of 1952, various
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political figures, mostly in the Republican party, had asssiled the
Truman administration for taking the stand that the United States

would patrol the Taiwan Straits to prevent either Chinese government
from attacking the other. There was much talk about 'unleashing"

Chiang Kai-shek to reclaim the mainland. The Eisenhower administration
early announced that its objective would be only to prevent the

Communists from attacking the Nationalists. Partly further to gratify
the admirers of Chiang in the United States, parely to exert influence
so that Chiang would embark on no foolhardy adventures, partly to secure
a base, and partly to guarantee Taiwan's aid in the event of war, the
Administration took the added step of negotiating with the Nationalists
a mutual defense treaty.

At the end of 1954, when treaty discussions were in the final stages,
Communist Chinese began to shell various offshore islands garrisoned
by Nationalists. While the Nationalists relinquished the Tachens in
the northern sector of the Taiwan Straits, they declined to give up
the Quemoy and Matsu islands in Amoy harbor. Communist bombardment
of these islands 4ntensified after the American-Nationalist mutual
defense treaty came into effect, and the Admipistration faced the
question of what, if anything, to do should the Communists attempt to
invade and seize these Nationalist outposts, The question remained
unresolved. The President and Secretary of State declared that their
course would depend on whether or not they interpreted the Communist

action as preliminary to an attack on Taiwan itself. Military planners

he



meanwhile considered options for possible naval and air action,
including nuclear strikes against targets on the.Chinese mainland.
The Communists, however, made no attempt to seize the islands and in
time cut back on the scale of their artillery bombardment. 13

Neither in Indochina nor in the Taiwan Straits did the United States
resort to military actien. There was thus no practical test of how
well American forces could have performed. The fact that in both
instances JCS thinking included an. airborne delivery of nuclear weapons
might have suggested, however, that the nation's force posture was not
particularly tailored to such contingencies.

_ Other events of the period further highlighted the fact that
American forces could not be designed for all situations that
were realistically foreseeable. Concern had arisen in 1953 lest the
premier of Iran, Mohammed Mossadeq, ally with Communists and make his
oil-rich country a voluntary satellité‘of Moscow. 1In retrospect, the
likelihood of such an alliance or of such a result, even if the

alliance did take form, appears to have been exaggerated. 1In any '

event.;-ontribq:ed to Mossadeq's overthrow

and the installation of a resolutely anti-Communist government. In

lQS@-_ﬁverturned a government in Guatemala which

wasﬁthought prepared to let the country become a base for Communist
subversive activity in the Americas. In neither instance did overt

military intervention ever become a subject for serious plamning.
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Administration would have had to consider what appropriate military

action it could take with forces that were becoming more heavily

e /

Major problems also faced the United States in determining what

nuclearized.,

might be an adequate and effective mixture of forces for contingencies
in Europe. 1953 passed with France still failing to agree to creation
of the proposed European Defense Community, and this despite Secretary
Dulles's open warning that, if EDC did not materialize,

the United States would have to make an "agonizing reappraisal" of its
commitment to defend Europe. 1In 1954 the French parliament rejected the
plan. For a ctime, officials in Washington debated whether to formulate
plans that éounced France a neutral rather than an ally. The

French, however, brought themselves to accept a somewhat different
scheme wﬁich had the practical effect of permitting 12 West German
divisions to be formed as part of the NATO defense force.

This development brought with it some promise that the original goal
of NATO might be attained, i.e,, to make Europe defensible against an
attack by the Red Army. Increasingly, however,the American contingent
was taking a shape that made it less suited for such a purpose. On the
one hand, strategists in Washington were openly talking of the NATO
force as a "trip wire" or "plate glass wall,”" the function of which was

not to hold a line but merely, by being attacked, to trigger a strategic




nuclear offensive against the Soviet homeland. On.the other hand,
American commanders, including-t&ose with NATO hats, ueré making
arrangements for wholesale ta;tical use of nuclear weapons, creating
a vision of a campaign that could leave much of Europe a

radiocactive desert.

The European allies made known to Washington their concern about
these tendencies. Secretary Dulles reported thedr desire for assurances
that the President would not authorize use of nuclear weapons without
their consent. When the American governmeht responded that it respected
their wishes but could not so completely constrain itself, the allies
began to press for arrangements which would ensure that they had a
voice and, if possible, veto over any use of nuclear weapons. 1In
Washington, there was a tendency to interpret thése initiatives as
indicating that the allies were becoming reconciled to the idea that
nuclear weapons would be used, and this interpretation was not wholly
without foundation, for many British and European military officers
did gravitate to the view that no distinction should be made between
conventional and nuclear ordnance. By and large, however, leaders
in the NATO.capitals were seeking some means of preventing use of
nuclear weapons within the European theater., As they became more
and more nuclearized, American ground, air, and naval forces thus
became less and less suited for the kind of war which Allied leaders

preferred . ’
to fight if the Russians actually attacked.
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For this and many other reasons, increasing friction developed
between the United States and some of its NATO partners-;

the British, the Belgians, the Dutch, and especially the French.
In each case, it was exacerbated by open American criticism of European
colonialism and by American dealings outside of Europe with factions
and governments hostile to the imperial policies of Eu;opean states.
The-rextent of strain was to become fully manifest in 1956, when the
United States wooed an Egyptian government that gad seized the Suez
Canal, the French and British and IsraeliSsurprised Washington by
suddenly staging a military attack on Egypt, and the United States
compelled them to halt by forcing a cease-fire resolution through the
United Nations,

Through the preceding years, the relationship between the
United States and its European allies had gradually undergone a pro-
found change. In the period of the Marshall Plan and the North
Atlantic Treaty and even the early Korean War through 1951 and 1952, the
American governmenf had acted as a backer of Western Europe, offering,
in effect, to do what it could to help the Europeans achieve what they
wanted to achieve--recovery, security, etc. Sometime in the early
19502, the United States became instead a leader, cajoling, exhorting,

ven
and/bullying the Eurcpeans to do what the American government cenceived

to be in their best interest and, more broadly, in the best interest

of the "free world"--spend more on defense, achieve a greater degree
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of unity, both military and economic, come to terms with nationalism
in the less developed world, and take part in containing communism,
wherever it threatened to expand.

By the mid-1950s, the United States had assumed an altered
and much larger role in world affairs. With varying degrees of explic-
itness, it had assumed commitments in all parts of the globe, and it
was confronting the presumed Communist bloc as leader and protector
of virtually all states and territories not already under Communist
governments,

That the United States had taken on Such a role and that its
military forces might not be adequate or well-suited for the
wide variety of contingencies this role could entail seems somewhat
more obvious in retrospect than at the time, but it did not go
unnoticed by contemporaries.

Some senior Army officers began to question not only the general
trends in defense policy but those within their own Service. Having
been MacArthur's successor in Korea, Ceneral Ridgway had recent
experience of a war in which the nuclear arsenal was not used.

He had found the accuracy of tactical bombing in support of ground
troops su;h as to raise questions about whose forces would have

been destroyed if nuclear weapons had been used, and strategic
bombing, in the form of raids on North Korean dams and hydroelectric

plants, though admittedly waged with conventional ordnance and in

- -
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an industrially backward country, had not seemed impress;vély effective.
in July 1953

Hardly had Ridgwz;" come back to Washington as Chief of Staff/when
he confronted the problem of Indochina.  In contrast to his colleagues
in the JCS and some of his own staff, he remained wholly unconvinced
that airpower and nuclear weaponry could prove decisive in a theater
which, after all, bore some resemblance to the one in which he had
just fought a war. He was equally unconvinced: that available weaponry
was suitable for the task of holding the Chinese of fshore islands,
and he sensed from discussions with Europeans some of the problems
latent in ground force planning that assumed nuclear fire support.14

All the while, Ridgway was experiencing the pressures for economy
which, given the rationale for the "New Look," pinched the Army more
severely thah the other Services. He was compelled to accept the 2C-

. fiscal wear
percent cut in programmed manpower for / 1955. In the last stages of
preparing the FY 1956 budget, he was told that there would have to be
another cut of almost equal size and that Army end-strength in manpower
would be fixed in the neighborhood of one million. Though Eisenhower
. in December 195k
allowed him to appear in person before the NSC/to protest these cuts,
15

his words had no effect.

When Ridyway went to Capitol Hill in the early part of 1955 teo
testify on the Army budget, he came close to voicing protest not only

against the specific manpower reductions but against the whole theory

that the policies of the United States could be adequately supported
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by armed forces shaped to the "New Look." His actual langyége was

suf ficiently guarded to protect against a charge of launching a ''generals’
revolt,” but his meaning could be understood. Probably, too, there occurred
private exchanges between Army officers and potentially sympathetic
Representatives and Senators. The thesis implicit in Ridgway's testimony
was picked up by a few of the latter in speeches on the floor. The only
tangible result, however, was congressional action adding to the manpower

of the Marine Corps and the capability of the Navy to land troops on a

16
hostile shore.

Ridgway was not wholly alone in the Administration. Another Army
officer, Brig. Gen. Charles 3onesteel, JII, served as a representative of the
Secretary of Defense on various NSC boards. In QOctober 195&, he circulated
to others in the Office of the Secretary of Defense a memorandum raising
the basic question of whether wisdom and prudence did not dictate a force
posture that Qould give the President the option of fighting a war without
resort to nuclear weapons. His colleagues told him sharply that the
matter had been decided and that the nation simply could not afford such
an option.

Befor;.retiring as Chief of Staff at the end of June 1955, Ridgway

wrote a long letter to the Secretary of Defense, protesting the drift

18
of U.5. defense policy. This, too, produced no effect By the time

the FY 1957 budget went to Congress in early 1956, Ridgway had retired.

’

As a private citizen, he became an outspoken critic, writing magazine
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articles and a book attacking the "New Look," the prierity assigned

to strategic forces, and the degree of reliance on nuclear weaponry. His
successor as Chief of Staff, Gen. Maxwell Taylor, meanwhile testified
to similar effect on Capitol Hill, He went so far as to lay out some
specifics of Army staff thinking as to a more suitable foFce posture--

an increase from 17 to 28 divisions, a substantial increase

in sto;ks of conventional ordnance and artillery, including guided missiles,
and increases in airlift and sealift capability. Although Ridgway and
Taylor both made the point that even a war in Europe need not necessariiy
entail all-out nuclear exchange, neither man voiced doubt about prevailing
notions on the size of the Red Army or quarreled with the concept of
relying on nuclear firepower in Europe to compensate for inferiority in
numbers. The basis of their plea was chiefly an argument that the armed
forces should be designed for a variety of contingencies, among which
all-out nuclear war was only one.

Ridgway, Taylor, and other Army officers taking their line found some
sympathizers in Congmess and among the attentive public. Despite
Eisenhower's own popularity, the.Democratic opposition had won control
of Congress in the 1954 elections. Democrats were eagerly in search of
issues for the congressional and presidential election of 1956. Moreover,
large numbers of joumalists, columnists, academics,and ofhers inté}ested in

international affairs were opposed not only to the Republican

leadership in Congress and members of the Cabinet but tp the President
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himself. Attacks on his defense policy from officers in hig own Service
should have seemed made to order for the purposes of partisan Democrats
and other opponents of the.Administration.

The issues raised by'x}my officers did not, however, receive the

attention they might have received, for Air Force officers simultaneously

broached other issues which had greater appeal for politicisns and
members of the public., These were the issues for which the catchwords

were, first, "bomber gap" and, somewhat later, "missile gap."

The "Bomber Gap'

Up to 1949 the Government had devoted little study to possible
Soviet nuclear capabilities. There was general recognition that the
question was important. When the Central Intelligence Group was estab-
lished by the President in 1946, it had a specific mandate to investigate
foreign development of nuclear weapons. Lacking capability to do so,
this group in 1947 transferred the task to the Army Air Forces. In 1948

the newly independent Air Force asked for $40-45 million with which to

T

———

develop a surveillance netubrk. In the spring of 1949 the JCS labeled
the endeavor one of "major' but not"critical” importance, and the Defense
Department Research and Development Board planned to allocate less than

$20 million for the purpose. Before a decision was made, air sampling

turned up indications of -the Soviet test of August 1849. Thereafter,

——

the Air Force received almost everythinﬁ it asked for the purpose
more than 10

and by the end of 1953 had/ stations around the globe, collecting
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data of various kinds which permitted relatively confident jﬁdgmen:s not
only on the occurrence of each Soviet test but on its approximate location,
the position of the burst, and the yield of the weapon.

Once knowledge about the Soviet nuclear program came to be urgently
sought, importance also became attached to information about Soviet pro-
‘duction of fissionable material. In January 1§50 the JCS pronounceﬁ this

a "primary" intelligence objective. In the aftermath of the surprise
attack on Korea, concern about a possible "nuclear Pearl Harbor" also
came to be widely voiced. In response, the JCS set as a high priority
objectiﬁe for the intelligence services the acquisition of information

about Soviet strategic delivery systems.

Although the Army had a role in continental air defense, it

was the Air Force that undertook this high priority intelligence mission.

p—

were mined for evidence
;;ncernigg Soviet aircraft production and the characteristics, movements,
and locatioﬁ of Soviet bombers. Germans, especially engineers, returning
from the Soviet Union were interrogated on these subjects. In addition,
of course, information was soﬁght about Soviet gtrategic defensive
systems. By 1953 Air Force Intelligence was beginning to accumulate
material relating to Soviet research on missiles, inclugiﬁg not only
surface-to-air but surface-to-surface weapons.20

Air Force Intelligence and a relatively autonomous intelligence

organization at SAC headquarters had an independent interest in data

TOPSNRET



on the Soviet Union to be used for targeting purposes. The-new emergency
war plan adopted just after the cpening of the Korean conflict had
specified that first priority in an American strategic offensive should

go to neutralizing the Soviet strategic threat to the United States.'

The targets division of Air Force Intelligence contained officers and

civilians who favored counterforce targeting as opposed to area bombing.
They made strenuous efforts to locate airfields and other suitable targets,
and they, too, were relatively successful. One of the civilians testified
that the division had by May 1953 identified targets for 2000 atomic bombs.

To supplement iufofmation from these sources, the Air Force made
some efforts at aerial reconnaissance. The precise extent of these efforts
is unclear. One veteran Air Force intelligence officer asserts that a
secret program of overflights was autﬁofized by LeMay ;nd the Chief of
Staff, with approval from the Secretary of Defense and the President.
He says that several hundred reconnaissance missions were-flown over

in the early 1950s.

Soviet territory/ No documentary evidence of such a program has come

to light. General LeMay, when questioned, mentioned only one episode

in which reconnaiséance aircraft were mixed with others in a scramble
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over Vladivostoky No o:hgr person interviewed on this subject recalled
seeing in the early 1950s aerial photographs which were clearly neither
from German files nor results of slant photography by U.S. or British
planes flying along Soviet or East European borders, nor did anyone
recollect sensing that any SAC or Air Force intelligence officers
possessed information not available to other'fully cleared members of

. the intelligence community. & Further, although the Soviets loudly

rrotested flights near their borders and shot down several Air Force

and Navy planes alleged to have trespassed on the edges of their air space,

théy did not make more sweeping charges.

An East German book‘on Western aerial espionage, possibly inspired by the
Soviet KGB, mentions only incidents that were subjects of protest at the

time, 2 One has to conclude that, if the United States conducted large-
scale aerial reconnaissance over the S;viet Union in the early 1950s,

it enjoyed extraordinary and continuing success in preserving the secrecy
of the operation.

Alr Force Intelligence did, however, lead the nascent intelligence
community in collecting and analyzing information about Soviet military
capabilities. Though the CIA had a Scientific and Technical Group
which assembled data on Soviet nucleér physics research, it was generally
understood when the intelligence community took form after 1947.that
assessﬁent of Soviet military strength would be done by the armed

: Nevertheless, a
Services. / significant independent capability for estimating Soviet




military forces developed G;;hin CIA. 1In its Office of Scieﬁce and
Technology, some analysts became exﬁerts on the Soviet aircraft industry.
In some instances, they were technicians who had previously worked for ..
American aircraft companies. One of their basic techniques was to study
the operations of those companies and then to pilece together fragments
of intelligence for the Soviet Union on the assumption that there were
basic similarities. At the same time, economic analysts in CIA's Office
of Research and Reports developed data about resource constraints affecting
Soviet defense production--raw materials, transportation, machine tools,
skilled manpower, etc. John Foster Dulles's brother, Allen Dulles, who
in 1953,

became Director of Central Intelligence/insisted, however, on preserving the
rule that military estimates should come from the Services. Since the Air
Force was the Servicefzzzgli—1nteres:ed in Soviet strategic forces,
this meant that the Air Force had the lsad role in preparing estimates of
thosg forces.

Given the new bpdget stringeggy,_ﬂir Force officers had incen-

tives for erring, if at all, on the high side rather than the low side.

It ié‘reportgd_that a8 study undertaken in 1953, code-named ARCTIC

YOKE  concluded that the Soviet long range air force could use its
Arctic bases only 6 _weéks in the fall and 6 weeks in the spring and,
" ®ven 1f the Soviets staged an attack during one of these two pericds,

not mere than 1 percent of their bombers would get through., A decision
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the results of this study.

In the early 1950s, the air attaché in Moscow had begun reporting
indications that the Soviets were not satisfied with the TU -4 @ull),
the copy of the B-29 which was the standard bomber in the long range air
force. The attaché sent back a photograph of a Bull modified to be
powered by turboprop engines. In 1953 he sent another photograph which
was too fuzzy to be of much use. Only much later did interpreters in
Washington appreciate that it showed a prototype of a wholly new all-jet

4eengine bomber, the Hyéfh-(Bison)?T

Through the winter of 1953-54 most American officials and outside
students of military affairs assumed that the Soviets lagged weli behind
the United States in design and production of long-range aircraft. The:
were aware of Soviet success in developing jet fighters, especially the
MIG-15, which had performed well in Korea, and they had learmed late

"1in 1953 of an all-jet medium bomber, the TU-16 Badger ), which had
reached the stage of flight testing. Most intelligence officers assumed
that the Soviets would probably develop a relatively slow long-range
bomber akin to the B-36. Even though the results of the Air Force ARCTIC
YOKE study were not widely known and even though the authors of
National Intelligence Estimates estimated that the Soviets could
get up to 850 Bulls over targets in the United States if they

flew them from all conceivable forward bases and if they either -
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dispatched the planes on one-way missions or equipped them for refueling,
few analysts actually thought that the Soviets had or soon would have
a real capability for large-scale intercontinental strategic warfare.28

The chief warning came from the Air:Force, whose Chief or Staff
informed an NSC meeting in February 1954 that the Soviets might be
developing a bomber with characteristics somewhere between the B-47 and
B-52. Citing the difficulties which American manufacturers had encountered
" in producing such an advanced plane, the President commented that he
thought such a development uner]y.29

Then in April 1954 the Soviets put on display a model of their new
Bison. The Director of Central Intelligence had to concede the Soviets
were making more rapid progress in bombers than most intelligence officers
had anticipated. The JCS circulated a memorandum saying that this new
evidence concerning the potential Soviet strategic threat argued for an
upward revision in the Aﬁerican defense budget. OQOutside of the Air Force,
however, most intelligence officers believed the Bison to be still in
the prototype stage and years away from actual series production.30

On May Day, 1955,the Soviets put in the air over Moscow not only
several Bisons but also several models of the large turboprop TU-95 (Bear),
which had not theretofore been sighted at all. This "fly-by" seemed to
indicate that the Soviet Unijon was now engaged in full production of new,
long-range bombers. Vhile the Bison was thought by American aircraft

specialists to lack the range for unrefueled intercontinental missions,

the Bear was judged to be a genuine intercontinental bomber.
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There developed a controversy between Air Force Intelliéenéeuand
the CIA over numbers of Bisons and Bears which the Soviets were likely
to produce. Air Force analystg took the view that the Soviets could
force the pace of production, as in fact they had done with Bulls. Citing

problems encountered by American manufacturers, constraints on factory

space, and other claims on Soviet resources, CIA analysts ;redicted

lower levels of output, particularly of the Bear. Bgcause of Allen Dulles's
'view that the military Services should lead in evaluating intelligence,
National Intelligence Estimates after May 1955 incorporated the Air Force
forecast that, within 3 years, the Soviet Union would have 350 Bisons
and 250 Rears and could launch a.surprise attack in which 380 of these
_ minus combat losses,

bombers/would reach targets in the United States. (In actuality, the
numbers in 1958 were to be 50 and 105.)3'1
Despite Allen Dulles'sattitude, doubts about these numbers felt by

CIA analysts were communicated to other people in the government. Faced
with urgings from the Air Fogss that B-52 procurement be accelerated and
other spending approvgd to stxengthen SAC, Secretary of Defense Wils;n
responded that he did not believe a real Soviet strategic threat would
materialize before 1960 at tﬁ:_earliest. COnsiskent with the princypies
of the "New Look,”" Wilson allocated to the Air Force much , the lﬁiﬁﬁﬁfﬂ“
share of the proposed FY 1957 budget (46 percent)f but he insisted’that
the budget total not exceed 535_b11110n. 32

In the circumstances, and with the President firmly backing Wilson,

Air Porce officers decided to make an appeal to Congress and the public.
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LeMay felt passionately that the United States should maintain a long
lead in strateglc offensive forces, and the Administration fad already
angered him by slowing down procurement of B-52s and trimming alloca-
tions to SAC in order to transfer resources to missilé research and
continental defense. Many Alr Force officers shﬁfed his attitudes.
Others saw in possible congressional and public alarm over the Soviet
threat & means for 1ﬁcreasing the total Service budget with benefit to
other elements besides SAC. : ' ,

Journaligte, such as the brothers Joseph and Stewart Alsop, with
sources high in the Air Force, began to write of a prospective "bomber
gap"--an approaching period when the Soviet Union would have more
intercontinental bombers than the United States. This theme was teken
up by some academlies. It was then played with force by Alr Force
vitnesses, including LeMay, during congressional hearings on the
FY 1957 budget early in 1956.

To Democratic politicisns and others disposed to eriticize the
Administration, allegations of a "bomber gap” had much more appeal
than dld the issues reised by Ridgway, Taylor, and other Army officers.
The publig could more easily understand and respond to warnings that
its safety was in danger. The obvious remedies entailed.more&: =~-
production and more Jobs anq not unpalatable recourses such as
reinstitution of conseription.

In debate in the House, a few members called for amendments to

increase general purpose forces, but more was heard of need to
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increase allocation for strategic bombers. In the Senate, the latter

wes almost the only theme sounded. Semator Stuart Symingtdn, a former
Secretary of the Alr Force and sn aspirant for the Democratic presiden-
tial nomination, assumed the lesd, and others ambitious for higher

office echoed his words. The Senate agreed to create a special committee
under Symington's chairmanship to investigate the state of American air.
power. Predictably, its Democratic majority reported th;t the Admini-
stration was being dangerously niggardly toward SAC.33

The House and Senate ended up voting $900 million more for the
Alr Force than the Administration had requested--$800 million for
procuring airersft, particularly B-52s, and $100 million for research
and development, chiefly for missiles. HNothing wes added to the budget
for the Army or Navy. Indeed, $100 million was cut fram the Army budget
and $50 million from the Navy budget.

The Army persisted for a time 1n.question1ng the doctrine underlying
force posture plans. On 24 May 1956, General Teylor went to the White
House to make, in éffect, a final appesl to the President. He argued
that by 1960 the Soyiet Union would have enough thermonuclear bombs to
create a condition of mutual deterrence. Iooking toward such a condition,
he pleaded, the United States should prepare for a war to be fought with
conventional ordnence. Eisenhower, however, gave him no encouragement.
At the outset of amy war with the Unlted States, he inmsisted, the Soviets
would use nuclear and thermonuclear weapons for a surprise attack, and
the United States would have to retaliate. He discounted the possibility

of any lesser war, saying that he could not envision a case in which the
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United States would commit more than a few battalions of ground troops.
Even in such a case, Eisenhover said, he assumed that tactical nuclear
veapons would be used. Taylor was told to reconcile himself to the
fact that the Army no longer had & leading role in war planning.3A

One buttress for Taylor's position collapsed soon afterward. Since
most of the NATO governments found it politically impossible even to
fulfill their exdesting commitments 1o the standing force, let alone
increase them, and since the American governmeit made acceptance of its
doctrines a virtuzl precondition for military and economic aid, the
NATO defense ministers agreed in principfe both to the "plate glass wall"
conception of the NATO standing force and to plenning based on an assump-
tion that tacticael nuclesr weapons would be employed.

In the circumstances, leaders in the Army altered their tactles.
They ceased to ralse questions about use of nuclear weapons. Indeed,
Ta&lor proclaimed that American divisions would henceforth have a
"pentomic" organization, with nuclear artillery integral to each. The
only issue which Army officers continued to press concerned possible
preparation for small-scale wars outside of FEurope.

During all this time, paval officers took little or no part in the
debate. élthin the Service, the trend in thinking was samewhat like
thet in the Army. Indeed, Navy planning seemed to concentrate less and
less on the contingency of a nuclear war with the Soviet Union. 1In
July 1955 the Service officlally abandoned the principle that all or
almost all carrier aircraft should be fitted to deliver nuclear

wveapons. The Chief of Naval Operations limited to six the types of
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fighters to be s0 equipped. The surface Ravy's capabllity for nuclear
warfare was still to be substantial, based on a projected tbtal of more
than 800 A4D, AD. A3D, and F3H fighter bombers, but the carrier fleet
was to be prepared primarily for missions other than strategic bombing
and was to be prepared also to fight wars in which there was' no resort
to nuclear weapons. The assumption at the upper level of the Navy
was that, 1f the Service's role in strategic warfare erp&nded, it
would be through growth of the nuclear sulmarine force and development
of submarine-launched ballistic missiles. > |
The Navy stayed out of the debates of 1955 -56 Dbecause naval
officers had no incentive to be openly critical of the Administration's
force posture plans. The budget trimming associated with the "New Laok"

did not affect the Service's primary interests. The construction of

supercarriers and tbe modernization of Midway.and Essex-class carriers

was oot to be interruptéd. New types of carrier asircraft were to be
acquired Just about ms soon as they could be produced. Ruclear submarine
construction was to proceed on schedule, and there were to be adequate
funds for research oo missiles. Reductions in funds and personnel
could be absorbed chiefly through cutting back on the amphibious fleet,
trooplift capability, and antisubmarine werfare forces, none

of primary concern to the Service's leaders. Remembering the
results of the admirals' revolt, moreover, paval officers felt a-
positive incentive to avoid entering into renewed doctrinal debate with
the Alr Force. BHence, the Ravy did almost nothing to promote questlioning
of the strategy to which the Adminietration and the Congress appeared

t¢ be committed.
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The mold remained fixed. For fiscal year 1958, the Administration
proposed new appropriations of $36.1 billion, but Eisenhower and
Treasyry Secretary Humphrey said publicly that they thought this total
included some fat. Thus encouraged, Congress made reductions that
brought the total to $33.7 billion. Nearly all the trimming came at
the expense of nonnuclear general purpose forces,

With the Navy silent, the Army had been unable effectively to
challenge the policy of placing chief reliance on strategic nuclear
forces. MWithin the Administration, in Congress, and among the informed
public during 1955-57, the allegation of-a "bomber gap" focused con-
gressional or public debate on the relative standing of the United States
and the Soviet Union in strategic nuclear offensive forces. It turned
attention away from the question of whether predominant emphasis on such
forces produced a defense posture suited to the foreign policies to which
thé United S;ates had become committed. Meanwhile, missile technology
continued to progress, bringing ever closer a day when the United States
might face obliteration, regardless of the level of its own capabilities

for destroying other societies.

«The Advent of Strategic Offensive Missi1e536

When the Eisenhower administration took office, the research on
quided missiles funded after June 1950 was beginning to promise fruit.
The Navy was on the verge of actually deploying the 500-mile range,
aerodynamic REGULUS on board a submarine. Thé Army was well along in
work on the 200-mile-range REDSTONE, a highly mobile surface-to-surface

missile. The Air Force had in progress a MATADOR cruise missile
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of about the same range, the serodynamic RASCAL designed for air launch,
end three intercontinental missiles: the subsonic SNARK and supersonic
RAVAHRO, both merodynamic, and the ballistic ATLAS. Among Air Force
officers directing missile research, the three were regarded as sequen-
tial--the SNARK to come on linme in 1953, the RAVAHO to succeed it

around 1959, and the ATLAS to materislize in the mid-1960s. Tests of
SNARK prototypes in 1952 had, however, had mixed results. The potential
delivery date for operationsl missiles had slipped to late 1955 and was
5111l moving. The NAVAHC program was also having tréuble, and the
ATLAS was 51111 at an early stage of design.

Prospects for any long-range missile remained doubtful. 1In '

1945, an Afmy Air Forces Scientific Advisory Group under the chairmanshir of
Ir. Theodore von Karman hed questioned whether an intercontinental ballistic
missile would éver prove feesible. Trough many specific doubts of that
earlier period hed since‘been allayed, there were gtill no guldance

systems able to ensure high accuracy even to misslles of shorter range.
While the AEC had demonstrated ability to produce fission warheads

wvhich could be married to missiles, it seemed to be a long way from
producing appropriate‘;hermonuclear warheads, the explosive power of

which could compensate for shortcomings in accuracy. The missiles of
aerodynamic design were limited in speed. While ballistic missiles

could travel at very high speeds, it seemed questionable that amy .
warhead they carried could actually go into space and return to the
atmosphere witbout being destroyed by friction and heat. A committee

headed by Dr. Clark Millikan of the California Institute of Technology
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reviewed the evidence during 1952 and concluded that very-long-range

missiles were feasible but that they should be expected to achieve
accuracies measurable in miles rather than feet and that nc ambitious
development effort should be undertaken until many technical problems

4

had been overcome.
-—
Although missile programs still involved relatively small sums,

they naturally came under scrutiny during the period of the "New Look."

7-

Partly for budgetary reasons, partly because of®Air Force objections
¥o possible competition with its own missions, the Army was told by
the Secretary of Defense that it could not adapt REGULUS missiles to
its purposes. Apparently after discussion of programs at an Arme&
Forces Policy Council meeFing and some pressure from 0SD, the Air
Force cut its guided missile programs from $485.5 million to $385.4
million for fiscal year 1953 and revised its fiscal year 1954 program--
downward to $271.8 million.

No doubt there existed among some Air Force elements doubt about
the future role of guided missiles. The leaders in the Service were
pilots, naturally skepttcal about unmanned aircraft. Because of fear
that a manned bomber Egﬁid not drop a thermonuclear device and get away
safely, the heads of SAC and the Air Research and Development Command
had embarked on a seri;us effort to develop drones for such missions.
As soon as they learned that their fear was baseless, however, they had
abandoned that enterp;ife.Ba When paring the budgét for figcal year 1953
and fiscal year 1954, ThE heads of the Service were prepared to eliminate

—

the SNARK altogether rather than pursue attempts to improve its faulty

guidance system.
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Among missiles earmarked for continued inyestment were ones complementary
to bombers--the air-launched RASCAL and a new air-launched CROSSBOW
specially designed to strike against enemy radar. Given the more than
250 men assigned to the project at Qak Ridge, the nuclear-powered
manned bomber seemed still to have a high development priority in
compet{tion with surface-based missﬂes.39

Just as the "Mew Look," combined with lack of high-level interest in
the Air Force, seemed likely to stall missile programs, however, two
important technological developments intervened. The first had actually
occurred in 1952. Dr. H. Julian Allen of the Ames Laboratory of the
National Advisory Committee on Aeronautics came up with the "blunt nose"
principle which offered hope of solving the reentry problem for warheads
on high-flying ballistic missiles. Secondly, and with more immediate
impact, the AEC ;emonstrated in a serig;_of'tests in early 1954, code-

named CASTLE,—hermonuclear devices ?nd concluded

that one shq11 enough, 1ight enough, and sturdy enough to be fitted into

the nosecone of a long-range missile could be developed.40
Coincidentally, intelligence reports indicated that the Soviets

had ambitious missile development programs. As early as 1348, Germans

repatriated from Russia nad told of Soviet work based on caﬁtured

records and personnel from Peenemunde. 8y the early 1950s, both Air

Force Intelligence and the CIA had begun systematically to assemble

much evidence. The level of effort in both agencies was still well

below that for gathering and analyzing evidence on Soviet bomber
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proérams,but a few individuals, such as Robert Komer at CIA, had bégun
to argue that Soviet advances in missilery deserved greater concern.

In August 1953 the attention of the highest officials in the government
was engaged by Malenkov's boast that the Soviet Union had tested a
hydrogen bomb. Air Force Intelligence and CIA tests subsequently con-
firmed that the Soviets had detonated a thermonuclear device. A

—

Naﬁional Intelligence Estipate distributed to members of the NSC in '

1
February 1954 assigned to the Soviets a capability for;

Earlier, in 1953, during an extended interdepartmental review of
missile programs directed by Secretary of Defense Wilson, the Air Force
decided to undertake its own evaluation of its requirements and
efforts. The Special Assistant to the Secretary of the Air Force for
Research and Development, Trevor Gardner, established on 31 October
1953 a Strategic Missiles Evaluation Committee (known as the Teapot
Committee) with John von Neumann as chalrman. Anticipating what the
results of the CASTLE tests would be, the Committee found in its final
report on 10 February 1954 that accuracy requirements for long-range
missiles could be substantially relaxed. The Circular Error Probable
(CEP) could be extended from 1,500 feet to as much as 3 miles.

The Committee drew on a RAND report to the Air Force, written by Bruno
Augenstein and dated 8 February, which offered an identical recommendation.

Forecasting the eventual eclipse of the manned bomber as the
mainstay of the U.S. strategic offensive force, the von Neumann
commirrtee urged that all long-range missile programs be put inte high

gear. They portrayed the SNARK as having possible uses during the

twilight of the manned bomber era, serving as a decoy or a defense
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suppression device or being wired so that it conld be ShePhegdéd t.oward
its destination by a bomber which could then dispatch it to an exact
target from several hundred miles distance--used, in other words, as
a "stand off" weapon. The committee recommended that the NAVAKQ be
developed initlally as a missile of less than intercontinental range
60 that it could be put into operation before the end of the decade.
Tt advised that IREMs also be developed within the seme period. With
regard to the ATLAS project, its emphatic recommendation was that the
Alr Force assign its best officers to a well-funded, well-organized
crash program, following the systems approach pioneered by the RAND
Corporaticn, to achieve an operational ICBM by the beginning of the
1960s. |

The Teapot committee not only laid out an extremely ambiticus
development program, it mlso identified some of the central problems to
be anticipated in the missile era. One was the problem of decision
time. Since enemy ICHMs could reach their targets in a matter of
minutes, the question arose as to how much time could be allowed for
ordering and carrying out‘a retalietory atteck. " If tke U.S. Government
waelted too long, its retaliatory forces might be destroyed. This
possibility feised in turn a question as to bow much should be expended
to reduce the vulnerability of the U.S, missile force and further
questions as 1o how a President was to ensure hls own survival and
continued capability for communicating with end controlling U.S.

strategic forces, what were to be the targets for these forces--Soviet

cities and industrial centers or Soviet ICEMs or both--and, coming
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full circle, whether, in a crisis, the United States should strike
first in order to limit the damage which the enemy could inflict.
Recommending merely that decision time, vulnerability, and yleld be
considerations in the systems approach to ICBM development, the
von Neumann committee report offered no clear solution to these
doctrinal 1ssues, but 1t d1d note thelr existence. “2

Perhaps pefsuaded by the Teapot committee, perhaps just

influenced by the same factors |especially the a.c‘f.__m_ml succ'ess_

-during the CASTLE test series the top civilian and

military leaders in the Air Force agreed in May 1954 to give the

ATLAS highest priority among the Service development projects. That
this did not yet represent a complete change in view is indicated by
the fact that comparable priority was not given to the SNARK or the
NAVAHO, which were further along, and that, because the ATLAS was still
at such an early stsge, the lmmediate costs of the decislon were not
large. For FY 1955, the total funding for the project was to be only
that might be
$20.7 million, less than the sum freed by suspending further develop-
ment of the SNARK. An even stronger indication is that in the same
month LeMay told the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy that the nuclear-
powered bomber had top priority for SAC,and the Alr Force committed
$15.5 million for a laboratory in Connecticut designed to do research
on engines for such/;;mber. In December 1954 and Janusry 1955 the Alr
Council reviewed the nuclear-powered bamber project and endorsed it in
its entirety, including a new requirement for supersonic dash.h3 As of
that date, the Alr Force seemed destined to put most of its money for

strateglc offensive foreces for the 1960s into a new type of manned bomber.
197
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Nevertheless, the paperé assigning priority to the ATLAS had been
signed by the Secretary and the Chief of Staff of the Alr Force.
Various offices in the Service took action. Eventually, Brig.

Gen. Bernard A. Schriever was put in charge of a Western Development
Mvision of the Air Research/ﬂzzzlopment Command. He had wide powers.
Following the recommendation of the Teapot comittee, he enlisted
analysts from RAND end elsewhere mnd commenced an energetic attack on
all the interrelated develoﬁment problems. On the Washington end, he
had zealous backing from Gardner.

when the Teapot committee was at work, one question pursued
by both Gerdner and von Neumann concerned the state of comperable
Soviet programs. The original draft of i1ts report had said "most of
the members of this Committee, on the basls of the available evidence,
believe that the Russians are probably significantly shead of us in
long-range ballistic missiles.” They finally said that available
intelligence permitted no positive estimate but that there was evidence
of some Soviet activity which would have an intercontinental missile
as its goal. Gardner complained to the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for R&D that he and the committee had received several intelligence
estimates pointing to a Soviet lead in strategic missilery but they
vere "substantially different.” With blessing from the Chairman of

-the JCS, an effort ;cmmenced to obtain & cpordinated evaluation of the
evidence. While the work waes in progress, camunications intelligence,
supplemented by a recomnaissance overflight, ylelded firm evidence that

the Soviets not only had a missile test range at Kapustin Yar in the
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Hlack Sea region but were preparing for tests of missiles with ranges
up to 900 miles. A Netionel Intelligence Estimate completeﬂ in October
1954 credited the. Soviets with a large-scale development program likely
to yield a 900-mile bellistic missile between 1955 and 1957, a 1,300-
mile IREBM by 1957 to 1959, and an ICBM perhaps by 1960, more probably
around 1963. This last item was featured in January 1955 in the
annual NSC document on basic netional security policy, elong with a
general admonition that the U.S. ICBM program "shguld approximate this
timetable, bk

largely as a result of the concern about continental defense, the
President had meanwhile appointed & committee to advise him on "the
country's techrnological capabilities tc meet some of its current
problems,” Called the Technological Capabilities Panel, it was headed
by President James R. KillianJr,,of M.I.T. With a broader mandate than
that of the von Neumann committee and with the President rather than a
Service secretary as its patron, Killian's committee reviewed the 45

and made its report on 14 February 1955,

actual and potential missile programs of all the Services/

This committee, too, expressed grave concern about the possibility
that the Soviets would yproduce an ICEM before the United States did.
Its possessidn by the Soviets would in any case nullify the geographical
advantage historically enjoyed by the United States, said the panel. If
the United States were unable to meteh "threat for threat," its allies
in Burope and elsewhere could be subjected to intoleraeble pressure.

From identicel ressoning, Killian's group ax-'gued tha.{ IRBYs also

deserved attention. Soviet IRBMs could menace Europe and, if based in
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Siberis and China, be targeted also mgainst Japan, Okinawe, the
Philippines, and Alaska. If the United States had no matching
capability, the Soviet Govermment could use its spparent advantege
as 8 basis for potentially successful extortion threats. Since it
seemed clear that the United States could not have an ICBM before
the Soviets had an IREM and since the technological problems facing
IRBY development, though by no means small, were less formidable
than those facing Schriever, the panel argued {or an urgent effcrt
to produce and deploy IRBMs before the end of the decade. Acknowledg-
ing basing and tergeting issues, the panel urged work on a sea-based
as well as/iand-based IRBM.

With accelerated procurement of the B-52 end other sircraft
ensured in response to  the "bomber gap” mgitatior and with the
nuclear-powered bomber not yet at a stage needing large-scale funding,
the Air Force showed no hesitation in accepting this high-level
endorgement of its ICEM effort. Already planning to develop a successor
to its MATADOR missile, it had little difficulty accommodating
the notion of adging an IRBM program. With a longer range REDSTONE
already in view, the Army similarly reacted favorably to the Killian
committee proposal, Though the Navy had a small number of fleet
ballistic missile enthusiasts, some of whom had had & hand in the
Killien penel's recommendation for a sea-based IRBM, the Service's top
leaders were wary of becoming committed to a weapon system that might

8
revive/roles-and-missions conflict with the Alr Force and, worse yet,

a5
53
%ﬂ




TEP-SEERET

might pull monev away from aircraft carriers or nuclear submarines.

They agreed only to cooperate with the Army orr=an IRBM potentially
adaptable for deployment at sea. Because of the large ultimate cost
Implications, the Secretary of Defense and his aides exhibited more
reservations about the Killian panel's recommendations. In the end, however,
they agreed to an endorsement, qualified only by a strong statement that
most of what the panel advocated was not readily provided for in currently
funded programs.66

Though the President doubted that usable 1long-range ballistic missiles
could materialize within the next decade and felt that competing Service
efforts would waste money, he was not proof against a consensus among members
of the NSC, backed, as they were, by the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
On 30 June 1955, Senators Clinton P. Anderson and Henry M. Jackson had sent a
letter to the President expressing their fears that the Soviets were winning
the ballistic missile race and suggesting the assignment of the highest
national priority to the U.S. ballistic program. The Director of Central
Intelligence had briefed the NSC on 28 July 1955, just after the President's
return from the Geneva summit meeting with Khrushchev. Dulles may have
repeatecd what appeared in a memorandum he had written just before that
meeting--that "the Soviets almost certainly recognize that even when their
nuclear capabilities approach rhose of the United States, the dangers inherent
in full-scale nuclear war to the Communist system will not be appreciably
reduced.” Probably also, however, he reported the alarm felt among members of
a committee he had recently assembled to study Soviet missile programs. Assuming
erroneously that the missiles could come from plants currently producing
alrframes and that their shells would be stainless steel instead of

201
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aluminum, the committee set potentlal Soviet missile output at a high
figure; and it had before it newly obtained evidence that a 3500-mile
test range was going in at Tyuratam. Dulles presggablyﬂghgred this

intelligence with the Nsc.*7

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy

Perhaps some members of the /  also had sueh information. 1In
any case, Senator Henry M. Jackson, spesking for the military applicetions
subcommittee of that committee, chose the next day, 29 July 1955,
to sdvise members of the NSC that the subcommittee feared the Soviets
would beat the United States to both the IRBM and the ICEM and that it
believed the ICEM should be "the single most important project in our
entire defense program.” On 8 September, when the NSC had before it
both the Killian panel report and the Defense Department response, its
mempers agreed that there would be "the gravest repercussions on the .
national security and on the cohesion of the free world, should the
USSR achieve an operational capabillty with the ICBM substantially in
advance of the U.S."; that, "in view of known Soviet progress
in this field, the development by the U.S. of an operational
capability with the ICEM is a matter of great urgency”; and that ICEM
R&D should have "the highest priority above all others."” In regard to
the IRBM, the group temporized, asking the State Department to report
its Judgment of the potentiﬁl effect of the Soviets acquiring such a
weapon system ghead of the United States. The Vice President presided

over this session. When the President reviewed the recommendations

bowever, he indicated his acceptance.
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The President reconciled himself also to endorsing IRBM development.
All Services strongly advocated the IRBM, arguing, as had the Killian
panel, that it would offset a Soviet ICBM if that particular race happened
to be lost. The Navy's new Chief of Naval Operations, Adm. Arleigh Burke,
was far more interested than his predecessor in the Navy's having a
ballistic missile. John Foster Dulles answered the open question by telling.
the President that the effectsof a Soviet IRBM would equal those of a
Soviet ICBM. 0On 3 June 1955, Secretary Wilson had concurred with the need
for an IREM ana informed NSC that he ﬁould have specific recommendations
ready by 1 December. After interservice debates, Wilson accepted on
8 November a Radford-proposed compromise calling for development by the
Air Force of what became THOR and jointly by the Army and Navy of what
became JUPITER. On lgztiember the President accorded the IRBMs an R&D
priority rating equal to that assigned the ICBM on 8 September.49

Secretary of Defense Wilson set up special committees to oversee the
various projects. The Army's REDSTONE rapidly evolved into a 1,500-mile
JUPITER. The Air Force's 1,500-mile THOR followed close behind. Advised
bv a scientific panel that both solid fuels and lightweight thermonuclear
warheads would be available in the not-distant future, Admiral Burke elected
to separate the Navy's effort from that of the Army; in December 1956 he set
up a Special Projects Office to manage systematic development of what would
materialize as the POLARIS. Obligations for IRBM and ICBM programs went
from $515 million in fiscal vear 1956 to $1,365 million in fiscal year 1957.50

The pressure for early results affected interim resolution of the
strategic-doctrinal issues touched upon by the von Neumann committee.; CEP

requirements were relaxed to permit standard errors of up to 2 miles. This

was necessary, one Defense official explained, because "our
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objective is the development at the earliest possible date pf militarily
usable wespons which will retein our lead in the race for technological
weapon supremacy. Such error sllowences implied, however, that the
missiles would be aimed at large population centers. Assuming any
serious effort by the Soviets to protect their strategic offensive
missiles, U.S. missiles could not realisticelly bhe targeted egeinst them.
The notion of developing mi:siles for & "counterforce" strategy as
opposed to a "countervalue" strapegf,Jrentilated:publicly by Richard
Leghorn and Theodore Walkowicz/;gg fiier championed within the Air Force
by, among others, Brig. Gen. Noel Parrish, could not apply to weapons
of such uncertain au:curalcy.'s:L

Coincidentally, the Secretary of the Air Force and certeain elememts
st the AEC were promoting the development of very-high-yield warheads .--
up to 60 MI', It is possible that the objective was to equip ICEMs for
counterforce missions even if they had high CEPs, but the available -
record does not say. In eny case, the pilots in the Air Force showed
little enthusiesm for warheads clearly toc powerful for delivery by
manned bombers, apd the President ultimately vetoed development of
high-yleld warheads because of concern about radicactive fallout from
atmospheric ‘r.ests.'52

Although Schriever's analysts ettached high importance to making
the ATLAS safe sgeinst & Soviet first strike and thus capable of
serving as & genuine retaliatory force, pressures of time compelled
the Western Development Mvision to plan initisl deployments of

migsiles bunched in unhardened sites, subject to wholesale

*Countervalue referred to urban targets.
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destruction 1f an enemy thermonueclear device_Efploded within 9 miles.
In the eircumstances, attention went to ensuring that the misgsile could
be fired in & hurry--as point of emphasis that, in eny case, comported
well with the tradition of instant readiness that LeMay had built up
within SAC. Though Schriever's analvsts specificallv rejected the concept
that ICBMs sheould be set to launch upon warning of an enemy attack or
even to launch upon attack, erguing that such hair-trigger responsiveness
could be perilous in case of false imtelligence br e breakdown in com-
muniecations, the initial system was s0 designed that it allowed almost

no option. -

Planning documents prescribed alternatives. Looking toward the
achievement of smaller and smaller CEPs, they anticipated eventual
counterforce targeting. They also anticipated decreasing vulnerability
by use of sllos or mobile platforms. Subsequently, as appropriate
techﬁolozy materialized, all these possibilities were to be revived
and reviewed, -Interim solutions for complex problems, however, have
& way of lasting. The assigmment to ICBMs of an sssured destruction
mission, together with an inference that the missile mignt be
launched under attack 1f not upon warning, were to be solutlons
persisting iong aefter the time pressurés of the 19505 had relaxed.

By 1957 in any event, the THOR, JUFITER, and ATLAS systems were
all ready for tests. 'The President retained his reservations. 1In

the sumer of 1956 he expressed doubt about authorizing procurement

of more than a token number of these early missiles. In February
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1957, he told the British Minister of Defense, Durcan Sandys, that
"too many people attach too much importance to the use of guided
missiles." According to Ray Cline, then head of the Directorate of
Intelligence for CIA, Eisenhower expressed surprise when told in
May 1957 that the Soviets seemed on the verge of testing a missile
with a range in excess of 3000 miles even though the U.S. Air Force
was also on the verge of such a test, In August 1957, Eisenhower
nevertheless continued to press the Defense Department to cut back
its planned expenditures for missiles.53 Then came the Soviet Sputnik
shots.

So far as ICBM development was concerned, the Sputnik shots merely
demonstrated that the Soviets were just about even with the United
States. They tested their $5-6 successfully in August 1957. A U.S.
ATLAS-A failed a test during the same month. A second test in September
was also a failure, but a third, in December, was a complete success.
And the ATLAS-A, despite all its primitive features, was a more advanced
system than the lashed-together SS-6. S5till, the Sputniks produced
shock among Americans because they demonstrated that the United
States had allowed %itself to be matched in a major line of strategic
weapons technology. Since the possibility of such a Soviet success had
not been ignored, the juestion that arises is why the United States had
not pursued this line of technology sooner and more vigorously, exploiting

the still enormous gap between its research and production capabilities

and those of the Soviets,
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As already suggested, the basic answer {_ﬁphat long-range missilery

did not initially have strong enough chempions within the U.S. Govern-

ment. Army artillerymen who were interested in and confident about the
secure prime responsibility for

weaponry could not / the mission. The bomber pilots who did have the

mission were unenthusiastic about pilotless aireraft and not easily

avakened t0 a view that the future of their Service might lie not with

any type of aircraft but with glant-size bullets. It took zealous

entrepreneurship on the part of people like Talbdtt, Gardner, and Burke,

and organizational innovation in forms such as Schriever's Western

Development Division and the Mavy's Speciai Projects Office to get intensive

work going on long-range missiles. The United States did not have a

powerful artillery tradition and interest comparable to Russia's,

Continental DefenseSh

The beginning of the Eisenhower administration coincided not only
with the commencement of the missile era but also with the end of the
long period in which the continental United States had been virtually
invulperable to enemy attack.

That long-range bombers and nuclear weapons would spell the end
of America's safety had been ritually noted in the Finletter and Brewster
report.s*and almost all documents of the late 1940s dealing broedly with
airpower or U.S. naiignal security.

Within the military establishment, the potentisl threat had
received some attention. The Air Force and A:m& had wraﬁgled over
the continental air defense mission, with the Alr Force winning the

primary assigrmment as a result of the Key West debates of March 1948

*See above, pp. 26-29.
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but with the Army sti1ll left 1o control of antiaircraft artillery.
The practical ocutcome was side by side growth of an Air Force Air Defense
Command * and a continentewide Army Anti-Aircraft Command. Although
the Korean War pericd had been marked by perlodic elerts in both
ccaamands, combined with operational deployments which suggested
genuine concern about possible sneak air attecks on U.S. aucl ear
an agreement

production facilities, the twe had not signed / ~outlining bases for
cooperation until April 1952, when the war was almos; in 1ts third year.

The Alr Force and Army d1d each contaln elements which took
seriously the task of preparing defenses sgainst bomber attack. The
2ir Defense Command had sought to acquire all-weather jet interceptors
capable of coping with jet bombers. Not offered any entirely sultable
design during fhe pericd when funds were flowing freely, the ADC had

. F-86, F-89, and

settled for acquiring large numbers of successive models of the /F-9L
and accepting for future delivery the planes which were to be designated

F-101, F-102, and F-106.

The idea of a Distent Early Warning (DEW) Line in the northern
N
reaches of Alasks and Canada had been revived, with Air Force consultants
in Project Charles, supplemented in 1952 by a Summer Study Group,
counselling that all technlical problems eoculd be sclved. And a start had
been made by the Alr Force on alr defense missilery. The .BOMARC, &
250-mile-range high-altitude surface-to-air missile had successfully

pasced ite first tests in September 1952.

*For a brief period, 1 September 1949-1 January 1951, vart of the Continental
Air Command. )

——
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The Army had given high priority to the qzﬁ;%l air defense missile
even during the period of budgetary stringency. During the Korean Wer,
work had been speeded up, and missiles were actually being delivered by the
month of Elsenhower's inauguration. The Army hed alsc begun installation
of its own radar for target tracking and gun or missile control--the
AN/FSG-1, knowa es the "Missile Master." And the Air Force and
Army were engaged in research on the potential problem of defense against
ballistic missiles. On the whole, however, altholgh the bomber threat

and the more distant missile threast had engeged the attention
primarily in the Air Force and Army commanés with air defense
assignments, they had not as yet become central problems for the
Service Chiefs of Staff, let alone for thelr civilian superiors or for
the Truman White House,

Not until the last months of the Truman administration did the
subjeét of continental defense appear on the agenda of an NSC meeting. 1In
late December 1552, President Truman somewhat reluctantly endorsed for
his successor a recommendation for constructing the DEW ILine. In a
valedictory paper, NSC 141, Truman end the RSC also left to Elsenhower
a warning that by the mid-1950s nuclear armeq Soviet bombers could

L

wreak critical damage in the United States unless planned expenditures
fiscal year fiscal year
of $3.2 billion for / 1953 end /1954 were supplemented by another
$8.5 billion.55
This NSC paper made the point that the success of U.S. policy

hinged on a threat to use nuclear weapons in the event of a general
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war. To the extent that the Soviets were able to menace the continental
United States with their own nuclear weapons, the U.S. threat would
become less credible, particularly if the Soviets were
to produce thermonuclear weapons. The conclusion drawn was the need for
Ythe allocation of large additional resources to continental defense and
civil defense.” Although the body of the paper gave equal or greater
importance t0 maintaining U.S. capability for "an ato;ic counterattack
of 'a size unacceptable to the Soviets" in face of their "increasing
atomic capabilities and air defense,"” it proposed additions to the
budget, primarily for improving defense of urban and industrisl areas
in the continental United States. Of the items priced, $6.5 billion
consisted of interceptors, antialrcraft guns, missiles, and anti-
submarine :orces; $1.5 billion consisted of radar and associated
camputers and long-range sound surveillance for submarine detection
{(LOFAR). The costs of the DEW Line were on top of these. The case for
expenditures on civil defense was made in terms of an estimate of
22 million casualties in case of a surprise attack; only half as many,
with two-thirds of them possidbly surviving, if a civil defense
organization and a moderate shelter program were in existence. The
potential costs were appraised vaguely at between $2 billion and $10
billion.

Such recommendations obviously ran contrary to the wishes of the
new Administration, bent as it was on reducing federal expenditures.
On the other hand, it could scarcely deny the existence of the problem

which NSC 141 identified.
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During the first few months of Eigsenhower's tenure, thg'problem
repeatedly surfaced. In My, for example, the NSC discussed whether
or not the President should release information on the devastating
povwer of thermonuclesr weaponry demonstrated in the Eniwetok tests

- November
of October/1952. Scientists Vannevar Bush and J.Robert Oppenheimer,
present for this discussion, took occasion to describe the possible
effects of Soviet nuclear or thermonuclear attack. Bush said that
added air defense would not provide 100-percent ﬂrotection but would

"deter or postpone sttack." Delay, he said, could bring grave danger--of,
among other things, "a greater Munich." Even Treasury Secretary Humphrey,
despite his preoccupation with cutting the budget, was troubled by the qis-

cussion.  He gpoke of "the terrible facts presented to the Cbuncil."56

In June 1953, the NSC heard a report from Lt. Gen Idwal H,
Edwards, USAF, whom Truman had commissioned to prepare & net assessment
of damege the United States and the Soviet Union could do to one another
in the event of nuclear war. Though the committee's damage and casualty
estimates were not in low numbers, BEdwards took occasion to express
doubts about the quality of Soviet aircraft and to say that, in his
Judgment, na Soviet surprise attack would occur in the foreseeable future
except as "an act of desperation.” Ei{senhower, deep in his effort to
identify a line of policy permitting budgetary economies, indicated
agreement with much of what Hivards said. He even questioned the
utility of the DEW Line, saying that the Soviets were mogt likely to
fly across the Bering Strait. Foreshadowing what would eventually be

his own formula for the continental defense problem, he did, however,

2ll

DTN T
ﬁ.l.ci ﬂﬂ’m""-" r: 4



g R gl s

™ RGN STET R T

express concern about the potential vulnersbility of SAC bases and the
question of whether and how they could have two hours warning of an
approaching attack.ST

In July 1953, whet brought the subject back before the NSC was
a report from a committee Eisenhower had appointed, headed by his
0ld Army comrade, Lt. Gen. Harold R. Bull, to exeamine the
program recommendations of NSC 1k1 as they had been amplified for the
Defense Department in & report fram M.J. Kelly, the President of Bell
Laborstories. Unlike Bdwards, Bull adopted and defended an estimate
that the Soviets had "a growing capability to deliver a devastaling
atteck on the United States.” In the background was a recent report
from CIA that the Soviets might elready have developed &-bomber of true
intercontinental range. Characterizing existing continentel defenses as
entailing "unacceptable risk to our nation's survival," Bull's committee
adveocated spending money for early warning systems and-interceptors even
if they served only to provide protection for the near term and became
obsolete when long-range missiles appeared. The committee did not, however,
recommend exact sums: and the core of its ergument was rather more in line
with Eisenhower's expressed views than with views appearing in NSC 141.
While saying little sbout civil defense, it stressed that U.S. "offensive
capability is a most significdant deterrent to Soviet atqp;c attack upon
the continental United States." This capability, it continued "must be
mainteined not only for gaining our war objectives, but for its marked

2
deterrent value in protecting our homeland."58

—
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In the late summer and early autumn of 1953, as the New Look took
shape, continental defense inevitably drew attention. At the very
NSC session where the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence reported
Soviet success in developing a thermonuclear device and confessed that
it had occurred a year ahead of the most pessimistic CIA estimate,
Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey disclosed his view that continental
defense could represent a money-saving a]ternatiye to existing overseas
commitments. At a later NSC meeting--well after the 1954 Indochina
crisis--he was to ask, "since we will eventually get pushed out of
certain areas, would we not be better off if we withdrew from those
places like Indo-China before we were actually pushed out?" In August
1953, he had said that the United States could either add continental
defense to its burdens or as Radford had put it, cut down on what we
were .doing elsewhere and jack up our continental defense.59

From the standpoint of the dominant elements in the Services, the
choice seemed more one between continental defense and offensive forces,
including ready general purpose forces, and maintenance of a mobiliza-
tion base for a large-scale, prolonged war. To the Secretary of Defense,
they arguedsthat the Soviet thermonuclear test and the Bull report made
a case for additional funding, not for transfers within budgets already
tightly squeezed. Before the NSC in September 1953, Radford contended
that the Soviet threat was easily exaggerated and thus seen to neces-
sitate impossible outlays for continental defense. The JCS, he
said, thought it unwise to accord a preclusive priority to defense mea-

. . 60
sures as against offensive measures,
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Programmatically, the Services had little new to offer. The JCS
proposed to the Secretary of Defense in November 1953 construction of
the Mid-Canada Line--a belt of radar stations halfway to the projected
DEW Line; continued study of the feasibility of that line; 6 radar
picketships for seaward extension of the Mid-Canada Line; airborne early
_warning planes plus offshore "Texas Towers" and radar ships'to cover the
ocean approaches to the continental United States; gap filler radar;
LOFAR: a semi-automatic ground control system (SAGE) for interceptors;
modest additions, perhaps 100 to 200 planes a year, to the active inter-
ceptor force; and antiaircraft and NIKE battalions. Still battling
against cuts in ground force manpower, the Army was reluctant to seem
to ask supplements for continental defense. Hence, the JCS submission
merely specified 100 such battalions as a minimum and 150 as a maximum,
and it said nothing about possible acceleration of defensive missile programs.s]

The 0SD staff estimated in late November the costs for continental
defense as $2.9 billion for fiscal year 1954 and $3.5 billion to $3.9
billion for each succeeding year through 1958. Subsequently, the Director
of the Budget maintained that allocation for continental defense had to
be increased even while defense expenditure as a whole had to come down
by no less than 56 billion. Despite objections from the Army and Navy,
McNeil indicated at the 16 December meeting of the National Security
~Council that allocations of 34.3 billion to %4.5 billion, instead of 6n1y
$3.5 billion might be required for "continental defense." Whether (QSD was
serious in advancing these figures is questionable since 2 months later the
final allocation in the FY 1955 budget was for $3.2 billion. Although the

differential between the figure finally agreed upon and that suggested in
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mid-December was substantial, it is more important to note that the Adminis-
tration did propose a modest increase in spending over the preceding year's
$2.9 billion. This decision moreover stood-in sharp contrast to the large
drop in total defense expenditures from %43 billion in fiscal year 1954 to
$37.6 billion in 1855. Still the message for the Services was clear-- they
could not use continental defense requirements to gain concessions on the
budget as a wh01e.62

Eisenhower's own preference had been restated during the NSC meeting
which saw adoption of the New Look in October 1953. He said his policy was "to
keep the minimum respectable posture of defensé while emphasizing our re-
taliatory offensive striking power." At the time, howeyer, he did not
acknqw]edge that such a policy in itse1f'offered little promise of limiting
damage to the United States in the actual event of war. He went on to:say,
"Nobody. . .could possibly deduce from such a statement that we propose to
abandon the defense of, say, New York City.“63

Continuing to question the specific warning and protection systems
braéketed under continentaf defense, the President commissioned yet another
study, this by Dillon Anderson who would eventually succeed Cutler as his
national security assistant. On the basis of fresh estimates from CIA
crediting the Soviets with growing strategic offensive capabilities but
saying that they were unlikely to force a general war during the next 3 to 4

.

years, Anderson's report in February 1954 divided continental defense pro-
grams into three categories. First, were those to be completed with "all
practicable speed:" The Mid-Canada Line and its seaward extensions; the
warning net for U.S. coasts; antiaircraft battalions and interceptors equipped
with missiles rather than guns. The report emphasized that it might be possible
to achieve higher kill ratios with fewer planes if they were better armed.

The second category consisted of programs to be completed over a Z2-year period:

DEW line preparations, SAGE, gap filler radar, LOFAR, and various
— 215 B
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steps preparatory to developing active civil defense ﬁnd urban
evacuation programs. The third, least urgent category consisted of
stockpiling for civil defense and actusl initiation of measures to
reduce the vulnerability of cities. As Anderson reckoned them, the
essential costs for first-priority programs would be only $2.7 billion
fiscal year figcal year

‘to $2.8 billion for / 1954 and / 1955. With the President presiding, the
RsC approve? the report..s'h

Iispute nevertheless continued. As the Administration's policy
had evolved, civil defense had received little attention, and emphasis had
increasingly gone to short-term projects employing existing technology
rather than t0 more long-term programs dependent in part on accelerated
R&D. Along with the reduction in genersl purpose forces quietly protested
by Ridgway and less gquietly protested by Democratic Semators, both of
these points were noted publicly by members of Comgress and Journalists
when the FY 1955 budget went to Cepitol Hill. A subcommittee of the
Senate Armed Services Committee undertook an investigation centered on the
application of new technology to continental defense problems of the near
and not-so-near future. "It was headed by Leverett Saltonstall of
Massachusetts, mamy of whose constituents earned their living in advanced
lines of defense R&D and production. It employed as chief consultant
Robert Sprague, Chairman of the Board of Sprague Electric in Saltonstall's
home state, a close assoclate of sclentists and engineers wh; had bee; involved

in Project Charles and the Summer Study Group, and soon to be one of the

founders of the MITRE Corporation.
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Neither in the executive branch nor Im-Congress nor amdng the
public did elvil defense find an effective champion. The head of the
Federal Civil Defense Administration, former Governor Val Peterson of
Nebraska, was not a heavyweight among Eisenhower's counselors.  arthur
Flemming, in charge of the 0ffice of Defense Mobilization, had more
influence but expended little of 1t for thie particular cause. No
cne came forth to argue for higher pricrity for stockpiling, efacuation,
or shelter programs. .

Nor did anyone seriously level the;charge that Eisenhower had
feared-- that the Administration planned to abandon the defense of
New York City. Especially after the "bomber gap” was publicized,
concern was widely voiced about the potential threat to U.S. urban
areas. Within the defense establishment there circulated, almost
coincidentally, a RAND study estimating that actlve air defense for
major U.S. cities would cost $30 billion to $60 billion for the period
1954-60 and, even s0, would ensure no more than bare su.rvi\ara.l.s-5
Though the precise figures might be challenged, the conclusions were
inescapable that it would be very expensive and that some bombs would
5ti1l reagh their targets.

Critics in any wvay sympathetic with the Administrstion's efforts to
balance the budget found it difficult not to narrow their focus to the
question simply of how tc protect the reteliatory forces. Sprague easlly

adopted such a focus. From the outset, he was making inquiries about the

vulnerability of SAC bases. The other line of questioning he pursued had
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to do with the potentislities of nuclear-srmed air-to-sir rockets. To
the Saltonstall subcommittee he recommended a higher level Bf effort,
but chiefly slong lines laid out in the Anderscn report.66

The Administration wes sufficiently pleased and relieved to ask
Sprague to continue his work as & consultant in the executive
branch, preparing a report for the RSC. The imvitation,wss issued in
mid-May 1954, only a month since the decision not to re-
inforce the French at Dienbienphu, and only - 2 weeks since the
"bomber gap" prospect had surfaced. On 29 April 1654, Allen Dulles
had briefed the NSC on the sppearance of the new Soviet Mya-4 bomber,'
the Bison, cautioning that past estimates might have to be revised and
the time for sdapting to s greater Soviet threat markedly shortened.
Even earlier, the President had expressed dismzy at lesrning
that the new U,8. 5-52 could outrun existing U.S. interceptors.é7

With Eisenhower smarting
in amy case on sccount of charges that he wes sacrificing security for
the sake of economy, the Administration was in a frame of mind to accept
from Sprague advice that at least a little more be done for continental
defense.

In early June,the NSC heard from the JCS Joint Advanced Study
Committee an assertion that the Soviets would have achieved such power
by 1957 that they could mount & swrprise attack which ;ould do massive
damage to the United States. Alsc on this occasion Radford
issued his werning about a possible Soviet thermonuclear-armed

intercontinental missile materislizing by 1958.68
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When the tentative guidelines for the basic national security policy

-

for fiscal year 1956 were reviewed by the NSC early in the summer of 1954,
Cutler noted that the staff was divided over the choices of taking 'whatever

1

measures were necessary” or "all practicable measures.” Commenting that
the first position was '"rooted in the erroneous assumption that you could

have an absolute defense of our retaliatory capability,” the President

expressed decided preference for the second phrasing. On the other hand, he

was far from siding with Secretary Humphrey in insistence that first
priority go to keeping the budget down. At a meeting in late May,
he had said to Humphrey: "...when we have;reached the irreducible
minimum whic h we need to safeguard the naticnal security, we must all
be ready to carry the fight to the politicians in order to prevent
further reductions. We can never under amy circumstances say that we
cannot defend our country." He even mentioned new taxes as a possi-

. admitted
bility, At this June meeting, he / to Humphrey: "Obvioucly,...our
earlier estiméies of Soviet capabilities were faulty. Accordingly, we
wvill need to step up our militery capabilities in certain specific
areas, though not across the board. "69

The President persisted in this view. The NSC Flanning Foard
unanimously‘;ecommended a U.,S. policy "that (a) it was essential
for the U.S. to maintain the striking force necessary to deal massive
nuclear retsliation to the U.S.S.R. and (b) that it was essential for

the U.S, to take all practicable measures to protect their retaliatory

capacity mgainst amy foreseeable Soviet attack.” Elsenhower registered no
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objection; nor did he protest Sprague'e recommendations for urgent new
work on werning nets and nuclear armed air-to-air ordnance, Hearing sub=
sequently from Assistant Secretary of Defense Donald Quarles an
offhand estimate that stepping up the develomment of early warning
systems end antiaircraft rockets would cost about $1 dillion, the
President said he would be prepared to recommend a supplemental
if it were really needed.

appropriation/ On 5 August, he formally approved as his policy an NSC
declaration that the United States should "acceleraté”" continental
defense programs "to the fullest extent deemed feasible and operationally
desirable and give to these programs very high priority...." 70

Subsequently, the President showed no inclination either to back
away from this decision or to go further. In September 1953, after
absorbing news that the Soviets had & thermonuclear device, he had
broached with his advisgis the possibility of preventive attack: "It
looked to him ... &s though the hour of decision were at hand, and that
we ghould presently have to face the question of whether or not we
would have to throw everything at once esgainst the enemy." He explained
"that he had raised tiis terrible question because there was no semse
in our now merely shuddering at the enemy's capability., We must determine
our own course of action in light of this capability." e No
serious debate ensued. In the autumn of 1954, however, Radford represented
the JCS as seeing force in arguments for preventive war, Referring to the
unfavorable ocutecome in Indochina and new evidence of unrest in Africa,

the admiral characterized the Soviets as pushing ahead even while

the United States possessed nuclear superiority. The Chiefs believed,
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he said, that the Kremlin "some time or other... will elect to force
the issue. Accordingly, the JCS had concluded that the U.S. had
only & limited period of time in which to reach an accommodation
with the Communists.” If issues were forced in the pear future, he
continued, and the results were "either a limited or a8 full-scale war,
the outcome for the U.S., prior ﬁo Soviet achievement of atomic plenty,
would be successful.” Once the Soviets achiev;d nuclear parity,
he warned, the JCS "could no longer guarantee a successful outcome. ...
With 81l his civilian advisors protesting the concept of a preventive
var, BEisenhower dismissed Radford‘'s arguments. He said he thought
“our national security policies are now well-stateé.“ 12

Getting to practical details, Eisenhower issued his directives that
military manpower be trimmed -- the directives that preceded Ridgway's
retirement and the congressional debates of 1955. BHe explained to the
NSC, "the resultant savings could then be expended on the program for

continental defense’/” 13

At times, Eisenhower could show signs of modifying the rationale he

74 -
had adopted, but as a rule, his recorded comments were compatible with

the language in formal NSC documents such as that of January 1955.
involving basic national security policy (NSC 5501). It had become the

i i ici ndition
Administration's policy to anticipate and prepare for a co

characterized as "'mutual . p
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deterrence." The United States was to remain in the perilously
ambivalent position of acknowledging the 1ikelihood of mutual
destruction in the event of general war while at the same time demon-
strating both readiness to accept such a war as an alternative to
"acquiescing in Communist aggression" and "determination to prevail

if general war eventuates."75

The function of continenta?! defense,
as it had evolved, was primarily to ensure that U.S. strategic offensive
forces survived a surprise attack so that destructioh of the enemy would
still be assured.
The Killian report of February 1955 addressed itself to the
adequacy of actual and projected air defenses and found them seriously
wanting.76 Though rejecting many of the criticisms, the military
establishment ended up agreeing that there was need for better defense
against low level attack and that air defense weapons should generally be S
equipped with nuclear 1.«:arheads.77 Subseguent NSC papers concerned with
continental defense seemed to take it for granted that the policy had been
set and that forces were in place or qoing into place adeguate to protect
SAC's second strike ;Epabi1ity.78
In the actual FY 1956 defense budget, the effects of high-Tevel
policy decisions were visible chiefly in provisions for larger sums
for R&D and interceptor and radar procurement and a spec{fication ;hat

the Army, in spite of its protests against manpower cuts, would increase the

number of NIKE battalions,
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Actual Service programs vibrated even less to changes ordained in
the NSC. The Services had continued to wrangle about their respective
missions. In January 1954, the Joint Strategic Plans Committee of the
JCS was directed to prepare a plan for a joint air defense command. In
August, it was announced that a Continental Air Defense Command (CONAD)
would be established in Colorado Springs as a unified command directly
under the JC5. In September, the JCS hammered ;ut an agreement over
development of and operational responsibilities for missiles which still
left unanswered pressing questions about surface-to-air missiles. 1In
effect, it allowed continuation of two entirely different air defense ,
svstems. The Secretary of Defense approved the JCS agreement in November, ’
In May 1956, an emissary of the Secretary of Defense described CONAD
as hardly functioning as a joint command, with the Services ill-informed
of one another's capabilities and with several technical problems concerning
USAF interceptors and missiles in need of resolution.80 By September
CONAD had finally separated itself from the Air Defense Command, and
its commander had engineered a tentative agreement to collocate Air Force
and Army warning and ground control radar. A year later, in September 1957,
just before Sputnik, the United States and Canada established a new

international command--the North American Air Defense Command (NORAD)--

with Canadians
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formally assuming e role. Actusl command arrangements suggested that
neither the Air Force nor the Army saw the problem of continental
defense as having anything like the urgency sttributed to it in
NSC papers.
The air defense interceptors actually deployed through calendar year

and
1956 were for the most part the F-86s/F-94s poted in 1954 as lacking the

speed and climb to catch Soviet Jjet bombers.81 Mass proéuction of the

new F—lbl was delayed for a long time as & result of;the Iefense
Department's shift to & "fly before you buy" procurement policy designed

to save money. The F-102 and F-102A had design problems,

The first nuclear-armed air defense plane, an F-89J, was not actually in

the air until almost the beginning of 1957. Large-scale procurement

of a redesigned F-104, supposedly able to overtake & Bison, promised to occur
sometime in the missile ers.

Warning and ground contrcl radar units did show effects of prodding
frap on high, for agreements were reached with Canads in 1956 to construct
the DEW Line. ?he Atlantic portion of it, including the seaward eﬁtension,
actually came /1§;Zra;ion by mid-1957. By the end of the same year, the
Mid-Canada Line was also functioning. On the coasts, the flrst Texas Tower
began scanning in May 1956. Others followed, and radar picket ships went

on statiom, The Air Force's SAGE system began to operate in 1958,

by which time early warning squadrons had been operating for severdl years.
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NIKE-1 missiles were rapidly deployedrbuay late 1955; more than
half of all the Army's antiaircraft battalions wvere equipped with them.
Ry 1957, there were 61 NIKE battalions mounting more than 5,000 wespons.
These missiles had sufficient renge to hit high-flying jet bombers, but
only if fired promptly and accurately. The chances of their achieving
high kill rates were judged small., A new, longer range NIKE-B underwent
tests in 1955 and 1956, but it was not to be epployed until 1958 or later.
A nuclear warhead for the air defense missile, urgently requested by the
Army in 1954, remained under development by the AEC.

If not informed sbout the uncertainties at Colorado Springs, Soviet
Intelligence analysts might have concluded that the United S£ates had'put
in place the organization and equipment for actlve air defense but, either
because it rated the threat as slight or because it was awalting new tech-
nologyh;j;s taking its time about putting up defenses against bombers
comparable to those which PVO ftreny had erected in Russia.

In 81l the to-do about high-level policy, relatively little had
been said about the approaching problem of enemy ballistic missiles.

The NSC document embodying Eisenhower's acceleratlion of comtinental
defense mdrely repeated the CIA warning of October 1954 that the Soviets
could have an ICEM by the early 1960s and added, "There is no known
defense against such missiles at this time."82

The Killian report, however, dealt in detail with the ICEM threat
and the absence of preparation for defense aga:inst it. ‘The report
recommended urgent develorment of a Brllistic Missile Early Warning

System ( BEWS) and research on antimissile systems. In their reclama,
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the Servicés accepted both as R&D missions. Subsequent NSC papers

on continental defense stresced these as research needs to be

"urgently pursued".83
within the Army, a possible antimissile pigsile was in fact a subject

receivipng intensive thought. 1In early 1955) Bell Laboratc&ies had con-

cluded that en ABM was probably feasible. Work had started with a view

toward having an actual system by 1965. Duripg the course of the year,

the Secretary of Defense received advice from the Technical Advisory

Panel on Aeronautics to give the project higher level supervision and

more funds. In December he did allocate $4 million for the purpose

from his own R&D reserves.

An Ad Hoc Group on Anti-ICBM set up in the Department of Defense
delivered a report in mid-1956, identifying very-long-range target
acquisition radar ss one requirement on which research should be most
urgently pressed. The Group's view was that this technical problem was
pivotal and had to be solved in more than interim fashion. Encoureged
by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering, the
Army developed & plah aimed at producipg an operational ABM (called NIKE-
ZEUS), including all requisite radar, as early as 1962. The Secretary of
Defense would not, however, fund a crash program. The Air Force had
concluded as early as January 1957 that en ABM would be too e.xpensive.eh
The Army, however, assigned the project inereasingly big‘her priofity.

In view of._evidqq{ Soviet progress in improving and lengthening

the range of ballistic missiles, the President, in May 1957, commissioned
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yet enother study on continental defense, this from a panel headed by
H. Rowan Galther. Completed just after the Sputnik shots, it drew &
dark pleture of a nation hopelessly lacking any ective or pessive
defense for its elties end industrial areas, dependent for safety on
the threat posed by strategic forces which could be neutralized by an
enemy surprise attack.85
The Gaither panel recommended promptly reducing the vulnerablility
of SAC by resort to continuous alert, dispersai of bases, additional
radar warning nets, and emplacement of N{KE-ES around SAC bases. Secondly,
the panel urged increasing U,S. offensive striking power -- quadrupling
the IRB¥s and inereasing more than 7 times the ICEMs projected for- SAC
(60 to 240 end 80 to 600); getting IREMs into place abroad by 1958;
putting ICBMs into hardened silos; and forging ehead on POLARIS. For
damgge limitetion, the panel recommended development of ares defense
against ICEMs "at the earliest possible date.” It then counselled a
large-scale fallout shelter program =s likely to save more lives than
any comparably priced measure for passive defense. The costs were
estimated to be $4.8 billion in the first year and an additional $11.9
billion over the succeeding 5 years.
Irked by spending recommendetions which he regarded as unrealistic
and outraged that Geither and others on the panel briefed journalists
before turning in their report, Eisenhower criticized the panel publicly.

He threw it to the JCS just at budget-squeezing time and thereby extracted

almost line-by-line repudiation of its argument.86 The principal outcome
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vas aewv emphasis on ballistic missile defense in the RSC papers on
basic national security policy. It now reted description as of the

"highest national priority.“87

As with offensive missilery, the inescapable questivu is wuy the United
States did not compete more dynamically. Since it was deeusd
- almost a certainty that the Soviets would eventually have long-range
Jet bombers and since their development of intercontinental misslles
was confidently forecast early in the 1950s, why did ‘the United States
not mass its enormous technical and other resources to provide protection
for its bases of operation, industrisl plant, and population?

The answer 1s surely in part the same answer as to the comparable
question concerning offensive missiles. No organization able to lever
the U,S. Govermment into action hed e strong interest in air or missile
defense. In the Alr Force, the Air Defense Command end its affiliates
had nothing like the standing of SAC or TAC. In the Army, the Chief of
Ordnance carried weight, but the Army felt truly under siege with its
centrael elements -- infantry, armor, field artillery, and engineers --
in Jeopardy. The civflian agenciés which might have pressed a case for
area defense or clvil defense could scarcely even win inmvitation to
meetings where the essentiasl resource allocation issues were discussed.

This was a function in part of inheritance -- the absence of
executive congressional networks such as those to whieh SAC and TAC
and the carrier pilots belonged; in part of the weakness of publlc
constituencies which might have forced s different approsch. In splite
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of headlines about Soviet bombs and bombers, the general public did

not exhibit strong fears until after Sputnik, and special publics
concerned with continental defense did not exist., The fallout shelter
industry was not the aircraft industry, nor were the advocates of area
defense sufficiently convincing to create a powerful and effective
constituency to support their recommendations. It was no accident that
the United States government did not establish a counterpart to the
Soviet air defense service, PVO Strany.

To explain why the U.S. strategic defensive doctrine came to focus
so nearty exclusively on safequarding the offensive forces requires
mention of additional factors--the Eisenhower administration’s zeal for
balancing the budget and a belief that the nation's defenses could cope
with the Soviet aerial threat. Any other concept of continental defense
would obviously have involved outlays far higher than the 31 billion
off-the-cuff figure which Quarles named for providing additional
protection for SAC. The piper could not have been paid simply by
cutting a few hundred thousand men out of the ground forces. The
result was not only to postpone until the aftermath of Sputnik serious
review of alternative conceptions of continental defense; it also added

to the momentum in favor of a general strategy oriented toward what

would later be termed "mutual assured destruction."

"Atoms for Peace" and "Open Skies'
Faced with liketihood that both superpowers would soon possess

abundant thermonuclear weapons coupled to intercontinenfal delivery

systems, the United States could have chosen one of two policies. One was to

229

TEE R OLDT
o

E?



- p———p—

.'(?'1:_".. {;{.ﬂ-{fﬁyﬁ: r.-_e?

attempt to relegate both nuclear and thermonuclear weapons to a

status ccmpareble to that of poison gas, building operational military
forces with a clear assumption that use of such weapons was extremely
unlikely, and in consequence investing primarily in general purpose
forces /arﬂjfth non-nuclear ordnance. The alternative was to mske
preparation for fighting a nuclear ﬁar and emerging from*'it a victor,
at legst in the sense of suffering less damage than the opponent. This
would have enteiled strategic offensive forces desfgned,positioned,
and subject to control arrangements such that they could destroy

a maximum emount of an enemy's strateglc offensive forces before they
could get into action. Tt elso would have entailed active and passive
measures for continental defense. The Eisenhower administration Judged
each of these alternative policies intolerably expensive,

A third possibilify was to attempt to negotiate with the Soviet
arrangements which might restrain competition,

In the immediate aftermeth of World War II, the Truman administration
hed sought not only political understandings but also agreements aimed
at preventing develc:pment or use of nuclear weapons. The latter effort
had taken form in the so-called Paruch Plan. After the Soviets rejected
this plan, Truman end his advisors judged it not worthwhile to expend much
time or energy on other such efforts. .

In acknowledgement that the United States was bullding up strateglc

nuclear offensive forces as an offset to Soviet general purpose forces,

State Department negotiators did contrive to back away from the position

—_
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of advocating simply & ban on nuclear weapons:'_In the UN, ~
discussion of arms limitation, both conventional and nuclear, was y
entrusted to a single committee. The American delegates maintained a
disclosure and

insistence on "progressive and continuing Averification" as a sine qua
non for limitation of any type, and, in company with their British
end French colleaques, put forward proposals for mumerical limitations
on the armed forces of all major powers. 8 On the whole, however,
those were the results of efforts by technicians, arcusing only casual
interest at the highest levels of government. NSC 1lhl, the compendium
of advice from Truman, Acheson, Lovett, and Harriman to their successors
rarely mentioned negotiation.

In the early days of the Elsenhower administration, the subject came
before the NSC, A panel of consultents had suggested that the United
States stop advocating arms limitation inm the UN, given the fact that it
wes simultaneously pressingall its allies to build up their armed forces.
Dulles indicated that he thought the U.S. stance useful for propaganda
purposes. Vice President Nixon, say the minutes, "inquired whether it
might not be possible to make scme kind of sensational offer on the disar-
mament side,‘vhich the Soviets would of course not accept, and which would

8
? For the moment at least, nothing

therefore put them on the spot.”
came of either the copsultants' proposal or Rixon's suggestion.

With the death of Stalin in March 1953, discussion naturally turned
to the question of whether the new Soviet regime-might be!more tractable.

Eisenhower himself expressed doubt. EHe said that he thought Stalin had
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never been a dictator, that he had always answered to a committee of
his peers, and that, in fact, he had probably been one of the
less militant figures in the group. Though none of the President's
advisors seconded this analysis, they did not recommend thet Stalin's
departure be made an occasion for American initiatives. Subsequently,
Secretary Dulles interpreted Soviet renewal of its eo-called peace
offensive as evidence that the Kremlin was feeling preséure from the
West and simultaneously seeing evidence of domestic discontent. The
moral he drew was that the United States should no£ let up unless and
until the Soviets showed signs of a basic change in policy. The
President endorsed this conclusion.90

“The Chances of Peace”, a speech delivered by Eisenhower a month
after Stalin's death, included e brief section on the subject of arms
limitation.g} For practical purposes, it summarized a position
identical with that of the Truman administration. Over the course of the
rest of the year, as the "New Look" took shape, the principal line of
inguiry within the Administration ran in the direction originally

Eisenhower and

suggested by Nixon.. While/Secretary Dulles in their dealing with
foreign goveromments felt some need to counter Soviet propagenda, they
hesitated to take any initiative which might compromise American
guarantees to Europeen and other allies, possibly thus injuring chances
for French entry into the proposed European Defense Community. -Though
Dilles might have been content to do nothing, the President's advisor on

psychological warfare, C.D. Jackson, took it upon himself to find a formuls
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which satisfied the various constraints. The outcome was a proposal

approved by the President's advisors and incorporated in a speech de-

livered by him on 8 December 1953, With the label "Atoms for Peace,"
it called for contributions of nuclear materials by the United States,
the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union to an international atomic
energy authority which would work on peaceful uses of atomic energy.
As the President subsequently conceded, the plan, even if fully im-
plemented, would have had only faint effects in.the strateqgic military
ba]ance.92
During 1954, the Administration began to give more serious attention
to negotiating possibilities. This may have been simply a result of
increasing recognition that other options were intclerably expensive and
that increased expenditure on Security was not purchasing correspondingly
increased peace of mind. The President wrote to D.D. Jackson that, in
his view, the United States would gain if nuclear weapons were simply
abolished; ", . . we never had any of this hysterical fear of any nation
until atomic weapons appeared upon the scene and we knew that others
had sclved the secret."93
Though Secretary Dulles continued to insist that there should be no
relaxation Bf pressure on the Soviets, he had by mid-1954 taken interest in
a moratorium on fyrther testing of thermonuclear weapons. In part, no doubt,
he was concerned about effects on European copinion at a time when arrange-
ments for a German contribution to NATQ remained uncertain and intelligence
analyses told of increasing neutralism in France and Briiain, and he backed

off quickly, once his staff advanced the point that the United States could
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compromise 1tself if it allowed any distinction to be drawn between

nuclear and non-nuclear weaponry. Though without prodding Sis aides

to pursue any particular line, Eisenhower made it plain that his views

were similar to those expressed earlier by C.D. Jackson. He said"'that

if he knew amy way to abolish atomic weapons which would ensure the certainty

that they would be abolished, he would be the very first to endorse it,

regardless of anmy general disarmament. With its great resources," he said,

"the U,5. could eertainly whip the USSR in any kind of war, whether atomic

weapons were available or not." oh
As the second half of 1954 saw the Soviets moving toward rapprocheﬁent

with the Yugoslavs, making gestures to West Europeans, seeming to shift

in the UN, toward a much more flexible posture on arms limitetion, and not

letting up in propaganda attacks against German rearmament and American

"militerism,"” feeling grew in some sectors of the American govermment

in favor of at least an exploratory negotiating effort. NRSC 5501, the

summary of baslc national security policy approved by the NSC early in 1955,

identified the Soviet''peace offensive' as their most effective present

tactic for dividing the free world and isolating the U.S, from its allies.”

The text characterized it as very unlikely but not impossible that “the

Soviet leaders might be led by the fear of nuclear destruction to accept

an effective system of armaments control, with whatever changes would

" In a foot-

thereby be required in their present practices and concepts.'
note, the JCS took exception to even this guarded language, saying that

it overstressed the possible significance of apparent shifts in Soviet
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propaganda. During an NSC meeting before adoption of the policy, Cutler

noted that the JCS and the State Department disagreed about negotiating

with the Soviet Union, with the latter holding "that we should actively

use negotiation in pursuing our strategy,” while the JCS were "very

skeptical" unless there was an about-face in the Soviet attitude.95
With intensification of the Soviet peace offensive, accompanied by

mounting international concern over radiocactive fallout resulting

from nuclear weapons tests, State Department offjcia]s saw reason for

presenting their case more forcefully. Calling attention to the near

passage by the House of Commons of a resolution in favor of a test-ban

and to India's sponsorship in the U.N. of a similar resolution,

Gerard Smith, Secretary Dulles's Special Assistant for Atomic A?fairs,

asked for reconsideration of the 1954 decision not to propose a moratorium

on the testing of thermonuclear devices. Deputy Under Secretary of

State Robert Murphy suggested that the United States might propose

such a moratorium to covér a period of time in which it planned no

testing with a view simply to putting the Soviets on the spot. The CIA

provided reinforcement in the form of an NIE of April 1955 saying that the

Soviets probably did not have a deliverable thermonuclear weapon and

would not gat one without tests.96
The JCS and upper-level officials of Defense and the AEC, however,

remained determined opponents of a test moratorium. As put succinctly

by General Bonesteel, the representative of the Secretary of Defense on

the NSC Planning Board, the Pentagon-AEC view was "that testing is

essential for weapons development and rapid weapons development is essen-

tial for keeping ahead of the Russians." Apparently sharing this opinion,
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the President in June 1955 ruled once again ageinst an effort to obtain

any type of test bs.n.97
The President had, however, agreed to meet at Geneva in July 1955

with the heads of govermment of the United Kingdom, France, and the

Soviet Union, It was difficult for him to go with nothing to propose

in the realm of arms limitation, especiallx'since the Soyiets were not

only championing a ban on testing and abolition of all nuclear

weapons, but in May had altered their posture concerning verification, sug-

gesting cautiously’ that they might accept the stationing of observers

at certzin fixed points within their territory.98 Preparation

of advice for the President produced fierce debate between Defense and

State, principally over the possibility of discussing with the Soviets

limitations on armaments in Europe alone.99 Fotentially more divisive

issues relating to limitations on U.S. and Soviet nuclear and thermonuclear

weaponry /we::;nfided to a special group presided over by former

Governor Harold Stassen of Minnesota, who had previously been in charge

of U,S. foreign ald programs and was now & Special Assistant to the

President. .

Qut of Stassen's group came the single initiative which Eisenhower
was to take at Geneva, labeled "Qpen Skies." It was a proposal that the
United States and the Soviet Union first exchange detailed information
about their respective military establishments and then agree to open their
airspace for unlimited serial reconnaiésance.offering reassurance against

any secret military buildup or preparations for surprise attack. Scarcely
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discussed by the principal staff aide5prepar1ng for the confe;ence, this
plan was probably viewed as unlikely to be accepted and useful, therefore,
only for propaganda. When presented, it was in fact ill-received by the
Soviet delegates. Now advocates of the scheme originally introduced by
their adversaries, the Soviets had come to Geneva proposing ovFrall numerical
limitations O0 the armed forces of the major powers, destruction and abolition
of nuclear weapons once reductions to these limits were well underway, and
in the interim a ban on testing and exchange of éledges against any first
use of nuclear weaponry. Upon receiving E{senhouer‘s proposal, Khrushchev
said his reaction was "100 percent negative.” It would have no effect, he
said, except to feed the intelligence services. It would produce no
reduction of armaments. 100

After the conference, Secretary Dulles and the President agreed that
they had found among the Russians "unconcealed anxiety" for relaxation of
tension. They attributed it to internal problems complicated by the heavy
burden of defense expenditures, and they were convinced that the United
States should take advantage of this intuition and test Soviet willingness

to conclude meaningful agreements, 101

In the realm of arms control, however, little happened. Representatives
of State, Defense, and other agencies continued to bicker. Stassen
labored on, but in the midst of staff disputes mirroring those in the
bureaucracy at large. -

In February 1956, the President recorded in his diary a strong desire

to find some means of inching toward arms limitationssufficiently verifiable
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to improve confidence. Rejecting the Soviet approach ,which was once more
engaging interest in the U.S. State Department, he observed, however,

that he did not want to get into any "humbers racket." In March,

in its review of the 1956 version of the basic national security
the NSC

policy, / directed "that intensive efforts should be continued on all aspects
~of the problem of devising a safeguarded system of disarmament." 102

In the autumn of 1956, a special State-Defense-AEC coumittee was
attemptihg to hammer out s new U.S. position. The State Department had
become a champion of‘a proposal for a 1 -year morato;ium on all tests of
weapons over 100 KT, {ts argument being that any Soviet violation could be
automatically detectable, In the Pentagon, however, both civilians and
military men opposed any such mor;torium, arguing that it would inhibit
U.S. weapons programs, prevent acquisition of knowledge about high-yield
weapons such as the Sovigts had been testing, and would, in fact, not be
verifiable. With tke President's 1956 challenger, Adla{ Stevenson, making
an issue of radioactive fallout and calling for a test-ban, the
Administration temporized by announcing that it had such a ban under
consideration and by hfving the U'ST Ambagsador to the U.N. not ritually
reintroduce old arws control proposals but instead say that he would offer
something new Bt a latér date. 103

After Eisenhower's reelection, the new U.S. plan actually put forward
differed only in detail from plans previously advanced. By the spring of
1957, however, Stassen and his staff had pulled together a document

incorporating the''Atoms for Peace and 'Open Skies'formulae. Based on

conversations with Soviet diplomats, Stassen believed the Kremlin
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likely to be receptive to proposals for phaged introduction of zonal arms
limitations accords to be verified by aerial reconnaissance. His
document outlined several possibilities. The one generally thought to be
most feasible involved the Arctic region. A serieé of meetings

at the White House on 25 May 1957, i{nvolving the President, the

Stassen,

Secretary of State,/the Chairman of the JCS, the Director of Central
Intelligence, and others, yielded at last, approval of an approach to

negotiation with the Soviets. Preparations fo; actually carrying forward
such negotiations were in progress when Sputnik went up. 104
Meanwhile, the State Department had‘revised its.EE;oégqy cf a U.S.f
sponsored test moratorium. Probably aware that one ally, Japan, was about
to demand such a moratoriumin the U.,N.,and certainly aware that the AEC
planned an exhaustive review of tests for the autumn and winter of 1957-58,
thg Defense Department and the JCS concurred to the extent of endorsing
a proposal for an 1B -month moratorium subject to rigid verification
procedures, 105
Though the Atoms for Peacé’and"Open Skieé'proposals and the'projected
Stassen package had elements of novelty, none reflected enterprise
comparablg to that contemporaneously exhibited in,.for example, the
‘hﬁclégrizﬁtibnof theater forces and the development of marine nuclear
propulsion., In fact, after the initiative represented by the original
of 1546,
Baruch Plan/ the negotiating posture of the United States mav be
characterized as defensive. "Atoms for Peace,'Open Skies,”and the Stassen

package were all minimal responses to pressures largely created by Soviet

“fnitistives .in diplomacy and propaganda. A disposition to "use negotiation
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in pursuing ... strategy" was confined to certain representgtives of
the State Department. More generally, negotiation seemed to be viewed
as necessarily involving some sacrifice of defensive strength, not as
potentially a means of adding to it.

The years from 1953 to 1957 were ones in which American officials
knew with a certainty that the United States might soon face danger of
annihilation. They were alsoc years of extraordinary technological
progr;ss both in nuclear weaponry and in missilery; In retrospect, it
seems evident that the strategy and accompanying force posture developed
by the United States before and during the Korean War became increasingiy
less realistic. Committed to defend allies around the globe, it
continued to rely primarily on a threat to drop nuclear and thermonuclear
bombs on the Soviet homeland. At the same time, it acknowledged that the
day was not far off when this threat would be neutralized. Yet the
Eisenhower administration for practical purposes maintained exactly the
position of it preaegéssor.Indeed, the end of 1357 saw the emphasis
stronger than ever on strategic nuclear offensive forces,/éiﬂlral purpose

diminished
forces at a / leved, demage limitation programs virtually nonexistent,
and possibilities for negotiation being discussed but not explored. Key
figures in the government were all unshakeably wedded to beliefs about
the Soviets and American-Soviet political competition similar to those
which had infused  NSC papers of the Truman period. At the same t‘ime,

they were dedicated to spending less money on defense. All in all, the

budgets, forces, deployments, and policies of the United States during this
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period were products less of direct interaction with the Soviet
Union than of tension in the United States between dread of
Communism on the one hand and dread of deficit spending on the

other,
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CHAPTER VI
SOVIET PROGRAMS: 1948757

Action-Reaction: A Beginning

If there was a strategic arms race before the end of the 1940s,
the Soviet Union was the only runner. Trying to match technology
the United States already had, the Soviet Govermment sought to develop
atomic bombs, long-range bombers, jet aircraft, and aerodynamic and
ballistic missiles. )

With accurate intelligence, Soviet leaders would have known that
the United States had practically collapseé its own nuclear weapons
program and dismantled most of its capacity for actually delivering
these weapons. They would also have known from public sources that
the U.S. Air Force was planning to put its money into a bomber, the
B-36, overmatched by Soviet antiaircraft defenses alreadv designed and
orde?ed, and that the U.$. Navy was eager to build large aircraft
carriers not obviously tailored for a Russian war.

Even if Soviet leaders were in possession of the facts, of course,
they may have refused to believe them. They could pardonably have
surmised that, despite postwar economies and the turmoil caused by organi-
zational ch;nges, the United States was continuing to manufacture and
stockpile atomic bombs at a rate of perhaps two a month, was experi-
menting with variations in vield and size, and was doing more than it
publicized in the way of realistic preparation gor war. ;Even so,
if Soviet leaders were trving to catch up with the United States

militarily, they can only have had in view the United States of 1945

or some fancied United States of the 1950s, not the real United States

of 1948.
FORSECRET- -
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In 1949-50, this condition changed a little. During 1948 the
Soviets ipund some evidence that the United States was giving slightly
more attention to ready military power. Early in 1948 both the Finletter
report and the' Brewster committee report argued that the United States
should develop sufficlent strategic nuclear offensive power to threaten
the Soviet Union with extensive damage in the event of uar.‘ In March 1948,
the Trumen administration responded to the Communist coup in Czechoslovakia
by asking Congress for a $3 billion supplemental appropriation for defense.
Congress not only approved this increase but added another $822 million for
bomber procurement. Thils was also the period of the Berlin blockade, the
beginning of the airlift, the Italian elections, and the series of nuclear
weapons tests at Eniwetok, and, after the President's discoverv that there
were no deliverable atomig bombs, a stepping up of activity at AEC installa-
tions. The American press speculated, sometimes informedly and sometimes
not, about new technological advances permitting reductions in the size of
nuclear weapons or increases in their power or radioactivity. Because of
intensified security, Russian intelligence agents probably became less able

.

meanwhlle to check the authenticity of such stories.

The American response t¢o the Berlin blockade, it will be recalled,
involved a transfer in July 1948 of B-29s to the United Kingdom in what
was intended to be seen in Moscow as a warning gesture.* Similarly, SAC

July-

staged in/August a round-the-world flight completed by 2 of the 3 B-29s
making the attempt, Earlier, SAC had received its first B-36s and B-50s,

a distance which,
and in December one of each flew a nonstop roundtrip between Texas and Hawali--

*See above, pp. 32-33.
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greater than
Alr Force spokesmen took care to point outswas / the distance

from the United States to Moscow. Not to be left t:hiizd, che lavy
announced in September the formation of Composite Squadron 5, to be
given the specific mission of providing carrier-based delivery of
atomic bombs on targets anywhere on the globe. Press releases
meanwhile told of work on even newer weapons. In May 1948, for
example, the Air Force reported progress on thellong~range aero- N
dynamic NAVAHO missile and the Navy,on a submarine-launched missile.

All this publicity about nuclear weapons, bombers, And the like
came during a year which also saw the formation of military alliances
among the adversaries of the Soviet Union. The Brussels treaﬁy signed’
in March was complemented in September by a five-power organization
for mutual defense. The Senate having already passed the Vandenberg
resolution, the State Department proceeded without much concealment
to negotiate tﬁe broader North Atlantic treaty and to plan for providing
the five European states with some aid specifically aimed at strengthening
their military forces. In the autumn of 1948 when Truman and his advisers
were debating NSC 20, press leaks indicated that, in line with the logic
of the Finlztter and Brewster reports, the United States would figure in
this North Atlantic alliance primarily as the provider of strategic air
power designed for deterrénce or, in an actual war, for devastation of
the Soviet homeland.

fiscal year
In January 1949 Truman presented his budget for / 1950. As was
*

detailed in an earlier chapter, the President had rejected pleas by

Forrestal and the JCS for more spending on defense. In May 1948 he

*See pp.46fF
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had given the military establishment an arbitrary budget ceiling of

§15 billion for fiscal year 1950. He eventually held them to a lower
figure. Soviet observers could well have doubted that the President was
putting economy ahead of preparedness, however, for they would probably

have been most struck by three facts about the budget for fiscal year 1949.
First, though Truman asked for only slightly more money in fiscal year 1950
than the total {including the $3 billion supplemental) fqr fiscal year 1949,
he asked for a great deal more than the original request in his budget
messaée for fiscal year 1949--514.3 billion for 1950 as opposed to $11
billion for 1949, Second, the President proposed this spending even though
it entailed a deficit of $823 million and a consequent need for new taxés.
In 1948, by contrast, he had kept his defense request for fiscal year 1949
to $11 billion even though a surplus seemed likely. Third, Truman allocated
just over $2 billion--more than twice as much as in fiscal year l9§8--for
procurement of new aircraft in fiscal year 1949. 1In Moscow, Truman's FY 1950
budget could easily have been read as evidence that the United States was
girding itself for the type of war with the Soviet Union envisionéd in the
Finletrer and Brewster reports.

Truman's FY 195Q budget was, moreover, the first of his new Adminis-
tration. When he increased defense spending in March 1948, his action
could have been interpreted as an election maneuver, designed partly to
pump money into a drooping economy, partly to stir fear so as Lo counteract
the "progressive forces” led by Henry Wallace. Aware of hoosevelt;s
deference to ethnic voting blocs, Stalin and others could have discounted
Truman's moves as appeals to Czechs and other East Europeans in the
American electorate. In any case, they could reasonably have assumed
that almost anything Truman said or did was influenced by the fact
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that he was competing with “:znublicans for voters of the center and right,
including large groups of Rcsman Catholics, :;hey probably thought that
his words deserved little attention because he would not be President
beyond January 1949, Almost everyone in the United States assumed this.
When surprised by Truman's election victory, Soviet leaders could well
have judged it likely that he would shift a bit in the direction of
the defecting Wallaceites. Predictions to this effect appeared in
Pravda? For anyone genuinely entertaining ;;?h an expectation, the
January 1949 budget message surely caused surprise, perbaps even shock.
In January 1949 the Soviet press did :in f3ct voice alarm about
American defense policy. Before Truman's message had been published
but after the American press had disclosed its general provisions,
Pravda declared that the United States sought to "ward off...the
appreoaching econogic crisis by an unprecedented arms race and by
creating a war psychosis.” When Truman's actual message appeared,
Pravda made a front page attack on this alleged "Arms Race Budget."
Pravda and Izvestia both charged that the AngLo-AmErican ploe had
rejected Soviet proposals for outlawing | nuclear weapons
because, in Pravda's words, of the "aggressiveness of its foreign
pelicy and interest in preserving the barbaric atomic weapon.”
When the British Government in February announced a 30-percent increase
in defense spending, Pravda charged the Americans and British with

3
provoking "an unbridled arms race."

Several weeks of commentary of this type preceded publication

on 11 March of the official Soviet budpget for the forthcoming year.
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Among projeéted increases, the largest was that for national defense,
wnich was to go up by over 10 billion rubles and was to claim 19
percent of ‘the total in 194% as opposed to 18 percent in 1948,

Although the official commentary by "Observer™ in Izvestia justified
higher defense spending largely in terms of increases_in wholesgle
prices and transportation costs, it made the point that West;rn defense
spending was rising sharply. This at least hinted that the Soviet
budget itself might be in part an "arms race budge:."a

As nearly as can be ascertained from quite unsatisfactory data,
the announced increase coincided with an actual Increase: By our

N
best estimate Soviet defense expenditures, measured in constant rubles
and leaving out of account security forces, reserve pay, and nuclear
energy, were to be almost 20 percent higher in 1949 than in 1948.
Qutlays on éhe nuclear program Qexe to go up by one third. In monetary
terms, the scale of effort in the nuclear program was to be 4 times
what it had been 2 years earlier?

It must be emphasized that even such a broad-brush depiction of
Soviet defense spending depends heavily on guesswork. Though the forces
and new hardware deployed by the mid-1950s make it likely, we are not
completely sure that Soviet defense spendﬁng went up in 1949-50. The
only indisputable fact is that the Soviet regime announced an increase.

Speculation should therefore start with this one matter of certainty,
for Stalin surtely had the option of concealing any actual increase or

even pretending that there had been a decrease. Some if not all of the

extra spending attributed to defense could have been put under other
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heedings in the stete budget. Why was the choice made to tell the Party,
the Soviet public, and the world that 10 billion additional rubles
would go to the military establishment ? i

One hypothesis not to be hastily dicsmissed is that Stalin and his
planners saw no reason not to tell the truth and felt it best to give
the Supreme Soviet and the pubtlic some notice of what people would soon
see, As indicated, Western intelligence analysts described an actual
increase of approximately the same magnitude as the announced increase.
Callups for the ground forces, new keels for, the navy, new bombers and
fighters for the air forces,and antiaircraft emplacements arcund major
cities were going to be at least partially visible to Party functicnaries
and the public at large.

A second hypothesis is that Stalin saw domestic reasoﬁs for sajing
that defense spending would go up. Having the press hammer the thesis
that thé United States ana Britain were forecing an "arms race,"” Stalin
could make it appear that the Soviet Union had no choice but to respond,
thus explaiﬁing and partially justifying the failure of the regime fully

social and economic
to fulfill hopes for/improvements. Alternatively or equally, he could
have desired to display his concern for the military and his intention
to continue giving preference to those branches of industry that supplied
defense needs.

Yet a third possibility 1s that Stalin was most interested in
conveying signals to foreign audiences. That he intended to frighten
the Americans, British, and Western Europeans seems unlikely, for the
size of the budget increase was minimized in publicity within the Soviet

Union and the very fact of the increase was ignored in English langusge

publications controlled by Moscow. 248
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More plausibly, Stalin meant the announcement to hearten
might have been
Communists in Eastern Europe, China, and Korea who /. - made nervous
by news of the Brussels Pact and the North Atlantic Treaty, moves
by the United States toward establishing an independent South Korea
-and restoring self-government to Japan, and rumors that the United
States might somehow attempt to undo the defeat of Chiang by Mao. ¢
We do not know enough to declare onme hypothesis more
probable than another. At most, we can say that Stalin did choose

+

Lo announce a substantial increase in defense spending and that he

may h;ve done so for reasons of domestic politics,, inclﬁding that of
gratifying military and military-industrial c¢ircles, or for reasons

of foreign policy, primarily concern for the morale of Communist reghﬁes
abroad, or o:‘both or some mixture of the two. It is not inconceivable,
for example, that Stalin intended the announcement to be understood as
indicating disfavor for leaders in the Party identified with efforts to
secure more resources for nondefenseé gectors of the economy., The sig~
nificant point for this study is that Soviet authorities justified the
announcement by giving loud advertising to announced defense increases

in the West. 1If its primary purposes were domestic, the action might
have been taken even if the United States and the United Kingdom had made
no changes in their budgets. For that matter, Soviet rhetoric colld have
been the same, for Soviet publicists alleged that Western states concealed
10 to 20 percent of their actual military spending? and they could
have pretended that this spending was going up, even if the facts were .

otherwise. Since there actually had been increases on the Western side,

however, and since Soviet leaders justified their own announcement in part in

terms of these increases, it may form the first instance when the
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military programs of one superpower uére directly influenced by the
postwar military programs of the other, 7Tt mav thus be the first

instance of action-reaction in the Soviet-U.S. military competition.

The Buildup of 1949-53

Largely from evidence of later.deployments, Western analysts have
attempted to reconstruct the allocation patterns in Soviet defense
budgets., Before overhead reconnaissance, their evidence was even more
partial and uncertain than it has been since.’ Especially in view of the
fact that the CIA has recently found it necessary to revise dramatically
its estimates of Soviet military spending i? the 1970s and has not yet
recalculated estﬂm;tes for previous decades, it has to be emphasized that
any figures appearing here are at best approximations. The most that can
be said for them is that, in light of such hard evidence as we possess
for the period, they are not implausible.

The best estimate we can make at this time is that, after having been

~--again excepting security forces, reserve pay, and atomic energy--

increased by around 19 percent in 1949, Soviet defense outlays/went up
another 20 percent in 1950, somewhat less than 14 percent in 1951, and -
no more than 4 percent in 1952, 1In 1953, defense spending appears to have
been cut back below the level of 1951? Since actual Soviet budzets are surely
put together well before early spring when spending plans are presented
to the Supreme Soviet, these figures say that the Soviet Govermment made
its largest increases in defense outlays before the giant increases in
U.S. defense spending that occurred after July 1950. If this is a fact,
it would appear to call into -question the extent to which Soviet defense
budgeting was in any way reactive. A review of suballocation within
Soviet defense budgets, however, is a prerequisite for any analysis of
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the paradox posed by the fact that levels of overall defense spending

seem not to have been driven upward by very large changes in lévels

of- spending on the Western side.

The first point to note is that the sharp increases of 1949-50

were partially caused by substantial growth in the numbers of men

under arms. As customary, estimates from various sources disagreed

as to the precise size and timing of these manpower incréase;. Although
Khrushchev claimed in 1960 that postwar demobilization had brought the

Soviet armed forces to below 3 million at the ﬂeginning of 1948, the

principal Western estimates put total Soviet active duty military

manpower, exclusive of security forces, as of the middle of 1948 at

just under : 4 million. Calculatioms put together by the CIA in the

laté 1950s traced sharp rises beginning at least by the winter of 1948- -

49, continuing through 1950 and 1951, bringing the total to © million

by mid-1952. Other calculations by the CIA published in 1974 put the

increase at less than 1 million, nearly all of it coming in calendar

1950, These mor e recent éIA figures however, are not necessarily more

solidly based. In facﬁ,-when using its most sophisticated 1970s méthod for

estimating Soviet force levels, the CIA creates a retrospective estimate for

1951-53 which 1s much closer to that of the 1950s than to that of 1974. The

calculations of the 1950s, moreover, yield the numbers most nearly consistent

with independent data showing shortfalls in 1949 and 1950 in numbers of

industrial apprentices. During 1946, 1947, .and 1948, there had been almost

exactly as many apprentices as called for in the Fourth Five-Year Planm.

In 1949 the shortfall was around 300,000; in 1950 it was over 750,000.

One is entitled to surmise that most if not all of the missing million~-

plus went into uniform and that there was a comparable callup in the
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agriculturai sector of the economy. Probably, therefore, Soviet military

ﬁénpower betgeen 1949 and 1952 increased by something like 2 million men.
Probablv, too, much of the additional manpower went to the ground forces.

The more plausible CIA estimate (that of the 1950s) judged the ground forces

to have had two-thirds of the men under arms in 1948 but three-fourths of the

larger numbers on duty by 1952. In absolute numbers, the increase was 80 perceni.

Tﬁé-navy ané ;he air forces meanwhile grew by only 10 to 26 perceﬁt, and some

of this growth was Surély attribuctable to riverine forces, frontal aviation,

-and other components supporting the ground forces. Given this and the fact

that higher manning levels necessitated some procurement and some outlays for

aperations and maintenance, it is clear that the rise in Soviet defense

spending from 1949 to 1952 would at least have been much more gradual had there

not been substantial enlargement of the ground forces. -
And this expansiocn of the ground forces seems almost certain to have

derived from foreign rather than domestic concerns. It is hardly likely that

Stalin increased the army to bolster internal security, for in 1952-53, when

his paranoid dread of domestic enemies was at its zenith, he cut back on the

size of the army. Since soldiers were sometimes assigned to harvest crops on -

collective farms, it is possible that the motive was to increase the agricultural

labor force. This hypethesis, too, however, is only barely arguable, foF it is

clear that the c¢allup adversely affected industrial development on which Stalin

set such great store, and it is probable that it also resulred in a reduction of

the numbers of hands on farms. One must suppose that Stalin either had in view using

troops for some positive purpose outside the Soviet Union or that he thought
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troops might be needed to defend against an attack.

As of 1949 Soviet leaders canﬁZt have seen many possible opportunities
or occasions for using their military forces abroad. With the success of
the Marshall Plan, there seemed much less likelihood than 2 or 3

years earlier of Communists comirg to power somewhere in Western Europe
-~

and, as in Czechoslovakia, calling in Soviet aid. Similarly, conditions

in the states neighboring the Soviet Union on the south and east were

H 4

far less turbulent than in the immediate postwar years. The only areas

where realistic Soviet planners éould have seen prospects for armed inter-

vention were Korea and Yugoslaﬁia.
When North Korea invaded South Korea in June 1950, U.S..' officials I

were nearly unanimous in seeing the action as a deliberate attempt by the

Soviets to gain control of the entire peninsula. In the decades since

—— .

the event, this reading has come more and more into question. Khrushchev
in his memoirs lends support to an alternative view that the plan was

North Korea's and that Stalin gave his approval offhandedly and without
10

reflection. However, since control of Korea was a historic Russlan objective,

affairs in Korea were often featured in the Soviet press, the North Korean
———
- -

army and general staff were permeated with Soviet advisers, and Stalin seldom
did anything offhandedly (except possibly order executions), it seems much

more likely that the offensive in Korea received careful and prolonged con-
11

sideration in Moscow . This could have been under way in 1948 or 1949 when

it became evident that the Chinese Communists would defeat the Kuomintang

——

on the mainland and that the United States would not use military force to
block this outcome. It is certainly not inconceivable that Stalin decided

to take over South Korea and that his military advisers persuaded him to
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ouild up the Soviet army just in case the venture went wrong and Russian
soldiers had to rescue the North Koreans or, worse yet, defend Manchuria
against South Koreans with foreign allies, Equally possible, the sequence
could have run in reverse. The buildyp commenced for other reasons, and
the fact that it was i progress then led Stalin and his planners to feel

-— .
less cautious about letting the North Koreans act. In any case, since

the immediate benefits of controlling Korea hardly offset the extremely
high costs of calling ;p 1 to 2 million men, this contingency alone
is not likely to have led Stalin to order the buildups At most, it
could have been one factor. . |

The possibility of war with Yugo;lavia would have been the baéis for

a more compelling argument for remobilization. According to Khrushchev,

Stalin had been cavalier in 1946-48 about the risks of making tooc many

demands on Tito, saying, "I will shake my little finger - - and there
12 .
will be no more Tito. He will fall." The tone of Soviet diplomatic

»

correspondence with Belgrade was not inconsistent with such an attitude.
When in fact Tito defied Stalin, expelled Soviet agegts, arrested and
,jailed Yugoslavs who s¥ded with the Soviets, and did mot fall, Stalin must
have felt both'dismafﬂﬁid fury. Especially if Western estimates are high
and, as Khrushchev alleged, Soviet armed forces were down below 3

million at the time, Stalin would have judged a military response out

of the question,. Remépbering the humiliating Finnish war qf 1939-40

and the ferocity of the fighting in Yugoslavia during World War II, he

—

might well have reached such a judgment even wirh armed forces of
4  million g5¢ pore. .
In the aftermath of Tito's defection, Stalin could well have ordered

that Soviet military J;akness be remedied so that action could be taken
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against Yugoslavia at some future date. The timing of the buildup,
the concentration on increasiné the ground forces, and very heavy
investment in short;range fighters and bombers are all data consistent
with such a hypothesis. The arrest and imprisomment of hundreds of
thousands of alleged Titoists in Eastern Europe, though explicable
in many other ways, can be interpreted as préparation for armed
conflict in this area. This is particularly true if one notes the
special concern shown for internal securiiy in those areas which would
be stripped of Soviet first-line troops in the event of war with
Yugoslavia. In Poland the purge concentrated on the military estab-
ishment. The Polish Minister of Defense was ousted and replaced by
ST 7 Kemstantin KOO0

a Russian, Marshal Rokossovsky. In 1952 East Germany claimed special

attention. There were reports of intensive activities by the Soviet

Sergei M.

security services, and the Soviet Chief of Staff, General Shtemenko,
13

personally spent several months there. During the previous year, the

Georgi ‘
World War I1 hero, Marshal Zhukov, was reportedly recalled from quasi-exile

and given command of the Carpathian fronﬁ, from which any operations
against Yugoslavia would commence. In 1952 Zhukov was brought back to
Moscow and replaced on the Carpathian front by no less a figure than .
Marshal Ivan/i;nev, till then commander in chief of the ground forces.
Russian exiles in Europe picked up rumors that Konev and Shtemenko had
a plan for an offensive against Yugoslavia but that it was scrapped
because Zhukov made a compelling case that it was poorly concelved.
According to these rumors, Stalin to the day of his death wanted such
an offensive to take place. The hard evidence available is equally

consistent with a hypothesis that the Soviet buildup was largely a

defensive response to the Yugoslav defection and concurrent developments
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in the West. The purges in Eastern Europe could have reprasented,
to be sure, simply the displacement of Communizzis Zssociatad with
Andrei I. , o
/Zhdanov, the chief architect under Stalin of the policies that had
alienated Tito. If Stalin's heirs were right in placing much of the
blame alsc on Beria, the purges could alsc have been in part an
effort by him to prove that the trouble stemmed from deviatidnists,
plotters, and imperialist agents father than from blunders of
Moscow. Even so, one has to assume that there was also some genuine
15

fear lest Tito find imitators elsewhere in Communist Europe,

The fact that Titd received first covert and then overt military

aid from the United States must certainly have been known to Soviet

leaders. Their contingency plans could hardly fail to take account

of the possibility thaf a Soviet offensive against Yugoslavia could
trigger some military response by the West, and they could see the
progress of preparedness on the part of the NATO states., Although

the United States cut back on military manpower after the crisis of
1948,'its new European allies were building up thelr active duty ground
forces, and the United States was not only serving as their armorer

but was advertising loudly its projected force of land-based 'and sea-
based bombers. While the force was rationalized in terms of a
defensive strategy of deterrence, the weaponry was obviously offemnsive

in character. Pravda, Izvestia, military journals such as Krasnaya

Zvezda, and even the Literaturnya Gazeta and Voprosy Filosofii,

ordinarily organs for literary and philosophical criticism, decried and
provocations:

thereby noted American ;Preparation for -strategilc nuclear warfare;

rumored American plans to base bombers in Spain, Italy, Turkey, Iran,

Ind{ia, and Japan; and instances in which Western reccomnaissance
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alrcraft were intercepted over Soviet or / territory. Though

Staiin maintained a publiv Luws2 of cuils assurance taat peace would

prevail, nz is alleged by Rhrushchev actually to have "trembled
16
with fear" before the military might of the West.

The buildup of Soviet ;1litary manpower in 1949-52, with its
attendant direct costs ani;high opportunity costs, may thus
plausibly be interpreted as primarily a response to fears aroused
by Yugoslavia's defectiom—and the concurrent buildup ,of U.S. and
NAT? ground forces and the U.S. strategic offensive forces.

A hypothesis that the m;npouer buildup was largely reactive in
character is buttressed if one notes that the trend in Soviet military
manpower levels in some degree followed the trend in Western manpower
levels. The rates of increase more or less matched

one another down to the qége of the Rorean War. After mid-1950 Western

————e— .

totals rose more rapidly, but this was largely on account of the .
engagement of U.5. forees—in Korea and, on a smaller scale, of French,
Dutch,and British forces in Tndochina, Indonesia, and Malaysia,

Although 1950-51 was the period when the NATO force was formed and

e

six U.8. divisions were Eg;pd to Europe, it was also the period when
it became evident.that the original NATQ force goals would have to
be scaled down because offaomestic political resistance in each of
the NATO states. By mid-1952, although there seemed a clear likeli-
hood of eventual West German participation, there was no longer

any Teal prospect of the;EEFO allies putting together forces capable

of a ground offensive in Europe. And it was at this juncture that

the Soviet Government began once again tc cut back its ground forces.
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Bomher+ , Fighters, and Ships

Although the added manpower certainly accounted for some of the
rise in total defense sprnding in 1949-52, the steepest increase came
not in personnel costs lut in procurement. Doubling between 1948 and
1951, procurement accounitd for 2 quarter to a third of all defense
expenditures by the latler year.]7 While some purchases were for the
growing ground forces. !hey amounted to no more than those for the
navy, and outlays for the air forces were twice as large as for either
of the other Services, In exploring the question of how much Soviet
military programs may have been responsive to Western programs, one
must look particularly al the types and anbers of aircraft being
ordered.

In 1948, the 21 Soviet aircraft plants in operation turned out
about 1,700 bombers, 2,.'00 fighters, 2,800 trainers, 730 transports,
and 120 helicopters--a total of approximately 7,550 aircraft weighing
moré than 50 million pnundS.]B By weight, about one-half was devoted
to bombers, 20 percent v fighters, and the remainder primarily to
transports and trainers. B8ombers were of the medium (TU-4}, light
(TU-2) and attack (IL-10t) versions. There were no heavy bombers built
nor did any use jet prnpulsion. 0f the 2,200 fighters built, only
300 were jets. Of the latter, about half were YAK-17s and the rest
MIG-9s and MIG-15s.

During 1949, overall production fell to about 6,050 aircraft and
47.5 million pounds of tirplane weight. Production of TU-4s almost
doubled (to 300) and constituted about one-third of the total weight
produced. Light and attack bombers, however, continued to have the

lion's share of the praduction line in terms of numbers. The jet-

powered IL-28 went inte serial production with 50 of them being built.,
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Bomber weight increased about 10 percent and, overall, comprised more
than 55 percent of the annual production. Fighter production was down
in numbers and weight, about 10 and 14 percent resp;;tively, from the
1948 figures., Of the 1,700 fighters, almost 1,000 were jets (including .
850 MIG-~15s). Another 100 MIG-15s were built as trainers. The number
of trainers (2,100) was down 25 percent, while transports increased
slightly; weight, however, decreased 30 and 15 percent respectively in
the two categories. Helicopter production increased slightly.
During 1950, the 18 plants in operation produced more than 7,750
planes and 56 million pounds of airplane weight. TU-4s claimed the major
portion of the bomber production (440 as compared;to 210 1L-28s and 29 TU-2s)
and made up just under 50 percent of the total weight. Almest 95 percent of
the fighters were now jets (2,700 MIG-15s and 550 YAK-23s), and they along
with the 200 piston fighters were more than one-third of the Eptal annual
weight. Some 300 MIG-15 jets were among the 2,600 trainers. Production
lof transporfs decreased markedly from 790 to 620, and there were no heli-
copters built.
Alrcraft production surged in 1951--to more than 9,000 weighing
approximately 75 million pounds. The 1,100 bombers (among them 440 TU-4s and
550 IL-28s) comprised more than 45 percent of the produced weight, while
4,400 MIG-15s and B?O MIG-15 trainers togethef constituted another 40 percent.
Only 2 piston fighter aircraft were built.
After 1951, TU-4 production turned downward--to 410 in 1952, 220 in 1953, -
and finally, to 20 in 1954. In contrast, IL-28 production continued to
increase: 790 in 1952, 940 in 1953, and 1,100 in 195&.‘ MIG-15 output declined .
after 1951, with 3,400 combat and 780 trainer versions built in 1952 and 900

and 510 respectively in 1953, MIG-17s started to flow in large numbers --
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610 in 1952, 2,800 in 1953, and reaching an annual peak of 3,500 in 1954.
Helicopter production rose from 13 in 1952 to 57 the next year. Altogether,
the Soviet Union employed 21 plants in 1953 to produce approximately

7,350 planes weighing more than 69 million pounds.

We know from later evidence that gne?gies were simultaneously going
to designs for new bombers and fighters. Pavel 0. Sukhoi had fallen from favor
as a result of several design failures. Demoted and made a deputy to
?upo;ev, he became his foFmer rival's adjutant in trying to develop a
successor to the TU—l;.19 :As would become mgnifest in 1953-54, the Tﬁpelov
bureau was designing two-planes--the twin-jet TU-16 (Badger), with about
the range of the TU-4 but with speed of ;6me 500 knots, and the 4-engine
turbo-prop TU-95 (Bear), which, with a 8000-mile range, would almost
classify as an intercontinental bomber and could do better than.476 knots.20

The design bureau of V.M. Myasishchev had a mandate to compete
with Tupelov., Formerly a subordinate of Tupelov's, Myasishchev moved in
1949 and apparently took éver a complete plant (Moscow No. 23), for all
airframe production there ceased until he completed his design for a
4-jet Mya-4 (Bison), which would have a 6,000-mile range, a 45,000~foot

21

ceiling, and a speed of 500 knots.
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As mentioned, the Ilyushin bureau had already come up with its
1ight bomber. With the fighter field almost to itself, the Mikoyan
bureau developed successors to the MIG-15, essentially the same
design with improvements in thrust, speed, and ceiling., Yakovlev's
bureau provided the only competition, finally succeeding in putting
into production in 1954 an all-weather interceptor, the tiwin-jet Yak-25.

Actual production in 1949 and each subsequent year came, of course,
as a result of decisions made earlier. Whether a bomber, fighter, trans-
port, or whatever, a new plane could take form only after the air force
had defined a requirement for it. (Since air force officers were assigned
to the design bureaus, the requirement could actually originate with a
designer, but protocol apparently required that it appear to originate
with the Service.} The bureaus were then invited or sometimes c;:mpe.lled
to work up competing designs. The process took a minimum of 18
months. In the case of the successor to the TU-4, there is reason to
believe that it took fully 5 years ;nﬂ was expected to do st .

Myasishchev began work on the Mya—4 no later than 1949, and when the
plane went into production at the end of 1953 ne received a bonus for
meeting his schedule And aircraft designers were constrained to build
frames for existing engines, for the engine design process routinely
toock 4 years. (The TU-16 of 1953 used an engine which we-know to

*
have been designed in 1949?§ As reported in an earlier chapter, we have
reminiscenres by Yakovlev on Stalin's intense interest in details concerning
aircrafr We also Egﬁgaggspbmony of later date to the effect thgt final
decisions on mew planes were :zarefully re;iew;d by technicians reporting

to the Party Central Committee and to the Council of Ministers and that

*See above, pp. 91-92.
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this review took place before any requirement became fina1.2 According
to both sources,.the question of whether the industry could produce the
éiven plane on schedule dominated all other considerations. rdence, we
can infer that performance characteristics and the approximate time at
which planes began to appear fef1ected deliperate decisions made much
earlier at the highest levels of the Soviet government.
The numbers to be produced did not, of course, have to be decided
quite so soon. On the basis of Western experience, we can assume,
however, that a plant needed around 9 months to retool for producing
'a new model, and the process may well have taken longer in the Soviet
Union in the period we are reviewing. Indeed, it may still take ionger,
for central planners have to make provisions for everything involved,
and there is some reason to believe that both managers and workers resist
retooling because of fear that it will interfere with meeting quotas.24
Reading back from aircraft production data, we obtain independent con;
firmation of Yakovlev's testimony that the requirements for the MIG-15
-and the TU-4 were set by Stalin during the winter of 1945-46. It is very
1ikely that he fixed requirements at the same time for the IL-28.
From the defector, Gregory Tokaev*, we have testimony that Stalin and

other Soviet leaders were demanding a high-perfqrmance intercontinental bomber
25

in the spring of 1947. The timing of :he Myasishchev bureau's move
to Moscow No. 23 and of collaboration between Tupelov and the designers

of the AM3 engine make it more than likely that requirements for the

*Tokaev was also known as Tokaty and published under both names. The names are
used interchangeably in this chapter.
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TU-16, TU-95, and Mya-4 (Badger, Bear,aquiSqn ) were set mo later than
the winter of 1948-49. The fequiremen:s for the Yak-25 all-weather
interceptor were probably set at about the same time, though the faét
that 53_53_5_‘_"_’__’_‘_2.:&?.? i1d nc.;: tetool for it umtil the second half of 1952
makes it possible that production of the Yak -25 was not decided upon
until the winter of 1949-50. Requirements for the MIG-17 probably

‘date from 1947 or 1948, for the MIG-19 from 1950 or 1951, and for the
MIG-21 from 1952 or 1953.

For the most part, therefore, the major aircraft designs were chosen
before there was any indication that the Western powers viewed the Cold
War as a2 military competition andibefore most of the events that may
have trigggred the 1949 upturn in total Soviet defense spending. The
bomber and fighter designs responded to Stalin's expressed desire for
planes that would "fly higher, farther, and faster than all othgrs.sﬁ
1t is possible that, like the TU-4, they were partially selected on
the basis of evidence as to what the United States planned to build.
More than one Russian has testified that an effective method for
getting the Soviet bureaucracy to proceed with a new weapons system
has been to produce such evidence?7 Except for the Yak-25, none of
the Soviet fighters seemed particﬁlarly tailored to cope with strategic
offensive forces possessed or projected on the American side, nor for
that matter did any of the Soviet bombers seem to be planned with an
eye to penetrating prospective American air defenses. It is of course,
more than likely that references to American offensive or defensive cdpabilities
appeared in military planning papers concerning fighter or bomber regquire-

ments. All the evidence we have indicates, however, that the processes
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for setting/requirements were influenced by engineers and production
specialisfs preoccupied not with how to overmatch a barticular enemy
capability but rather with how to avoid failures at the testing stages
- and how to carry out promises as to when planes coulﬂ be produceE?

In regard to numbers of aircraft procured and their operational
assigments, high level decisions were made inside a shcrter time frame
Of course, it is possible that the sequences we can see in retrospect
were all or nearly all planned well in advance. By a slight margin,
however, it seems more likely that each instance in which 2 plant
commenced production of a plane reflected a specific decision made
9 to 18 months earlier.

On that assumption, it would appear that the Soviet leadership
effectively decided on the size of the TU-4 fleet at the time when the
bomber was first .ordered, for the two largest airframe plants in the
country were turning out TU-4s from the beginning of the program. The
fact that 4oscow No. 23_had only token production of the TU-4 was
almost certainly due to a separate decision that a design team developing
a follow-on bomber should be housed in that plant. Of course, it is possible

that neither Stalin nor any other Soviet administrators ordained or even

foresaw the total quantity of TU-4s that would be built and delivered, glven

the slowness with which follow-on jet or turboprop bombers were to

materialize, but it is more likely that they decreed at the outset the

production of a thousand or more.
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For the IL-28 light bomber, on the other hand, there seems to have been

upward adjustments, The design ﬁay have been approvea at about the same

time as the design for the TU-4, and a plant for producing the plane may

have been selected from the outser. The start of production in 1950 at a

second plant probably reflectéd air force satisfaction with the plane and
-

a decision sometime in 1948-49 roughly to double production. Similar

reasoning leads to a conclusion that there were successive decisions in

4

-

1949-50 and in 1951-52 to build IL-28s at 2 additional plants with the
result'that ﬂy 1953 the induétry could produce as many as 1,100 a year.

For fighters, the story was much the same. In 1947-48, 4 plants were
programmed to turn o;t MIG-15s or MIG-15 trainers. Altogether, they hadl
capacity for producing between 2,500 and 3,000 a year. In 1948-49, 3
more plants were assigned to MIG production, raising total potential output
to 4,000-4,500. 1In 1949—55—€§§3Ersi0n of vet another plant commenced with
the result that potential production went up by another 500 or so.

In some measure, of course,-decisions to increase production of IL-28s
or MIG fighters were merely decisions to use existing plants for these
ajrcraft instead of for othere now obsolete types. In each year from 1949
to 1952 there was also some'§§§nificant addition to toral airframe production
capacity. It went from below 50 million pounds to well over 78 million pounds.
Since an increase had been péovided for in the Fourth Five Year Plan, it was
not itself a function of annual decisions to increase output of light bombers
or fighters. It is noteworthy, however, that certain other types Jf planes

did not get built despite th®~increase in capacity. Production of transports
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went down almost 20 percent; helicopter construction stopped: and no
seaplanes were built, notwithstanding the fact that in 1947 Admiral
.G.M. Beriev received a medal for his new seaplane designi? It would
appear thus that Stalin and other Soviet leaders were hearing and
résponding to arguments that IL-28s and MIG fighters were needed more
than other types of alrcraft.,

'rhe a_c_:__t.t._ml.. 3;10'33:?3'79?? _9_._".__;1_[7.-‘."2.8_‘5__-‘31.1:1 MIG f_ighters may suggest what
these arguments were, for most of the IL-28s went to tactical air
armies supporting front-line ground force units in Eastern Europe and
the Far East, and the MIGs were divided between frontal aviation and

percent 3u
air defense, with approximately 60/ regularly going to the latter.

Thus,. from evidence concerning procurement and deployment of new
alrcraft, one can infer that the Soviet (Government elected to devote
a large proportion of its production capacity to long-range bombers
at a time when there was no evidence that the United States or other
Western powers would engage in anything resembling an arms race. When
Western rearmament did begin on a small scale in 1948, the Soviets
shifted emphasis. Though completing TU-4 production programmed prior .
to 1948 and continuing design work on follow-on types, they assigned
most avallable production capacity to light bombers and fighters designed
elther for support of theater ground forces or for homeland air defense.

This apparent shift could have been simply a function of technological
lag. Designs for bombers of longer range, able to hit targets in North
America, took form more slowly than expected, and productive capacity wvas
meanwhille used for other types of aircraft. To adopt this interpretation

may be, however, to view the Soviets as having had perceptions and

priorities similar to those prevailing in Washington and, by doing so,

to 'misread them Tnﬁpn‘ |
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For it is equally plausible that in the late 1940s Soviet leaders

still attached relatively low priority to long-range bombers as weapons
for actual warfare. This had been the attitude of most of the pro-
fessional military before and during World War II. Despite Stalin's
postwar emphasis on devel;ping the long-range air force, there is
little to indicate a chaqée in attitude among his generals, including
those in other elements of the alr force. Debates on doctrine which
were to take place after—Stalin's death would provide evidence that
many senior officers had fet to absorb the view that operations against
a nation's economic and iﬁﬁustrial b;se could_héve military effe:c
comparable to those of ;perations against its front-line forces. Sope
of those who took nuclear weaponry into account probably credited it
with relétively.little s%gpificauce because of a view that the number
of atomic bombs would belﬁmall and their actual delivery would be
uncertain.l As in the American military establishment, many probably
left the new weapon&y—aimusg-altogether out of account simply from

lack of knowledge. 1If apprehensive lest the imperialists start a

war at some early date or if engaged in opportunistic planning for

B ot

operations against Yugoslavia or rear support for North Korean oper-
R =2

ations against South Korea, Soviet military leaders could well have
argued to Stalin that lo;E:range bombers were a comparative luxury,
and Stalin could have accepted their argument.

What we know of contemporaneous Soviet naval programs suggests not
only that Stalin had deqigéd to give priority to readiness for a war
that might break out in the near future but also that he may have
become better able to let long-range bomber projects lag because he
perceived submarines armed with rockets as .an alternative,and perhaps

e

more efficient,method of delivering nuclear weapons against distant
*Tce below, pp 302-16. 267
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targets or at least of threatening to do so0 and thereby achieving deterrence.
In line with his pledée of 1945 to build up Russian_seaPOWéE Stalin,
it will be recalled, had embarked in 1946 on a 20 -year building preogTaz,
the irreversible initial phase of which h.ad invelved high priority for
repairing prewar shipyards and constructing new yards. As of 1949,

13 shipyards were primarily devoted to naval construction: 1l at

Kaliningrad and 4 at Leningrad (Sudomekh, Baltic, Admiralty, and
Zhdanov) serving the Baltic Fleet area; 2 on the Voiga (Gorky and
Sormovo), 2 at Nikolaev (North and Nosenko), plus 1 at Kamysh Barun
for the Black Sea Fleet area; = 1 monster at Severodvinsk on the White

Sea providing for the Northern Fleet area; ang’ 2 on the Amur at Khabarovsk

and Komsomolsk for the Pacific Fleet area. 'hey had almost completed

construction of the Kirow-and Chapaev~class cruisers and had begun work
' prepare
on the new Sverdlov, Similarly, they had begun to/  for production of

new types of destroyersand escorts.3l

Special effort had gone to developing
new facilities for submarine produc::!;?_n at Leningrad's Baltic and
Sudomekh yards, the two (olga yards, Sgy_erodovinsk, and Komsomols_k.

They were on the vergr:: of producing tl:le first of a projected 336 i:oats

of a new 250-foot-long Whiskey-class, and they were only a few years

from being able to turn out the first of a projected 3b6-boat fleet of
2ulus which would be 50 feet longer, both Whiskeys and Zulus to have
-oceangoing range by virtue of incorporating German snorkel :echnolog;?

At some point .between 1948 and 1951 Stalin ordered major changes. He
is reported to have reaffirmed —— or perhaps, indeed, to have affirmed
for the first time =- his commitment to eventual completion of a powerful
surface fleet that would include aircraft carriers:.53 In the meantime,

however, a program for building 12 Talinn-class destroyers was

canceled outright. The projected mumber of =mall Quebec-class submarines
268
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was Tade to CUL Dack projzcted numbers of a larezs ciesel submarine

wag reduced frem 9 and a tentztive decision
being cesigned as a successor to the Zulus. Changes involving con-
siderable expense were meanwhile made in some ongoing work. Zulu-
class submarine construction, for example, was shifted wholesale from

the Sudomekh yard to that at Severodvinsk. The explanation developed

by Michael MccGwire, one of the most careful students of Soviet naval
developments, is that Stalin decided in 1949 or 1950 in favor of a
submarine-launched ballistic missile progrmﬁﬁ

Among Soviet finds in Germany at the end of World War II had been
technical plans for a submarine-towed V-2. The navy gave some attention
to the possibility of developing a platform to be towed by a Whiskev-type
submarine but abandoned the effort. Meanwhile, however, naval architects -
and ordnance specialists began to see at leas; in outline the feasibility
not only of mounting cruise missiles on submarines as well as surface
ships but of mounting on them ballistic missiles as well, It is unclear
whether their work proceeded wholly independently or was somehow linked
with that on land-based missiles. It is alsc unclear just when they had
designs for the 300-mile-range liquid-fueled GOLEM which was to be test-
fired from a Whiskey in 1952? It does seem plausible, however, that the
leaders of the Soviet navy would have felt.confident by 1950 that some
such technology would prove workable.

At the time all types of missiles were probably conceived by Soviet
naval officers as primarily weapons to be armed with TNT warheads. In
all likelihood, everyone from Stalin down still shared the assumption

that nuclear warheads would be unwieldy and, in any case, extremely

scarce. The chances are that missile-equipped submarines, like
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missile-equipped surface shipg, were expected-primarily to strike

against enemy warships and convoys. Nevertheless, submarine-launched
missiles could also have been envisioned in the Soviet navy, and by
Stalin, as strategic offensive weapons to be targeted against the

United Ste'ites. —
As 1s nearly always the case, the available evidence is not adequate
for definitive refutation of any hypothesis. The ground forcc;.buildup,
coupled with intensified investment in suppor.t__and air defense aircraft
and in submarines, could be read as signifyinT@gr,'that Stalin and the
Politburo were readying an offensive to conq;:- Europe or other areas.
With equal plausibility, the pattern could b¥ read as wholly one of

defensive reaction to moves by the West perceived in Russia as foreshadowing

a reneved capitalist-imperialist effort to strangle the Bolshevik Revolution.

The hypothesis most consistent with most evidence is, by a slight edge,
that which would hold Soviet defense policy—_-i_._;_sueen 1949 and 1952 to have
beeﬁ a function neither of a long-range plen-‘ﬂar expansion nor of

fears excited by immed{ate capitalist-imperialist threats but rather of
preparation in the short run for possible war in or over Yugoslavia or
Korea and in the long run for the full range of dire contingencies which

professional military men could portray.
&

|
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The 1952-53 Cutbacks

For 1952-53, the last period of Stalin's reign, ve begin to

have an estimate of Soviet defense spending based o{ CIA's Strategic
Cost Analysis Model (SCAM); calculations rrom this model find
Soviet outlays for defense falling fn absolute terms by about 3
percent. The reduction is attributed in part to an apparent cutback
of about 645,000 in military manpowér, most of it coming from the

ground forces. In part, however, it is also accounted for by

range air force. Only PVQ Strany improved budgetarﬂy.36

For the first time since the end of World War II there were ab-
solute reductions in airframe output, most of the drop occurring in
airframes for bombers.37 In part, this was clearly due to the fact
that TYU-4 production was winding down and preparations were under way

to shift to Badger and Bear production. Except that one plant was

converting to produce the all-weather Yak-25 in place of MIGs, a coinci-

dental leveling-off in the amount of airframe for fighters cannot be

explained in the same terms. This suggests deliberate decisions to pare

back some components of defense spending, one of which was to reduce

procurement of heavy bombers and virtually to halt procurement of new

fighters for frontal aviation while stepping up allocation of them to PVO.

Since 1952 marked the beginning of a new Five Year Plan, one might
go on to infer that Stalin intended ready forces and current military

procurement to take a significantiy smaller share of Soviet resources

through the next half-decade. It could equally well be the case, however,

that the plan looked to heavy spending late in the 5-year term for
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items not yet in series production, including Rears, Bisons, new

long-range submarines, and intermediate-range rockets. The obvious

likelihood of high end-item costs for these nev systems, in fact,

makes it less likely that Stalin was squeezing down the defense

budget than that he was trying to hold it jevel over the approaching

Plan period,

Even.so, how is one to explain a downtuIRn in Soviet defense outlays

occurring while U.S. spending, spurred by the Korean War, was still

4

rocketing upward?-

An effort to explain this puzzling discrepancy should begin perhaps

by moting that Stalin and his advisors need not have seen huge American

expenditures in defense as necessarily requiring comparably-urgent

spending by the Soviet Union.

By the winter of 1951-52, when final decisions of the Soviet

cutbacks were prol:;ably made, Western rearmament had been under way

for some time. While the Truman administration was openly preparing
the largest U.S. defenge budget.

*

what would be, at least in real dollars,

of the whole period from 1946 to the present, cool-headed Soviet

analysts could easily have made out the fact that these expenditures

wa

were probably not going to equip the United States and its allies

with the wherewithal to mount an invasion of the Soviet Union itself

or even the Soviet perimeter. Six divisions seemed the limit of an

American troop contribution to NATO. The European govermments showed

no signs of building up to the force levels described by their military

leaders as essential for defensive operations, let alone lifting them

to a point where they could threaten Soviet defenses. Senior U.S.

and U.K. officials were known to believe that, wﬁefor defensive purposes,
NATO would have to draw upon Gemggztrm'l’-“- with . .
7
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exp9r1ence from the 19305 in m1nd Soviet analysts could probab]y

foresee more easily than most Western analysti how long and difficult
would be the process of clearing the necessary arrangements through
the parliaments of France, Italy, and other NATO states. In addition,
there was certainly awareness in Moscow of the extent to which
guerrillas in Indochina, Indonesia, Burma, and the Malay peninsula
were preoécupying French, Butch, and British military units that
might otherwise have been deployed in Europe. (This fact almost

surely enabled the Party functionaries superintendling activities in

_ the colonial world to obtain more high-level attention and more

resources than in past years.)38

The United States was approaching another presidential election.
Although the outcome in 1948 had probably made Soviet observers wary
of relying too heavily on American public opinion polls and newspaper
commentators, they could hardly fail to note in these soundings not only

the renewed prospect of a Repub11can victory but also the likelihood

; .-vd"

that the Reﬁﬂﬁ??tan nom1nee would be Senator [4ft, -an-outspokentfoe of "
?.{\Jw—-‘ e

. >, 35“. S
stationing Amef?f?nﬁﬁgﬁwtary units in Europg;ﬁ 0n]¥quten=thi€Fﬂﬁhat

down Soviet dﬁ?@h@ﬂ”ﬂﬁaﬂz¥‘€§§{¢:z:o effect d1d,§1senhoﬁer‘eme?gé gg.afu‘ﬁsﬁ .

candidate and“ﬂf'?fm{ ¥e néE:ﬁat:o:*:;;;i;;;;;anggﬁhxdthe t1me Soviet
spending f1guregﬁﬁﬂF5*E*fﬁ’as 4¥?Br ?;§3.E1senhower had revealed himself
to be the equal of Taft in determination to reduce his own country's
defense spending. From evidence concerning American politics, Stalin
and other Soviet leaders would have had some basis for assuping that

they did not face an American government likely to precipafe a war.,

Equally or more important would have been a feeling on the part
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of Soviet leaders that they had less reason th_an in the past for
fearing events on Soviet borders which might tduch off unintended
conflict. Stressing desire to prevent any widening of the war in
Asla, the United States had placed maximum restraints on its
commanders in Korea. ' This must have been redaBsuring to Stalin
and his aides. Although we have no real lmou]::lge of what
information reached the Kremlin or how it was assessed, we can
reasonably assume that, if there had been apprél}énsion earlier
. = .
about a possible attack on the Soviet sphereﬁ?l;t might be launched
from Yugoslavia, it had diminished. To be =suT®; the Soviet press
noted and decried American military aid to 'I‘iqt'—; and rapprochements
between Yugoslavia and neighbors belonging to NATO. In the U.N. the
. the USSR."39